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ABSTRACT

This thesis is an assessment of the character of textual transmission reflected in the
pre-fourth century Greek manuscripts of the Gospel of John. Since John is the most
attested New Testament book among the early papyri, has the highest number of
papyri that share overlapping text, and is the best attested Christian text in the second
century, it serves well as a case study into the level of fluidity and stability of the
New Testament text in its earliest period of transmission. The transmission of New
Testament writings in this period has been characterized by a number of scholars as
error-prone, free, wild and chaotic. This thesis is an inquiry into the validity of this
characterization. I contend that our earliest extant manuscripts should serve as the
most relevant evidence for addressing this issue, both for the period in which they
were copied and for inferences about the preceding period for which we lack
manuscript evidence.

My treatment of the earliest Greek manuscripts of John primarily involves a fresh
and full assessment of the level of fluidity and stability exhibited in the 14 smaller
fragments (PS5, P22, P28, P39, P52, P90, P95, P106, P107, P108, P109, P119, P121,
0162) by identifying on the basis of internal evidence the character of variants and
unique readings attested. Additionally, I compare the number, character and
significance of the singular/sub-singular readings of each early fragmentary
manuscript with those in the same portion of text in the major majuscule manuscripts
up through the seventh century that share complete overlap. The unique readings of
P66 and P75 are added to this comparison where they fully overlap with the smaller
fragments. Since P45 and P66 have been particularly identified with a “free” manner
of transmission, I include an extended discussion in my introductory section in which
I engage with research on the character of transmission exhibited in these two
witnesses.

My analysis of these early manuscripts based on the internal evidence of readings
allows for a more in-depth and accurate characterization of the freedom and/or care
exhibited. The comparison of singular and sub-singular readings with those of the
later majuscules facilitates a diachronic comparison of the number and nature of
readings most likely to have been generated at the time in which each respective
manuscript was transcribed. This latter step allows us to test, by way of these
passages, whether or not the manuscript tradition can be fairly characterized as freer
and more prone to corruption in the second and third centuries than in subsequent
centuries. From these data, and in conjunction with observations made on any
relevant physical features of the manuscripts themselves, I conclude that the copying
of John during the second and third centuries was characterized largely by stability
and by continuity with the later period. These conclusions serve the broader purpose
of providing a window on the character of New Testament textual transmission in the
earliest centuries.
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1. INTRODUCTION

It has been widely claimed or accepted among New Testament textual critics that the
early period of textual transmission for the documents that now comprise the New

Testament was characterized by “freedom,” “fluidity,” “instability,” “laxity,”

29 ¢ 29 <c 29 ¢¢

“proneness to error,” “carelessness,” “wildness,” “chaos,” “lack of control,” etc.
Although these claims have differed in regards to when the text was most unstable,
most agree that the period in question is that which roughly preceded the fourth
century or the time of Constantine and the Council of Nicaea. This thesis is an
inquiry into the validity of this characterization of the pre-fourth century text of the
New Testament, particularly the Gospels, by the application of a fresh approach to
the second and third century Greek manuscript witnesses to the Gospel of John,

especially the 14 smaller fragments.

1.1. Major Approaches to the Early Papyri
Two of the most formidable textual critics of the twentieth century, Eldon Epp and
Kurt Aland, have asserted the importance of the early New Testament papyri. Epp
has remarked, “there is virtually unanimous agreement that the New Testament
papyri not only are textual criticism’s greatest treasure but also its best hope for
‘cracking’ the textual ‘code’ and breaking through to the original text” (with
“original text” being placed in inverted commas and its use critiqued and heavily
nuanced in subsequent publications).' He has more recently asserted, “the early

periods are of greatest interest and importance in textual criticism, for manuscripts

' Eldon J. Epp, “Decision Points in Past, Present, and Future New Testament Textual
Criticism,” in Perspectives on New Testament Textual Criticism: Collected Essays, 1962-2004
(NovTSup 116; Leiden: Brill, 2005), 281; for issues related to “original text” see, idem, “The
Multivalence of the Term ‘Original Text’ in New Testament Textual Criticism,” HTR 92 (1999): 245-
81; Michael W. Holmes, “From ‘Original Text’ to ‘Initial Text’: The Traditional Goal of New
Testament Textual Criticism in Contemporary Discussion,” in The Text of the New Testament in
Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Quaestionis (2d ed., eds. B. D. Ehrman and M. W.
Holmes; NTTSD 42; Leiden: Brill, 2013), 637-688.



2 He has pointed

up to around 600 are primary in isolating the earliest attainable text.
out that the early papyri were, however, under-utilized throughout the twentieth
century because they were inconsistent with established theories, overshadowed by
the later uncials, largely fragmentary, and perceived as only reflecting the text in
Egypt.® In his attempt to use the papyri to identify early “textual clusters,” Epp has
convincingly shown through the “dynamic” movement of people, ideas and
correspondence in and around Middle Egypt that the text in Egypt can be taken as
reflective of the forms and character of the New Testament text in the larger
Mediterranean world.” Kurt Aland, although opposed to Epp’s idea of early text-
types, has given the papyri “automatic significance” because they bring us back as
far as the second century.’

Additionally, Larry Hurtado in particular has argued for the importance of the
second and third century papyri as the “earliest Christian artifacts” and draws
attention to certain physical features such as the use of the codex and the presence of

nomina sacra, the staurogram, corrections and readers’ aids as important evidence for

the early transmission and use of Christian texts.’ The textual transmission evidenced

? Eldon J. Epp, “Are Early New Testament Manuscripts Truly Abundant?” in Israel’s God
and Rebecca’s Children: Christology and Community in Early Judaism and Christianity: Essays in
Honor of Larry W. Hurtado and Alan F. Segal (eds. D. B. Capes et al.; Waco: Baylor University
Press, 2007), 88.

* Eldon J. Epp, “The New Testament Papyrus Manuscripts in Historical Perspective,” in To
Touch the Text: Biblical and Related Studies in Honor of Joseph A. Fitzmyer, S.J. (eds. M. P. Horgan
and P. J. Kobelski; New York: Crossroads, 1989), 274-284. See also, idem, “The Papyrus
Manuscripts of the New Testament,” in Ehrman and Holmes, The Text of the New Testament, esp.
16-22.

4 Eldon J. Epp, “New Testament Papyrus Manuscripts and Letter Carrying in Greco-Roman
Times,” in The Future of Early Christianity: Essays in Honor of Helmut Koester (ed. B. A. Pearson, in
collaboration with A. T. Kraabel, G. W. E. Nickelsburg, and N. R. Petersen; Minneapolis, MN:
Fortress, 1991), 35-56.

3 Kurt Aland, Studien zur Uberlieferung des Neuen Testaments und seines Textes (ANTF 2;
Berlin: de Gruyter, 1967) 93; idem, “The Significance of the Papyri for Progress in New Testament
Research,” in The Bible in Modern Scholarship (ed. J. P. Hyatt; Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1965),
332; Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical
Editions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism (2d. rev. ed., trans. E. F. Rhodes;
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), 93: “Of special importance are the early papyri...these have an
inherent significance for New Testament textual studies because they witness to a situation before the
text was channelled into major text types in the fourth century.”

8 Larry W. Hurtado, The Earliest Christian Artifacts: Manuscripts and Christian Origins
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006).



in the early papyri is also the primary focus of a recent work devoted to the early
New Testament text, with contributions from a wide array of experts in early New
Testament papyri and related text-critical and historical topics.’

In light of their importance, there have been several major approaches to the
study of the early New Testament papyri. First, Epp has emphasized the particular
importance of the papyri for establishing a theory and history of the early New
Testament text.® His purpose has been to argue for the quantitative comparison of
these earliest witnesses, one with another and with later majuscules, in order to
pinpoint the earliest recognizable text-types.” Epp has called his approach a
“trajectory method” in which he uses the papyri to identify “textual clusters” or
“textual groups” and then “streams” or “trajectories’” running throughout the
manuscript tradition.'® In 1989 he attempted to classify individual papyri into one of
four textual groups (A, B, C and D), each based on one or two of the major
majuscules."’

Second, in a chapter-length study published in 2002, Barbara Aland
expressed her desire to establish the methodological basis upon which the early
fragmentary papyri can be assessed, valued and thus used in New Testament textual
criticism.'? In her judgment, the pressing questions include scribal habits, rate of

error and any textual affinities that may be detected. Colwell’s method in which only

7 Charles E. Hill and Michael J. Kruger, eds., The Early Text of the New Testament (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2012).

¥ Eldon J. Epp, “The Twentieth Century Interlude in New Testament Textual Criticism,” JBL
93 (1974): 390-401; idem, “A Continuing Interlude in New Testament Textual Criticism?” HTR 73
(1980): 138-51; idem, “Decision Points,” 278-82; idem, “The New Testament Papyrus Manuscripts,”
261-88; idem, “The Significance of the Papyri for Determining the Nature of the New Testament Text
in the Second Century: A Dynamic View of Textual Transmission,” in Gospel Traditions in the
Second Century (ed. W. L. Petersen; CJA 3; Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 1989),
71-103.

° Epp, “The New Testament Papyrus Manuscripts,” 288.

' Epp, “Significance,” 84-100.

1 Epp, “Significance,” 100. He has most recently reflected, “This A, B, C, D scheme did not
find broad acceptance...though I still use it” (“Textual Clusters: Their Past and Future in New
Testament Textual Criticism,” in Ehrman and Holmes, The Text of the New Testament, 556).

12 Barbara Aland, “Kriterien zur Beurteilung kleinerer Papyrusfragmente des Neuen
Testaments,” in New Testament Textual Criticism and Exegesis. Festschrift J. Delobel (ed. A.
Denaux; BETL 161; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2002).



singular readings are studied is deemed by Aland to be an insufficient approach to
the smaller fragmentary papyri.” By treating only singular readings a number of
other, useful readings are left out which may have been introduced by the individual
scribe, and there are, in comparison with the more extensive papyri studied by
Colwell, too few singular readings in the smaller fragments. Her approach involves
four features:'* 1) the inclusion of all variants — singulars and those shared with other
witnesses; 2) a collation based on NA?’ as the initial text (hypothetischer
Ausgangstext) of the manuscript tradition and a comparison of readings with co-
witnesses for the purpose of identifying possible textual groups (which she finds
unlikely in most cases) and discerning whether variants were inherited or created; 3)
a classification as “strict,” normal,” “free” due to carelessness or “free” due to
editorial interventions based on the tolerance of error reflected in the papyrus; and, 4)
a consideration of the total number of variation-units in the section of text attested by
the papyrus in her assessment and classification.

Aland uses her method to assess 15 recently published fragmentary papyri.
She treats all variants from NA?” and then tries to determine which of these are likely
to have originated with the individual scribe who copied the papyrus, so that she can
discuss the manner of transmission. In this process, she notes relationships with other
witnesses and any textual form or group to which the papyrus may have belonged. If
no pattern of affinity is apparent, then many of the readings with only slight support
are said to derive from the scribe himself. In her attempt to classify each papyrus, she
devotes a fair amount of space to the nature and seriousness of variants, making

observations on recurring errors and intentionality. Among the fifteen manuscripts

' Cf. Ernest C. Colwell, “Method in Evaluating Scribal Habits: A Study of the Text of P45,
P66, P75,” in Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament (NTTS 9; Leiden:
Brill, 1969), 106-124.

4B, Aland, “Kriterien,” 2.



studied, two are regarded as “free,” two “normal,” and the remaining are labelled
“strict.”"”

Aland later applied her method, although more loosely, to all second and
third century fragmentary papyri of the Gospel of John, adding P° from the fourth
century and excluding the extensive P® and P”.'® As in her previous article, she
contends that the early fragmentary papyri, unlike the extensive “great papyri,” do
not supply enough data to perform a full-scale study of scribal habits, to draw precise
distinctions between inherited and created readings, and to trace already known
textual forms present in the majuscules back to an earlier time (as can be
accomplished with P”° and B). Thus, by utilizing her previously outlined method she
wants to answer the question, “wozu niitzt die groBe Menge der kleinen Papyri?”!’
Before providing a brief evaluation of each papyrus, she explicitly states the
objective of her study: “Ziel ist es, den Wert der frithen fragmentarischen Papyri im
Rahmen der Gesamtiiberlieferung des Johannesevangeliums zu bestimmen.”'®

For each papyrus treated in this assessment Aland lists, but not consistently,
all variation-units for which the papyrus is extant and specifically addresses readings
that deviate from NA?". If she cannot discern a pattern of agreement with co-
witnesses in the variants of the papyrus, then she interprets them as having likely
arisen from the individual copyist, or from the Vorlage but without connection to any
kind of textual group. Accordingly, if no affinity can be determined then it appears
that the manuscript as a whole, in light of all its deviations, is judged on the basis of

its nearness to NA?” without much further commentary or distinction regarding the

origin of its variants. Where an otherwise careful papyrus contains a few careless

' B. Aland, “Kriterien,” 12-13.

' B. Aland, “Der textkritische und textgeschichtliche Nutzen friiher Papyri, demonstriert am
Johannesevangelium,” in Recent Developments in Textual Criticism: New Testament, Other Early
Christian and Jewish Literature (eds. W. Weren and D.-A. Koch; STAR 8; Kampen: Royal Van
Gorcum, 2003), 19-38.

7B, Aland, “Nutzen,” 19.

18g, Aland, “Nutzen,” 20.

10



mistakes, these mistakes are regarded, especially if there is moderate support from
other witnesses, as inherited from the Vorlage. Aland, therefore, attempts to make
observations about the probable origins of variants appearing in each papyrus, while
also recognizing the uncertainty inherent in this endeavour. Rather than specifically

29 ¢

labelling each papyrus as “strict,” “normal” or “free” according to its manner of
transmission, as she does in her previous article, she seems here to be more
concerned with drawing a general conclusion about the nearness of the papyrus to
the hypothetical initial text, NA*'. Her assessment of variants also includes
discussion of their nature, significance and intentionality. She concludes by briefly
noting the important variants covered,'® the overall closeness to NA? exhibited,*
and the usefulness of the Editio Critica Maior in future study of the papyri.

Third, Kyoung Shik Min, Aland’s former doctoral student, has utilized and
extended her approach in his study of the early fragmentary papyri and one
majuscule of the Gospel of Matthew up to the beginning of the fourth century.”' He
engages with each manuscript under three headings: 1) Text and Apparatus; 2)
Analysis; and, 3) Conclusion. First, under “Text and Apparatus,” he provides a
transcription of the papyrus and an accompanying apparatus based on the text of
NA?". He presents the reading of the papyrus, or the lack thereof, for each variation-
unit in NA?’, and he adds singular, sub-singular or narrowly attested readings from
the papyrus that are not treated in that apparatus. Second, under “Analysis,” he
begins by supplying important palaeographical and bibliographical information. He

then launches into his own text-critical analysis by statistically noting the extent to

' Of these seven variants Aland says, “...sind insgesamt die genannten ‘wichtigen’
Varianten (wir faBten den Begriff sehr weit) auch nur wenige angesichts des immerhin 244 Verse
abdeckenden Gesamtbestandes” (“Nutzen,” 36).

2 B. Aland, “Nutzen,” 37: “Der Text simtlicher friiher Johannes-Papyri beruht prinzipiell
auf dem hypothetischen Ausgangstext der Uberlieferung, als den wir den Text des Novum
Testamentum Graece (mit allen Kautelen) ansetzen. Der Text wird mit unterschiedlicher Sorgfalt
abgeschrieben, aber nie mit eindeutiger Anderungstendenz.”

2! Kyoung Shik Min, Die fiiiheste Uberlieferung des Matthiusevangeliums (bis zum 3./4.
Jh.): Edition und Untersuchung (ANTF 34; Berlin: De Gruyter, 2005).

11



which the papyrus deviates from the text of NA?’ in light of the total number of
variation-units for that portion of text, and he notes the number of singular or sub-
singular readings that he has added to his analysis. He then proceeds to list and
discuss all deviations from NA?” by classifying them twice, into two separate
categories. The first includes the four formal categories of variation, and each is
given with its percentage of occurrence in the papyrus: additions, omissions,
transpositions, and substitutions.?” The second category provides further text-critical
detail about type and/or origin: corrections, orthography, nonsense readings, singular
readings and harmonizations. His “Analysis” section concludes with a discussion of
textual character, where he reconstructs the Vorlage by distinguishing between
inherited and created readings, comments on textual affinity, proximity to the initial
text (Ausgangstext= NA?"), and the overall nature of deviations in terms of
carelessness, intentionality, etc, and briefly classifies both the text and the individual

29 ¢¢

scribe’s activity as “strict,” “normal” or “free” (or in one case “very free”). He
excludes singular and sub-singular readings as well as those that are narrowly
attested / nearly sub-singular from his assessment of textual character, since he
judges these to have likely been creations of the scribe.

Third, under “Conclusion,” Min numerically lists the major points that
constitute the fruit of his previous analysis, and he elaborates on his classifications of
the papyrus with respect to the accuracy of the scribe who copied it

(Uberlieferungsweise) and the textual quality of the Vorlage that underlies it

(Textqualitit). He also takes this opportunity, in response to the work of Bart

22 See Gordon D. Fee, “On the Types, Classification, and Presentation of Textual Variation,”
in Studies in the Theory and Method of New Testament Textual Criticism (eds. E. J. Epp and G. D.
Fee; SD 45; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), 63: “all variation is one of four kinds: addition,
omission, substitution, transposition.”

12



Ehrman,™ to make note of the presence or absence of intentional, dogmatic
alterations.”* At the end of Min’s study, all 14 manuscripts treated in his analysis are
listed in a table with two classifications corresponding to his two categories of
Uberlieferungsweise and Textqualitit>> Tommy Wasserman in his own assessment
of the early papyri of Matthew and in close dialogue with Min’s work, comes to
similar conclusions and notes the “spectrum” exhibited: “It is evident from this
survey that relatively many of these early scribes made a lot of mistakes and took
some liberties in their copying. At the same time, the scribes seldom changed the
meaning of the text.”*®

Fourth, James Royse in his meticulously researched 2008 monograph, Scribal
Habits in Early Greek New Testament Papyri, builds upon Colwell’s study of the
scribal habits of P**, P and P”° by examining the singular readings of the six
extensive early papyri in order to determine, as precisely as possible, the scribal
habits behind each manuscript, and to thus refine our understanding of transcriptional
probability.>” Much of the literature concerning scribal habits and transcriptional
probability, according to Royse, has not evidenced sufficient objectivity and
methodological rigor. Similar to Colwell, but going beyond the use of Tischendorf®
to verify singularity,”® he attempts to offer “a carefully formulated and implemented
methodology.”29 In his treatment of the singular readings in P, P*, P P% P and

P, covering a range of New Testament books, he sheds light on how variants arose

¥ See Bart D. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: The Effect of Early
Christological Controversies on the Text of the New Testament (updated with a new afterword; New
York: Oxford University Press, 2011).

* Min, Die friiheste Uberlieferung, 47.

2> Min, Die friiheste Uberlieferung, 272.

26 Tommy Wasserman, “The Early Text of Matthew,” in Hill and Kruger, Early Text, 103-
104.

*" James R. Royse, Scribal Habits in Early Greek New Testament Papyri (NTTSD 36;
Leiden: Brill, 2008).

2% Constantin von Tischendorf, ed., Novum Testamentum Graece (8th ed. 2 vols; Leipzig:
Giesecke and Devrient, 1869) (hereafter referred to as Tischendorf®).

2 Royse, Scribal Habits, 3.

13



and on scribal attitudes towards the text in the earliest period with extant manuscript
evidence.

For each papyrus, he introduces the manuscript, treats corrections, and then
lists orthographic and nonsense singulars before laying out “significant singulars.”
The latter are listed under the categories of Omissions (including Leaps), Additions,
Transpositions (including Transpositions as Corrected Leaps), Substitutions
(including Prefixes, Proper names, Pronouns, Cases of Nouns), and Conflations.
Where applicable, singular readings are also listed under the categories of
Harmonization to Parallels, Harmonization to Context, Harmonization to General
Usage, and Theological Changes. He concludes his study of each papyrus with a
brief summary of its characteristic transmission features.*® Royse also makes a strong
case for abandoning the criterion of lectio brevior potior, at least for the period
covered by the early papyri, by showing that these scribes were much more likely to

omit than they were to add.”!

1.2. My Question and Approach
Moving from major approaches to the papyri, we now come to the specific issue that
I intend to address with the method outlined in this introduction, namely, the level of
and relationship between freedom and stability in the early period of New Testament
textual transmission. It is helpful to begin this introductory discussion by looking at
Hort’s assessment of the early text, since many of the later arguments and descriptive
terms find early expression here. At the center of Hort’s view of early New

Testament transmission character was his understanding of the antiquity and near

*Royse, Scribal Habits, 197, 357, 397, 544, 614, 704.

3 Royse, Scribal Habits, 705-36; for a discussion of this criterion and the secondary
literature see, Eldon J. Epp, “Traditional ‘Canons’ of New Testament Textual Criticism: Their Value,
Validity, and Viability,” in The Textual History of the Greek New Testament: Changing Views in
Contemporary Research (eds. K. Wachtel and M. W. Holmes; SBLTCS 8; Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2011), 79-127.

14



ubiquity of the “‘Western’” text, whose primary representative among Greek
manuscripts at least for the Gospels and Acts is Codex Bezae, the characteristics of
which he took to be typical of the early period.** In Hort’s judgment, this free text
(markedly paraphrastic, unscrupulous, interpolated, harmonized, and intermingled
with other traditions and sources)™ developed early and was widespread, and thus
represented the attitudes and practices associated with the reproduction of the New
Testament documents that dominated the ‘Ante-Nicene’ period.’* This “early
Western inundation” resulted in large-scale corruption during the second and third
centuries, and its text enjoyed widespread (though not exclusive) acceptance and
usage outside of Alexandria, where the “Neutral” text was more carefully preserved,
albeit with “Alexandrian” changes less severe than their “*Western’”
contemporaries.”” It is due to this historical reconstruction, one in which a heavily
corrupted text typified the early period, that Hort is permitted to speak of “early
textual laxity” or “licence in transcription” when describing the character of early
textual transmission.”

Reverberations of Hort’s portrayal and language can be seen from a sampling
of comments and arguments that have since been made by some leading researchers
in the discipline. Colwell explains, “in the early centuries of the New Testament
period accurate copying was not a common concept” and “The general nature of the
text in the earliest period (to A.D. 300) has long been recognized as ‘wild,’

‘uncontrolled,” ‘unedited.””*” Barbara Aland affirms the general assumption that “in

32B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek, Vol 1:
Introduction and Appendix (Cambridge: MacMillan, 1881), 148-49.

** Hort, Introduction, 120-26.

** Hort, Introduction: “during that part of the Ante-Nicene period of which we have any
direct knowledge ‘Western’ texts were at least dominant in most churches of both East and West...”
(126); “The earliest readings which can be fixed chronologically belong to it. As far as we can judge
from extant evidence, it was the most widely spread text of Ante-Nicene times...” (120).

33 Hort, Introduction, 129

36 Hort, Introduction, 7, 9.

" Ernest C. Colwell, “Hort Redivivus: A Plea and a Program,” in Studies in Methodology in
Textual Criticism of the New Testament (NTTS 9; Leiden: Brill, 1969), 166 n.3.
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the fourth/fifth century there was a higher degree of precision in copying than was
characteristic of earlier periods.”** Bart Ehrman has this notion of discontinuity
between the second and third centuries and subsequent centuries in mind when he
speaks of “the fluidity of the textual tradition in the early period of transmission”
and “the instability of the text in the early centuries.”” Royse expresses his general
acceptance of this characterization, and in the course of his summary adduces a
number of supporting quotes from leading figures in New Testament textual
criticism.”® George D. Kilpatrick, with his emphasis on early Atticistic corruption,
places the period of freedom before 200 C.E.*!

Some scholars, most notably Helmut Koester, William Petersen, and David
Parker have maintained that our earliest extant papyri are the product of a late
second-century Alexandrian recension and thus too late to serve as indicators of
previous transmission attitudes and practices.*? Koester and Petersen, then,
underscore textual differences between citations in early patristic writers, particularly
Justin Martyr, and the readings in current critical editions based on the Greek
manuscript evidence as proof of the freedom characteristic of what they regard as
this pre-recensional state of transmission.*’ Parker explains that “the free-text form

of Codex Bezae” is “as old as the second-century” and that it, in conjunction with the

3% Barbara Aland, “The Significance of the Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri in Early Church
History,” in The Earliest Gospels: The Origins and Transmission of the Earliest Christian Gospels —
The Contribution of the Chester Beatty Gospel Codex P45 (ed. C. Horton; JSNTSup 258; London:
T&T Clark, 2004), 118-119 n.43.

3% Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 49 n.92, 324; cf. 29, 31-33.

40 Royse, Scribal Habits, 19-31.

! George D. Kilpatrick, “Atticism and the Text of the Greek NT,” in Neutestamentliche
Aufsétze: Festschrift fiir Prof. Josef Schmid zum 70. Geburtstag (eds. J. Blinzler, O. Kuss, and F.
Mussner; Regensburg: Pustet, 1963), 128.

* Helmut Koester, “The Text of the Synoptic Gospels in the Second Century,” in Petersen,
Gospel Traditions in the Second Century, 19-37; William L. Petersen, “What Text Can New
Testament Textual Criticism Ultimately Reach?” in New Testament Textual Criticism, Exegesis, and
Early Church History (eds. B. Aland and J. Delobel; CBET 7; Kampen: Kok Pharos, 1994), 136-152;
idem, “The Genesis of the Gospels,” in New Testament Textual Criticism and Exegesis. Festschrift J.
Delobel (ed. A. Denaux; BETL 161; Leuven: Leuven University Press and Peeters, 2002), 33-65;
idem, “Textual Traditions Examined: What the Text of the Apostolic Fathers tells us about the Text of
the New Testament in the Second Century,” in The Reception of the New Testament in the Apostolic
Fathers (eds. A. Gregory and C. Tuckett; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 29-46; David C.
Parker, The Living Text of the Gospels (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997).

¥ See esp. Koester, “The Text of the Synoptic Gospels™; Petersen, “Genesis of the Gospels.”
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Old Syriac, Old Latin and early patristic sources, reflects more broadly the kind of
loose and “living” transmission practiced in that period.** Yet the diversity reflected
in the papyri makes improbable the claim that our earliest manuscripts (all of an
Egyptian provenance) are merely the product of an Alexandrian type of text deriving
from a late second century recension.*

In contrast to the viewpoint described above, other scholars such as Larry
Hurtado, Michael Holmes, Tommy Wasserman, and most recently Charles Hill and
Michael Kruger have drawn attention to the importance of the papyri and the
inadequacy of early patristic citations for determining the nature of textual
transmission in the second-century.*® Holmes maintains, “Evidence regarding what
the text of the Gospels looked like in the first half of the second century that we
might have expected the early Christian writers to provide is simply not forthcoming.
This means that for the earliest stages of transmission, almost our only evidence will
have to be whatever information we can tease out of our later manuscripts”
(emphasis mine)."” He says, therefore, that with regard to "fluidity and stability" in

the earliest period we must “take what we know about trends, patterns and tendencies

“ Parker, Living Text, 202. Regarding the text of Codex Bezae he asks rather rhetorically,
“does this remarkably free text preserve the earliest Christian attitude to the tradition?”” Cf. Bart D.
Ehrman, “The Text of the Gospels at the End of the Second Century,” in Codex Bezae: Studies from
the Lunell Colloquium, June 1994 (eds. D. C. Parker and C.-B. Amphoux; NTTS 22; Leiden: Brill,
1996), 100-102.

* For diversity among the papyri, see Epp, “Significance,” 100; K. Aland and B. Aland,
Text, 59, 93, 95. For the likelihood that the Egyptian papyri are textually representative, see Epp,
“Letter Carrying,” 35-56. For the question of an early recension, see especially Gordon D. Fee, “P75,
P66 and Origen: The Myth of Early Textual Recension in Alexandria,” in New Dimensions in New
Testament Study (eds. R. N. Longenecker and M. C. Tenney; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1974), 19-
45.

% Larry W. Hurtado, “The New Testament in the Second Century: Texts, Collections and
Canon,” in Transmission and Reception: New Testament Text-Critical and Exegetical Studies (eds. J.
W. Childers and D. C. Parker; TS I11.4; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2006), 3-27; Michael W.
Holmes, “Text and Transmission in the Second Century,” in The Reliability of the New Testament:
Bart Ehrman and Daniel Wallace in Dialogue (ed. R. B. Stewart; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2011),
61-80; Tommy Wasserman, “The Implications of Textual Criticism for Understanding the ‘Original
Text,”” in Mark and Matthew: Comparative Readings: Understanding the Earliest Gospels in their
First-Century Settings (eds. E.-M. Becker and A. Runesson; WUNT 271; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2011), 77-96; Charles E. Hill and Michael J. Kruger, “In Search of the Earliest Text of the New
Testament,” in Hill and Kruger, Early Text, 1-19.

*" Holmes, “Text and Transmission,” 60.
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from a later period for which we have evidence, project them back into the earlier
period for which we lack evidence, and see what they might suggest.”*®

It is at this point that my approach enters the picture. Building on the view
that our earliest extant manuscripts, in spite of their own limitations, are the most
relevant and direct evidence for addressing the issue of early transmission character,
both for the period in which they were copied and for inferences about the preceding
period for which we lack manuscript evidence, this thesis aims to contribute to this
discussion by applying a fresh approach to the study of the character of textual
transmission reflected in the pre-fourth century Greek manuscripts of the Gospel of
John. There are some important reasons why an analysis of the early manuscripts of
John serves well as a case study into the level of fluidity and stability of the Gospels
and even more broadly, the New Testament text in its earliest period of transmission.
John is the most represented New Testament book among the early manuscripts (17
at or before third/fourth century); it is the best-attested Christian text in the second
century (P*? and P*°); it gives a fairly even spread of witnesses across the early
period (two in the second century, most placed somewhere in the third, a few dated
arguably around third/fourth), which allows us to test for trends across time; John has
a unique level of overlap among its early witnesses, which is due primarily but not
exclusively to P*® and P”°; and, finally, since it was likely written towards the end of
the first-century, some of its many third century manuscripts would be included in
the first 150 years of transmission, which Parker puts forward as the timeframe
within which the transmission of a document was supposedly at its freest.*’ Given
Holmes’ persuasive emphasis on our earliest extant manuscripts as the basis for

determining the freedom and/or stability of the earliest stages of transmission (i.e.,

* Holmes, “Text and Transmission,” 61.

¥ Parker, Living Text, 70: “Although the texts of the Gospels continued to develop, it seems
that the most dramatic change took place in the first 150 years of their transmission. This is true of
many other textual traditions — initial fluidity followed by stability.”
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late first century to mid/late second century), it is difficult to find a better body of
evidence from which to speak to this question than the early manuscripts of John.
My method also aims to supply direct data for answering the broader question
of whether or not and to what extent we can identify differences in the attitudes and
practices exhibited in the pre- versus post- 300 C.E. periods of transmission, at least
with respect to the Gospel of John, a question which underlies the more specific
debate over the late first to late second century text: Was the text copied differently
in the early period (second and third centuries/up to ca. 300 C.E) than in the later
period (fourth, fifth, sixth centuries/up to ca. 700 or 800 C.E)? As already noted,
Royse provides a helpful summary of the proponents of what he regards to be the
consensus view that textual transmission was fundamentally freer and less stable in
the period before 300 C.E.” He concludes, “It is certainly plausible that scribal
habits in the pre-300 period may have differed significantly from those of later

9551

times.””" This consensus forms a large part of the basis for Ehrman’s method of

using some later manuscripts to argue for theologically motivated corruptions in the

second and third centuries:

The majority of textual variants that are preserved in the surviving
documents, even the documents produced in a later age, originated during the
first three Christian centuries... This conviction is not based on idle
speculation. In contrast to the relative stability of the New Testament text in
later times, our oldest witnesses display a remarkable degree of variation. The
evidence suggests that during the earliest period of its transmission the New
Testament text was in a state of flux, that it came to be more or less
standardized in some regions by the fourth century, and subject to fairly rigid
control (by comparison) only in the Byzantine period. As a result, the period
of relative creativity was early, that of strict reproduction late. Variants found
in later witnesses are thus less likely to have been generated then than to have
been reproduced from earlier exemplars.™

>0 Royse, Scribal Habits, 19-31.
> Royse, Scribal Habits, 30.
52 Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 32-33.
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Wisse, however, notes the lack of evidence for the view that “in the pre-
canonical period scribes were less hesitant to take liberties with the text,” and instead
contends, “there is no basis to assume that the early, poorly attested history of the
transmission of the text was governed by factors different from those operative in the
canonical period.”> Kurt and Barbara Aland’s handbook of textual criticism,
although often cited by those who point to or support this consensus of widespread
carelessness, laxity or freedom in the early period, appears to actually argue to the

contrary:

p® , P46, P and a whole group of other manuscripts offer a “free” text, i.e., a
text dealing with the original text in a relatively free manner with no
suggestion of a program of standardization...Some have gone so far as to
interpret these “free” texts as typical of the early period. But this cannot be
correct, as fresh collation of all the manuscripts of the early period by the
Institute for New Testament Textual Research has shown. The “free” text
represents only one of the varieties of the period. Beside it there is a
substantial number of manuscripts representing a “normal” text, i.e., a
relatively faithful tradition which departs from its exemplar only
occasionally, as do New Testament manuscripts of every century. There is an
equally substantial number of manuscripts representing a “strict” text, which
transmit the text of an exemplar with meticulous care (e.g., P”) and depart
from it only rarely. Finally, we also find a few manuscripts with a
paraphrastic text, which belong in the neighborhood of the D text...The text
of the early period prior to the third/fourth century was, then, in effect, a text
not yet channelled into types, because until the beginning of the fourth
century the churches still lacked the institutional organization required to
produce one.™*

It is in the context of their argument here that other language of a freely developing
text should be taken, namely, in the context of their discussion of freedom from
ecclesiastical recension and from the development of text types.

Before describing the method carried out in this study, it is worthwhile to

briefly consider what historical situation may lie behind the seemingly unique level

of attestation for the Gospel of John, that is, what does the extent of manuscript

>3 Frederik Wisse, “The Nature and Purpose of Redactional Changes in Early Christian
Texts: The Canonical Gospels,” in Petersen, Gospel Traditions in the Second Century, 45-47.
**K. Aland and B. Aland, Text, 59, 64; see also 93-95.

20



attestation in such an early period, as noted above, indicate with respect to the place,
status and readership of John’s Gospel in the earliest centuries? Charles Hill
comments, “Such representation is particularly impressive for a Gospel which is said
by the majority of Johannine scholars to have been so unpopular among the Great
Churches in the second century.” In 1967 Kurt Aland, adhering to what Charles
Hill has called the Johannophobia paradigm, had noted that the prevalence of early
papyri for John’s Gospel found in Egypt supported Walter Bauer’s identification of
early Egyptian Christianity with Gnosticism.’® Stephen Llewelyn, however, has
pointed out that there is roughly the same frequency of papyri for John in the early
(supposedly) Gnostic period as in the later (supposedly) more orthodox period. Thus,
he concludes, “may the data not suggest a simple but persistent preference for the
Gospel of John among the speakers of Greek in Egypt,” without reference to
theological affiliation.”” There is also an overall lack of representation,
comparatively speaking, for Gnostic documents among the early papyri, a fact which
decreases the likelihood that the frequency of John indicates some kind of Gnostic
preference. Finally, I should note Chapa’s point that among the Egyptian papyri there
are nearly as many representing Matthew as John, which cautions against drawing a
special link between Gnosticism, Egyptian Christianity and the Gospel of John.”®
Summarizing the manuscript evidence, Hurtado writes, “The numerous copies of
John in the papyri from Egypt suggest a notable popularity of this text, and the
copies of other texts from the same site and approximate time period as the

manuscripts of John suggest that those among whom John was so popular also

> Charles Hill, The Johannine Corpus in the Early Church (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2004), 148.

0 K. Aland, Studien, 99. See Walter Bauer, Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity
(eds. R. A. Kraft and G. Kroedel; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1971).

°7 Stephen R. Llewelyn, ed., New Documents Illustrating Early Christianity 3 (Ancient
History Documentary Centre, Macquarie University, 1994), 246.

¥ Juan Chapa, “The Fortunes and Misfortunes of the Gospel of John in Egypt,” VC 64
(2010): 348.
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enjoyed a panoply of texts that reflect mainstream Christian tastes and
preferences.” ’

Here I give only a sketch of the approach taken in the following sections. The
method outlined here is more fully explained and substantiated as it is being carried
out in my treatments of P>* and P*° (the first fragment and the first lengthy fragment
respectively). My treatment of the manuscripts of John dated to the second or third
century C.E. has as its main focus a fresh and full assessment of the level of fluidity
and stability exhibited in each of the 14 smaller fragmentary witnesses, which
include thirteen papyri (P°, P22, P, p¥, P52, p%, p%S p!06 p107 pios pio9 pi19 pi2ly
and one parchment (0162).°° My treatment also includes the integration of some data
from P® and P” in the places where one or both of them share full overlap with the
smaller fragments (P39, p%®, p'%, p'", 0162) (see explanation of Diachronic
Comparison section).

My treatment of each manuscript has two main components. First, I assess
the level of fluidity and stability exhibited by analyzing all variants and unique
readings on the basis of internal evidence.®' This involves assessing and compiling
what are judged to be the “improbable readings” of the manuscript. In contrast to the
approach of B. Aland and Min described above, where readings are seen as

“deviations” from a standard/working text, this method is interested in assessing

fluidity via “improbable” readings, that is, vis-a-vis the other variant(s) attested at

59 Hurtado, Artifacts, 30.

91 exclude P* as too late or at least too questionable for consideration. See Pasquale Orsini
and Willy Clarysse, “Early New Testament Manuscripts and Their Dates: A Critique of Theological
Palaeography,” ETL 88,4 (2012): 471.

%! For a recent treatment of criteria and the difficulties involved see especially, Epp,
“Traditional ‘Canons’,” 79-127. See also, J. Keith Elliott, “Thoroughgoing Eclecticism in New
Testament Textual Criticism,” in Ehrman and Holmes, The Text of the New Testament, 519-577,
Tommy Wasserman, “Criteria for Evaluating Readings in New Testament Textual Criticism,” in
Ehrman and Holmes, The Text of the New Testament, 579-612; Royse, Scribal Habits, 705-742, 775-
906; K. Aland and B. Aland, Text, 280-316; Bruce M. Metzger and Bart D. Ehrman, The Text of the
New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration (4th ed.; New York/Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2005), 250-271 and 300-315; Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the
Greek New Testament (2d ed., London and New York: United Bibles Societies, 1994), 12*-14%*,
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variation-units. The variation-units considered are those given in NA* ** with some

being added from the respective papyrus (i.e., narrowly attested readings that have
too much manuscript support to be considered sub-singular). Readings are thus
classified as probable or improbable, and the concluding analysis will pay particular
attention to the quantity/proportion, dimension, intentionality, and effect of all
improbable readings.®® A separate commentary will be given for variants and for
unique readings, which will permit some distinction to be made (though tentatively)
between the underlying text, which reflects the character of transmission that
preceded the papyrus, and the transmission character at the time in which the
manuscript was copied (as in Min’s approach discussed above).

Second, there is the Diachronic Comparison of Created Readings section, in
which I compare the number and character of singular and sub-singular readings with
the same in all of the majuscules up through the seventh century that share complete

overlap.® In addition to the major fourth and fifth century majuscules (01, A, B, C,

52 Barbara Aland, et al., eds, Novum Testamentum Graece (28th rev. ed. of Nestle-Aland;
Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2012) (hereafter referred to as NA28).

% For a “functional understanding of intentional changes” based on the “resultant text,” see
Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 337-341. For a discussion of what can accidentally go wrong in
copying and a caution against identifying readings as “intentional” see Dirk Jongkind, “Singular
Readings in Sinaiticus: The Possible, The Impossible, and the Nature of Copying,” in Textual
Variation: Theological and Social Tendencies (ed. H. A. G. Houghton and D. C. Parker; TS I11.6;
New Jersey: Gorgias Press, 2008) 44-54; Cf. Michael W. Holmes, “Women and the “Western’ Text of
Acts,” in The Book of Acts as Church History: Apostelgeschichte als Kirchengeschichte (eds. T.
Nicklas and M. Tilly; BZNW 120; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2003) 188: “how does one determine motive
from effect? ...We have a textual artifact left behind by the copyist, but the artifact is silent with
regard to the copyist’s motive; indeed, it is silent as to whether there even was a motive.” For the
argument that intentional alterations (those that are clearly “editorial,” “redactional,” or “exegetical”
in nature) were more likely introduced by readers than copyists, see Ulrich Schmid, “Scribes and
Variants — Sociology and Typology,” in Houghton and Parker, Textual Variation, 1-23; Michael W.
Holmes, “Codex Bezae as a Recension of the Gospels,” in Parker and Amphoux, Codex Bezae, 123-
160.

% For the category of “Sub-singular Reading,” see Fee, “Types, Classification, and
Presentation,” 67: “a non-genetic, accidental agreement in variation between two MSS which are not
otherwise closely related. In other words, two (or a few) MSS accidentally agree in a singular reading
of the clerical error variety.” Cf. brief discussion in J. Keith Elliott, “Singular Readings in the Gospel
Text of P45,” in Horton, The Earliest Gospels, 123. Singularity/sub-singularity is determined with
reference to NA28; Tischendorf®; Hermann Freiherr von Soden, Die Schriften des neuen Testaments
in ihrer dltesten erreichbaren Textgestalt hergestellt auf Grund ihrer Textgeschichte. Part 1:
Untersuchungen (Berlin: Arthur Glaue, 1902-1910), Part 2: Text und Apparat (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1913); Reuben J. Swanson, ed., New Testament Greek Manuscripts:
Variant Readings Arranged in Horizontal Lines against Codex Vaticanus: John (Sheffield, England
and Pasadena, California: Sheffield Academic Press and William Carey International University

23



D, and W), this allows for the treatment of W* and a couple of other manuscripts
(e.g., Codex N) in a few places. Since such readings are more likely (though not
necessarily) to have been introduced into the tradition by each respective copyist,
they permit a diachronic comparison by offering a glimpse into the level of care /
stability or freedom / fluidity in the early vs. later period of textual transmission.
Although limited, this approach yields some direct evidence for answering the
question: Do we see greater care and stability in copying in the later period (fourth
through seventh centuries) than in the early period (second and third centuries)? Put
differently, is the manuscript tradition moving in a trajectory from “free” and “wild”
to careful and stable transmission attitudes and practices during this period?
Although certainty with regard to origination, whether a reading came from the
Vorlage and thus a previous period of transmission or from the copyist himself /
herself and thus the period of the manuscript’s production, cannot be achieved, these
unique or nearly unique readings provide one of the best means for discerning when
a variant arose in the tradition.

This method works from the premise that a view of copying processes and
characteristics in a given period should be based, as far as possible, on extant copies
from that period, and that all readings, both singular and those shared with other
witnesses, should be assessed and characterized on the basis of internal criteria as to
kind of reading, intentionality (if suggested), errors made as well as errors avoided,
and in conjunction with the treatment of relevant physical features of the manuscripts
in which they appear (with focus on the collective results). This analysis enables the

identification of trends, patterns and tendencies, which then provides the basis for

Press, 1995); W. J. Elliott and D. C. Parker, eds. The New Testament in Greek IV: The Gospel
according to St. John, Volume One: The Papyri (NTTS 20; Leiden: Brill, 1995) (hereafter referred to
as IGNTP I); and U. B. Schmid with W. J. Elliott and D. C. Parker, eds., The New Testament in
Greek IV: The Gospel according to St. John, Volume Two: The Majuscules (NTTSD 37; Leiden:
Brill, 2007) (hereafter referred to as IGNTP II). Cf. the approach of Peter M. Head, “The Habits of
New Testament Copyists: Singular Readings in the Early Fragmentary Papyri of John,” Bib 85
(2004): 399-408.
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judging the level of care and freedom in the copying of this specific Gospel during
this earliest period with extant evidence. As indicated, by this method I also aim to
bring these data to bear on the question of whether or not the preceding period of
transmission, for which we lack evidence, should be characterized as “unstable,”

99 ¢c

“free,” “wild” or “chaotic.”

1.3. Rethinking Some “Free” Texts
In order to provide a backdrop for our study of the smaller fragmentary papyri of
John, and in order to bridge the gap between the general question outlined above and
the specific data to be assessed in the following sections, it is helpful to spend some
time addressing what has been said regarding the character of transmission reflected
in the three more extensive papyri of John’s Gospel, particularly those that have been
characterized as “free.” It is most helpful to begin by tracing precisely how the

29 ¢

language of “careless,” “free,” “controlled,” “wild,” as well as “intention” to
reproduce the text are joined together in Colwell’s analysis of the scribal habits
exhibited in P*, P*® and P”.

Throughout his article on the singular readings of these papyri, Colwell
associates “carelessness” with what he variously refers to as “slips,” “leaps,”

29 ¢

“lapses,” “nonsense,” and “obvious errors,” the prevalence of which he likens to a

29 ¢

lack of “discipline,” “concern,” and “effectiveness.”® This is how he characterizes
the transmission of P*°. Three primary categories of characterization emerge from his
study, including careful, free, and controlled: P* and P” are careful, P* and P® are
free, and P® and P” are controlled. So for Colwell, a scribe’s work can be controlled

or careful and still be free because it lacks the other characteristic, since freedom is

denoted by a lack of intention to reproduce the text with verbatim accuracy (i.e.

85 Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 112-118.
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control), as exhibited in P**, or by a lack of “seriousness” in carrying out one’s
intention (i.e. care), as seen in P*®.°° The scribe of P* has the seriousness but lacks
this intention,®” and the scribe of P® has this intention but lacks the seriousness. The
scribe of P”°, by contrast, has both.®® Because it lacks neither the right intention nor
the right level of intentionality, P is not “free” like the other two. The fact that
Colwell attributes “wildness” and a lack of “discipline” to both P** and P*® shows
that he equates these words with “freedom” in general.” The idea of control is
associated with “obligation,” whether it is primarily internal or external.’® Internal
controls are at work in both P and P”*, as evidenced by the self-correcting of the
former and the ingrained discipline of the latter, but only P®, seen in the extent of
correcting activity, is said to fall under external controls, and so enters Colwell’s
suggestion of a scriptorium.”’ By contrast, such an obligation is absent in the case of
P*, either from his own intention to reproduce words exactly or from any form of
external accountability. In sum, according to Colwell’s analysis, the scribe of P*’
freely follows his own preferences when copying and the scribe of P* is careless,
both of whom bearing the label “free” and “wild.” Since my study is concerned with
questioning the validity of the claim that early textual transmission was
characteristically free and fluid, I restrict myself here to a discussion of the

apparently quintessential free texts P* and P®.

66 Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 117: P* is “free to make the order of words what he wants to
make it...free of any obligation to reproduce words faithfully” (emphasis his), whereas in the case of
P® “his freedom is failure to live up to his accepted task.”

57 The scribe is “careful” in general but “careless as to word order,” with the latter referring
not to “failure” (as with P°®) but to disregard, which has to do with intention (see Colwell, “Scribal
Habits,” 116-118). Elsewhere (Ernest C. Colwell and Ernest W. Tune, “Method in Classifying and
Evaluating Variant Readings,” in Colwell, Studies, 105), Colwell refers to P* as an “undisciplined
text,” but the use of this word there is equated with a lack of “control” or a freedom to alter.

5 In Colwell’s portrayal, while P”> may have instances of P*-like editorial changes and P*-
like carelessness, neither plays any significant role in its transmission (“Scribal Habits,” 115, 121).

5 Colwell and Tune, “Classifying and Evaluating,” 105; Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 121.

7% See Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 117-118, 121.

"I'See Fee, “P”, P, and Origen,” 30, who points to the calligraphic writing style and
corrections against a second Vorlage as evidence that P® was produced in a Scriptorium.
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p#s
Kurt and Barbara Aland assigned the third-century codex of the Gospels and Acts
known as P* to the category of “free” text, that is, one “dealing with the original text
in a relatively free manner with no suggestion of a program of standardization.””*
Barbara Aland has since reaffirmed this judgement in various publications.” In her
treatment of some of the shared variant readings in John that deviate from Nestle-
Aland she concludes that the text represented by the papyrus exhibits many of the
same “grof3ziigig” characteristics associated with the scribe himself (see discussion
below for scribal characteristics), but that it nevertheless remains basically in line
with the Ausgangstext.”* This means that whatever might be said about its freedom,
this papyrus does not contain the type of readings that are particularly characteristic
of Codex Bezae, although it does share a number of readings with that manuscript.”
Those who have commented on the character of the text of John as it is preserved in
P45, which includes portions of 4:51, 54; 5:21, 24; 10:7-25; 10:30-11:10, 18-36, 42-
57, have been unable to assign it to any major textual type or group on the basis of its
affinities with other manuscripts and have concluded that it represents a text that
stands roughly between those traditionally labelled “Neutral” or “Alexandrian” and

“Western.”’®

7K. Aland and B. Aland, Text, 59, 93, 98-99.

3 Barbara Aland, “Das Zeugnis der friihen Papyri fiir den Text der Evangelien: Diskutiert am
Matthiausevangelium,” in The Four Gospels 1992 1 (eds. F. V. Segbroeck and C. M. Tuckett, et al,
BETL 100; Leuven: Leuven University Press and Peters, 1992), 325-335; eadem, “Nutzen,” 27-33,
36-38; eadem, “Significance of the Chester Beatty,” in Horton, The Earliest Gospels, 108-121.

™ B. Aland, “Nutzen,” 28, 32.

> See Frederic G. Kenyon, ed., The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri 2: The Gospels and Acts,
Text (London: Emery Walker, 1933), xiv, xvi; M.-J. Lagrange, “Les Papyrus Chester Beatty pour les
Evangiles,” RB 43 (1934): 40 (“bien éloignée des audaces de D”); Elliott, “Singular Readings,” 125
says P** “is no aberrant text like Codex Bezae is often said to be.”

78 See especially Kenyon, Gospels and Acts, Text, xiv, xvi (“In John...stands between the
Neutral and Western families...slightly nearer to the latter), xvii; Lagrange, “Les Papyrus,” 40
(“oscillant entre un texte B et un texte D...mais suivant ordinairement la tradition B”); Juan Chapa,
“The Early Text of John,” in Hill and Kruger, The Early Text, 151 (“The text of the Fourth Gospel is
at a mid-way point between the ‘Alexandrian’ and the “Western’ MSS”). Cf. R. V. G. Tasker, “The
Chester Beatty Papyrus and the Caesarean Text of John,” HTR 30 (1967): 162; C. L. Porter, “A
Textual Analysis of the Earliest Manuscripts of the Gospel of John,” (Ph.D. dissertation, Duke
University, 1961), 136; Epp “Significance,” 97.
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Building on the work of Colwell,”’

Royse provides a thorough and
meticulous analysis of the scribal habits reflected in P**. He determines based on 227
singular readings that the transmission of P** has tendencies towards omission,
harmonization (especially to the immediate context) and stylistic and grammatical
improvements and away from orthographic and nonsense singulars as well as
corrections to his work.”® The small number of nonsense and especially orthographic
singulars demonstrate the scribe’s care and accuracy.” P* has “by far” the highest
percentage of significant singulars among the six early papyri included in his study,
which suggests, as Colwell had pointed out, that the scribe copied by “idea-content”
rather than syllables, letters or even individual words.*® Accordingly, the number of
transpositions, which he says is a “pervasive feature of our scribe’s copying,” and the
amount of text involved in those transpositions suggest “the scribe is clearly not
particularly concerned with whether or not the order of words is reproduced

exactly.”™!

Again following Colwell, the number and dimension of omissions that
still retain a readable text indicate a tendency or preference towards brevity or
conciseness especially through the elimination of unnecessary words.* The presence
of simplifications and additions that remove asyndeton suggest for Royse the
probability of some level of stylistic intentionality, as do the nature of some
substitutions (but see comments below).* Perhaps shorter, readable, competent and
free serve best to encapsulate Royse’s characterization of this scribe’s reproduction
of his exemplar.®

In order to gain a clearer and more nuanced understanding of Royse’s

conclusions it is necessary to observe how he engages with the work of Colwell and

77 Colwell “Scribal Habits,” especially 114-124.
Royse Scribal Habits, 197.
Royse Scribal Habits, 120, 123, 197. Cf. Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 114-116.
Royse Scribal Habits, 123-124. Cf. Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 112, 117.
Royse Scribal Habits, 153, 160. Cf. Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 117
%2 Royse, Scribal Habits, 140, 151. Cf. Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 118-121.

83 Royse Scribal Habits, 130, 181. Cf. Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 119.
% Royse, Scribal Habits, see especially 123-124, 197.
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Min in particular. Although he accepts much of Colwell’s portrayal of the scribal
habits of P**, as shown above, his own analysis of the data and his largely positive
reception of Min’s work lead him to question some aspects. For Colwell, the scribe
of P** was an editor who freely and with careful intentionality adapted the text to his
own stylistic and grammatical preferences without desire or pressure to exactly
reproduce the copy in front of him.* For Min, however, the scribe copied with
intelligence and speed, quickly grasping and conveying the sense, but took on far too
much text at a time. The scribe had no intention of changing the text, with the result
that as missed words were noticed, he endeavoured to correct himself by inserting
them later at an appropriate place, as evidenced by the extent of transposition.*® Both
Colwell and Min understand the scribe to have been intelligent and competent, but
Colwell’s scribe was creative and free to alter whereas Min’s scribe was hasty and
careful to correct.”’

Royse offers a corrective or softening to two of Colwell’s claims regarding
intentionality: the absence of intentionality in exact reproduction and the presence of
intentionality in making editorial changes (smoothing, clarifying, removing
redundancy, shortening, rearranging, etc.). With respect to the former Royse thinks

that Colwell’s claim that the scribe “writes without any intention of exactly

% Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 117, and for intentionality and stylistic improvement see
especially 118-121. Cf. Lagrange, “Les Papyrus,” 36, 41 (en vue de 1’élégance; un texte révisé); J.
Neville Birdsall, “Rational Eclecticism and the Oldest Manuscripts: A Comparative Study of the
Bodmer and Chester Beatty Papyri of the Gospel of Luke,” in Studies in New Testament Language
and Text: Essays in Honour of George D. Kilpatrick on the Occasion of His Sixty-fifth Birthday (ed.
J. K. Elliott; NovTSup 44; Leiden: Brill, 1976), 39-51.

% Min, Die friiheste Uberlieferung, 134-135, 138, 143, 150-51. Cf. B. Aland, “Nutzen,” 32
(“hier ein schneller und fliichtiger Kopist am Werk war...kein bewuBter Anderungswille vorliegt”);
eadem, “Significance of the Chester Beatty,” 112. For “accidental” rather than “deliberate” see also C.
C. Tarelli, "Some Linguistic Aspects of the Chester Beatty Papyrus of the Gospels," JTS 39 (1938):
259; idem, "Omissions, Additions, and Conflations in the Chester Beatty Papyrus," JTS 40 (1939):
386. See Royse, Scribal Habits, 160-161 for discussion of the transpositions as corrected omissions.

%7 See Colwell and Tune, “Method in Classifying and Evaluating,” 96-105, 105 (“felt free to
modify the text in matters of detail...a maverick...runs wild”). But Min, Die friiheste Uberlieferung,
130, 143 understands there to be an acceptable range of error-tolerance (Toleranzbereich) in minor
elements (Geringfiigigkeiten), and B. Aland, “Significance of the Chester Beatty,” 112-113, 117
argues that although the scribe is “liberal,” this is only with regard to “minor” and “inconsequential”
things, does not jeopardize the sense or involve intentionality, and remains within the confines of
certain professional and ecclesiastical expectations. It is worth noting here that Royse, Scribal Habits,
137-139, 142-145 attributes the larger omissions of four or more words to mechanical leaps.
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reproducing his source...with great freedom” is overstated, since “in general P*
certainly does reproduce his source exactly” and “this freedom is within the context
of generally accurate copying.”® Regarding the latter, although Royse seems
ambivalent towards Min’s insistence that there was no intentionality or conscious
efforts at stylistic improvement, he does largely approve of Min’s critiques of
Colwell, even though these critiques are levelled partially against his own language
in his 1981 dissertation."

Min especially challenges Colwell’s charge that the scribe of P* was
consciously trying to produce a more concise text. In addition to the evidence
gleaned from transpositions as corrected omissions, he points to a lack of uniqueness
in the percentage of omissions in P** when compared to the other early extensive
papyri and to an overall lack of consistency and regularity in omissions and
additions.” Instead, the omissions are instances of “Nachlissigkeit,” having been
produced “nur gelegentlich und wahrscheinlich unbewusst,” and it must be kept in
mind that “Der Schreiber als ein berufmifiger Kopist hatte grundsétzlich kaum die

991

Absicht, den Text zu dndern.””" In response, Royse comments:

Certainly Min’s points are in general confirmed by the readings of P** that
are studied here. Indeed, in retrospect I believe that Colwell and I (and no
doubt others) sometimes projected onto the scribe a certain deliberateness in
the creation of these readings that is not required by the facts. On the other
hand, I don’t believe that we can be confident that the scribe did not proceed
deliberately on occasion (emphasis his).””

% Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 117; Royse, Scribal Habits, 124, 171; Cf. Min, Die fiiiheste
Uberlieferung, 138, 151, where he cites transpositions as corrected omissions as evidence for a
concern over faithful reproduction.

% James R. Royse, “Scribal Habits in Early Greek New Testament Papyri,” (Th.D.
dissertation, Graduate Theological Union, Berkeley, California, 1981), 156 (“deliberate pruning”); Cf.
Min, Die fiiiheste Uberlieferung, 149.

% Min, Die friiheste Uberlieferung, 132-134.

! Min, Die friiheste Uberlieferung, 134, 143, 151. For comments on scribal professionalism
and the nature of the copying task, see B. Aland, “Nutzen,” 28 and “Significance of the Chester
Beatty.”

92 Royse, Scribal Habits, 141, diverging significantly from Colwell, “Scribal Habits, 119,
who says, “That P* attempted stylistic improvements is unquestionable.”
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Although Royse retains the language of “deliberate pruning” from his dissertation,”
he does so with qualification and uncertainty,”* showing that it is by no means a
foregone conclusion that P** reflects a scribe who played fast and loose with the text
before him.

Another important point of analysis concerns whether P* was originally
meant for public/liturgical or private use. While it is not at all my intention to settle
this matter here, it is at least worth noting that there are a few sensible reasons to
suspect private use, and that this should at least affect how we measure the impact of
its freedom. Kraus makes his case for private use (or use for very few) based
primarily on the small size of the letters, which he says would not have facilitated
ease in public reading, and the later addition of punctuation (marked by thicker
ink),”’ which suggests an attempt at some point to make the manuscript more user-
friendly.”® Charlesworth echoes these observations and adds that the scribe of P*’
neither implemented nor reproduced ekthesis, vacant line ends, spaces, or the
paragraphos.”” The uneven attestation of medial points for text-division among the
books included in P* indicates that these forms of punctuation were merely carried
over from the different exemplars used and should thus not be considered reflective

of the scribe’s purposes. Thus the “low importance placed on signalling text division

% Royse, Scribal Habits, 197.

% For ambivalence, see Royse, Scribal Habits, 197 (“The scribe has a marked tendency to
omit portions of text, often (as it seems) accidentally but perhaps also by deliberate pruning”), 151 (“I
would concur [with Min] that the scribe could have dispensed with the words unconsciously or half-
consciously, and unintentionally”) (Cf. Min, Die friiheste Uberlieferung, 133), 181 (“one may wonder
whether the scribe on occasion had the intention to improve his text”), 197 (“Stylistic and
grammatical improvements are sometimes attempted”).

% For these marks by a later hand, which appear only in Mark and Acts (the last two books in
the codex because of the Western order of the gospels), see Kenyon, Gospels and Acts, Text, ix; T. C.
Skeat, “A Codicological Analysis of the Chester Beatty Papyrus of the Gospels and Acts (P45),”
Hermathena 155 (1993): 31-32.

% Thomas J. Kraus, “Ad Fontes: Gewinn durch die Konsultation von Originalhandschriften
am Beispiel von P. Vindob. G 31974,” Biblica 82 (2001): 1-16 and plate, especially 12-15. He also
notes the rightward slope of letters, the number of letters per line, and the high-end number of lines
for a page of average height.

%7 Scott D. Charlesworth, “Public and Private: Second- and Third-Century Gospel
Manuscripts,” in Jewish and Christian Scripture as Artifact and Canon (ed. C. A. Evans and H. D.
Zacharias; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2009), 165. He also cites “the unfashionable page size...and
compressed layout” (166).
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in P* is more indicative of a Manuscript made for ‘private’ rather than ‘public’
use.””® For Charlesworth, this evidence coheres with the paucity of corrections and
the nature and extent of the singular readings and indicates an uncontrolled context
of production.”’

Neither Kraus nor Charlesworth rules out the possibility that P** was
prepared for public use, though they both think it unlikely.'® While considerations
such as the overall quality of the scribal hand,'®' the presence of the medial points
discussed above, and the potential effect of the scope of the project itself (Gospels
and Acts) on line lengths and letter sizes may dictate against overconfidence on this
issue,'%% it is reasonable to think that P** may very well have been intended for a
limited readership rather than a community of Christian worshippers. This prospect
should serve to limit at least to some degree the extent to which the scribal
characteristics of P** act as a depiction of early Christian attitudes towards the
transmission of their texts.

In sum, two major issues emerge from the scholarly discussion on P** that
bear directly on our question of fluidity and/or stability in the early period, namely,
intentionality and public or private use. On one end of the fluidity spectrum is the
possibility that P** was filled with intentional changes and “improvements” and was
produced for a Christian community for public use. If this was the case, then P*

should naturally be placed in the spotlight as a clear-cut specimen of early Christian

%8 Charlesworth, “Public and Private,” 166-167.

% Charlesworth, “Public and Private,” 175 (“the same controls were not in place when gospel
MSS were copied privately in casual settings”).

100 Kraus, “Ad fontes,” 13; Charlesworth, “Public and Private,” 167.

"% For the scribal competency and high quality of writing reflected in P**, see especially
Kenyon, Gospels and Acts, Text, viii-ix; Giinther Zuntz, “Reconstruction of one leaf of the Chester
Beatty Pal(:))%lri of the Gospels and Acts,” Chronique d’Egypte 26 (1951): 193; Kraus, “Ad fontes,” 5.

"% Hurtado, Artifacts, 176 argues for public use, maintaining that the large amount of text
involved would have naturally led to the smaller-sized letters, and that “the scribe sought to
compensate for the effects of having to write somewhat smaller letters by carefully writing and
spacing them for ease of reading.” He also draws a general contrast between P* and the private copy,
P"?. Cf. Chapa, “Early Text of John,” 150 n.52.
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freedom in copying, since it would reveal that at least in this Christian community
liberties were permitted in textual details and precise wording, and that scribes had
some freedom to act as editors in creating a clearer or smoother rendition of the text.
Yet even in this scenario, retention of the meaning and overall readability, a general
faithfulness in reproducing the details of the exemplar, and the absence of any D-like
eccentricity suggest a high regard for the content of the text and some measure of
restraint on scribal freedom. On the other end of the spectrum is the possibility that
the alterations were unintentional and that the manuscript was produced for private
use. As can be seen from some of the most recent detailed analyses of the singular
readings and layout of P**, this latter scenario is neither unwarranted nor improbable.
It is clear that these two scenarios, setting aside for the moment those in-between
(intentional changes and private use or unintentional changes and public use), result
in quite different implications for the question of early fluidity. If the fundamental
problem with the scribe’s work was the large amount of text retained and copied at a
single time combined with the speed with which the words were copied, and if it was
prepared for a limited readership and not for collective worship, then the freedom
often ascribed to P* is far less suggestive of early Christian transmission attitudes

and practices than has been supposed.

pos
As with P**, Kurt and Barbara Aland classify the well-preserved early codex of

John’s Gospel, P66, as a “free” text.'®

Although Elliott lists quite a few readings that
are unique or nearly unique to P® and Codex D, he nevertheless concurs with the

Alands’ “free” (as opposed to a “D-type”) classification, since “there are many

183 K. Aland and B. Aland, Text, 59, 93, 100.
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places where P disagrees with D.”'** Birdsall’s judgement based on internal
evidence that P® contains a “mixture” of numerous “smoother” secondary readings
with those that are more in line with Johannine style is echoed by Fee’s similar
analysis of the 370 readings (excluding those that are corrected, orthographic,
itacistic, and obviously erroneous) in P that depart from the Neutral tradition.'®’
Both find a tendency towards a less harsh and more readable text, which for Fee
reflects “the kind of corruption” that would come to characterize the later Byzantine
tradition.'" Fee analyzes deviations from the Neutral tradition because of his
conclusion that P is “a basically Neutral text,” especially evident in chapters 1-5,
and has the closest affinity with P”> and Codex B within this tradition. He also
concludes that it is “a mixed text” with both “Western” (chapter 6 onwards, but
especially 6-7) and “Byzantine-type” (some in chapters 1-5, more in 8-21) readings.
In the end, he upholds the description given previously by Klijn, that P® is “Neutral
in a non-pure way.”m7

The most pronounced characteristic of P* is its number of corrections,'” and
the fact that almost a quarter of them appear to have been made against another

Vorlage, which is deduced from the extent of manuscript support for both the

original and corrected readings.'” Fee recognizes “no special proclivities” towards

194 J_ Keith Elliott, “Codex Bezae and the Earliest Greek Papyri,” in Parker and Amphoux,
Codex Bezae, 177. Cf. brief discussion in Royse, Scribal Habits, 473.

193 J Neville Birdsall, The Bodmer Papyrus of the Gospel of John (London: The Tyndale
Press, 1960), 11-18; Gordon D. Fee, Papyrus Bodmer II (P66): its Textual Relationship and Scribal
Characteristics (SD 34; Salt Lake City, University of Utah Press, 1968), 36-56.

1% Fee, Papyrus Bodmer II, 56.

"9 Fee, Papyrus Bodmer II, 9-35, especially 35; A. F. J. Klijn, “Papyrus Bodmer II (John I —
XIV) and the Text of Egypt,” NTS 3 (1956-1957): 333. Cf. J. Delobel, “The Bodmer Papyri of John,”
in L’Evangile de Jean: Sources, redaction, théologie (ed. M. de Jonge; BETL 44; Leuven: Leuven
University Press, 1977) 317-323; Epp, “Significance,” 94 (““...although it falls short (by at least ten
percentage points) of the seventy percent agreement required by current practice to demonstrate
textual affinity”; “It may be a ‘wild’ member of the group, but it is a group member nonetheless™).

108 Royse, Scribal Habits, 409 gives the total of 465. See further discussion on this issue
below.

19 For discussion of corrections in P%, see especially Gordon D. Fee, “The Corrections of
Papyrus Bodmer II and Early Textual Transmission,” NovT 7 (1965): 247-257; idem., Papyrus
Bodmer II, 57-75; E. F. Rhodes, “The Corrections of Papyrus Bodmer II,” NTS 14 (1967-8): 271-281;
Royse, Scribal Habits, 409-490, 461-477 for second Vorlage.
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or away from any manuscript or tradition in these latter corrections, having a nearly
equal number of agreements and disagreements with the Neutral (Alexandrian)
tradition, which indicates either that this second Vorlage was “mixed,” which he
tentatively takes to be the case, or that corrections were made against multiple
Vorlagen. He does, however, note greater movement “away from than toward the
Western tradition.”' ' Royse generally agrees with these conclusions but identifies
what could be regarded as “a tendency toward the Alexandrian text” once the unique
readings of P°° are removed from the tally of corrections that are away from the
Alexandrian tradition.""" Royse’s disagreement with Fee regarding the nature and
intentionality of these corrections will be discussed below.

The 128 singular readings of P®, which Royse considers after correction,
reveal tendencies towards itacism, harmonization (especially to the immediate
context as with the other papyri in his study) and transposition, but away from
nonsense and orthographic singulars.''? It has a high percentage of transpositions,
second to P**, but these are relatively small in dimension.'"> Among Royse’s six
papyri P** and P rank best in terms of nonsense and orthographic singulars, with
P® falling behind P* in the lowest frequency of orthographic singulars but having a
slightly better rating than P** in nonsense readings. The presence of nonsense
readings that involve syllables (and especially since many of these sorts of readings
were corrected) supports Colwell’s claim that the scribe copied by syllable.''* The
scribe of P®® has a “very slight” tendency towards omission over addition but has “by

far” the lowest percentage of omissions in comparison to the other papyri. The great

"' Fee, Papyrus Bodmer II, 70-71.

"' Royse, Scribal Habits, 470-472.

12 Royse, Scribal Habits, 544.

13 Royse, Scribal Habits, 518-520; Cf. Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 116; Fee, Papyrus Bodmer
II, 37.

14 Royse, Scribal Habits, 490-495. Cf. Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 116; Fee, Papyrus Bodmer
II, 79-80.
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majority of omissions and additions consist of only one word.'"® The singular
readings also exhibit efforts at smoothing especially when asyndeton is involved.'"
Royse concludes that even with the “striking deterioration” of the scribe’s accuracy
as he progressed, his overall rate of error remains well below that of the other papyri
besides P™.""" He extols the scribe’s copying of John 1:1-6:51 as “rivaling and
perhaps even surpassing P”’s record at the end of Luke,” and here in the conclusion
to his study he remarks positively, “Perhaps the only surprise is the status of P°,” the
final product of which he had judged to be “indeed rather careful.”'"® He does
reiterate, however, that this perception is based on a consideration of the manuscript
after correction.''” It is to this point as well as some other important issues in regards
to the scribal activity reflected in this manuscript that we now turn.

There are two primary issues raised in Royse’s study of P where his point of
view may be taken as a corrective to previous claims made concerning the level of
freedom or fluidity exhibited in this early manuscript. First, Royse responds to
Colwell’s method of treating the singular readings prior to correction and to the
resultant charge that the scribe of P® was “careless.”'*” Colwell supports his
characterization by citing the quantity of singular readings in general (482 apart from
itacisms) and of nonsense and itacistic readings in particular (almost 200
(approximately 40% of singulars) and 400 respectively), the evidence of various

leaps, influences from similar forms, omissions and transpositions, and even the lack

"> Royse, Scribal Habits, 505, 511, 544.

16 Royse, Scribal Habits, 510, 544. Cf. Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 121-123; Fee, Papyrus
Bodmer II, 43-45.

""" Royse, Scribal Habits, 495, 900-901.

18 Royse, Scribal Habits, 901, 498.

"' Royse, Scribal Habits, 901.

120 Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 114 (“something less than disciplined attention to the basic
task...evidence of carelessness™), 118 (“falling into careless errors”; “careless and ineffective™), 121-
123 (“Wildness in copying is the outstanding characteristic of P®...editorializes as he does everything
else — in a sloppy fashion...whimsical and careless”). See also Fee, Papyrus Bodmer II, 57 (“a
careless and ineffective workman”).
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of a guiding principle behind editorial changes/stylistic improvements.'*' Royse
responds that the whole of the scribe’s work as reflected in the final product should
naturally be the basis for an accurate assessment of the quality of transmission and
the scribe’s attitude towards it, rather than isolating and drawing conclusions from

the first task of the project.'?

And in fact when we turn to this final product, we see
the removal of nearly all nonsense readings, efforts to compare the copy with a
different Vorlage, and even attempts to correct corruptions in word order and
itacistic spellings, all of which demonstrate that “the scribe of P® exercises great
care to render a literal copy.”'> Thus, the quantity and character of the corrections
themselves taken together with the quality of the finished product constitute strong
evidence against “carelessness.”'**

Apparent contradiction and ambiguity have led to confusion and uncertainty
about Colwell’s construal of the circumstances surrounding the transmission of P.
So Royse says that Colwell contradicts himself by first saying that the scribe did not
and then later that he did intend to produce a good copy, and Head comments on a
lack of clarity as to why Colwell chose to treat the manuscript before correction. '

Colwell’s use of language is indeed confusing, especially in regards to intentionality,

but I do not think he contradicts himself. Although not at all explicit, he appears to

121 Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 114-124. He says the scribe’s “care” was spent on his
calllgraphlc style of writing (118).

? Royse, Scribal Habits, 495-505, espemally 498. He also points out that Colwell cites many
readings as nonsense that are actually orthographic in nature (494-495).

3 Royse, Scribal Habits, 502, see also 413, 492-493, 497-498, 522. See below for discussion
of correctors.

2 See Hurtado, Artifacts, 188, who attributes this scribe’s many errors to a lack of skill
rather than care, and who remarks that such a scribe through “zealousness in correcting” reveals that
he “too felt the obligation to make an exact copy.” Cf. Kurt Aland, “Papyrus Bodmer II: Ein erster
Bericht,” TLZ 82 (1957): 181, who says the corrections were made “zwar mit offensichtlicher
Sorgfalt.” Whether the many mistakes of the initial task are attributable to a lack of
skill/ability/mental capacity (i.e. focus) or of time (hurriedness), one cannot deny the level of
conscientiousness reflected in the correcting activity. Cf. Kim Haines-Eitzen, Guardians of Letters:
Literacy, Power and the Transmitters of Early Christian Literature (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2000) 109.

> Royse, Scribal Habits, 497; Peter M. Head “Scribal Behaviour and Theological
Tendencies in Singular Readings in P.Bodmer II (P66),” in Houghton and Parker, Textual Variation,
61.

37



treat two aspects of intentionality. P> and P*® are guided by the same intention but to
a different degree or level of intensity (one is careful and the other is careless in
carrying out this intention),'*® whereas P> and P** have the same degree of
intentionality but with different intentions (one aims for literal reproduction while
the other aims to satisfy his own editorial bent).'*’ The apparent contradiction arises
because of the comment early in his discussion, “P* and P” seriously intend to
produce a good copy, but it is hard to believe that this was the intention of P*®,”
which indeed seems to contradict everything else that he goes on to say about P* and
P®.'2% But this comment must be viewed in the context of his previous mention of
the “seriousness of intention” and of the immediately following sentences regarding
“carelessness” / a lack of “discipline.” Thus, in my opinion this initial reference to
“Intention” pertains to level or degree (“seriousness” as he says), which is
synonymous with “care” or “concern” and does not carry the same meaning as his
subsequent references.

Colwell’s discussion of P is also ambiguous regarding the identity and
number of the correctors involved. He explicitly says that the scribe corrected some
of his errors in scribendo (“If he catches a transposition while he is writing...”), but
he is vague with respect to who is involved in the second stage (“If the transposition

129 He goes on to comment that the scribe is “under the control of

is caught later....”).
some other person, or second standard, so that the corrections which are made are
usually corrections to a reading read by a number of other witnesses.”"*" The fact

that he says “or second standard” seems to imply that the task could still belong to

the scribe. He then notes that almost all nonsense readings (nine out of ten) and most

126 Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 117-118.

127 This is why he later says of the scribes of P** and P’ that they are “careful workmen” but
“according to their own standards” (Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 118). In contrast to P**, any “editorial”
work that may have played a role in P% is overshadowed by the scribe’s all-pervasive “sloppiness”
(123).

128 Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 114 compared with 117-118.

1% Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 117.

13% Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 118.
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of the singular readings in general (two out of three) were corrected, before
concluding: “In short, P*® gives the impression of being the product of a scriptorium,
1.e., a publishing house. It shows the supervision of a foreman, or ofa scribe turned

proofreader” (emphasis mine)."

The use of the word “supervision” (rather than “revision,” for example)'*>
and the fact that the two individuals mentioned modify that word suggest that in both
cases he means someone other than the scribe. It makes little sense to say that the
scribe “supervised” his own work, even if he has switched roles and is effectively
serving in an entirely new capacity (i.e. as a “proofreader”). Colwell’s distinction,
then, between “foreman” and “scribe turned proofreader” likely pertains to what kind
of individual would be overseeing the scribe’s work in this hypothetical
“scriptorium,” rather than whether it is the scribe himself or someone else doing the
correcting. Moreover, a major concern in the two preceding paragraphs is to argue
that neither P”° nor P* shows evidence of involvement from “anyone else” or “a
second party.”'*® That he now intends to emphasize that this is not the case for P*
makes the most sense in the context of his discussion. Therefore, although the
proportion of corrections that Colwell thinks to be from the scribe himself is left

134
unclear, "

the difference of approach between Colwell and Royse, as to whether to

assess the singular readings before or after correction, does appear to be the result of

significantly different views on the level of external involvement in the corrections.
Royse is adamant that “Whatever may be the doubts about specific places,

there is no doubt that the text was subjected to very frequent correction, and that in at

least most places the scribe himself was the corrector.”'*> He says this is the

1! Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 118.

132 The word he uses previously for a general “check” (Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 117).

13 Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 117.

134 At least some of the transpositions, as quoted above.

135 Royse, Scribal Habits, 413. He goes on to cite 13:19a as the one exception and concedes
that no one can be certain about the deletions (414).
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consensus view and in the course of his discussion cites the judgements of Martin, K.

Aland, Fee and Parker as support.'*®

Others have considered greater external
involvement more likely but have nonetheless left open the possibility that the scribe
himself was chiefly responsible.'*’ By contrast, Comfort and Barrett argue for three
distinct correctors based on differences in the appearance of some letters."*® Fee and
Royse, however, maintain that such differences should probably be attributed to the
nature of the correcting task or variation in the scribe’s style of writing.'*
Regardless of whether or not Royse’s view, which does enjoy wider support
among those scholars who have studied these corrections, is truer to the
circumstances than that of Comfort and Barrett, there are still good reasons why his
approach remains more reasonable and suggestive than Colwell’s. First, even if
Comfort and Barrett are entirely correct, the original scribe is still responsible for
over 200 corrections, is identified with correcting nonsense, and has even corrected a
number of itacisms.'* This point is important because we are still left with a scribe

who exhibits a significant amount of concern over his mistakes and because it is

nonsense readings that factor most heavily into Colwell’s characterization of the

136 Royse, Scribal Habits, 413-421. See Victor Martin, ed. Papyrus Bodmer II (Cologny-
Geneva: Bibliotheca Bodmeriana, 1956), 31-32; K. Aland, “Papyrus Bodmer II,” 161; Fee,
“Corrections of Papyrus Bodmer II and Early Textual Transmission,” 248; idem, Papyrus Bodmer II,
58-60, 70, 74, who affirms but softens the comment in his previous article, ascribes 13:19 to a second
hand, and argues in favor of the first hand for deletions except for a few of a particular supralinear dot
variety; IGNTP I, 6 (“only two second hand corrections that consist of letters have been identified in
p%.” citing 13:19 and 14:22.

137 See Rhodes, “Corrections,” who posits three stages (in scribendo, first review, second
review with another exemplar) (280-281), notes the “attractive” possibility of a “different hand” for a
number of corrections made afterwards (273), but concludes, “while it may be true that several hands
have been at work here, it seems equally possible that the whole...is the work of a single scribe”
(271); Chaya, “Early Text of John,” 144 n. 13, 146.

13 Philip W. Comfort and David P. Barrett, eds., The Text of the Earliest New Testament
Greek Manuscripts (Wheaton, Illinois: Tyndale House, 2001), 386-387, drawing on Karyn Berner’s
unpublished master’s thesis, use “c' for the scribe himself who made mostly corrections to nonsense
in the course of copying and who deleted by scraping; “c*” for an “official diorthotés” who made
“grammatical and substantive” corrections as well as those against another manuscript, deleted with
supralinear dots and hooks, and was the paginator for pages 1-99; and “c®” for “another scribe” or
“diorthotés” responsible mostly for corrections in chapter 13 and the pagination of 100 onwards.

139 Fee, Papyrus Bodmer II, 59; Royse, Scribal Habits, 420-421.

9T count 205 places where c' is cited as the corrector, and more than a few of these involve
itacism: 1:25, 1:35, 2:25, 3:4, 4:9a, 4:9b, 4:29, 5:20, 5:33, 5:44, 5:45, 6:10, 6:40, 7:19, 7:25, 7:34,
10:41, 11:40, 12:29, 15:7, 15:18 (Comfort and Barrett, The Complete Text, 388 ff.).
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. 141
scribe as “careless.”

Second, whatever proportion of corrections are to be
attributed to the scribe, the process itself that gave rise to this manuscript,
irrespective of how many scribes/correctors/foremen were involved at the time of its
production, resulted in a good, carefully corrected copy. Whatever we are to make of
the individual scribe who copied P®® (his devotion, attitudes, conscientiousness, skill,
etc.), it seems that this latter evidence is far more suggestive of how Christians at
large thought and behaved regarding the transmission of their texts.

A second potential corrective offered by Royse comes in his response to Fee
concerning the intention behind the scribe’s corrections against a second Vorlage.'**

As Fee explains it, when deciding between readings at places where his copy of the

original Vorlage differed from the second, the scribe chose in accordance with an

29 ¢¢ 29 ¢¢ 29 ¢C

objective to produce a “smoother,” “fuller,” “easier,” “readable,” “more intelligible”
text rather than a preserved Johannine text or text-critically “best” text.'** This
“recensional activity” was “without apparent controls” rather than “scholarly” and
reveals early Byzantine-like tendencies, thus pointing away from any supposed
Alexandrian-type recension.'** Royse responds that the scribe was fundamentally not
choosing to “produce” or “add” text or a specific kind of text, as Fee describes the
situation, but to reproduce text from a manuscript copy of John, and in this respect
Fee’s portrayal perverts the nature of the scribe’s activity. To look at corrections in
terms of the text that is now present (e.g., a conjunction, pronoun, article) and to
draw conclusions from this information about what kind of text the scribe intends to

make is to look at the evidence in reverse. Royse contends that whether it was

restoration of what was mistakenly omitted or transmission of a reading from the

"I Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 114-118.

12 See Fee, “Corrections of Papyrus Bodmer II and Early Textual Transmission,” 247-257;
idem, Papyrus Bodmer II, 57-75; idem, “p? ) P“, and Origen,” 30-31; Royse, Scribal Habits, 472-473,
477-484.

' Fee, Papyrus Bodmer II, 73-75. This is the scribe’s “principle of choice,” (idem,
“Corrections of Papyrus Bodmer II and Early Textual Transmission,” 256).

144 Fee, Papyrus Bodmer II, 75, 81-83; idem, “P75, P“, and Origen,” 31.
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second manuscript, the intention of the corrections is reproduction of the manuscript
at hand rather than to produce an “easier” or “fuller” text. So in response to Fee’s
conclusions, he says,

I do not see that Fee produces any evidence that indicates that the scribe was

not seeking to preserve the original text...It is true that the scribe makes

errors, and that he transmits readings that may be described as smoother and
fuller. In these respects he is like most scribes, I suppose. But I see no reason
to doubt that in choosing, say, to follow the ‘fuller’ reading...the scribe
believed that he was transmitting what John wrote.”'*’

Royse also points out that some of the corrections Fee includes were quite
possibly corrections to mistakes made while copying the first Vorlage, and
agreement with the original reading by other manuscripts in such cases is only
coincidental. This applies especially where the reading of P°°" is narrowly attested
but also in some places, given the presence of similar tendencies, where there is
greater manuscript support. These corrections, then, would demonstrate nothing
other than a desire to reproduce the first Vorlage. In such cases, Fee misrepresents
the data by citing corrections of what may be scribally created omissions as
“additions” and thus evidence for recensional activity towards an “easier and “fuller”
text. Finally, Royse appears to favor viewing the scribe as generally following the
second Vorlage instead of selecting on a case-by-case basis whether to keep the
readings from the first Vorlage or to change to those in the second. He says, for
example, it may be “misleading in such places to speak of recensional activity. For
the choice of the scribe may be, not to follow an exemplar because it has the article,
but rather to follow a particular exemplar, which as it happens has the article.”'** I
should add that instead of demonstrating a high degree of selectivity on the part of

the scribe, Fee assumes that this is inherent to the activity of correcting against

another Vorlage and then from this assumption seeks to show on what basis these

' Royse, Scribal Habits, 503-504.
1% Royse, Scribal Habits, 483.
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selections were made.'*’ In short, Royse here provides, as he did in response to
Colwell, sound reasons for questioning Fee’s overall portrayal of a “scribe-turned-
recensor” who cares little to reproduce or preserve and for whom the Gospel of John

. . 14
“was not ‘canonical scripture.’” 8

The following study of the character of transmission exhibited in the 14 smaller
fragmentary papyri of the Gospel of John is divided into three sections based solely
on the level of integration of P and P” for the Diachronic Comparison of Created
Readings section. Otherwise, there is no difference in the method applied to each
manuscript. In Section 2, I will treat the papyri for which neither P nor P
completely overlaps. In each case, the Diachronic Comparison section will involve
only a comparison of the respective papyrus with the later majuscules that
completely overlap for the portion of text covered. In section 3, I will treat the two
papyri with which P® completely overlaps. This enables us to compare the quantity
and character of (likely) created readings from two manuscripts of the early period
with several manuscripts from subsequent centuries. In Section 4, the comparison
will include both P®® and P”, since the three manuscripts covered in this section are
fully overlapped by both of those extensive papyri. Within each section manuscripts
are treated in chronological order from earliest to latest, or, where dating is the same

or unclear, successively by papyrus number.

147 See Fee, “Corrections of Papyrus Bodmer II and Early Textual Transmission,” 248; idem,
Papyrus Bodmer II, 60-61, 70-75. The fact that these corrections are towards a “mixed,” but basically
Alexandrian kind of text (Fee, Papyrus Bodmer II, 70-71, but especially Royse, Scribal Habits, 470-
472) supports the idea that the scribe simply followed the second Voriage, which itself was similar in
quality and textual complexion to the one he had just copied.

'*¥ On this final point about canonical status see Fee, Papyrus Bodmer II, 75 and Royse,
Scribal Habits, 503-504.
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2. FRAGMENTS WITHOUT FULL OVERLAP IN P66 OR P75

2.1. P72 (P. Ryl. 11 457)

Introduction
P*? is, as Elliott puts it, “arguably the most famous, certainly the most familiar,
Biblical manuscript.”'* It consists of one fragment from the upper part of a leaf of a
papyrus codex from the Fayum or Oxyrhynchus, Egypt, containing portions of John
18:31-33 on the recto (side with horizontal fibers) and 18:37-38 on the verso
(vertical fibers)."* This papyrus shares extant text with two others from the second
or third centuries, P°® (overlapping for portions of all verses) and P*° (overlapping for
portions of vv. 37-38). It was acquired in 1920 by Bernard P. Grenfell for the John
Rylands Library. The fragment measures 6 cm. in width and 8.9 cm. in height and
preserves portions of 7 lines of text on each side. The space covered by the text itself
measures 5.8 cm in width and 6.4 cm. in height. The reconstructed page contained 18
lines of text in one column and measured 20 cm. wide and 21 cm. high."”! The upper
margin, measuring over 2 cm., and part of the inner margin are preserved. Roberts
estimated the average number of letters per line at 33 for the recto and 29/30 for the

verso, with the latter having shorter lines because they were written toward the fold

149 J. Keith Elliott, “The Biblical Manuscripts of the John Ryland’s University Library of
Manchester,” BJRL 81, no. 2 (Summer 1999): 8.

'3 For this and further information see especially C. H. Roberts, An Unpublished Fragment
of the Fourth Gospel in the John Rylands Library (Manchester: MUP, 1935), reprinted with minor
changes as “An Unpublished Fragment of the Fourth Gospel in the John Rylands Library,” BJRL 20
(1936): 45-55 (referred to as editio princeps 1936 for the remainder of this chapter), and again with a
much briefer introduction as “457. St. John’s Gospel, xviii,” in Catalogue of the Greek and Latin
Papyri in the John Rylands Library III (Manchester: MUP, 1938), 1-3 (referred to as editio princeps
1938 for the remainder of this chapter); Kurt Aland, Repertorium der griechischen christlichen Papyri,
I: Biblische Papyri, Altes Testament, Neues Testament, Varia, Apokryphen (PTS 18; Berlin: de
Gruyter, 1976), 282; idem, Kurzgefasste Liste der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments
(2d ed.; ANTF 1; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1994), 10; Leuven Database of Ancient Books, Leuven
University: http://www trismegistos.org/ldab/text.php?tm=61624 (hereafter referred to as LDAB).

*! Eric G. Turner, The Typology of the Early Codex (reprint; Eugene, Oregon: Wipf and
Stock, 1977), 18 puts the reconstructed page at 18 cm. wide and 21.3 cm. high and places it in his
Group 5 Aberrant.
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152 Roberts estimated that

at the inner margin, with a range of 28 to 35 letters per line.
the text of John’s Gospel would have taken up 130 pages, or 66 leaves. He thinks it
“highly unlikely” that this codex contained all four Gospels, since it would have
needed 576 pages, or 288 leaves. He remarks, “to judge from the spacing and the size
of the hand, it is unlikely that the format was affected by considerations of
economy.”1 >3

There are two issues that have given rise to debate in the study of P>,
namely, dating and the use of nomina sacra, both of which merit some extended
discussion here. As regards dating, P> is listed in Appendix I of NA”® as one of four
New Testament papyri, along with P*°, P?®, and P'*, dated to the second century and
one of three papyri of the Gospel of John, along with P® and P*, dated at or before

154

ca. 200 C.E. (and with partial overlap).'>* Roberts' attitude towards assigning P>* to

the early second century was one of confidence and caution. Before beginning his
assessment of the evidence he cautioned the reader, "Any exact dating of book hands
is, of course, out of the question," acknowledging the limitations inherent in the
comparison of scripts and individual letterforms.'*> He described the characteristics

of the hand of P°? as follows:

“the scribe writes in a heavy, rounded and rather elaborate hand, often uses
several strokes to form a single letter (cf. the eta and particularly the sigma in
Recto, 1. 3) with a rather clumsy effect and is fond of adding a small flourish
or hook to the end of his strokes (cf. the omega, the iota and the upsilon);
among particular letters the epsilon with its cross stroke a little above the
centre, the delta, the upsilon and the mu may be noted...his orthography,
apart from a couple of itacisms, is good and his writing, if not that of a
practised scribe, is painstaking and regular...P. Ryl. Gk. 457 [like P. Egerton

132 Editio princeps 1936, 50, but see discussion below on nomina sacra.

'3 Editio princeps 1936, 52. Cf. Larry W. Hurtado, “P52 (P.Rylands Gk. 457) and the
Nomina Sacra: Method and Probability,” TynBul 54 (2003): 3.

'3 Hence their treatment in Kurt Aland, “Der Text des Johannesevangeliums im 2.
Jahrhundert,” in Studien zum Text und zur Ethik des Neuen Testaments (ed. W. Schrage; Berlin: de
Gruyter, 1986), 1-10.

'3 Editio princeps 1936, 46.
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2] also has a somewhat ‘informal air’ about it and with no claims to fine

writing is yet a careful piece of work.”'*®
He then went on to mention the literary texts used for his judgments about the dating
of P*%, citing two "to which it bears a striking resemblance.""”’ First, there is
Schubart's Berolinenses 19, a portion of a roll containing part of the Iliad (originally
dated late first/early second century, but later assigned by the editor to the late first).
This text he said, despite some differences such as an earlier form of alpha, is "the
closest parallel to our text that I have been able to find," a view that he said is shared
by Frederick Kenyon. Second, there is P. Egerton 2 although "written in a lighter and
less laboured hand" (dated by its editors to the mid-second century, erring "if at all,
on the side of caution"). Here he observed similarities with P** in the writing of the
letters upsilon, mu, and delta and in many other features "though in a less
accentuated form."

As for dated documentary papyri, he saw the most affinity with P> in P.
Fayum 110 dated A.D. 94, having two forms of the letter alpha, and, to a lesser
degree, P. Lond. 2078 from the time of Domitian.'*® Others that share similarities in
the writing of certain letters include P. Oslo 22 dated A.D. 127 (eta, mu, iota) and
Schubart's Abb. 34 dated before A.D. 117. So as "to exemplify the need of caution,"
Roberts also noted Kenyon's judgment that P>, although likely from the first half of
the second century, does share some features with the cursive P. Flor. 1 dated A.D.
153. Roberts remarked, however, that these similarities are only partial (upsilon,

omega, sometimes alpha), and that there are substantial differences in other

1% Editio princeps 1936, 46, 48. In editio princeps 1938, 1: “The handwriting is good and
careful and, while not calligraphic, is not that of an amateur.” To Roberts’ description Hurtado, “P52,”
3, 11 adds that it is a “readable copy, with clearly-formed letters” and “the scribe was certainly aiming
at careful, clear presentation of the text being copied...was not capable of a formal book-hand style...
but nevertheless clearly did his or her best to produce an easy-to-use copy.” Yet this was accompanied
by “a certain irregularity and clumsiness in forming some letters.”

"7 Editio princeps 1936, 46. For his discussion of these comparator texts and the quotations
cited below, see 46-7.

'8 For this discussion, see editio princeps 1936, 47.
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particulars and in general. Based on these data he reached the following conclusion:
"On the whole we may accept with some confidence the first half of the second
century as the period in which P. Ryl. Gk. 457 was most probably written — a
judgment I should be much more loth to pronounce were it not supported by Sir
Frederick Kenyon, Dr. W. Schubart and Dr. H. 1. Bell who have seen photographs of
the text and whose experience and authority in these matters are unrivalled."">’

The International Greek New Testament Project (IGNTP) volume on the
papyri of John’s Gospel places P> in the second century, while noting that it is
variously dated within that century.'® In 1977, over forty years after the initial
publication of p° 2, Turner commented, “I have no evidence to invalidate the first
editor’s dating to the first half of the second century. But I should echo his warning
about the need for caution.” He proceeds to highlight some affinity between P>* and
the petition, P. Amh. II 78 dated A.D. 184 but nevertheless repeats his conclusion,
“The Rylands papyrus may be accepted as of the first half of the second century.”'®!
A turning point that sparked a reassessment of the dating of P>* came in 1987 with
the publication of P. Ko6ln 255, an additional fragment of P. Egerton 2, attesting an
apostrophe between two consonants (also found in P*), a feature which Turner had
associated more with the third than the second century.'®*

The move to reassign P. Egerton 2 from mid-second century to late

second/early third (ca. 200 C.E.) in light of this new evidence has been regarded as

"9 Editio princeps 1936, 47.

"OYGNTP 1, 17. For early second: editio princeps; K. Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste, 10; Turner,
Typology, 100. For mid second: G. Cavallo, Il Calamo e il Papiro (Florence: Edizioni Gonnelli,
2005), 183, 198. For late second: Andreas Schmidt, “Zwei Anmerkungen zu P. Ryl. 111 457,” APF 35
(1989): 11-12.

! Turner, Typology, 100.

"2 Michael Gronewald, “Unbekanntes Evangelium oder Evangelienharmonie (Fragment aus
dem ‘Evangelium Egerton’),” in Kéiner Papyri (P. Kéln), Vol. VI (eds. Michael Gronewald et al.;
Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1987), 136-145. For discussion see S. R. Pickering, “The Egerton
Gospel and New Testament Textual Transmission,” in The New Testament in Early Christianity:
Proceedings of the Lille Colloquium, July 2000 (eds. C. -B. Amphoux and J. K. Elliott; Lausanne:
Editions du Z¢bre, 2003), esp. 229-233; Paul Foster, “Bold Claims, Wishful Thinking, and Lessons
about Dating Manuscripts from Papyrus Egerton 2,” in The World of Jesus and the Early Church:
Identity and Interpretation in Early Communities of Faith (ed. C. A. Evans; Peabody, Massachusetts:
Hendrickson, 2011), esp. 201ff.
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applicable to P*, since P. Egerton 2 was one of the principal manuscripts used in
determining its date.'® In the context of this fresh discussion some, emphasizing the
overall limitations and lack of precision involved in the paleographical dating of
book hands, have more readily entertained the prospect of a third century date for
P*2.'* On the opposite end of the spectrum, Comfort proposes a date in the “first
quarter of the second century.”'®® The most recent treatment of the issue by
paleographers comes from Orsini and Clarysse, who, on the basis of a detailed
treatment of graphic types, favor assigning P** to the second century, but likely to the
second half, and identifying it with the “Alexandrian stylistic class.”'®® Recognizing
the lack of precision in paleographical dating and the fact that some may wish to
leave open the possibility that P>* was copied sometime in the early third century, I
have nevertheless considered it generally, along with P°, to be a second century
witness to the text of John.

Playing at least a supportive role in Roberts’ dating of P> to the first half of
the second century was his judgment that it lacks nomina sacra, indicating, according
to the scholarly opinion in his day on the emergence of this scribal practice, a date
earlier than the very similar P. Egerton 2 which had been dated to the middle of the
century.'®’ This brings us to the second major issue concerning this manuscript.

Although none of the words that were typically written as nomina sacra survive,

there are two instances of Incovg that fall in a lacuna: Incov at 18:32, recto 2 and

163 See for example, Hurtado, “P52,” 7 n.20; Foster, “Bold Claims,” 203. Regarding the date
of P. Egerton 2, Pickering, “The Egerton Gospel,” 231 explains, “A re-dating to the second / third
century (or third century?) does not rule out completely the possibility of a mid-second century date
for the cogying of the Egerton text, but it does draw the papyrus further away from the first century.”

'*? Brent Nongbri, “The Use and Abuse of P52: Papyrological Pitfalls in the Dating of the
Fourth Gospel,” HTR 98.1 (2005): 23-48 adduces some third century comparator texts and leaves the
question open; likewise, Don Barker, “The Dating of New Testament Papyri,” NTS 57 (2011): 573-
75, who concludes “that a date of II or III could be assigned to P. Ryl. 457 (575); LDAB gives the
range “AD 150 — 224.” See also Roger S. Bagnall, Early Christian Books in Egypt (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2009), 1-24, esp. 10-12.

195 See Philip Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts (Nashville: Broadman and Holman,
2005), 139, 142-143.

"¢ Orsini and Clarysse, “Manuscripts and Their Dates,” esp. 458-72.

17 Editio princeps 1936, 48, 49. See discussion in Hurtado, “P52,” 7.
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Incovv at 18:33, recto 5. Based on his calculations for the number of letters per line,
Roberts finds it unlikely that the nomen sacrum was used in line 5 (and thus not in
line 2 either), since with the two-letter suspended form (i), which he takes to be the
earliest and thus most likely to be used due to its use in P. Egerton 2, the line would
be 28 letters long (if the line read ITikatog instead of Ilethatog), falling five letters
below the average of 33 for the recto and seven letters below the 35 reconstructed for

line 1.'%8

He finds it unlikely that the three-letter conflated form (imv) was used, since
he takes it to be later than the suspended form (i) found in P. Egerton 2. In the end
Roberts cautions that “such calculations may be misleading, and in the absence of
further evidence the question whether or not the scribe employed the usual
contractions of the nomina sacra must remain open.”'® His later remarks on the
ubiquitous attestation of nomina sacra in the earliest Christian manuscripts appear to
evidence a subsequent change of mind after the time of his assessment of P*2,'”°
although he does not revisit his conclusions on this manuscript specifically. In a
much more recent treatment, Tuckett essentially reaffirms Roberts’ initial argument
based on the average number of letters per line on the recto and adds two additional
points: that the kot coming after Incovv would have been placed on line 5 instead of
line 6 had Incovv been written as a nomen sacrum, since at a mere 28 or 29 letters
line 5 would have been excessively short; and, that without the nomen sacrum forms

the regularity of letters per line in the recto (in terms of range from most to least)

would fit better with that in the verso.!”! Tuckett’s assessment leads him to the

'8 For his discussion, see editio princeps 1936, 48-9.

' Editio princeps 1938, 1. Cf. editio princeps 1936, 49.

179 C. H. Roberts, Manuscript, Society and Belief in Early Christian Egypt, Schweich
Lectures 1977 (London: Oxford University Press for the British Academy, 1979), 38 referring to
Inoovg states, “...there is no certain instance of the name in its sacral sense being left uncontracted in
any text of the New Testament or indeed in any book as distinct from occasional and private papers.”
See further discussion in Hurtado, “P52,” 6-8.

7! Christopher M. Tuckett, “P°2 and Nomina Sacra,” NTS 47 (2001): 544-48.
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following conclusion: “This may then cast some doubt on how regular the practice of
abbreviating nomina sacra in early Christianity really was.”' ">

In response to Tuckett’s treatment, Hill, whose major points I summarize
below, offers a more detailed and nuanced, and therefore more convincing, analysis
of spacing.'” Hill shows that the extent of attestation of the three-letter conflated
form, or what he calls “long contracted form,” of this nomen sacrum (mv) among
early papyri, particularly those of John, increases the probability that it was used here
instead of a two-letter suspended (so Roberts) or contracted (so Tuckett) form, which
would serve to make the line a bit longer than Roberts and Tuckett surmise.
Moreover, if epmvnoev were read with a final nu and the name of Pilate with the
longer nethatog spelling, both of which Hill thinks more likely, then line 5 would be
30 letters long, rendering it less out of step with the other lines on the recto. The
extra space typically used before and after a nomen sacrum would serve to add yet
another space to line 5, bringing the space used to the equivalent of roughly 31
letters, making it less likely that kot would have been placed on line 5, as Tuckett
argues. With respect to line 2, Hill shows that the lacuna surrounding Incov would
likely have been too full had Inoov been written out, especially since its initial iota
would probably have had a diaeresis and thus taken up more space, as can be seen
from the usage of the diaeresis over initial iota elsewhere in P*. Hill also provides a
more accurate portrayal of “letter spaces” by factoring in the smaller amount of
space used for an iota and an epsilon and iota combination, which would account for
the unusually greater number of letters in line 1 and permit less room for a written
out Incov in line 2. He concludes, “I regard the case for the presence of the nomina

sacra abbreviations in P> to be at least as good as the alternative and even slightly

172 Tuckett, “P>2,” 548.
173 Charles E. Hill, “Did the Scribe of P52 Use the Nomina Sacra? Another Look,” NTS 48
(2002): 587-92.
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better,” especially in light of the evidence for its usage in other early New Testament
papyri.'™

In a longer treatment of the issue Hurtado reiterates a number of Hill’s points
on spacing and adds the critique that Tuckett errs primarily on methodological
grounds by not giving due attention to all of the physical features of the papyrus and
by not adhering to a proper historical method in establishing probabilities.'”
Regarding the former, Hurtado shows that a more comprehensive assessment of the
scribal hand of P** reveals a certain level of irregularity in the size, shape and
spacing of letters, a fact which should prompt hesitation in drawing conclusions from
the number of letters presumed to be in lacunae. Regarding historical method, he
says, “surely the right procedure is to reason from the known to the unknown in
making inferences about the lacunae,” with “the known” being “the pervasive
preference for nomina sacra by Christian scribes of the second century and
thereafter,” especially for Incovg.'”®

Considering other noteworthy features of P>, it has two extant cases of

177

itacism including nuewv (18:31, recto 1) and 1onABev (18:33, recto 4). " Although not

employing punctuation, breathing marks or numeration, the scribe appears to use

diaeresis over initial iota on three occasions, involving iovdatot (18:31, recto 1)'7®

and iva (18:32, recto 2; 18:37, verso 2). Hurtado draws attention to four places in P>
where there is a greater amount of space between words (fovdator  nuewv (18:31,

179

recto 1);" " ovdeva,_iva (18:31-32; recto 2); eumtev__onuovev (18:32; recto 3);

koopov__ tva (18:37; verso 2)) and points out that they correspond with places of

' Hill, “Scribe,” 592.

'”* Hurtado, “P52.”

' Hurtado, “P52,” 13.

""" Head, “Habits,” 401 notes that both are singular readings.

'8 Editio princeps 1936, 55 says it could also be the iota of 1ovdaiot extending above the
line. Hurtado, “P52,” 12 favors seeing it as a diaeresis.

' In Editio princeps 1936, 55, Roberts states, “It is clear that the scribe did not adopt the
common practice...of indicating either the beginning or the end of a speech by leaving a small blank
space.” Hurtado, “P52,” 12 says, however, that such a space is likely attested here.
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punctuation in modern editions. He explains that the “slightly wider spaces between
words at certain points raise the intriguing possibility that they may be intended to

mark off clauses and to signal the reader to make a slight pause.”'® P>

gives the
overall impression of being user-friendly. It reflects “a desire to produce an easily-
readable manuscript,” as demonstrated by the larger size of its margins and spacing,
the use of diaeresis, and the clarity of its letters.'®' The Alands have classified P> as
one of their “normal” texts, and B. Aland concludes that it is “Ein guter Text, der auf

183 PSZ

A beruht.”'®? Epp places it in his “B” group. is currently housed at the John

Rylands University Library, Manchester.

Variation-Unit Represented'™*

Variation-Unit Variants P°* Transcribed

18:33 mow €1¢ 0 mpartwptov | makw eig to mpartopov P B | maw eig 0 npmrw] | prov
C*D'L W A 0109 £ 579. (1 (recto 4-5)'%
844) latt

£1G TO TPOITOPLOV nahv P 0]
A CP’KT © 087 ' 565. 700.
892°. 1241. 1424 (N ¥) Maj.

€1 To mpatwplov 33

Unique Reading
Place of Variation Reading P>* Transcribed
18:37 €1g ToVTO €1G Tovto rell [ -] (verso 2)'¢
(2™ occurrence) _
_ P52V1d

" Hurtado, Artifacts, 179, n.82.

81 * Hurtado, “P52," 11.

82 K. Aland and B. Aland, Text, 95, 99; B. Aland, “Nutzen,” 22.

'3 Epp, “Significance,” 100.

'8 Among the variation-units identified in NA28, I subtract from my treatment here those for
which the basis of variation is a 51n§u1ar or sub-singular reading: 18: 33 om. o [TiAatog...1ov Incovv in
pe; 18 38 Aeyet ovv and om. o in P (the latter is also lacunose in P> (verso 5)). The addition of ovv
in P will factor into the comparison of agreements between overlapping early papyri below.

185 p52 apparently has mokv before but definitely not after the prepositional phrase €ic To
npartwplov (editio princeps 1936, 55).
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Commentary on Variant
18:33 maAwv €1g 10 Tpartwplov: The two places in John where there is dialogue
between Jesus and Pilate are 18:33-38 and 19:9-11. The introductory words in 18:33
and 19:9, in addition to being in close proximity to one another, are nearly identical:
elonABev ovv ALY €15 TO TpatT®PLoV / €1¢ T Tpotwplov oAy (18:33) and ko
elonABev €1¢ to mpartwplov oAy (19:9; madv om. in 01%*). It is probable that the
variant €1g To Tpat®plov oAy in our verse reflects harmonization to the same

wording in 19:9. P** attests the reading that is not harmonized to the near context.

Commentary on Unique Reading
18:37 om. &1 Tovto [2]: This reading is found in Jesus’ response to Pilate’s
continued questioning about his royal status. In clarifying the nature of his
otherworldly kingship, which he affirmed in v. 36, Jesus says ey €1g TovT0
YEYEVVNLLOL Kot €1G TOLTO EANALOA €1 TOV KOGLOV, V0L LOPTUPNG® TN aAnOELoL.
Bultmann comments that the stress is being placed on the “doubly occurring” €1
tovto,'®” and Barrett notes that yeyevvnuot and eknivba e1¢ tov koopov, both of
which are preceded by eic tovto, are functioning synonymously.'® Thus, while the
duplication of €1 Tovto has a particular rhetorical function in John, it could be

perceived as redundant or simply skipped over in the process of copying.'® This

'8 Editio princeps 1936, 55: “If the full text is supplied in this line [verso 2], we are left with
38 letters to the line in place of the average 29/30; consequently it is fairly certain that our text
represents a shorter version. Most probably we should reckon with the omission of the repeated &ig
tov10...”7 See also IGNTP 1, 72, 384; Head, “Habits,” 401-402; Hurtado, “P52,” 3 n.6: “I do not judge
this to be a conclusive argument, but it is certainly plausible.”

'87 Rudolf Bultmann, The Gospel of John: A Commentary (trans. George R. Beasley-Murray,
et al.; Oxford: Blackwell, 1971), 655.

'88 C. K. Barrett, The Gospel according to John: An Introduction with Commentary and
Notes on the Greek Text (2d; London: SPCK, 1978), 537.

"% Head, “Habits,” 402: “a singular omission of two arguably redundant words.”
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omission may also reflect a leap from one epsilon to another (ko £1g Tovto

exnida).'”® P72 attests the omission of a seemingly redundant prepositional phrase.

Analysis of Manuscript based on Readings

P*? provides only one variant and one apparent singular reading for our analysis. The
one variation-unit represented (18:33 maAwv €1¢ T0 Tpotwplov) appears to derive
from harmonization, in which case P>* does not attest the word order that is
harmonized to the nearby context (19:9). Consequently, where the character of the
text underlying P> can be assessed, it gives testimony to the internally more
probable variant in the tradition. There does, however, appear to be one singular
omission (the second occurrence of €1¢ tovto in 18:37), which may reflect an attempt
to refine away a redundant prepositional phrase. It is equally plausible that such
redundancy was lost inadvertently as the sense of the text was being processed and a
jump was made to the following verb (eym €1¢ Tovto yeyevvnuat ko eAnAvba instead
of eym €1¢ Tovto yeyevvnuat Kou €1¢ Tovto EAnAvba). And again, the possibility
remains that this omission is nothing more than a leap between epsilons. In short,
intentionality is uncertain and the sense is unaltered.

Among other second and third century witnesses, P*> shares extant text with
P® and P*°, which are also fragmentary. Based on what is extant or can be plausibly
reconstructed,'®’ and leaving aside orthographic readings, P> agrees with P°° one out
of three times:'** agreement (18:33 maw e1c o mpottoplov); disagreements (P>
reading listed first) (18:37 om. &1 Tovto [2] (lac.) | €1¢ tovto (lac.); 18:38 Aeyet |

Aeyet ouv). If singular readings are removed, then P°* (minus 18:37 om. &1c Tovto [2])

10 Cf. Royse, Scribal Habits, 732 n.115. For examples of “leap from same to same” see his
discussion of omissions under each of the early extensive papyri. For evidence of this particular type
ogoleap, see note under discussion of variation-unit 18:38 gupiokw &v ovt® ortioy in my treatment of
P

"1 In order to account for lacunae, I place “lac.” in parentheses where the reading listed can
only be determined by considerations of spacing.

192 These comparisons are based on variation-units covered in NA28 as well as additional
places where these manuscripts differ from one another.
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agrees with P° (minus 18:38 Aeyet ovv) in the one variation-unit for which they
overlap. The only point of comparison for P°* and P*° is the one place where P>

apparently has a singular reading (18:37 om. €1 Tovto [2] (lac.) | €1g Tovto (lac.)).

Diachronic Comparison of Created Readings
Among manuscripts up through the seventh century, the portion of text covered by
P*% is fully preserved in 01, A, B, N and W. Listed below are the singular/sub-
singular readings of each witness for the portion of text covered by P>, which will
most likely approximate to the readings created by each respective scribe.'”® Any
unique orthographic readings (besides those such as itacisms and moveable nu),
while not included in the main lists, are provided in a footnote.
ps2.
18:37 &1¢ tovto [2]] om. P** (omission of redundant prepositional phrase or leap from

same to same (€1C...eAnAvOa))

01:194

18:31 ovdeva] ovdeva tovdeva'”® 01* (nonsense resulting from dittography)

18:32 ov emmev] om. 01* 238 (omission of unnecessary syntax including relative

pronoun and finite verb)

193 As noted in the Introduction, the Greek manuscript support for each of these readings is
based on what is presented in NA28; Tischendorf®; von Soden, Die Schriften; Swanson, John; and
IGNTP I and 1II.

194 18:37 paptupnon in 01* is lacunose in P> at verso 3 (and it was corrected
contemporaneously (cf. IGNTP II, 505, 7)). 18:38 11g for Tt in 01* also falls in a lacuna.

193 This reading is listed as ovdevar ovdeva in IGNTP 11, 501 and as ovdevo 10v8eva in
Swanson, 248. In the facsimile the supralinear dots meant to denote an erasure by a later corrector
appear over each letter of 1ovdeva, which, in favor of Swanson’s transcription, indicates that a
dittography has occurred involving the final iota of amoktewvor (omoktival ovdeva 1ovdeva), in
which the letters 1-0-v-8-e-v-a have been repeated.
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18:37 ™ oAnBewa] mept g androc*® 01* sa (harmonized syntax, to general usage

in John (paprtopew + mept))

18:37 ex] om. 01* (omission of superfluous preposition)

A 197
18:33 avtw] omrmqlgg A (harmonized substitution, to plural in immediate and near

context)

18:37 yeyevvnuou] kon yeyevvnuon A (addition that affirms Jesus’ kingship;

intentional?)

B (none)

N:
18:33 oA o [Tihatoc] o ITihatog oAy N W (69) (transposition resulting from a

corrected leap (mpattmwpiov noc?m_/))lgg

W:
18:32 0 Aoyog tov Incov TAnpwbn] TAnpwbn o Aoyog tov Incov W 1170

(harmonized transposition, to near context (18:9))

' This reading is in a lacuna in P** (verso 3), but both the size of the lacuna and the average
and range of letters per line on the verso (29/30; 28-31) almost certainly rule out the extra five letters
needed to read with 01 (line would have 35).

19718:32 mot for moww in A falls in a lacuna in P** (recto 3).

'8 The reader should note that I include this reading hesitantly, since it falls in a lacuna in P>
(recto 6) and the spacing does not appear to preclude avtoig. For the uncertainties of spacing in the
recto, see discussion above on nomina sacra.

0 19 For discussion of this type of variation, see my treatment of 18:38 0pIGK® £V AVT® CLTLAY
inP”.
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Although this is a very small section of text, there are nevertheless a few
observations that can be made. In terms of the quantity of readings likely introduced,
there are four in 01, at least prior to its correction at a later time either in the fifth or
seventh century,”” two in A (or one if avtoic is excluded as going beyond what is
represented by P>), one in N and W, and none in B. In having one, P°* coheres with
what we find in the majority of these later manuscripts, showing correspondence
with the number found in A, N and W. 01 has four times as many as P>* and appears
to exhibit a unique level of freedom or susceptibility to corruption when compared
with all of the other witnesses. Only B, one out of five of these later majuscules, can
be said to fare better than P°* when it comes to the creation of readings.

In terms of the character and significance of these alterations, the one
omission in P** corresponds with the same types of readings observed in 01 (18:32
om. ov gutev; 18:37 om. gx), in which unnecessary or superfluous words or phrases
have been skipped over. If the omission of &1¢ Tovto in P> is understood as a leap,
we also see evidence for the same sorts of blunders in 01 (18:31 ovdeva ovdeva) and
N (18:33 o [Tihatog makw). Furthermore, P°? does not attest the addition of words, in
contrast to what we find in both 01 (18:37 wept tng aAnboc) and A (18:37 ko
yeyevvnuo, which may be a conscious attempt to explicitly affirm that Jesus indeed
has come as king). Thus, in terms of both the quantity and the character of readings,
this comparison shows greater continuity than discontinuity in transmission between
the early and later periods, and it does not support the notion that a greater level of

freedom was present behind the copying of this second century witness.

Conclusions on Stability and/or Fluidity

20 IGNTP 11, 7: All corrections to the 01* readings are listed as Cca in IGNTP II, unless
otherwise noted. For date of this corrector see H. J. M. Milne and T. C. Skeat, including contributions
by Douglas Cockerell, Scribes and Correctors of the Codex Sinaiticus (London: British Museum,
1938), 65; K. Aland and B. Aland, Text, 108.

57



The data that can be extracted from P** regarding its character of transmission
certainly do not give the impression that a unique or high level of fluidity existed at
the time in which P°* was copied. To the contrary, in the one place of disagreement
among witnesses in the tradition, P** attests the non-harmonized reading. Its one
singular reading may very well reflect an accidental oversight or a mechanical leap
between two occurrences of the same letter. Finally, when this second century
fragmentary papyrus is compared with the fourth, fifth and sixth century majuscules
sharing the same section of text, a picture of continuity rather than discontinuity
emerges, and, even more, we are able to observe what may be instances of freedom

in the later manuscripts that are not mirrored in this early witness.
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2.2. P (P. Oxy. L 3523)

Introduction
P*° is a fragment of a papyrus codex from Oxyrhynchus, Egypt containing portions
of John 18:36-19:7 on the front and back of one leaf of a papyrus codex.””' The recto
covers 18:36-19:1 and the verso covers 19:2-7. It shares extant text with two other
papyri from the second and third centuries, P°* (overlapping in portions of 18:37-38)
and P* (overlapping in portions of 18:36-19:7). P*° was edited and published in 1983
by T. C. Skeat and dated to the second century primarily based on its similarity to P.
Egerton 2 and even more to Genesis IV 656, which in 1935 was confidently assigned
to the second rather than third century by Bell, Skeat and Kenyon.?** The script of
P*° is, as Skeat describes it, “a well-formed small rounded capital, basically bilinear
[and]...in common with that of other examples of the period, is characterized by the
addition of small serifs or curls at the ends of strokes.”**® Orsini and Clarysse

classify the hand of P* as well as P°* as belonging to the “Alexandrian stylistic

291 For this and further introductory information see especially T. C. Skeat, ed., “Papyrus

Oxyrhynchus 3523,” in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri L (London: Egypt Exploration Society, 1983) 3-8,
plate I and II (referred to as editio princeps for the remainder of this chapter); K. Aland, Kurzgefasste
Liste, 33; Handschriftenliste by the Institute for Text-Critical Research, University of Miinster:
http://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/liste (hereafter referred to as INTF Liste); LDAB:
http://www.trismegistos.org/ldab/.

292 For a caution as well as detailed discussion and bibliography on the issues involved in
dating P”° see especially S. R. Pickering, Recently Published New Testament Papyri: P89-P95
(Sydney: Macquarle University, 1991), 12-14. He contends that there is good reason to question the
dating of the primary manuscripts used to date P*° and to thus be cautious about dating this manuscript
to the second century. He cites the publication of the fragment P. K&In VI, dated ca. 200, which
belongs to P. Egerton 2 previously dated mid-second century, and P.Oxy. IV 656, which has been
variously dated to the third (Grenfell and Hunt), second (Bell and Skeat, Kenyon), and second/third
(Turner, Cavallo) centuries. He also notes the general difficulties and disagreements involved in the
paleographlcal datmg of hands, and concludes, “In view of the various differences of opinion, ‘I1?” is
given above for P*.” Skeat comments that although Grenfell and Hunt saw more affinity with the
second than the th1rd century for P. Oxy. IV 656, “Nevertheless they assigned it, rather illogically, to
the [early] third century” (editio princeps, 3). Skeat also mentions the similarity between the hands of
P*° and the Homeric papyrus edited by T. W. Mackay, which, he says, Cavallo dated “to the third
quarter of the second century.” IGNTP I, 18 places P”” in century “II” without further notation or
comment, taking that to be the consensus view. As noted in my discussion of P*, Orsini and Clarysse,
“Manuscrl};ts and Their Dates,” 458-72 assign P*° and P** to the second century (probably latter part).

Editio princeps, 3.
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class 9204

The fragment itself measures 15 cm. in height and 5.6 cm. in width and
preserves a portion of all 24 lines on the recto and 23 on the verso. The reconstructed
text, in one column, was 12.4 cm in height and 9.5 cm in width on the recto and 8.5
cm in width on the verso. The size of the page would have been approximately 16
cm high and 12 cm wide, placing it into Turner’s Group 9 Aberrant I.2% This
fragment preserves part of the upper, lower, and inner margins. Skeat notes that the
number of letters per line “varies from 20 to 28, but is mostly remarkably regular at
around 24 to 26.7*°° He estimates that the text of John’s Gospel would have taken up
120 pages, or 60 leaves, and thinks it “very unlikely” that this codex contained all
four Gospels, since it would have needed 534 pages, or 267 leaves.

P*° has three extant cases of itacism involving metorog (18:37, recto 5; 19:1,

recto 24) and vpew (18:39, recto 18).%"

Based on the fact that —acav begins recto 21
Skeat suggests that the papyrus probably had the orthographic reading ekpavacav for
expovyacav at 18:40 with L and M, since otherwise the syllable would have been
divided between two lines.””® There is one instance of a nomen sacrum in 19:5 at
verso 36/12. While Skeat and the IGNTP editors transcribe a partially extant iota
followed by sigma, Hill through his own examination of the manuscript with a high-
powered microscope has recently noticed that the “left hand stroke of an eta” is
present, rendering the form iota-eta-sigma instead of iota-sigma. Hill writes, “the text

of 90 represents the earliest text of John 19:5 we have...and quite possibly gives us

our earliest nomen sacrum in a text of the Gospel according to John.”*” Abbreviated

294 Orsini and Clarysse, “Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 458, 460.

295 Turner, Typology, 22.

296 Editio princeps, 4.

27 Head, “Habits,” 402 notes that the latter is a singular reading.

%8 Editio princeps, 7. See Francis T. Gignac, A Grammar of the Greek Papyri of the Roman
and Byzantine Periods, Vol 1: Phonology (Milan: Instituto Editoriale Cisalpino-La Goliardica, 1975-
1981), 74 ghereafter referred to as Gignac I).

2% Charles E. Hill, “A Notice of Corrections in Standard Editions of Two Johannine
Manuscripts,” TC3 7 (2002).
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forms / nomina sacra are not used for avBpwmog (19:5, verso 39/15), ctavpwcate
(19:6, verso 44/20; contra P®®), and ctavpocov (19:6, verso 42/18; contra P®).

In terms of punctuation, Skeat notes “a possible trace of a filling-mark™ in
19:5 verso 36/12.2'° There is the inconsistent placement of a diaeresis over initial iota
and upsilon, and there is an empty space measuring the width of two letters before a
shift in speaker in 18:37 in recto 6 (guev ovv avtw o Ilethatog ovkovy Baciievg cv
el __ amekpiOn o Incovg...). Hurtado observes similar spaces in P2 2! Skeat notes
that recto 5, 11, 21 and 24 begin with letters that “project into the margin, indicating
some form of punctuation in the preceding line,” a feature that is also attested in P*,
P®, and P’ ?!? Roberts, commenting on this feature known as ekthesis, explains that
it is meant to mark the first full line of a new section.”'® These instances of
punctuation indicate that P*° was probably used in a liturgical setting where such

readers’ aids were necessary for the public reading of the text.*'*

Rodgers surmises
based on these data that “P*® is probably the product of a scriptorium.”*'> The
transmission reflected in P*° has been understood to belong in the Aland’s “Normal”
category, based on Barbara Aland’s description of its proximity to the hypothetical
Ausgangstext and of the general accuracy of its scribe.”'® Comfort labels P*° as

. . . . . . 21 .
proto-Alexandrian and categorizes its transmission as “fairly reliable.”*'” This

fragment is currently housed at the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford.

20 Editio princeps, 4, 6.

2 Hurtado, Artifacts, 179, n. 82; “P52,” 12. See my discussion of that manuscript above.

212 Editio princeps, 4.

213 Roberts, Manuscript, Society and Belief, 17.

214 Scott D. Charlesworth, “Indicators of ‘Catholicity’ in Early Gospel Manuscripts” in Hill
and Kruger, The Early Text, 43.

215 peter R. Rodgers, “The Text of the New Testament and Its Witnesses before 200 A.D.:
Observations on P90 (P. Oxy. 3523),” in Amphoux and Elliott, The New Testament Text in Early
Christianity, 84.

21 See B. Aland, “Nutzen,” 23-24, 37. Hill and Kruger, “In Search of the Earliest Text,” 10-
11 and Chapa, “Early Text of John,” 141 place P* in the “Normal” category based on Aland’s
comments.

21" Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts, 270, 310. In the surrounding discussion he
considers it among the “most reliable texts” (268) and to be one of the “extremely good copies of the
Gospels” (271).
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Variation-Units Represented”'®

Variation-Unit

Variants

P” Transcribed

18:36 Bacmsux n eun
(2™ occurrence)

Bactiela n eun

eun PBactren 01 D°N ©

Bac]irelo n eun (recto 1)

18:36 o1 gpot nywvilovto ov

oL gpoL nyovitovto av P01
B°L W Y0109 £ 1.33.579. 1

o gpot | nyloviCovrto afv (recto
1-2)*°

844; Or

av ot Lot NYoviLovio
(nywvicovto 1424) AD*KNT
A © 565.700. 892°. 1241. 1424
Maj. q

ot gpot nyeviiovto® '’ PV B
713

eyt P60vid 01 B D'L AVTAYY fl.l3 222

33.1844 it

18:37 eyu*?! [eyu] (recto 7)

epreyo AKNT A®0109.
565.579.700. 892°. 1241. 1424
Maj. lat

EVPIOK® €V oLT® outov B L
0109. 579 lat

18:38 evplokm gv avtm oty svp;wlcco gv avt[® ottiay (recto

16)2

artiay evplokm gv avtw 01 A K

¥ The following variation-units are excluded from this treatment as based on a smgular or
sub-singular reading: 18:36 eun Baclksla [3] (01); 18:38 Aeyet ovv (P*); 18:38 om. o (P*); 18:39 om.
ev (B 0109%); 18:40 om. Aeyovtec (P 251.397. it sa™ ly (cf. Royse, Scribal Habits, 463 n.350, 469-
470 for probablllty of coincidental agreement in error rather than two Vorilagen); 19 2 €€ axovOmv
otepavov (P®); 19:5 om. o [1] (B); 19:5 om. kat Aeyet avtorc 1dov o avBpomoc (P it ly) (cf. Royse,
Scribal Habits, 459-460, 514 n.614); 19:5 om. o [2] (B). However, the singular readings in P®
(con51dered after correction) will be factored into the percentages of agreement between P® and P”°
and those in the Majuscules will be treated in the Diachronic Comparlson section. I have added the
variation-unit concerned with 18:39 ovv wa, which is read by P*° and some other witnesses. All
transcrlptlons in the tables are based on the edmo princeps unless otherwise noted.

%It is clear from what is extant that P°® did not read av before ot (cf. Victor Martin and John

W. B. Barns, eds., Papyrus Bodmer II, Supplément (Nouvelle edition augmentée et corrigée,
Cologny—Geneva: Bibliotheca Bodmeriana, 1962), 32 and IGNTP I, 383), but the rest of line 10 is
lacunose (ot g[...). Based on plate 128, the lacuna between the extant epsilon and the end of line 10 is
approximately 7 %2 cm. The last 7 /2 cm of the almost entirely extant lines 1 and 2 of this page contain
18 letters (0 1g oo ceowTov TOLTO and -0t eV oot TPt oL respectively). This is the same number
of letters in the lacuna of line 10 without av (-pot nyoviovto wa pn). These observations, along with
the width of the letter nu on this page, make the inclusion of av in this lacuna rather unlikely. Since
there is ultimately no certainty about what was in the lacuna, however, the possibility must be kept in
mind that o or un was omitted instead; but this is much less likely given their syntactical necessity
and the lack of variation in the tradition.

220 Cf. editio princeps, 5, Plate I: 3523 recto for the bottom left portion of an alpha, contra
IGNTP I, 1 16.
2! The variation-unit concerning the article with Incovc in 18:37 is lacunose in P* (recto 6).
Editio princeps, 7: “It seems virtually certain that the papyrus had eym once only [i.e. at
the beginning of the next sentence and not the additional one in question here], since even so the line
contains 26 letters.”

222
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NWTLAGYF33.565.700.
892°. 1241. 1424. 1844 Maj. q

ms

vg
aLTIOY £V OVTM EVPLoK® D°

EVPLOK® Attt ev avte POV f

18:39 amorvow® vuwv*>* ATOAVG® VULV P66V1Cl 01 BD°K ano | A]om vuew (recto 17-18)
(1™ occurrence) L (W) A 0109(*) ' 33. 565.
579. 1844 lat

vy omoivoo A N T @ £ 700.
(892%). 1241. 1424 Maj.

amolvco ¥ 1689 ¢ ff>

18:39 ovv ovv ovv wa (recto 19)

ovviva 01 KU W 041 054

19:1 ehapev o ITikatog TOV ehafev o [Mhatog Tov Incovv Aafov o 1'[51k[aroq TOV MV
Incovv kar’? ket ABDKT A® " 565. (recto 24)*%
700. 892°. 1241. 1424. 1844
Maj. lat

o ITihatog edafev Tov Incovv
Kat P66v1d p

ehafev tov Incovv o [Tihatog
Kot N

Aapov o ITihatog tov Incovv 01

W (L 33.579)
19:3 ka1 npyovIo TPog avTov K01 MPXOVTO TPOG auTOV P01 ko nplx[o]vto mpog av | [tov
BLNWO " 33 565.579. (verso 29-30/5-6)

700. 1844 lat sy" co

~AD'KTAY ' 892° 1241.
1424 Maj. fq sy”

223 Here I follow IGNTP, I, 116 in the placement of dots and brackets.
** See Diachronic Comparlson section for amoAv® v in W.

223 p% s lacunose for the variation unit 18:40 maw on recto 21. It preserves only the initial

letter pi with the remainder of the line in a lacuna. Editio princeps, 7 comments that the reading
“could be either ToAwv...or Tovteg... [but] in any case there is not room for moAw wavteg,” which

Martin and Bams Papyrus Bodmer II Supplément, 33 and Comfort and Barrett, Text, 459 take to be
the reading of P. However, in agreement with International Greek New Testament Project, The
Gospel according to John, IGNTP transcrlpts (http://www.iohannes. com/XML/start xml) (hereafter
referred to as IGNTP online), there is not enough space on line 12 of this page of P* for ovv to read
after ekpavyacav (cf. Martin and Barns, Papyrus Bodmer II, Supplément, plate 129), meaning that it
was likely read with mavteg in the lacuna at the beginning of line 13, thus leaving too little room for
TOALV 2cf NA28). I do not, therefore, include this reading in the tally of disagreements between P*°
and P°

22T substitute mv in the reconstructed portion in light of Hill’s observations noted in the
introduction.
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19:3 0 Bactrevc™’ 0 Paciievg o Pactrev[g (verso 30/6)

Bacthev P 01
19:4 e€w o l'hkowoq228 g€m o IThatog P ABD°KN [o MTethatog] (verso 33/9)229
CA®Y f'33.565.700. (1424)
Maj.
o IMAarog (+ ng)oq avtovg / 844)
efw 01 LW £ 892° 1241. 1
844

o ITthatog 0138 28. 477. 482.
544.579.1170. ¢

19:4 ovdepuav aTioV EVPICK® OVLOEULAY OUTIOY EVPIOK® EV attia €]v av[t®] ovy evpio |
£V QUTO ovto B 1! 33.565. 1844 vg™ [k (verso 35-36/11-12)

€V OVT® OLOEULOV ALLTIOV
gupiokm DK NT A ®© 700.
1241. 1424 Maj. vg™™" sy"

oty 01])68u10w EVPLOK® EV
ovto 01

QLTI EV OVTO OLOEUIOY
gvplokom L

OVLOEULAY EV QVTO OLTIOV
EVPIoK® A

OLSEUIOY QUTIOY EV VT
goploke P 892° aur

(+ avto 579) artioy ovy
guploko 01* 579 1!

artay gv U.]DT(,O 0VY ELVPLOK®
P66V1d A ( f 3)

19:5 popaov?* QopwV o | [pwv (verso 36-37/12-13)

gxav P 1. 565. 1582* 2193 it

" Due to agreement between P* and 01 I have not removed Bootiev from consideration as a
sub-singular reading.

2281 exclude the variation-unit 19:4 ka1 eEnAOev because P’ (verso 32/8) is insufficiently
extant. Editio princeps, 8: “xa1 ¢EnABev...cannot be entirely ruled out, but considerations of space
make it unlikely.” In fact, the number of letters permitted in spaces of the same size that run parallel to
this lacuna (to the left of &, verso 32/8) do not appear to necessarily favor the absence of kat. Since it
is clear that P* “did not have e&nA0ev ovv” with P°, this difference will be factored into the
percenta%%s of agreement between these two papyri.

NA28 marks the omission of e as a vid reading. Editio princeps, 8 reconstructs the
reading as o mellotog and says, “There does not seem to be room for either e€m o melhatog...or o
nenatog e€m.” methatog is reconstructed with the et instead of 1 spelling presumably because this is
the spelling in 19:1. IGNTP I, 387 determines that there are 16 spaces between waiwv and avtoig,
whereas the reading with e&m would amount to 20 spaces (e£m o ITethatog ko Aeyet); Comfort and
Barrett, The Text, 621 also omit e€® in their reconstruction.
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19:6 Aeyovtec™'

AEYOVTEG

— 01 054.91. it sa™ bo™*

k[sgov | e (verso 41-42/17-
18)

19:6 avtov Dpsmm

QUTOV VUELG

VLELS avtoV POVIDS L W W
844eqr'

vuelg | [avtov (verso 43-44/19-
20)

19:7 ovtw

aVTO

—P*®01 W £' 565. 579 it ly pbo
bo™; Or

[ -] (verso 46/22)**

Unique Readings
Place of Variation Readings P”" Transcribed
18:37 et ov gLov rell ov €1 (recto 6)
ov &1 P

19:6 expovyacav

exkpavyacav (ekpavocav L M)
rell

expavyalov 1188
expagav 01%*

expatoy P

ekpalav (verso 41/17)

19:6 cTtavp®GOV GTAVP®COV

GTAVPWGOV GTOVPOGOV P*B L
W ¥ ' 1844 aur vg*™

GTAVPOGCOV GT(XUp(.l)GOV aVTOV
01lAD'KNT A® £33, 565.
579. 700. 892°. 1241. 1424 Maj.

it Vg Sy

[Gmup(ocov aJu[tov] (verso
42/18)*°

% Given the number of supporting Greek w1tnesses plus support from the Old Latin
tradition, I have not removed EX@V as sub-singular in P°
3! Although the support is slight for the omission of Aeyovteg and it could have emerged
independently in 01, I have not removed it from consideration here on account of the two other Greek
witnesses Plus ample versional support.

Editio princeps, 6, 8.

3 The two variation-units involving a second otavpocov and the presence of avtov in 19:6
are treated as one variation- umt that resulted from harmonization (see my commentary on this
readmg) Since the reading in P**" is sub-singular, I have listed this variation-unit in the table of
umque readings below As for the avtov vuelg variation-unit treated here, I exclude the singular
omission of kot in P® as a separate reading (cf. Royse, Scribal Habits, 829).

* Editio princeps, 6, 8; IGNTP I, 388.
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stavpacov avtov P77 1010 a
66*
ctavpwcov P 713 e

apOV OPOV GTAVPDGOV CVTOV
1071

Commentary on Variants
18:36 Bactrewo n eun: PP places the possessive adjective, attributive pronoun gpog in
the post-position, with the pronoun and a second article coming after the noun
(Baotiela n gun), rather than in the pre-position (n eun Paciriewn). Turner notes the
preponderance of gpog in post-position throughout the Gospel of John, a unique
feature not appearing in the Synoptic Gospels.>*® See, for example, 3:29; 5:30; 6:38;
7:6; 8:16, 31, 37, 43, 56; 10:26, 27; 12:26; 14:15; 15:9, 11, 12; 17:13, 24; 18:36 (o1
vanpeton o1 epor)). In terms of adjective placement in general, the Semitic Greek of

the LXX favors post-position in contrast to the Koine papyri from the first and

233 p% js almost entirely lacunose for the text between Aeyovtec and Aeyet (6TaVPOGOV

(otavpwoov) (avtov)), but NA28 lists P** for the absence of the second otavpocov and the
presence of avtov. The editio princeps, 6 reconstructs the relevant lines (verso 41-42/17-18) as
follows:

[xat o vanperat] expalav Aleyov-
[teg otawpwoov alu[tov] Aeye[t av-]

IGNTP agrees except for the upsilon of avtov, which is taken as fully extant and without need of a
sublinear dot, whose view I accept on the basis of the photographs (cf. IGNTP I, 118, plate 47 (b);
editio princeps, plate 2 (3523 verso)). Concerning line 42/18, editio princeps, 8 says, “there is
certainly not space in the papyrus for the double otovpwoov, but with the single ctovpwoov the line is
only 19 letters long. Probably therefore the papyrus added avtov after ctavpwoov.” Editio princeps, 4
notes that the number of letters per line “varies from 20 to 28, but is mostly remarkably regular at
around 24 to 26.” IGNTP brackets 10 to 11 and 3 for the available spaces in the lacunae at the
beginning of the line: [10-11]v[3]. Working from these data, one is still faced with the possibility that
the scribe wrote both occurrences of otavpwoov as a staurogram as in P* (the second added as a
supralinear correction). This becomes unlikely, however, when one observes that the scribe of P*°
does not write a staurogram in place of ctavpwacarte later in v. 6 (verso 44/20). Another possibility is
that the lacuna at the beginning of line 42/18 could be reconstructed as [teg 6TOvp®GOV GTA|V[pOGOV].
However, this would place too many letters in the second lacuna following the upsilon and it would
result in a line of 28 letters, which is at the highest end of the editor’s range. Therefore, we can be
confident that ctavpwoov was not written as a staurogram and that the upsilon does not belong to
oTOVPMGOV, meaning that ctavpwoov was not written twice and the upsilon must belong to another
word. On this basis, I have chosen to accept otawpmoov avtov as the reading for P”°, which will be
reflected in all further analysis (see commentary for why I treat this as one reading).

% Nigel Turner, [James Hope Moulton, A Grammar of New Testament Greek,] Vol. 3:
Syntax (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1963), 191.
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second centuries B.C.E. where pre-position is overwhelmingly dominant.*” Tt is
likely that this Semitic and Johannine stylistic feature was altered due to influence
from broader Koine usage. P* attests the more intrinsically probable reading that
matches the syntactical usage and Semitic character of John’s Gospel.

18:36 ot gpot nyovilovro av: This variation-unit concerns the presence and
placement of av in the apodosis of a contrary-to-fact conditional.”*® In the eight other
instances in John of a contrary-to-fact conditional with €t in the protasis and an
imperfect verb in the apodosis, four are with av (5:46; 8:42; 15:19; 9:41 (om. DK'Y
O pc)) and four are without (15:22, 24; 19:11; 9:33 (add 1321 1093)). Upon closer
inspection, however, one finds that unlike our verse all of the cases without av
involve negation, which is in both the protasis and the apodosis. The presence of av
in this variation-unit, therefore, receives intrinsic support from all other contrary-to-
fact conditionals without negation and with an imperfect verb in the apodosis.**’
Moreover, all of the remaining contrary-to-fact conditionals — those that have an
aorist or pluperfect verb in the apodosis (4:10; 8:19; 11:21, 32; 14:2, 28; 18:30) —
also include av (8:19 (om. D); 14:2 (om. 01 W X*)). In terms of transcriptional
probability, the singular, sub-singular or narrowly attested variation noted for 8:19,
9:41 and 14:2, similar in degree to what we have here with P°® and B*, indicate a
temptation to omit the unnecessary particle av.>*’ It is more difficult to make a
judgment about word order on the basis of internal evidence. Regarding New

Testament usage in general, BDF comments, “The position of dv is as near the

237 Turner, Syntax, 349.

238 For discussion, see James Hope Moulton, A Grammar of New Testament Greek, Vol. 1:
Prolegomena, 3rd ed. (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1908), 199-201; Friedrich Blass and Albert
Debrunner, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (trans. and
ed. R. W. Funk; Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1961), sec. 360 (hereafter referred to as
BDF

39.9:41 is negated in the apodosis (ovk av elyete apaptiov) but not in the protasis (g1 TvpAot
nte).

0 Unnecessary because “the addition of v to the apodosis is no longer obligatory,” (BDF,
sec. 360).
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beginning of the clause as possible (often ovk &v).”**!

Although this does seem to
hold true for John in the cases cited above,** only in 15:19 (gt €k TOV KOGLOV NTE O
KOGHOG av TO 1010V €@lAel), with its third person subject in the apodosis and lack of
negation — and therefore without the typical negated word order that begins the
clause (ovk av), do we have anything close to a syntactical parallel to our variation-
unit (...ot vanpetar [av] ot epot nyovilovto [av]) by which to discern intrinsic
probability. Thus the placement of av is deemed inconclusive and will not be treated
in the analysis below. P*° attests the reading without the deletion of an unnecessary
particle.

18:37 eyu: Among the four places in John where the word order eyu eyo is
read in Jesus’ speech either without or with very slight variation, none are similar to
our verse, since they all appear in the phrase omov ey eyw (7:34, 36; 14:3; 17:24).
This would at least make Bactievg et eym unique in comparison with John’s usage
elsewhere. Moreover, the indirect speech of Pilate reported here by Jesus, ov Agyeig
ott Bactlevg eyt [eym], is most similar to a statement by the chief priests in 19:21
concerning the appropriate title to be placed on Jesus’ cross, ekewvog einev Bactieng
ey Tov lovdawv (eyu and tov lovdaiwv inverted in B L W 33), in which gy is not
attested. Neither of these observations is definitive, but taken together they suggest
that the inclusion of gy is intrinsically less probable. On the one hand, the addition
of eym may reflect influence from general usage, since in the vast majority of places
where et occurs in John it reads with the personal pronoun €y®. On the other hand,
the inverted word order and lack of harmonization to any particular place, may
suggest that it was inserted here for clarity or emphasis. P*° does not attest the
addition of the intrinsically improbable pronoun that may reflect some influence

from general usage.

I BDF, sec. 360.
22 v is before the verb unless the verb is the first word of the clause (i.e. 5:46; 8:42; 14:2,
28).
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18:38 gvpiokw ev avtm artiav: One cause of variation in word order lies in
what Royse labels “transpositions of corrected leaps.”** Colwell had previously
provided an explanation of this phenomenon: “By a leap the scribe jumps over a
word, copies the following word, looks back at his exemplar, catches his error, and

writes in the omitted word out of order.”***

Our variation-unit here is preceded by the
word ovdeptav, which shares its last three letters with attiav, one of the words
positioned variously among the manuscripts. It is most likely that cutiov followed
ovogpuav, and that copyists due to the identical ending of these words (ovdepay
OLTLOY EVPLCK® €V OVTM), leaped over autiav to the next word(s) before recognizing
and correcting their error by inserting it in a later position. This scribal activity is
reflected in the word order of both evpiokw artiav ev avtm and gvpiokw ev avtw
attwov. In the former the recognition and correction is immediate (after evpiokm)
while in the latter it is delayed (after evpiokw ev avtw). The fourth variant, cutiav ev
avTe €upLok®, sub-singularly read by D®, probably reflects the same phenomenon
but this time from the first letter of one word to that of another (attiav gvpiokw gv
ovto).*® Thus, the variant oitiov evpiokm ev oo is demonstrably prior to the other
three and can account for their origination. P*° attests a transposition that resulted
from a corrected leap.

18:39 amoivom vuwv: The omission of v is very narrowly attested in three
of the five cases in the Gospels where Pilate uses amoAvcm vy in reference to
releasing Jesus (Mk 15:9 (D ff*); In 18:39a (¥ 0250 pc it); In 18:39b (@)), and in
each case the pronoun could be regarded as superfluous. These data taken together

indicate that the omission of the pronoun in such cases was somewhat tempting,

making each of these readings transcriptionally less probable. Here, vy could have

8 For discussion and examples see Royse, Scribal Habits, 157-161, 300-302, 381, 520-523,
594, 672, 755-756.

24 Colwell, “Scribal Habits,” 116.

2 Similar examples can be found in Royse, Scribal Habits, 300, 381, 521, and 594 in his
treatments of Rom 15:18 and 2 Cor 7:3 in P*’; Rev 15:1 in P*’; Jn 20:15 in P*%; 1 Pet 1:25 in P’

69



been omitted as redundant in light of its previous occurrence (eotiv o€ cuvndela
vuwv), where the recipient of Pilate’s act of releasing a prisoner is already implied.
The most probable word order of aroAvow and vy is more difficult to determine on
the basis of internal criteria. The order “amoAivcm vy matches what we find in
parallels (Matt 27:17, 21 and Mk 15:9), which may initially make it a less difficult
reading. The extent of variation here and at the second occurrence of anoivcm and
vy together later in the verse make it somewhat likely that the word order differed
at these two places and that copyists were thus led to introduce harmonizing variants
in each of them. Even if this were the case, it is unclear on internal grounds which
word order would belong in each place. I have, therefore, considered the word order
in this reading to be inconclusive on the basis of internal evidence and excluded it
from my conclusions below. Although it can be concluded that P*° does not attest the
omission of a superfluous and apparently redundant pronoun, I exclude this aspect of
the reading from consideration as well, since the omission of vuv is a sub-singular
reading (¥ 1689 ¢ ff*). It makes little sense to characterize the reading of P*° vis-a-
vis a unique reading of P

18:39 ovv wa: Pilate has just stated, “eotv 6 cGuvndeio vy wa eva
OamTOALG® LY €V T Tacya,” before asking the question, “PovAiecte ovv (va)
amoALG® LY Tov Pactiela Twv lovdaiwv. This second use of wva following
BovlesBe ovv in Pilate’s question is probably a harmonization to the wva following
ovvnOeta v in Pilate’s statement of intent. P*° attests this harmonization to the
immediate context.

19:1 Aapov o [Tthatog tov Incovv: The variants that differ from P involve
parataxis, whereas this manuscript attests a hypotactic construction with a participle
and indicative without co-ordination. Although John attests the nominative participle

of a AapPave verb four times in similar sentences (12:3 (v.1. D); 13:4, 30; 18:3), the
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preference for the co-ordination of indicatives over the use of participles is a

characteristic feature of John’s Semitic style,**°

which at least makes the reading
with the participle marginally less probable.>*’ In these four occurrences of the
participle there is almost no attestation of alteration to the indicative (only D in
12:3), which makes it less likely that this has happened here. Moreover, two of these
examples (12:3; 18:3) can be classified as a particular stylistic feature in John
(Proper name joined with ovv + Participle + Finite Verb), and should thus not be
included as internal evidence for judging this variation-unit.*** In the three
remaining, similar instances of a AapPave verb the Gospel has a finite verb-form
with parataxis (12:13; 18:12; 19:40). It is most reasonable to conclude that P** attests
what may be a conscious change away from Semitic syntax.

19:3 ka1 npyovto mpog avtov: The preceding clause ends with avtov, so that
the omission of this clause is probably the result of a leap from the same to the same
(avtov...avtov / avtov kat...avtov Kat). “The words might well seem superfluous,
but in fact they contribute to a vivid picture of the mocking approach of the soldiers

pretending to do reverence to the king.”** Perhaps this omission occurred because

the words did in fact “seem superfluous,” or it may merely be the result of a leap. It

26 Turner, Style, 71: “Biblical Greek will often disguise the parataxis by making one of the
verbs a participle...but John prefers the co-ordination.” BDF, sec. 419 says that co-ordination with kot
“corresponds exactly to the Hebrew model.”

7 See criterion 11 in Epp, “Traditional ‘Canons’,” 119: “A variant that conforms to Semitic
forms of expression.” See also G. D. Kilpatrick, “Literary Fashions and the Transmission of Texts in
the Graeco-Roman World,” in The Principles and Practice of New Testament Textual Criticism, 63-
72 (ed. J. K. Elliott; BETL 96; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1990), 65-66, who provides an
example of “stylistic variations of general character” as opposed to Atticism: “if we have two
readings, one of which consists of two main verbs joined by ki and the other consists of a participle
and a main verb without «ai, other things being equal, the reading with hypotaxis appears likely to be
a stylistic improvement of the reading with parataxis. It seems, however, to be an improvement that
could be made at any time and not, for example, to be an instance of Atticism.” But for the argument
that scribes may have been more tempted to alter the text in favor of the “less Greek,” Semitic idiom
than vice versa, see Gordon D. Fee, “Rigorous or Reasoned Eclecticism — Which?” in Epp and Fee,
Studies in the Theory and Method, 131-136.

¥ Eugen Ruckstuhl and Peter Dschulnigg, Stilkritik und Verfasserfrage im
Johannesevangelium: Die johanneischen Sprachmerkmale auf dem Hintergrund des NT und des
zeitgendssischen hellenistischen Schrifttums (NTOA 17; Freiburg [Switz]: Paulus; Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1991), 70, 164: This characteristic is listed as number 6 in Group A in their
list of the stylistic features in John.

2% Barrett, The Gospel according to John, 540.
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is also worth noting in support of the clause that its inclusion in the mocking scene is
commensurate with the tradition reflected in Mark and Matthew, but with wording
distinct enough to exclude the possibility of harmonization (kou np&avto acmalesOat
avtov... (Mk 15:18); kou yovuretnoavteg eumpoctev avtov evemoi&ov ot
Aeyovtec... (Matt 27:29); ko npxovTo Tpog avtov kot eheyov...(Jn 19:3)). P attests
the reading that is not omitted probably due to a leap.

19:3 o Baoirevc: P reads the nominative against the vocative faciiev. The
vocative is a harmonization to the parallel passages in Mk 15:18 and Matt 27:29.%*°
P*" attests a reading that is not harmonized to Gospel parallels.

19:4 o TTihatog: A search for the frequency of £ in the New Testament
reveals that it occurs more in the Gospel of John than any other book. Of the 13
occurrences in John (if one includes our variation-unit), 8 of them are with
compound verbs, including ekBaAiw (6:37; 9:34; 9:35; 12:31; 15:6) and e&epyopon
(18:29; 19:4a; 19:5). The three occurrences with e€epyopat, including ours, appear in
Jesus’ trial before Pilate where John uses epyopon and e together to describe Pilate
(or Jesus in 19:5) going outside to the Jews, who had refused to enter the Praetorium
for fear of being defiled during the Passover (19:28). These data show that the use of
e€w 1n our verse fits nicely in its context and into the framework of John’s overall
usage. The pattern of weak manuscript support for the omission of eéw in the four
occurrences that have variation (6:37 (01* D pc a b e sy*©); 9:35 (om. D); 18:29 (om.
A C’D* O ¥ 0250 Maj. q sy*); 19:4a (P* al), taken together with the fact that e€w is
redundant when used with eEgpyopon, indicate the presence of a temptation to omit
e€w, whether consciously or unconsciously, when its sense is already implied by the
compound verb. The use of e€w later in 19:4b (1€ ayw vuv avtov e£m) makes its

use here even more redundant. The fact that John does not use e£m with e€epyopon in

2 . . .
%% Some witnesses harmonize to John in these places.
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18:38 in one of Pilate’s trips outside to speak to Jesus’ accusers demonstrates that its
use in our verse could be regarded as unnecessary. It is also worth noting that there is
no attempt to add e£m in 18:38, despite its abundant use in the near and immediate
context, which makes it unlikely that this has happened in our verse. P* attests the
reading with the elimination of a superfluous and redundant adverb.*"

19:4 ontiav ev vt ovy evplokm: There are essentially two discernible
groups of variants at this variation-unit, one with ovdepiav and the other with ovy.
Since the manuscript tradition agrees in the placement of ovdepav at the beginning
of the analogous variation-unit in 18:38, I concluded there that the most difficult or
transcriptionally tempting reading was that in which oautiav was read immediately
after ovdepiav as in ovdepay oLty EVPICK® £V AT (see discussion above). If my
conclusion on that variation-unit is correct, then the same wording here in 19:4
should be regarded as potentially harmonized to 18:38. Accordingly, the reading
presented in B, ovdepiav aitiav gupiokm v ovtm, becomes the least difficult because
it is the most harmonized. Most of the remaining variants would then reflect various
transpositions of this harmonized reading, each one deriving either from the initial
harmonization itself or from one of its transposed offshoots. The other set of readings
involving ovy could likewise be the result of harmonization, but in this case to 19:6
ovY evplok® gv avte attiay. However, although the variants in 19:4 attest the same
words found in 19:6, they do not read them in the same order: v avt® ovy vploK®
artiav (£ 788 1346), artiay ev avte ovy evpioke (P4 W), (avtw) artiay ovy
evplokm (01* 579). Thus, if we can be reasonably confident in identifying the initial
cause of variation with harmonization to one of these two verses in the
near/immediate context, it seems slightly more likely that the ovdepav variants

derive from harmonization to 18:38 than that the ovy variants harmonize with 19:6.

1B, Aland, “Nutzen” 23 says e€w is omitted “wegen der ohnehin schon gegebenen
Doppelung.”
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Although these observations lead to the conclusion that aitiav €v avt® ovy evplok®
is marginally more difficult and thus more probable on transcriptional grounds, both
ovogav and ovy are commensurate with John’s style, evidenced by their use in
18:38 and 19:6 respectively. Since little more can be said on the basis of internal
criteria, I have considered this reading inconclusive for the purposes of my analysis
below.

19:5 popwv: The verb popew is used only four other times in the New
Testament, two of which pertain to “wearing” clothing (Matt. 11:8; Jam. 2:3). It is
used in Sirach for wearing a crown or wreath (epopeoev dwadnua, 11:5;
(@opovVTog...otePavov, 40:4) and in Josephus for wearing a purple garment
(mopeupav eabnta popewv).”>* Thus, in commenting on this word Bultmann observes
that it “corresponds to Greek usage.””>> Given its paucity of use in the New
Testament, it is difficult to imagine a substitution in that direction here. It is more
probable that a somewhat obscure word was changed to one more common,
especially since gywv is used in the New Testament to denote “wearing” (Matt 3:4;
22:12; 1 Cor 11:4; Rev 9:9, 17).%* Interestingly, in Rev 14:14 the Son of Man seated
upon the clouds is described as exwv emt TG KEQAANG ALTOV GTEPAVOV XpLGovV. In
John 18:10 Peter is said to be “wearing a sword” (exwv poayopav). These uses
provide evidence for a synonymous relationship between these two words in such
contexts and may account for the substitution of eymv for popav as read in P*® and a
few other witnesses. P*° attests the less familiar reading.

19:6 Aeyovtec: The omission of Aeyovteg probably reflects harmonization to

Mark 15:13, 14. This variant as well as others in this passage, such as those

2 Walter A. Bauer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early

Christian Literature, 3rd ed. rev. (trans. and ed. W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. Danker;
Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 2000), 1063 (hereafter referred to as BDAG); Flavius
Josephus, Jewish Antiquities (ed. B. Niese, Flavii losephi opera, 4 vols.; Berlin: Weidmann, 1877-82;
repr. 19552, 10.235.

23 Bultmann, The Gospel of John, 659.

23 For other references, see BDAG, 421.

74



associated with ekpavyacav and octavpwoov, indicate the presence of difficulty at
this point in avoiding influence from other texts. Although quite possibly harmonized
to Mark in these other two places, here P*° attests the reading that is not harmonized
to parallels.

19:6 vueig avtov: Twice during Jesus’ trial before Pilate, here and in 18:31,
Pilate tells Jesus’ accusers to take and try/punish him themselves (Aapete avtov
vuels / vuetg avtov). In 18:31, with a nearly identical context and syntax, the text
reads eev ovv avtolg o [Tihatog Aafete avtov vueLs. .., where avtov precedes LUELS
without variation in the manuscript tradition. Manuscripts are divided in our verse,
however, with P DL W ¥ /844 ¢ q ' and P*° reading the vpeic avtov word order
while the rest of the tradition reads avtov vuelg as in 18:31. With respect to the
criterion of dissimilarity, vpelg avtov is a more difficult reading than avtov vper,
since the latter could reflect assimilation to the previous and identical use in the near
context. This is further likely since there are a large number of variation-units
resulting from harmonization throughout this trial narrative, and since the
surrounding syntax is nearly identical. Seen from a different angle, however, 18:31
offers internal support for avtov vueig, especially in light of the similarity in context.
Barrett takes the pronoun vpeig here and in 18:31 to be emphatic, and commenting
on hafete avtov vpelg in 18:31 he says, “The last word is emphatic.””>> Bultmann
also sees the pronoun as emphatic and notes, “the correspondence of the two clauses
[Aafete avTov vUELS Kou oTavpmoate and €ym yop ovy EVPICK® EV OVTM CLTLAV]
shows that Opeic and &y are emphasized.”**° The important question, then, is how
necessary is the placement of vueig after avtov to its emphatic character? Regarding

the relationship between word order and emphasis, BDF notes, “Any emphasis on an

233 Barrett, The Gospel according to John, 533.
% Bultmann, The Gospel of John, 659.
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element in the sentence causes that element to be moved forward,”25 " and Turner’s
list of examples of first and second person nominative personal pronouns used
emphatically in the New Testament largely confirms that statement.”>® Moreover, the
New Testament yields examples where second-person imperative verbs are
immediately followed by emphatic nominative pronouns as in Aafete vUES OLTOV
(e.g. ovtmg ovv Tpooevyeche vuelg (Matt 6:9); Bec0e vUELS €1C TA OTA VUOV TOVS
Aoyovg Toutovg (Lk 9:44); denbnte vueig vep gpov mpog tov kuprov (Ac 8:24)),
although the syntactical elements in these examples vary. Thus, it appears that the
emphatic pronoun does not demand the word order Aapete avtov vueic.”> There is a
Synoptic usage, however, that is syntactically parallel to our sentence, dote avtolg
vueg eayewy (Matt 14:16; Mk 6:37; Lk 9:13), which lends some support to avtov
VUELC.

Since there appears to be no reason why emphasis would disqualify either
word order, transcriptional probability suggests that the more dissimilar reading be
regarded as more probable, unless it can be demonstrated from the study of singular
readings that scribes tend towards transpositions that move pronouns forward or
closer to the verb. No such tendency emerges from an examination of the
transpositions that are neither leaps nor harmonizations in Royse’s study.”®® The
possibility nevertheless remains that vpeig avtov is a simple transposition without
explanation, as with many of Royse’s examples. Since a determination one way or
the other on internal grounds appears tenuous, primarily given the conflict between
intrinsic and transcriptional probabilities in relation to 18:31, it is most reasonable to

regard this reading as inconclusive for the purposes of our analysis below.

" BDF, sec. 472.

238 Turner, Syntax, 37.

%9 pickering, Recently Published New Testament Papyri, 17 comments, “The sense is not
essentiall;/ different.”

5 Royse, Scribal Habits, 153-57; 298-300; 380-81; 518-19; 593-94; 670-71.
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19:7 om. avtw: In the other occurrence of these words, anekpiOncov avto ot
Iovdarot in 10:33, there is no attempt to omit avtw, leaving us with one undisputed
instance where John attests this clause with the pronoun and none where the pronoun
is absent. The amount of space separating these occurrences coupled with the
differing contexts make it unlikely that the inclusion of avt® in 19:7 is a
harmonization to the same wording in 10:33. In terms of the context for our
variation-unit, from 18:28, where Jesus is first brought to Pilate, until 19:22, where
Pilate speaks for the last time in the Gospel, there are 8 occurrences of amoxpivopat,
excluding 18:30 where eutav is also used. In six places, four of which precede our
variation-unit, awokpwvopor is used without an indirect object pronoun (amexpidn
Incovg (18:34 (v.1.));*" amexpidn o Mihotog (18:35 (+ awto pe)); omekpdn Incovg
(18:36); amexpn o Incovg (18:37 (+ avtw K pc)); anekpiOncav ot apylepelg
(19:15); amekpdn o IThatoc (19:22 (+ avtorg £ 157)), but in two places, including
our variation-unit, ovt® is omitted by more than a few witnesses (anekpiOnocav
(avtw) ot Iovdaiot (19:7); anekpiOn (avtw) Incovg (19:11). It is most probable, then,
that avtw was omitted in 19:7 and 19:11 as a harmonization to the immediate context
in which there is a heavy concentration of uses without the pronoun. Overall, the
pronoun is both present and absent when used with amokpwvopon throughout John’s
Gospel, making the use of avtw in these two cases commensurate with John’s
overall style. It is possible that the omission here in 19:7 specifically resulted from
harmonization to 19:15, since 19:6-7 shares similar structure and in some cases
identical wording, since there is already evidence for possible harmonization to

19:15 as discussed below with ctavpwcov, and since ot apylepelg are in view in both

2101 CPK T A £ 892°. 1424 Maj. ¢ sy” sa™ bo™ add ovte in 18:34, which appears to be a
harmonization to the two previous uses in the near context (omexpiOn avto Incovg (18:20, 23)).
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contexts. P°° here attests an omission that is harmonized to the surrounding

262
context.?

Commentary on Unique Readings
18:37 ov €. The second person, singular, nominative pronoun v and the second-
person present indicative €t are read side-by-side frequently in John’s Gospel. The
word order is ov €1 at the beginning of a clause (1:42, 49; 3:10; 6:69; 10:24; 11:27;
18:33) and €1 ov at the end (1:21 (ov &1 04?); 4:19; 8:48; 18:37; 19:9), regardless of
syntax.”®® Here and in 18:33 Pilate asks Jesus about his royal status (cv €1 0
Bactievg Tov lovdaiwv, 18:33; ovkovv Paciievg €1 ov, 18:37). Given the close
proximity of these similarly stated questions, it is reasonable to conclude that the
placement of ov before &1 in P* in v. 37 is the result of harmonization to the previous
usage in v. 33. Similarly, although not identified as a harmonization by Royse, in
19:9 (moBev &1 ov), where Pilate continues in his questioning of Jesus, P*® singularly

264
reads the ov &1 word order.?** P

attests a reading that is harmonized to the
immediate context.

19:6 expalav: Head says this is “probably a nonsense reading for ekpa&av,”
which is read singularly by 01*® The copying of ekpalav by the scribe of P*° could,

as he proposes, have expa&av in view, which would make it a harmonization to Mark

15:13, 14. It could, however, also be the result of harmonization to the parallel in

262 Without attention to the prospect of harmonization, B. Aland, “Nutzen,” 23 says that this

omission and that of stavpwoov in 19:6 resulted “wohl aus Fluchtlgkeit.” Acknowledging these as
harmonizations may weaken her generalization that the errors in P*’ stem from the speed of
transcrlptlon (“im schnellen FluB der Arbeit”).

% thus find curious the claim of Rodgers, “The Text of the New Testament and its
Witnesses Before 200 A.D.,” 85-6, that the “usual Johannine usage is ov €1 as against €1 ov,” leading
him to the conclusion, “I suspect that P* preserves the original reading.” In more than one place, his
discussion of variant readings exhibits an inattentiveness to the phenomenon of harmonization and/or
a lack of engagement with the details of the intrinsic and transcriptional evidence (e. g 18 37 ov elin

18 38 eyw ovdepoY EVPIoK® £V aVT® ontiay in PP 19:2 & akavBov otepavov in P*; 19:5 18ov

in P 0, m favor of general and unsubstantiated appeals to stylistic improvement.

% Royse, Scribal Habits, 518, 829.

295 Head, “Habits,” 402. For some evidence of interchange between & and ( in the papyri,

likely to be “purely orthographic,” see Gignac I, 141.
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Matthew 27:23 (expalov Aeyovieg otavpmdntw). It shares the verb itself with
Matthew and Mark, the imperfect verbal stem with Matthew (expal-), and the aorist
suffix with Mark (-av), making it a nonsense reading that could be taken as a
harmonization to Matthew or Mark. The reading ctavpwcov avtov later in the verse
(see below) may tip the balance in favor of Mark, unless that reflects harmonization
to John 19:15. When we look for variation in Matthew and Mark at this unit, we see
that harmonization runs in both directions, from Mark to Matthew (ekpalov in Mk.
15:13 (pc), 14 (A D G K M P II)) and vice versa (eka&av in Matt 27:23 (D)).
Interestingly, the same nonsense form that we have here in P* (exkpalav) is also
found in A in Mk 15:14 as a variant for ekpa&av, which, once again, could reflect a
simple misspelling of exkpa&av or a failed attempt at harmonization to ekpalov in
Matthew 27:23 (as was accomplished in A and D in Mk 15:13). As for the verb
kpavyol, it is used four times in this pericope, two attesting interchange with
kpalo (here; 19:12 017 Maj. sy") and two attesting no variation in that direction
(18:40; 19:15), which lends it some intrinsic support. In light of the possibilities
noted above and given the fact that ekpa&av itself is singular in 01*, the reading of
P*° is interpreted as an independent substitution away from ekpavyocay, which I take
to be the reading in the Vorlage, rather than a simple misspelling of expatav. P%,
then, attests a singular nonsense reading resulting from a misspelled harmonization
to parallels.

19:6 otavpwcov avtov: The most similar New Testament passages are apov
apov otavpwsov ovtov (Jn 19:15); stavpwsov avtov (Mk 15:13, 14); and ctavpov
otavpov avtov (Lk 23:21). Given the difference in verbal tense, it is unlikely that the
double ctavpmwaoov in our verse is a harmonization to Luke’s usage. Rather, it
appears almost certain that ctavpwcov avtov reflects harmonization either to the

same words later in John or to the parallel verses in Mark. The insertion of avtov
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attested by a number of early majuscules and the Majority Text would have been
especially tempting, since the pronoun was read in all three of these parallels. In
attesting both the omission of octavpwoov and the addition of avtov, the reading of
P*° represents harmonization to the immediate context in John or parallel verses in
Mark. On the one hand the greater tendency among copyists to harmonize to the

2
6 as well as

immediate context than to parallels, as demonstrated in Royse’s study,
what appears from the numerical distribution of extant manuscripts to be a greater
familiarity with John than Mark in the early period,”®” favor seeing this as a
harmonization to John 19:15. Further, the words immediately after avtov are
identical in v. 6 and v.15 (Agyetl avtoig o [Thatoc). Indeed, we know that at least one
manuscript (1071) harmonized to John 19:15 rather than Mark. On the other hand,
the combination of this reading with ekpalav (discussed above) provides strong
evidence that it is Mark’s wording that has exercised influence. Either of these
options is valid given the evidence. Since otavpmoov avtov is evidently one
harmonized substitution, it will be treated as one reading rather than two separate
readings in the analysis below. Head points out that this is a singular reading if the

two variants treated in NA28 are combined into one,268 so I will treat them as such in

the following analysis.

Analysis of Manuscript based on Readings
I exclude from the following assessment three places in which the identification of
readings proves inconclusive on the basis of internal evidence (18:39 amolvcw vpv;
19:4 ontiov ev vt ovy evplokm; 19:6 vuelg avtov). These readings have, however,

been factored into the percentages of agreement between early witnesses to be

266 Royse, Scribal Habits, 737.

7 Hurtado, Artifacts, 30: “The numerous copies of John in the papyri from Egypt suggest a
notable popularity of this text...But it is rather clear that, although Mark was probably the first
narrative Gospel to be written, it was not nearly so widely copied and used as any of the other
canonical Gospels in the earliest centuries from which our manuscript evidence survives.”

*%% Head, “Habits,” 402.
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treated at the end of this section. P*°, therefore, supplies 15 readings for analysis
from those treated in the tables and commentary above, comprised of three singular
or sub-singular readings and 12 readings shared with other witnesses in the tradition.
Of the 12 shared readings, four are in variation-units where the reason for variation
appears to be some form of harmonization. In two of them, P*° attests the non-
harmonized reading, and in both cases this involves parallels in other Gospels: 19:3 o
Bactievg is not harmonized to the vocative faciiev in Matt 27:29 or Mark 15:18;
19:6 Aeyovteg is not harmonized to Mark 15:13,14. In the remaining two cases, p%°
has a harmonized reading: 18:39 ovv wva in which wa has been added due to
assimilation to its use earlier in the verse; 19:7 omission of the pronoun avt® which
reflects harmonization to its absence in similar verses in the surrounding context.

Six of these 12 shared readings are in variation-units associated with stylistic
or syntactical changes where the variants involved can be regarded as more or less
difficult. In these cases variation pertains to the smoothing of rough or abrupt syntax,
the deletion of superfluous or redundant elements, the substitution of familiar words
or syntax for less familiar, obscure or antiquated forms or syntax, or the clarification
of something deemed ambiguous. Just as the readings of P*° from the previous
category can be identified as harmonized or non-harmonized, here each reading can
be identified as syntactically less or more difficult. Syntactically less difficult
readings are those, for example, that result in a text that is smoother, without
superfluous or redundant elements, or generally less obscure, while syntactically
more difficult readings are those that are rougher / more abrupt, superfluous /
redundant, obscure / antiquated, or ambiguous. The latter sorts of readings are
termed “more difficult” in so far as they are, as Metzger notes, “‘more difficult to the

scribe,” who would be tempted to make an emendation.”*® I use this category,

29 Metzger, Commentary, 13*.
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however, with reference to the effect of the reading on the text more than the motive
behind it.”

In four of these variation-units P*° attests the more difficult reading: 18:36
Bactiela n eun exhibits syntax not influenced by broader Koine and New Testament
usage; 18:36 ot gpot nyovilovto av does not attest the omission of the unnecessary
particle; 18:37 eyt does not have the addition of the emphatic and familiar eyw; 19:5
@opwv does not read with the more familiar exwv. In two of these six variation-units,
however, P*° attests the less difficult reading: 19:1 AaBwv o ITtkatoc tov Incovv
epaotiymoey reads with a hypotactic construction instead of the more Semitic and
Johannine paratactic construction; 19:4 o ITthatog reads without the superfluous and
redundant adverb €.

The remaining two variation-units represented by P*° concern mechanical
alteration or obvious scribal slips. In one of these P*° attests an intact reading: 19:3
KoL npyovto wpog avtov where the clause is not omitted through a leap. Its omission
could also be regarded as the elimination of superfluous syntax, but this is less likely
given the clear evidence for a mechanical leap (and it could be a combination of the
two). At the other variation-unit, P*° attests a faulty reading: 18:38 gupioke v avtm
oty where the correction of a leap has altered the word order.

To summarize, in these 12 variation-units for which the fragmentary papyrus
P*° is extant or can be reasonably reconstructed, setting aside for the moment its
singular and sub-singular readings, seven or 58% of its readings are intrinsically
and/or transcriptionally more probable than the alternative(s). In each case the
process of transmission underlying the text of P*° exhibits an avoidance of the
harmonizations, stylistic / syntactical alterations or mechanical errors attested in

other Greek manuscript witnesses throughout the tradition. In five or 42% of these

0 cr Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 337-341; Holmes, “Women and the “Western’ Text,”
188.
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variation-units, however, P* reads with the intrinsically and/or transcriptionally less
probable reading. Although consisting of nearly half of the shared readings in P*°,
the latter are deemed less consequential when one considers the minute dimension
and insignificance (in terms of intentionality and effect) of four out of five of them.
First, we have the addition of wva before the second occurrence of the subjunctive

amoAvcoo in 18:39, almost certainly influenced by its use before the first amoAvcm

earlier in the verse (eotiv d¢ cuvnbela LUV WA EVOL ATTOAVG® VULV EV TM TOCKO
BoviesBe ovv wa amoAvcw vuw...). Second, we find the omission of the third-
person pronoun avte® (amekpiOncav avtw ot lovdatot (19:7)), probably influenced
by the six occurrences of amoxptvopat used without an indirect object pronoun in the
immediate and near context. Third, in 19:4 there is the omission of the superfluous
and redundant adverb €€, the sense of which already being conveyed by the verb
eEn\Bev. Fourth, we see a leap from the same to the same (ovdepiov ortiav) in 18:38,
which was subsequently corrected resulting in a different word order (ovdepiav

EVPICK® EV QLT oTlay in place of OLOEUIAY OUTIOV EVPICK® EV ALTO).

These four variants do not extend beyond a single word, do not have an
impact on the meaning of the text, and offer no evidence that they were anything
other than accidental or unconscious slips. In none of them does the evidence
demand or even favor intentionality or some kind of improvement. The one
significant variant, significant for our purposes because it may very well reflect some
level of editorial intervention or conscious stylistic alteration, is the change from
parataxis to hypotaxis in 19:1 Aafov o [Tthatog tov Incovv. The change from the
augmented stem plus change in suffix taken together with the omission of kat
suggest some level of intentionality, unless the change from finite verb to participle
occurred unconsciously and then the ko1 was omitted to adjust to the new syntax.

Regardless, the sense of the passage remains unaffected. This one stylistic change,
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likely intentional yet not meaningful, constitutes the evidence for freedom or
creativity in the tradition that lies behind this second-century papyrus.

When we come to an assessment of the readings that the copyist of P*° is
most likely to have introduced into the tradition, we find three of these singular or
sub-singular readings. First, in 18:37 the word order &1 ov is substituted with v €1, a
transposition that very likely resulted from harmonization to the immediate context
in 18:33 (ovkovv Pactrievg €1 ov influenced by ov €1 0 Paciievg Tov lovdaiwv).
Second, in 19:6 there is the substitution of expalav for ekpavyacav, resulting from a
misspelled harmonization to parallels (either to Matt 27:23 (exkpalov) or Mark 15:13,
14 (expa&av)). Finally, in 19:6 ctavpmcov avtov is read in place of ctavpmcov
otavpwcov, which is a harmonization either to the immediate context in 19:15 or to
parallel verses in Mark 15:13, 14. It is perhaps more likely that these last two
readings, ekpalav and otavpwcov avtov, are harmonizations to Mark 15:13, 14
(expa&av otavpwoov avtov). The fact that Aeyovteg, which is not read in Mark,
separates expalav and otawpmoov avtov in P’ suggests that these were two separate
and probably unconscious mental slips rather than one intentional effort to bring this
portion of text into conformity with Mark.

For singular / sub-singular readings, then, there are two closely related
harmonizations to parallels and one harmonization to the immediate context. Similar
to the underlying tradition, the variations unique to P* are limited to one word
(whether transposed or substituted), do not affect the sense of the text and could
easily be explained as accidental. There is minimal evidence for scribal
incompetency, as with the one nonsense spelling ekpalav, and sufficient evidence to
suggest familiarity with at least one other Gospel. Among the eight internally

improbable readings attested in P*’, the leading reason for alteration is micro-level,
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accidental harmonization (five cases), especially to the immediate context (three
cases).

P*° shares extant text with two other witnesses from the second and third
centuries, P°? and P, both of which are also fragmentary for this portion of text.””"
Based on what is extant or can be confidently reconstructed,”’” and leaving aside
orthographic readings, P*° agrees with P six out of 23 times (26%): agreements
(18:39 amoivow vuw [1] (lac. P*%); 19:3 kot npxovro mpog avtov; 19:4 artiay ev
oVTo ovY eVploke; 19:6 Aeyovteg (lac. P*); 19:6 vueic avtov (lac. P*°); 19:7 om.
ovto (lac. P*)); disagreements (P*° reading listed first) (18:36 av | om. av (lac.);
18:37 Incovg (lac.) | Incovg kon eumev; 18:38 Aeyet [1] | Aeyet ovv; 18:38 o | om. o;
18:38 guplokm &v avTm aitiay | EPLoK® outo v avto; 18:39 ovv wa | ovv (lac.);
19:1 AaPov o mratog | o mhatog erapev (lac.) (word order); 19:1 AaPwv... |
elaPev...xat; 19:2 otepavov €€ akavlov | €€ akavlmv otepavov; 19:3 o Bactievg |
Bactiev; 19:4 (kar) eEniBev | e€nAbev ovv; 19:4 om. €€ (lac.) | e€w; 19:5 popwv |
exaov; 19:6 exkpalav | expavyacav (lac.); 19:6 ctavpwsov avtov (lac.) | ctavpwcov
otavpwcov; 19:6 avtoig (lac.) | om. avtoig; 19:6 ko [2] (lac.) | om. kau). If
singular/sub-singular readings are removed, then P*° (minus 19:6 expalav; 19:6
oTavpmoov avtov) agrees with P (minus 18:37 Incouc kat euev; 18:38 Aeyet ovv;
18:38 om. o; 18:38 gvplokm artiay ev avtw; 19:2 €€ akavlwv otepavov; 19:6 om.
ovtotg; 19:6 om. kav) six out of 14 times (43%). P*° and P*? disagree at the one place
where P> likely had a singular reading (18:37 eic tovto [2] (lac.) | om. €1 TovTo
(lac.)). Otherwise, there are no variation-units identified in NA28 (aside from the
18:38 Aeyet ovv singular reading of P®) for the small amount of text shared by these

two papyri.

"' The comparisons to follow are after contemporaneous correction.

212 As in P*?, “lac.” is placed in parentheses where the reading listed can only be determined
by considerations of spacing.
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Diachronic Comparison of Created Readings
Among manuscripts up through the seventh century, the portion of text covered by
P* is fully preserved in 01, A, B, N and W. Listed below are the readings deemed
likely to have been created by each respective scribe. Orthographic readings other
than itacism and the moveable nu, while not included in the following list and
analysis, have been provided in a footnote for each manuscript for the sake of

completeness and the reader’s convenience.

90,273
P

18:37 &1 ov] ov &1 P (harmonized transposition of pronoun, to immediate context

(18:33))

19:6 expavyacav] exkpatov P*° (misspelled harmonized substitution, to parallels

(Matt 27:23 or Mark 15:13,14))

19:6 ctowpOcov otavpwcov] otavpecov avtov P 1010 a (harmonized substitution,

to near context (19:15) or parallel (Mark 15))

18:36 ot vanpeton] kot ot vanpetar’ > 01 (addition of connective adverb (“also”)

resulting in smoother and clearer link in syntax)

73 As mentioned above, editio princeps posits ekpavacav for ekpavyacav at 18:40 in P
with L and M.

271 exclude 18:37 paptopnon in 01* because it was corrected contemporaneously by the
Scriptorium hand (cf. IGNTP II, 505, 7). The following 01 or 01* readings are excluded from this list
as lacunose in P*: 18:38 T1¢ for ti; 19:4 1 for ot

*"3 This reading falls in a lacuna in P’ (recto 1), but with «at the line would have 31 letters,
which is 3 beyond the high end of the range (28) and at least 5 beyond the average (24-26).
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18:36 Bactiela n gun [3]] epun Pacikewn 01 (substitution in favor of more familiar
Koine and New Testament syntax (see commentary above on the second occurrence

in 18:36))

18:37 ™ aAnBeia] mept g aAnbiag 01* sa (harmonized substitution of syntax, to

general usage that is ubiquitous in John (paptvpew + mept...))

18:37 ek] om.>’® 01* (omission of inessential preposition)

277

19:5 10 mopeuvpovv] mopevpovv’ 01 (harmonized omission of article, to immediate

context (19:2))

19:6 expavyacav] ekpatav 01* (harmonized substitution of verb, to parallel (Mk.

15:13, 14))

19:6 Aeyer] ko Aeyer 01 (harmonized addition of conjunction, to immediate context

(19:5))

A:
18:37 yeyevwnpuau] kot yeyevwnuar®® A (addition resulting in affirmation that Jesus is

“also” king, as well as one who testifies to the truth)

278 This reading falls in a lacuna in P’ (recto 10). This is one of four lines that precede a line
with ekthesis, whose letters per line are: 24 (recto 4), 22 (recto 10, if without €x), 23 (recto 20), 24
(recto 23). Without ¢k this line, which at 22 is already shorter than most, would have only 20 letters, 4
less than any of the surrounding lines (from lines 5 to 15: 26, 27/28, 26, 26, 24, 22, 25, 25, 25, 24, 25).

""" This reading is in a lacuna in P*° (verso 38/14). Through a comparison of the same size
lacunae above and below this line we get the following number of letters: 10 to the left of the 0 in line
37/13; 11 to the left of the omicron in line 38/14; 12 to the left of the delta in line 39/15; and 12 to the
left of the upsilon in line 40/16. It appears that without to there would not be enough to fill the lacuna
at the beginning of line 38/14 (line 37/13 has only 10 letters probably because it has the wider omega
and lacks the narrower iota).
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279
19:4 ovdgay ot €V VT EVPICK®]| OVOEULAY EV QLT QLTI EVPIOK® A
(transposition resulting from a corrected leap (ovdepiayv aitiav) (see table and

commentary above for other variants and some discussion on this variation-unit))

B:

18:39 ev] om.**” B 0109* (leap from same to same (v £v))

19:5 o Incovg] Incovg B (omission of unnecessary article; possibly harmonized to
near context (cf. related v.1. throughout Jn 18))

19:5 0 avBpenoc] avbpanoc B (omission of inessential article)*®’

N: 282
19:1 o ITihatog Tov Incovv] tov Incovv o ITihatog N (transposition potentially
influenced by placement of direct object immediately after same verb in surrounding

context (Aapete avtov read in 18:31 and 19:6))

*8 This reading is in a lacuna in P?° (recto 7). With kot line 7 would have 29 letters,
extendin% beyond the high end of the range and thus making it the longest line in the papyrus.

7 In light of the word order of ev avtm and gvpioko, I take the reading of the Vorlage to
most likelg/ be that read by ¥ 892° aur.

% This reading falls in a lacuna in P* (recto 18). Without ev the line would be 21 letters
long, making it shorter than all of the surrounding lines (lines 15 to 24: 25, 24, 24, 23, 24, 23/24,
22/23, 23, 24, 23). Even more, a comparison of what is extant or reconstructed to the right of the
letters directly above the nu of vuew in this line shows the following number of letters: 16 to the right
of ko in line 13; 15 to the right of np in line 14; 14 to the right of avt in line 15; 15 to the right of ev in
line 16). Without v line 18 would have only 12 letters in this same amount of space.

81 See Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 110-111 for the hypothesis that this reading existed
carlier and represented a stumbling block to proto-orthodox scribes (e.g. P*®). It is noteworthy,
however, that B also reads alone in omitting the article before Inoovg previously in the same verse,
making it likely that both reflect mere slips of this one scribe.

282 1 exclude the substitution of IThatog for Incovg at 19:5 in N* because it was corrected by
the first hand (cf. IGNTP II, 509, 4). I also exclude the addition of o [TiAatog after Aeyel avtoig in
19:5, since the fact that it was inserted as a correction by the first hand along with the accompanying
support (64. 1321 sy bo) suggest that it was the reading in the scribe’s Vorlage rather than his
independent creation. P*’ is lacunose for the substitution of vpwv for v [1] at 18:39 in L N.
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19:4 yvote] emtyvote N (substitution towards compound verb with no obvious cause
(slight possibility of influence from similar context and word usage in Ac 22:24

(emyvo...outiav) and 23:28 (emyvovat...outiow))

283
W:

18:39 amoivom vy [1]] amoAvw vy W (harmonized substitution of verbal tense,

to immediate context (18:39))

19:4 modv] om.*** W 258* 346. 1346. b ff* (harmonized omission of adverb, to
immediate context (19:5 (maybe also 18:29); possibly leap from same to same (ovv

TOALY))

Looking first at the quantity of readings likely introduced, there are seven in
01, at least prior to its later correction (with four remaining even afterwards),” three
in B and two each in A, N and W. With a total of three, P°° has less than half of the
number in 01 (one less than 01 after correction), shares the same amount with B, and
has one more than A, N and W. In terms of quantity, then, P* is well situated among
these later witnesses, exhibiting no particular propensity towards the creation of
readings.

Second, in terms of character and significance, the alterations that we find in
P*° correspond with the same kinds of changes observed in the later majuscules. As
with the 18:37 ov &t transposition harmonized to the immediate context in P* (and

possibly the 19:6 substitution ctavpmcov avtov), the omission of woAwy in 19:4 and

283 19:6 ovyt for ovy in W falls in a lacuna in P%°.

2% This reading is included as likely to have emerged independently in W because the Greek
manuscript support is narrow and late, versional support is minimal, and the nature of the variation
makes coincidental agreement likely.

2 IGNTP 11, 7: All corrections to the 01* readings treated here are listed as Cca in IGNTP
II.
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the substituted amoivwm in 18:39 in W as well as three of the readings in 01 (18:37
nept TG aAnOiag; 19:5 mopeupovv; 19:6 kan Aeyer) likewise show the effect of
influence from other portions of text within the Gospel of John. To these can
potentially be added 19:5 Incovg in B and 19:1 tov Incovv o ITithatog in N. The
remaining two readings of P*, in which it attests influence from usage in other New
Testament documents (19:6 ekpalav; 19:6 ctavpwcov avtov if taken to be a
harmonization to Mark), also find correspondence among the later majuscules, in 01
(18:36 eun Paocirewn; 19:6 expaav) and possibly N (19:4 emyvorte). The only type
of reading unique to P*° that emerges from these comparisons is the nonsense
expaloav, which I take to be a misspelled harmonization to either Matthew or Mark.
Third, there are a few notable types of readings that we see in the later
majuscules that are not attested in P°°. We do not see the addition of conjunctions or
connectives in P as we do in 01 (18:36 kot ot vanpetor; 19:6 kot Aeyet) and A
(18:37 wo yeyevvmuaon), nor the sorts of rearrangements / substitutions of syntax
observed in 01 (18:36 eun Pactiea; 18:37 mept tng aAnbiag). The insertion of ko at
18:37 in A may reflect a conscious attempt to explicitly affirm that Jesus indeed has
come as king, in addition to being one who testifies to the truth. The omission of
inessential words, which we see in 01 (18:37 om. ex) and B (19:5 Incovg; 19:5
avBpowmog), and leaps between letters (or transpositions resulting from them), which
are attested in A (19:4 ovdepiay ev avto aitiav gvpiok®) and B (18:39 om. gv), are
also absent from P*°. In short, the number and character of the readings likely
generated by the scribe of P*° suggest overall continuity with transmission attitudes
and practices in subsequent centuries. The evidence gathered here does not indicate

the presence of greater freedom or fluidity behind the copying of this early witness.

Conclusions on Stability and/or Fluidity
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P*° presents a picture of stability and continuity rather than fluidity and discontinuity.
For conscious alteration or a free attitude towards transcribing the text, we have only
as evidence the one variant that reflects change from parataxis to hypotaxis, which
does not affect the sense of the passage.**® Otherwise, the internally improbable
readings in this manuscript, those from the underlying tradition as well as those
likely to have been created by the scribe, appear to be nothing more than the
occasional and unconscious slip of the eye or the mind. The character and quantity of
created readings are commensurate with what we find at later points in the tradition.
Among these manuscripts only 01 stands out as having a unique level of what may
be called “freedom” or susceptibility to corruption when compared with the others.?*’
The evidence presented by this second-century witness, therefore, does not support
the view that there was a difference, let alone a fundamental or radical difference, in

the nature or quality of transmission practices in the early period.

2% B. Aland, “Nutzen” 23 comments generally on the character of the alterations in P°, “An
keiner der variierten Stellen dndert der Schreiber den Sinn der Vorlage. Die Varianten bestehen aus
nicht sehr schwerwiegenden Umstellungen mit einer glatteren Umformung eines finiten Verbs in ein
Partizip...”

7 There is a similarity in quantity here between 01 and P (even after contemporaneous
correction), but the latter is not treated in the diachronic comparison above because it is only partially
extant for the section of text preserved in p%. However, Royse, Scribal Habits, 495, 900-901 points
out that P® has far fewer singular readings in the early chapters of John compared to the later ones,
and thus growing fatigue in copying probably explains the number of singular readings here. By
contrast, 01 seems to maintain a consistently high number of singular readings throughout the Gospel.
For an illustration of this see my chapter on 0162, which covers a portion of John 2.
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2.3. P (P. Oxy. LXV 4446
y

Introduction

P'" is a small fragment from a leaf of a papyrus codex from Oxyrhynchus, Egypt,
which contains portions of John 17:1-2 on the verso and 17:11 on the recto.**®
Among second and third century witnesses, it shares some extant text with P*
(overlapping for portions of all three verses). W.E.H. Cockle published P'” in 1998
and assigned it to the third century,”® a dating that has since been affirmed by the
INTF and Orsini and Clarysse.” It is described by its editor as “written in carbon
ink in a semi-cursive script, which is largely bilinear. It has a slight tendency to slope
to the right. It is written without excessive speed and very clearly.””' As with P”
Orsini and Clarysse categorize P'"’ as belonging to the “severe style.”*"*

The fragment itself measures 4.4 x 4.4 cm. and preserves remnants of seven
lines on the verso and six lines on the recto that were written in one column,
although Cockle’s transcription consists of eight lines on each side based on some

additional traces of ink.>”*

With no margins preserved, Cockle does not give an
estimation of the page size. Chapa, however, gives a reconstruction of 10.5 x 23 cm.
for P'Y, while Charlesworth puts the page at 12 x 22.5-24 cm., in Turner’s Group

8.2.2* Working from the average of 23 letters per line, Cockle reconstructs the

number of lines per page at 33.

288 For this and further introductory information, see W. E. H. Cockle, ed., “Papyrus
Oxyrhynchus 4446,” in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Volume LXV, Graeco-Roman Memoirs 85
(London: Egypt Exploration Society, 1998) 14-16, plate IV-V (referred to as editio princeps for the
remainder of this chapter); INTF Liste; LDAB: http://www.trismegistos.org/ldab/text.php?tm=61632.

% See brief discussion in editio princeps, 14.

20 Orsini and Clarysse, “Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 471. Cf. Comfort and Barrett, Text,
648, who grefer early third century / ca. 200.

21 Editio princeps, 14.

22 Orsini and Clarysse, “Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 457.

293 Editio princeps, 15.

294 Chapa, “Early Text of John,” 141; Charlesworth, “Public and Private,” 155. Cf. Turner,
Typology, 21.
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. . . . . 1
There are no itacisms or orthographic readings in P'"’

. What is preserved of
this fragment suggests the use of nomina sacra for the nouns mwatnp and viog. Cockle
thinks it likely that motep was read at 17:11, recto 4 and was rendered as a nomen
sacrum, although there are only two slight traces of ink that remain,”” and he
tentatively reconstructs with mep at 17:1, verso 2. He is confident that vc was given

296

for viog in the lacuna in the middle of verso 4 at 17:1,” and, presumably based on

that conclusion, he reconstructs with vv for viov earlier in the line. It nonetheless

107 2
remains the case that no instances of nomina sacra are actually extant in P'%7. %’

Cockle regards it as “almost certain” that ovpavov at 17:1, verso 2 in P'*” was
written in pleno, in light of the lack of early attestation of abbreviations for this word
elsewhere.*”®

P! attests two cases of diaeresis, both of which involve the iota in iva (17:1,
verso 4; 17:2, verso 6), and, concerning €v at 17:11, recto 7, “a bar over the nu which
may well be the remains of a rough breathing.”**’ B. Aland describes P'"” as
reflecting a “normal” transmission of a broadly “Western” sort of text, with the latter
being inferred from the agreement with D (a ¢ e) r' in the long addition after epyopat
at 17:11.°% Elliott comments that agreements with W are “noteworthy,” which can
be observed in dmwc and avtw at 17:2 and o edwrkoc at 17:1 1.3°! Both Comfort and
Charlesworth think it likely that P'*” was produced for private use, based at least
partly on its semi-cursive handwriting.>®* This fragment is currently housed at the

Ashmolean Museum, Oxford.

295 Editio prmceps 16.
29 Editio princeps, 16.
7 As noted explicitly by Peter M. Head, “Some Recently Published New Testament Papyri
from Oxyrhynchus An Overview and Preliminary Assessment,” TynBul 51 (2000): 5.
8 Editio prmceps 16. See also note below under 17:1 grapog...umev.
299 Editio princeps, 15, 16.
3 B Aland, “Kriterien,” 9, 13 (“dem EinfluBbereich des sog. westlichen Textes”). Cf.
Chapa, “Early Text of John,” 153.
391§ Keith Elliott, “Five New Papyri of the New Testament” NovT 41, 3 (1999): 211. This is
also noted by Head, “Recently Published,” 12 n.27; Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts, 76.
92 Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts, 49; Charlesworth, ““Catholicity,”” 44.
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Variation-Units Represented””

Variation-Units Variants P Transcribed

17:1 snapaq...slnsv304 EMOAPOG. .. EITEV gnl(%paq... | [...emev] (verso 1-
2)

EMMPEV...KOL EMEV A C’KNT
AW 209. 700. 1844 pm

17:1 0 viog ovioc 01 B C* W 0109*. 0301 | k[t 0 vc] (verso 4)*”’
d e ff* pbo; Or™

oviogoov AD ® 1.579. 1844
lat sy sa ly bo

kot 0 (= K) viog 6ov* C* K L
NT AW £ 33,565 700. 892°.
1241. 1424 Maj. q vg™; Or™

ot 0 viog C2 0109° 0211

17:2 dwon avtolg doon avtotc 017 A C K 33 dwg a[v]te (verso 7)
(incert. ®)

dwoet avtolg (avtw 1) BN T A
¥ 0301 £ 1. 565°% 579. 700.

39 Among the variation-units identified in NA28 that are represented by P'’, I exclude from
this treatment the following that are based on singular readings: 17:11 add. kot ote nunv pet avtov (+
ev 1o koopm D') eyo etnpovv avtoue ev T ovopatt cov (D); 17:11 om. wo mow ev KadOS NUELS
(P%" it ly) (see Royse, Scribal Habits, 450-451, 514 n. 614, 873). The former will be treated in the
Diachronic Comparison section below. All transcriptions are based on editio princeps unless
otherwise noted.

3941 treat this as one variation-unit concerning hypotaxis vs. parataxis.

395 Although Cockle begins his discussion of this reading with a note of uncertainty because
he is unsure whether abbreviated forms / nomina sacra were read for ovpavov and natep in the
lacunae, I have chosen to include the reading based on his subsequent comments. After considering an
overall lack of early evidence for the abbreviation of ovpovog, he concludes, “It is therefore almost
certain that ovpavog was written in full; in which case there would hardly have been room to add kot
before eutev, whether or not Tatep was abbreviated” (editio princeps, 15-16).

3% There is a slight discrepancy among editions here regarding the correctors of Codex C.
NA28 agrees with Tischendorf in attributing ko1 to C* and the further insertion of ov to C*, which are
listed as ca. 6™ century and ca. 9™ century respectively in K. Aland and B. Aland, Text, 108. IGNTP
similarly divides the inclusion of these words between two correctors, but it ascribes the text without
oov to the “04°" corrector and the text with cov to “04>” (479), which are listed as “contemporary
with the first hand” and “generally dated to about the sixth century” respectively” (9). IGNTP makes
no mention of a C* corrector or one dating to the 9™ century. Regardless of when the first correction
was made (and I have simply followed the NA28 siglum C?), the first corrector left the text as it
apparentl;/ reads in P'"7 (ot 0 vioc) (see following note).

97 Cockle remarks, “kappa and the spacing thereafter guarantee that this was the reading of
the papyrus,” and he notes that this particular wording (presumably he means only the presence of kot
plus absence of cov, since the ending of d0&aon comes in the next lacuna and seems indeterminate) is
apparently only found in P'"’ (editio princeps, 16). Cf. Head, “Habits,” 403 gbut with ov erroneously
written for o) and B. Aland, “Kriterien,” 9. None of these authors mention C* as also having this
reading (see previous note) or 0109 (cf. IGNTP II, 125) and 0211, both of which also read ka1 0 viog
(with So&ooet rather than SoEaon, which is not extant in P! (§]o&[aon)). On account of these
supporting witnesses, I have not considered this reading unique to P'”".

94




892°, 1241. 1424. 1844 Maj.

dwom avto (owtorg 0109) 01*
0109

dwg avto (owtoig L) L W

g D

17:11 gpyopa EPYOpOL epy[opat | ovKeTL EYLL €]V T®
[Koouwm | kot sv]3 T0) [KOoU®
EPYOLLOL OVKETL EYLL EV TO etJy (recto 2-4) ”

KOGLL®, KOl €V T KOGU® gt D
(ace)r

17:11 ® dedwxag o dedwkac P ABCKT A® o edwkag (recto 6)
¥ £ 1.565.700. 1241 Maj.

0 dedwkoc D* X U 157. 1424

ovg 6edmrog (edwkag N) D'N
69.209. 892° aur f q vg sa™*

o edokac’” 01 L W 579. 1844

17:11 kaBwg nuetg KaBwg NUELg kaBwg ko npeg (recto 7)

kabwg ko npec B © 579. 700. 1
844 aur f vg sy”

Commentary on Variants
17:1 emapog...euev: The variant emnpev...kat eutev seems to reflect influence from
npev...kat eutev in 11:41, which is the one other place in the Gospel where Jesus is

said to “lift up his eyes” and address the Father with the vocative natep. This

3% Concerning this reading Cockle comments, “Since the reading in line 2 of the papyrus is
clear, as is tn]pnoov in line 5, it is certain that the papyrus had some addition at this point. So little
survives, however, and the traces in line 4 are so meager, that the reading offered in the text is far
from certain” (editio princeps, 16). IGNTP online gives the same reconstruction and NA28 lists P
for this reading that is shared with D. I have also followed Cockle’s suggested reconstruction as the
basis for my analysis, although its tentative nature should be kept in mind. This is not included as a
created reading in P'”” or D in the Diachronic Comparison section below primarily because of the
unlikelihood of coincidental agreement in such a reading (see also B. Aland, “Nutzen,” 35 (“Die
Entstehun(% dieser Variante geschieht gewil3 nicht unabhéngig”)).

31 do not include P® as a witness for this reading, since it is unclear from what is extant
whether it read dedwxag (Martin and Barns, Papyrus Bodmer I, Supplément, 22; IGNTP online;
Comfort and Barrett, Text, 454) or edokag (NA28; B. Aland, “Kriterien,” 9) after o (cf. Martin and
Barns, Papyrus Bodmer II, Supplément, plate 118). Cockle cites no more than o[ ]kog for the reading
in P (editio princ%é)s, 16). I have, therefore, only included ® in the percentages of agreement

between P® and P'7’.

107vid
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conclusion is supported by the similar context and syntax and by other attested
readings that may suggest harmonization between these verses, such as the additions
of avtov (P D 33. 1241. 1424 f* r' sy"") and avtov eic tov ovpavov (K 892° (I
2211° b ) sy™"™®) after Tovg o@Bapove in 11:41 (see also omission of avtov in 17:1

. . . . . 1
noted in Diachronic Comparison section). P'"’

appears to attest the reading that is not
harmonized to usage elsewhere in the Gospel.

17:1 ka1 0 viog: Local genealogical priority and transcriptional probability
favor the shortest reading, o viog. The presence of ka1 and cov appear to be
assimilations independent of one another, to general usage in the case of ko (cf. wa
kotin 7:3; 11:37, 52; 12:9, 10; 13:34; 17:21; 19:35) and to the immediate context in
the case of cov (cf. cov Tov viov immediately before the wa clause). The reading
with both kot and cov probably reflects a later conflation of these two other readings,
which is supported by the fact that it is not attested among any of the witnesses prior
to the sixth century. ko1 may also be the result of assimilation to the frequent use of
“also” in the near context (cf. 17:19, 21, 24, and see 17:11 xaBwg ko nueig discussed

below). In having ot P'"’

attests a reading that is likely harmonized to general usage
or the near context.

17:2 dwg avtw: The readings other than dwon avtoig can be rather easily
explained as harmonizations to text elsewhere in the Gospel. Jesus consistently refers
to himself in the third-person in the immediate context, 17:1-3, so that dwow
probably reflects influence from the surrounding context where he speaks in the first
person (16:32-33; 17:4 ff.). The second-person 6wg was likely affected by second-
person uses of ddwpu in the immediately preceding context (edmwkag and dedmwKag)
or, more generally, by the heavy concentration of such uses throughout chapter 17.

eyn, read in D, is undoubtedly harmonized to general usage (3:15, 16, 36; 5:24; 6:40,

47, 54), especially 3:15, 16 and 6:40 where there are a number of syntactical
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parallels (wva clause, mag, and especially {onv awwviov). dmoet also seems to be
harmonized to general usage (6:27; 11:22; 14:16; 16:23) but is most similar to 6:27,
where viog and {onv aiwviov are likewise the subject and object respectively. By
contrast, dwon is a transcriptionally more difficult reading, as it is found nowhere
else in the New Testament and it best accounts for the emergence of the others,
including the subjunctive gyn in D. The attestation of avt® instead of avtolg
probably reflects assimilation either to the singular mav or the use of avtw after
dedwac. P! attests a reading that is harmonized to the immediate context.

17:11 gpyopat OVKETL EUL €V TO KOGU® Kot €V T Koopw ept: This additional
text after epyopan, at least as it appears in D, is largely a repetition of syntax from the
first two clauses of v. 11. It differs in that it does not include kot from the first clause
or avtot from the second (or ovtot as in D), and the second clause reads with the
first-person verb ey rather than eiowv. The additional text also reads without Tovto,
which was read in the first clause in D. In Old Latin Codex a the first clause is
moved to the third position and et in hoc mundo sunt is added before Pater, and et
iam non sum in hoc mundo is added before Paterin c. Only r' and e agree with D in
adding the text “but I am in the world” after “no longer am I in the world,” with the
latter adding et in saeculo sum after the first clause and the former adding both
clauses, as in D. In short, all of these witnesses attest the addition of at least one
clause at this point but with very little agreement between them as to what is added
and where.

In trying to account for this reading, at least as we have it in D r' and
apparently P'’, some have highlighted the repetitive nature of the addition, with B.
Aland attributing it to a desire to reemphasize a weighty idea in the context and

Barrett characterizing it as an “accidental repetition of the first two clauses of the
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verse.”'° Brown comments, “The addition seems to unite the statement in 11 that
precedes “I am coming to you” with the statement in 13 that follows “I am coming to

”’931 1
you.

Schnackenburg portrays it as a sort of clarification or correction that
resulted from reading “I am no longer in the world” without due consideration of the
other two clauses with which it must be read and understood.”'? Though the exact
reading remains uncertain, P'"’ appears to attest this expansion of the text that
involves some measure of repetition and clarification/reemphasis.

17:11 ® edwxog: The context surrounding this variation-unit indicates that o,
which reflects attraction to the dative case of its antecedent ovopart, is a
transcriptionally more difficult reading than o or ovg. Concerning o, in each of the
three cases where attraction is attested in this chapter, whether in ev T® ovouatt Gov
® 0edwkag potin vv. 11 and 12 or in ™ do&n N ygov in v. 5, we see narrow support
for a change towards the accusative (nv in 01* 579 (17:5); o in D* 1424 al (17:11); 0
in 017 (17:12)). This indicates that the attraction of the relative pronoun was a
stumbling block to copyists who were expecting the accusative, especially since
there is a heavy concentration of relative clauses with an accusative relative pronoun
in and around chapter 17. As for ovg, the context is saturated with references to
Jesus’ followers, those whom the Father has given to the Son. In the most immediate
context of vv. 11-12 we find language such as avtot (ovtot), avtovg, vo WGt v,
LET OLTMV, ETNPOLV CLTOVG, 0VSELS €€ awtmv, and in the preceding verses we see
dmon avtoig (v. 2), 1015 avlpmolg ovg £dmKag (00mKAC) (V. 6), AVTOVS EdMKAG
(dedmxrag) (v. 6), dedwra avtolg (v. 8), mept @V dedwkog Hot (v. 9), ev avtoig (v. 10).

In such a context ovg is certainly not a more difficult reading. Accordingly, some

30, Aland, “Nutzen,” 35; Barrett, The Gospel according to John, 507.

3! Raymond Brown, The Gospel According to John, vol. 2, xiii-xxi (AB 29-29A; Garden
City, NY: Doubleday, 1970), 759.

312 Rudolf Schnackenburg, The Gospel according to St. John, vol. 3 (New York: Crossroad,
1982), 179 n.39.
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commentators have regarded ovg as a “correction,” which Barrett says “introduces
again the notion that the disciples were given by God to Jesus (cf. vv. 2, 6, 9).”*"?
Reaching a confident conclusion from internal probabilities regarding
edmkoc/dedmrag, on the other hand, is more difficult, especially since there is
variation between these two forms wherever one or the other is read in the
surrounding context (cf. 17:2,4, 6, 7, 8,9, 12, 22, 24; 18:9). If we proceed, then, to
treat the relative pronoun as a variation-unit in its own right and to set aside

. . 1
£dwkog/dedmkog as inconclusive, P 07

attests the more difficult reading that is not
influenced by the immediate context.

17:11 xaBwg ko nueig: The reading with ko is transcriptionally less difficult
because it further clarifies/fills out the syntax and could have easily been affected by
other uses of kot for “also” with pronouns throughout chapter 17 (cf. wa oot kot
avtol nytacpevol (v. 19); wa kat avtot v nuwv [ev] ooty (v. 21); va omov gyt £y®
KOKEWOL Oty PeT euov (v. 24)). The sub-singular insertion of kot by 047 before

nuelg in 17:22 provides some additional transcriptional support for this conclusion.

P'” attests the smoother and contextually influenced reading.

Analysis of Manuscript based on Readings
P! supplies six variants for analysis but no clear singular or sub-singular readings
(but see Diachronic Comparison section below for the possible omission of avtov in
17:1). While all six of the variation-units listed above seem to concern influence
from text within the Gospel, five of them are classified here as deriving from
assimilation. In two of these variation-units P'°’ has the non-harmonized reading:
17:1 enapog ewmev is not harmonized to similar prayer language in chapter 11, and

17:11 o is not assimilated to syntax in the immediate and surrounding context

313 Barrett, The Gospel according to John, 508. Cf. Bultmann, The Gospel of John, 503;
Metzger, Commentary, 213, who also points to possible influence from 18:9.
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(setting aside dedwrac/edmwkog as inconclusive on the basis of internal evidence). In

.. . 1
three of these five variation-units, however, P!’

attests the harmonized reading, and
in each case this is to usage (at least partly) in the immediate or near context: 17:1
Kol 0 V106, 17:2 dwg avtw, and 17:11 kabwg ko nuels. The remaining variation-unit

107 has the

can be assessed according to stylistic/syntactical difficulty. In this case P
less difficult variant that consists of a two-clause interpolation involving repetition
and clarification of the surrounding themes and syntax.

In summary, out of the six variation-units represented by P'"’

only two or
33% of its variants are internally more probable than the alternative(s). Thus, in four
or 67% of these variation-units, P'"’ reads with the internally less probable reading.
On the one hand, this high percentage of improbable variants certainly gives the
impression of some measure of freedom or fluidity in the text inherited by the
copyist of P'"7. This is accentuated by the fact that among these variants we find the
rather lengthy addition of ovkett ey €v T KOGU® Kot €V T Koopu® ey in 17:11,
which, particularly on account of what is read in the second clause as well as the
overall size of the addition, would be hard to explain as anything other than an
intentional change. On the other hand, we notice that all but one of these improbable
variants are small-scale, consisting of one or two words, and demand no explanation
beyond unconscious influence: the addition of kot in 17:1 and 17:11 probably due to
the repetition of “also” in similar clauses throughout chapter 17 (and the use of wva
ko throughout the Gospel, in the case of kot 0 vV10g); the substitution towards the
second-person form of the verb and the singular indirect object pronoun reflected in
dmg avtm in 17:2 showing clear signs of assimilation to the immediately preceding
syntax. As for the interpolation in 17:11, the fact that there are a few different forms
of repetition attested among the Old Latin witnesses at this point gives some

credence to Barrett’s conclusion that we are dealing fundamentally with a repetition,
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as opposed to some kind of editing or correction to the text. Finally, following
Holmes’ analysis regarding the origin of intentional changes, it may be more likely
that this longer addition in 17:11 originated with the activity of readers than
copyists.*'*

P'" shares extant text with one other witness from the second and third
centuries, P%. Since both of these papyri are highly fragmentary, some of the
agreements and disagreements to follow are only partial, with the remaining portion
of the respective variation-unit being lacunose. Based on what is extant or can be

107

confidently reconstructed,’'® P'%” agrees with P®® (after correction) two out of four

times (50%): agreements (17:1 emopag...eumev (lac. P'

); 17:11 w); disagreements
(PIO7 reading listed first) (17:2 avto [3] | avtoig; 17:11 add. ovkert...€ut | no

add.).*'¢

Diachronic Comparison of Created Readings
Among manuscripts up through the seventh century, the portion of text covered by
P! is fully preserved in 01, B, D, N and W.*"” Listed below are the readings deemed
likely to have been created by each respective scribe. I do not include 17:2 dw¢ avtm

107

as a created reading of P'"' or W due to what appears to be some affinity between

these two manuscripts (see comments in introduction).

107 318
P

314 Holmes, “Codex Bezae as a Recension,” 123-160.

313 See note under P'”7 in Diachronic Comparison section below for some uncertainty and
disagreement regarding the reconstruction of P® in 17:1. The omission of the text from wva to nueig in
17:11 in P®" was apparently corrected by an addition in the lower margin, which has not survived, as
indicated by an insertion symbol after pot gcf. IGNTP I, 365; Royse, Scribal Habits, 873). 1t is thus
unknown whether or not P agreed with P'" in having xou before npeic.

31 But see below for the possibility that avtov was omitted at 17:1 in P'".

317 Codices C and to a lesser degree A have lacunae at 17:1 and 17:11 respectively and are
thus excluded from this comparison.

318 See notes above in the table concerning my exclusion of kot 0 viog in 17:1 and the long
addition after epyopor in 17:11 from this comparison of created readings.
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17:1 avtov] om.*" P'*72 1321 (aur b e vg) (harmonized omission, to parallel usage in

John (11:41) (see also discussion of 17:1 gnapag...emev in commentary above)

01:
17:2 8won avtowc] Soom avtwm > 01* (harmonized substitution, to use of first person
in surrounding context (in the case of dwow) (see commentary on this variation-unit

above for discussion of dwow and avtw))

B (none)**!
D:
17:2 dwon avtoig] exyn D (harmonized substitution, to general usage (see

commentary on this variation-unit above))

17:11-12 matep ayle TNPNCOV OWTOVGS EV TM OVOLOTL GOV 0 0E0MKAC LLOL VO (OGLV EV

KoOmG NUELS 0TE NUNV LET OVTOV EY® ETNPOVV AVTOVS EV TM OVOLOTL GOV 0VG
dedMKOG LOL] TATEP AylE TNPNGOV ALTOLG £V T® ovopaTtt 6ov (tva clause inserted then
omitted by second hand) kat ote nunv pet avtav (+ ev 1o koop® D') eye empovv

QVTOLC €V T OVOUOTL GOV O 0e0MKOC LUOL V0L WOV €V KAOME NUELS 0TE NUNV UET

22
OVTOV EYO ETNPOLY CVTOVE EV TM OVOLOTL GOV 0VC dedwkag pot’>> D (a complex

319 Although he retams 1t in his reconstruction, Cockle raises the poss1b111ty, based on the fact

that aur b e vg omit suos, that P'”’ did not read avtov after opBokpovg at 17:1, since otherwise verso 1
“seems to be too long” (editio princeps, 15; cf. Elliott, “Five New Papyri,” 21 1) This is lacunose and

uncertain but [ have noted it here as a p0551b111ty (cf. IGNTP online for the suggestion that avtov was
omitted in this highly lacunose portion of P%, which is not the view of Comfort and Barrett, Text, 453
(IGNTP online appears to accidentally omit the next line in its transcription of P®, as evidenced by a
comparlson with IGNTP [, 361)).

320 swow is a sub-singular reading of 01*, being shared with 0109, and the combination of
dwow and aTe is singular.

I Both B and N (with nomen sacrum) have moatnp in 17:11, but “no more than two spots of
ink survive” after eyu in P'" (recto 4) (editio princeps, 16), making 1t impossible to be certain
whether natep or matnp was read.

322 See IGNTP online transcription for D. This is a complex singular reading that appears to
be interpreted differently in IGNTP and NA28, at least in terms of how the units of variation are
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singular reading involving what appears to be a leap from same to same plus addition

of conjunction plus backwards leap from same to same (see note))

323
N:

17:11 ovopari] ovovopatt’>* N (dittography involving the syllable —vo-)

W (none)

Regarding the quantity of these readings in the later majuscules, we find two
in D, one in 01 (prior to later correction) and N, and none in B and W. If Cockle’s

107, and if we take

proposal is accepted that avtov in 17:1 may have been omitted in P
it as having been created by the copyist, then P'"’ sits right at the average of these
five later witnesses, having either the same amount as or less than three of them.
Similarly, the one harmonization in P'"’ offers nothing unique, being matched by the
harmonizations in 01 (17:2 dwo® avtw) and D (17:2 gyn). Scribal blunders such as

that found in N (17:11 ovovopartt) or complex/multi-layered singulars as in D (see

17:11-12) are absent from P'”’. These data do not support seeing greater freedom or

rendered. NA28 notes this as an addition of ka1 ote nunv...ev 1@ ovopatt cov following tnpncov
aVTOLG €V T ovopott cov in 17:11. IGNTP notes the omission of o dedwkag through nueig at the end
of 17:11 and the addition of wa...pot before epuAa&a in 17:12. It appears that o dedwkag...NUELS in
17:11 was omitted due to a leap from same to same (0 dedwxog...0te), but that ka1 was added before
ote was written either to smooth the transition or on account of influence from the repetition of kot in
the preceding context. The scribe then proceeded to copy the words following ote until a backwards
leap between the gv T® ovopatt cov of v.12 to that in v. 11 occurred. This final mistake led to the
subsequent writing of what had been previously omitted at the end of v.11 as well as the rewriting of
the beginning of v. 12. This multilayered reading is certainly not shared by P'"’ (editio princeps, 16).

33 The ov in 17:11 is corrected to ovg by the first hand (IGNTP II, 483, 4). N has mnp in 17:1
and in 17:11 (B has namp in the latter; see note above), but both of these places are lacunose in P’
(verso 2 and recto 4). I relegate 17:11 ovg edwkog (a singular reading when taken together) to a
footnote because neither of these words is singular and because edwkac/dedwkag is inconclusive on
the basis of internal evidence (see commentary above).

324 This reading is lacunose in P'" (recto 5-6), but comparison of the lacunae at the end of
recto 5 and beginning of recto 6 with what is reconstructed for similarly sized lacunae in the other
recto lines indicates that there is not space for an extra syllable in either lacuna (cf. editio princeps,
plate V).
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textual laxity behind the copying of this third century witness than behind that of the

later ones.

Conclusions on Stability and/or Fluidity
The fact that two-thirds of its variants are improbable seems to support
characterizing P'"’ as free and fluid, and yet an analysis of those variants shows that
all but one are micro-level, one-word assimilations to very pronounced syntactical
features in the context of Jesus’ prayer in chapter 17. The one large addition suggests
freedom to alter or expand the text, but its significance must be interpreted in light of
its (partially) repetitious character taken together with the diversity of repetitious
variants attested at this point, as well as the possibility that readers were responsible
for its emergence. Finally, whatever might be said about the tradition leading up to
P'Y, the comparison of created readings above indicates that no particular level of
freedom marked the activity of its scribe. Here we find evidence for continuity in

transmission between the third century and subsequent centuries.
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2.4.P'% (P. Oxy. LXV 4447
y

Introduction
P'% is a fragment of the lower portion of a leaf from a papyrus codex from
Oxyrhynchus, Egypt that partially preserves John 17:23-24 on the verso and 18:1-5
on the recto.’”” Among other second and third century Greek manuscripts, it shares
extant text with P®® (extant for every verse but with many lacunae). W.E.H. Cockle
published P'*® in 1998 and assigned it to the third century, noting among other
factors the use of metallic ink, which would not be expected prior to this time.”** The
INTF and Orsini and Clarysse have upheld this general third century timeframe.**’
Cockle describes the hand as a “handsome, medium-size, upright capital,” which he
says is “a practised hand” with letters that are “firmly bilinear.””** Along with P* and
P??, other early papyri of John, Orsini and Clarysse categorize the script of P'* as
belonging generally to the “Alexandrian stylistic class” but without “the loops and
ornamental serifs.”**’

The fragment itself is 6.2 cm. wide and 10.5 cm. high. The verso preserves
part of 12 lines, one of which having only a partially extant nu and a slight trace of
ink (verso 1) and one being entirely lacunose with some traces of ink (verso 2), and
the recto preserves a portion of 13 lines. A lower margin of 2.5 cm. is extant as well
as part of a side margin that measures 1.4 cm. on the left-hand side of the verso.

Cockle reconstructs the page as 14.5 cm. wide and 18.5 cm. high, putting P'*® into

323 For this and other basic introductory information, see W. E. H. Cockle, ed., “Papyrus
Oxyrhynchus 4447,” in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Volume LXV, Graeco-Roman Memoirs 85
(London: Egypt Exploration Society, 1998) 16-18, plate IV-V (referred to as editio princeps for the
remainder of this chapter); INTF Liste; LDAB: http://www.trismegistos.org/ldab/text.php?tm=61633.

328 Editio princeps, 16-17.

32T INTF Liste; Orsini and Clarysse, “Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 472. Cf. Comfort and
Barrett, Text, 651 for “late second/early third century (ca. 200).”

328 Editio princeps, 16-17.

32 Orsini and Clarysse, “Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 458.
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Turner’s Group 9 Aberrant I,>*° and he notes that the written area likely measured
11.5 x 14 cm with 23 lines of text in one column. The number of letters per line
ranges from 21 to 27 with an average of 23/24.>!

P'% has one itacism involving yewwokn for ywwokn in 17:23, verso 5, which
is also read in B D ©.**? Nomina sacra are extant for Incovg in the forms g (18:4,
recto 9) and v (18:5, recto 12), but it is uncertain how 17:24 matep was written on
verso 7. There are two cases of diaeresis involving iva (17:24, verso 10) and
vmnpetag (18:3, recto 7), but no signs of punctuation are attested. According to B.
Aland, P'® is a strictly transmitted representative of an early Byzantine textual form,
which she infers from the pattern of supporting witnesses that emerges among its

333 Comfort gives P'* the label of “fairly reliable”

deviations from the Ausgangstext.
and notes some affinity with 01.*** Both Comfort and Charlesworth consider it likely
that P'*® was prepared for liturgical use based on the semi-literary character of its

writing.*** This manuscript fragment is currently housed at the Ashmolean Museum,

Oxford.
Variation-Units Represented”°
Variation-Unit Variants P'™ Transcribed
17:24 6860)1((1@3 37 dedmKag ed[wkag (verso 1 l)3 38

(2™ occurrence)
edokag BK NT © 209; Cl

339 Turner, Typology, 22.

31 For the above information, see editio princeps, 17.

321t is listed as a singular reading of P'® in Head, “Habits,” 403.

33 B. Aland, “Kriterien,” 6, 12.

334 Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts, 76, 270.

335 Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts, 49; Charlesworth, “‘Catholicity’,” 43

338 T exclude from this section of my analysis two variation-units of NA28 that are based on
singular/sub-singular readings: 17:24 om. tnv gunv in D sy®; 18:2 peto tov podntov avtov ket in B
(544). However, both of these readings are included in the Diachronic Comparison section below. All
transcriptions in the followin% table are based on editio princeps unless otherwise noted.

337 The reading of P™ is lacunose and uncertain for nyammoag [1] at 17:23, verso 6; motep at
17:24, verso 7; o at 17:24, verso 7 (see comments in editio princeps, 18). 17:23 wa. is lacunose in P'®
on verso 4 and is also excluded from this list of variation-units. Cockle comments, “After €1c v the
MSS are divided between wva, ko, and kot wva; the last would probably make the line too long, but the
papyrus could have read either wva or xat” (editio princeps, 18).
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39 340

18:3 &k TOV PAPIOAUDY’ ek Tov papioatev 01%° D L [paprooiw]v (recto 7)
(2™ occurrence) 579 a aur

TV papoaiov B
papoaiv 01 ACKNWT A

O V¥ 1 33.565.700. 892"
1241. 1424 Maj.

18:4 ovv oo P""ABCKNTAOY | 8¢ (recto 9)
700. 892°. 1241. 1424 Maj. aur®
evg syh

8¢ 01 DL W 933,565 it sy?
CO

-579

18:4 eEnhBev kat Aeyer’”! eEnBev kot heyet B C* D £ eEeMbav emelv (recto 11)°%

565 lat

eEeMov suev PO401 A CP K
LNWTA®Y 33,579,
700. 892°. 1241. 1424 Maj.

eEnhBev eEo kou Aeyet PO

Commentary on Variants
17:24 edwkag: On account of the interchange of edwkog and dedwkog throughout this
chapter and the fact that every occurrence of one attests variation towards the other
(cf. 17:2,4,6,7,8,9, 11, 12; 18:9; especially 17:22 with parallel wording), I have
excluded this reading as inconclusive on the basis of internal evidence. See also

discussion of 17:11 o gdmwkoc in p'77,

338 nv immediately precedes the extant €§[ (see editio princeps, 17, plate IV).

339 The reading of P'® concerning what, if anything, preceded Incovc at 18:2 is lacunose on
recto 4 and uncertain based on spacing. Cockle says that the reading with the article before Incovg, as
opposed to kat o or no article, “suits the space available...the best,” but he concludes, “neither of the
others can be ruled out” (editio princeps, 18).

340 Cockle renders the beginning of this line as [kat papiooiw]v and later comments “spacing
very strongly suggests that the papyrus did not read kot €K TOV QOPIGAL®V...NOT KAl TOV GAPIOALOV™
(editio princeps, 18).

G P108341 Only the final nu is partially extant for the next variation-unit at 18:5 Nalmpatov on recto
in .

32 Cockle remarks, “The reading of the papyrus is more or less guaranteed by the spacing

and the surviving nu” (editio princeps, 18).
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18:3 paproowwv: The relatively frequent occurrence of papisatog in the
prepositional phrase gk Tov papiooimv in the Gospel of John (1:24; 3:1; 7:48; 9:16,
40) as well as the ek Tov before apylepemv in our verse come together to make the
inclusion of ek T®v (or T®v) in this variation-unit a transcriptionally easier reading.
While there is little in the way of intrinsic evidence by which to assess this variation-
unit, the prepositional phrase in 7:45 is worth noting. There we find the vanperat
coming TPog TOVS OPYLEPELS KOl paploatovs, in which neither the preposition nor the

article is repeated for the second noun. P'®®

attests the reading that is not influenced
by the immediate context and general usage.

18:4 d¢: This variation-unit is situated in the introduction to the first words
that Jesus speaks in the garden during his betrayal and arrest. Here and in Mark
(14:48) these words are directed to the group of people who have come to take him
away, while in Matthew (26:50) and Luke (22:48) they are spoken to Judas. Some of
the witnesses in Mark (D a ff* q), Luke (A D N W © Maj.), and here in John (£ 69.
124. 788. 1346) attest a variant at this point that harmonizes to the o d& Incovg
wording in Matthew. This evidence for assimilation to Matthew, even in Mark and
John where the dialogue in question is not with Judas but with the crowd, taken
together with the Incovg d¢ reading in Luke (see also 22:52), should lead us to regard
d¢ as suspicious and ovv as transcriptionally more probable for our variation-unit.
P'% attests the reading that is likely harmonized to Gospel parallels.

18:4 eEeMbwv ewmev: Although Kilpatrick points out that copyists were
generally more likely to alter the text in favor of hypotaxis,** the evidence supplied
by the emnpev...xon eimev/enapag. . .eumeyv variation-unit at 17:1 (see treatment of
P'""), for example, shows that one should be cautious about too quickly applying this

explanation at any given variation-unit. In that case we have a clear parallel in John

3 See discussion and references for 19:1 Aafwv o ITikatog tov Incovv in P
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from which harmonization can be deduced to explain the paratactic construction.
While no such parallel is present in this case, there is yet enough evidence to suggest
that a change towards e&nABev kou Aeyet occurred through harmonization to the near
context. The second aorist indicative form, eEnABev occurs frequently in John, and
nowhere more so than in chapters 18 and 19. In fact, we find two occurrences of
eEnABev... ko Aeyetl avtolg in the near context, where Jesus’ trial before Pilate is
described (18:38; 19:4 (cf. also 19:5)). The addition of £w attested in P®*"' further
supports seeing influence from those later verses, as that reading is probably affected
by the repeated use of e£m with e€nABev in the upcoming trial narrative (18:29; 19:4,

108

5). In light of these observations it is reasonable to conclude that P" attests the

reading that is not harmonized to wording found in the near context.

Analysis of Manuscript based on Readings
After the exclusion of 17:24 edwkag, P'® supplies three variants for analysis and no
singular or sub-singular readings. All of these are in variation-units probably

108 attests the non-

resulting from some form of harmonization. In two of them P
harmonized reading: 18:3 @apicoiwv is not harmonized to the use of ek TV
eoploomy in a number of places throughout the Gospel or to ex twv in the
immediate context, and 18:4 e£eABwv eunev is not influenced by verb usage or similar
syntax from the near context. In one of these three variation-units, however, P'*® has
a harmonized reading: 18:4 d¢, which is harmonized to syntax in the Lucan and/or
Matthean accounts of Jesus’ arrest. In two-thirds of these variation-units represented,
therefore, P'*® reads with the internally more probable reading. The one improbable
variant is a one-word substitution of d¢ for ovv that is likely attributable to

unconscious influence from familiar text. Similarly, if edwxog in 17:24 were deemed

improbable, it would likely reflect nothing more than unconscious assimilation to
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one of the many occurrences attested by at least some witnesses in the immediate and
near context.

P'% shares extant text with P, both of which are highly fragmentary. Based
on what is extant or can be confidently reconstructed, and leaving aside itacisms and
other orthographic readings, P'*® agrees with P®® (after correction) in one of the two
places where they overlap (50%): agreement (18:4 eEelov euev (lac. in both));***
disagreement (P'*® reading listed first) (17:24 syu eyo | eyo eyu (lac.)).*** If the

singular transposition of eyw and ey in P® is removed from consideration, then the

two manuscripts agree in the one variation-unit for which they overlap.

Diachronic Comparison of Created Readings
Among manuscripts up through the seventh century, the portion of text covered by
P'% is fully preserved in 01, A, B, C, D, N and W. Listed below are the readings

deemed likely to have been created by each respective scribe.

p!o8 (none)

01:
18:3 exe1] om.*** 01* (harmonized omission of adverb, to parallels (Matt 26:55; Mk

14:48; Lk 22:52))

3 p% is very fragmentary for this section of text, but the top portion of what appears to be an

 after 0 suggests that P® read e£eA@wv and thus agreed with P'®, as reflected in IGNTP online and
Comfort and Barrett, Text, 456, but contra Martin and Barns, Papyrus Bodmer 11, Supplément, 26,
who transcnbe €]E[nA]Onv. Cf. Martin and Barns, Papyrus Bodmer 11, Supplement plate 122.

* Only the pt of ey is extant at the end of the line in P®. The reading is taken as ey with
the omission of eym by Martin and Barns, Papyrus Bodmer II, Supplément, 24, IGNTP I, 369, and
Comfort and Barrett, Text, 455. However, based on spacing I concur w1th Royse, Scnbal Habits, 518
n.633, 828, Fee, Papyrus Bodmer II, 39, 103, and IGNTP online that P% read ey eyu.

346 This word falls in a lacuna on recto 8 in P'®®. However, for the unlikelihood that exel was
absent from this lacuna see the notes for 18:3 ek tov in the table (concerning the lacuna directly
above) (cf. same sized spaces on recto lines 9-13). Spacing is even easier to determine in this case
because we have the beginning of the word going into the lacuna and a trace of the end of the word
coming out of it: epye | [ton exet pet]a (editio princeps, 18).
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A:

17:24 dedmxog [1]] edwkag A 251 1355 (harmonized substitution to aorist, to usage

in immediate or near context)**’
B:
18:2 ekel peta ToV podnTov 0vtov] peto Tov padntov avtov kel B (544)

(transposition likely resulting from corrected omission of the adverb)

18:3 papioaiov] v eopioaiev>’ B 0141 (harmonized addition of article, to

immediate context/general usage (see commentary on this variation-unit above))

C (none)m

D 351
17:23 gpe] ov pe D a d (harmonized addition of nominative pronoun, to 6v pe

aneotellog in immediate context (17:23))

7 I make this judgment based primarily on its sub-singularity, since making a confident
assessment of the direction and nature of variation between edwxkog and dedwkag in this chapter is
difficult (zsee comments on 17:1 ® edwkog in P' and 17:24 edwkag above).

“ P'% only has podn from podntev extant at the end of recto 4, but based on the placement
of this word and nearby spacing Cockle remarks, “It is certain that the papyrus did not follow B”
(editio princeps, 18).

39 pl% is lacunose for this reading (recto 7), but see note in table above regarding spacing for
the 18:3 ek tov variation-unit.

33017:23 g1¢ e1c was corrected to eic. The original reading is not considered here because it is
uncleacr whether or not the corrector was contemporaneous with the first hand (see IGNTP II, 487, 9
for 04").

3117.23 €1¢ 7o and 18:2 ekel 0 Inoovg in D are excluded from consideration as lacunose in
P'% (verso 4 and recto 4 respectively). 17:23 ov ev epot kayo ev autoig is also excluded because the
placement of the extant ev at the beginning of verso 3 and wai[v at the beginning of verso 4 do not
preclude this reading in P'®, since the ev could belong to &v gpot or v avtotc. In addition to the
readings listed below, D attests one case of a thematic instead of athematic verbal ending (18:2
TapoddV).
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17:24 tv gunv] om. D sy® (harmonized omission of possessive pronoun with article,

to use of tnv 60&av nv... in immediate context (17:22))

N:
18:3 pavov kot Aapuradwv] Aapradwv Kot gavev N (transposition without apparent
cause (perhaps affected by greater frequency of Aaumog than govog in the New

Testament (9 to 1)))

W 352
17:23 gue] kape W it (addition of kou influenced by uses of “also” in surrounding

context (17:19, 21, 24) (see also discussion of 17:11 kaBmg Kot nuelg in Pm)

Among these eight witnesses, and at least as far as this small portion of text is
concerned, P'® and C project the greatest stability, with no singular or sub-singular
readings. There is one each in 01, A, N and W and two each in B and D. While little
can be said by way of comparison, it is noteworthy that the large majority of these
readings are small-scale and probably unconscious harmonizations, just as we find in
the one (possibly two) improbable variant attested in the underlying tradition of P'*®.
This means that the one piece of evidence for freedom or fluidity attested by this
third-century manuscript finds correspondence in the singular/sub-singular readings
of manuscripts copied in later centuries. In sum, the similar quantity (some with

none, most with one, some with two) and character of the readings listed above do

not give an impression of diachronic discontinuity.

Conclusions on Stability and/or Fluidity

332 17:24 Bswpovoty in W* and P is not considered here because it was corrected to
Oewpwotv by the first hand (see IGNTP 11, 487, 4).
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P'% represents a clearly written and carefully copied third-century manuscript of the
Gospel of John. There is no evidence for readings created by its copyist and only the
slightest evidence for improbable variants in its underlying transmission (one
harmonistic substitution of d¢ for ovv with the possibility of one other one-word
harmonization to the immediate/near context). The body of data covered in this
chapter gives no indication that a greater proneness to error existed in the third-

century than in subsequent centuries.
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2.5.P'% (P. Oxy. LXV 4448
y

Introduction
P'” is a fragment from a leaf of a papyrus codex from Oxyrhynchus, Egypt that
preserves text from John 21, with portions of vv. 18-20 on the recto and of vv. 23-25
on the verso.””® This is the earliest manuscript witness to these verses and the only
witness extant prior to the fourth century (P® preserves text from vv. 1-9 in this
chapter). P'® was published by W.E.H. Cockle in 1998 and dated to the third
century, showing some similarities with P°°.>>* The INTF and Orsini and Clarysse
have also assigned it to the third century.’> Cockle describes P'”’ as “written in
carbon ink in a very plain, upright, unligatured round hand 4 mm high; letters
sometimes touch but there is no linkage.” He goes on to say that the “hand is an inept
one of literary pretensions fashioned with a blunt pen.”*>® Orsini and Clarysse place
its script generally in the “Alexandrian stylistic class” but “with contrast between
narrow and wide letters.””’

The fragment known as P'* measures 4.1 cm. wide and 7.9 cm. high. It
preserves text from nine lines on the recto and ten on the verso (but with the sixth
line on each side being entirely lacunose), which were in one column. Part of a
margin is extant on the right side of the recto and left side of the verso. Cockle puts

the reconstructed page at 12 cm. wide and 24 cm. high, placing it into Turner’s

333 For this and further introductory information, see W. E. H. Cockle, ed., “Papyrus
Oxyrhynchus 4448,” in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Volume LXV, Graeco-Roman Memoirs 85
(London: Egypt Exploration Society, 1998) 19-20, plate IV-V (referred to as editio princeps for the
remainder of this chapter); INTF Liste; LDAB: http://www.trismegistos.org/ldab/text.php?tm=61634.

%% Editio princeps, 19.

3% iste; Orsini and Clarysse, “Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 472. Cf. Comfort and Barrett,
Text, 653, who propose a date of “middle to late second century” based on their dating of P®.

38 Editio princeps, 19.

37 Orsini and Clarysse, “Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 458.
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Group 8, and the lines per page at 26.%*

Based on his reconstruction, the average
number of letters per line is 19, with a range of 18 to 22.

There are no itacisms or other orthographic readings in P'*, and no signs of
punctuation. Although nomina sacra are not preserved, Bv at 21:19, recto 6 and 1G at
21:25, verso 8 are reconstructed in the lacunae. There are two strokes of ink after o¢
at the end of recto 4 in 21:19, about which Cockle comments, “They look like parts
of two uprights and it would be easy to read nu, which, however, is nonsensical. This
ink cannot be part of eutev [which he reconstructs at the beginning of the next line]
and may be just an error which the writer then cancelled.”** He does not mention
anything unusual in the spacing of the following line, which may be why he
entertains the possibility of a quickly corrected mistake.

B. Aland classifies P'”” as having a “strict” transmission, with its small
number of deviations from the Ausgangstext likely having been inherited from the
Vorlage.”® When it comes to classifying P'” in terms of its textual character and

361 Charlesworth

reliability, Comfort considers the fragment “too small to determine.
cites its non-literary and unprofessional hand and a lack of text-division punctuation
as evidence that P'” was produced in an uncontrolled setting for private use.’*
Comfort, on the other hand, puts it among manuscripts in which the size and
calligraphic quality of letters (although less so than in P**, for example) indicate

1
363 P 09

liturgical use. currently resides at the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford.

338 Editio princeps, 19. Turner, Typology, 20.

%9 Editio princeps, 20; cf. plate IV.

0 B. Aland, “Kriterien,” 10; eadem, “Nutzen,” 36.

361 Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts, 76, 270.

392 Charlesworth, ““Catholicity’,” 44.

383 Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts, 49. Among papyri of John he also puts P°, P,
P% and P'® in this group. Comfort elsewhere mentions that P'” attests the feature of an enlarged
letter at the beginning of the line, but he 0%ives no specific reference as to where (27). In Comfort and
Barrett, Text, 653, the handwriting of P'” is categorized as “reformed documentary.”
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Variation-Units Represented”®

Variation-Unit Variants P"” Transcribed
21:18 alhoc + singular verbs*® | aAlog + singular verbs A B arlot|[ c. 12 Jovow (recto
C*KNTAOY " 700. 2-3)
89}]25. 1241. 1424. 1844 Maj. lat
Sy

oAlot + plural verbs P> 01 C2
D W 1.33. 565 sy™®

21:20 emotpagelg emotpageic A B C W 33 latsy® | emotpaglelg (recto 8)*¢

sa

emotpagelc 8¢ P01 DK N
FA®Y " 565.700. 892°.
1241. 1424. 1844 Maj. f sy" pbo
bo

21:23 ti mpog o€ TLPOG GE 0I' ABC*KWT A | t]|npoc ole (verso 1-2)%7

O ¥ £ 33.700. 892°. 1241.
1424 Maj. lat sy™"
npog og D

—01* C?1.565. 1582* a e sy*

21:24 o paptopov 0 LOpTUP®V [0 kot paptupwv] (verso 3)368

o kot poptvpav B C W; Or

3% On account of its singularity the omission of v. 25 in 01* is not treated here as a variation-

unit (see also note under 01 in Diachronic Comparison concerning the corrector). All transcriptions in
the table follow editio princeps unless otherwise noted.

3% Following Elliott, “Five New Papyri,” 212, I have reshaped the variation-unit to fit what
can be determined from the papyrus. NA28 gives aAlog o€ {woel and ool omov, which are separated
by ko, as two separate variation-units in v. 18. Cockle’s reconstruction of the relevant text on recto
lines 2-4 is as follows: ahdot | [ c¢. 12 Jovow og | [omov ov Behelg tlovto (editio princeps, 19).
Commenting on the text that covers these two variation-units, he explains, “All that we can be certain
of is that the papyrus did not read alAoc...but ailotr” (20). Aside from the inference that plural verbs
followed aAAot, which can also be seen from the extant ovowv ending on recto 3, little else is clear. He
adds that none of the variants in the tradition corresponds with the size of the lacuna, and as a result
he very tentatively offers the possibility of the singular reading, aAlot [(@covov Kot 01G]oVoLY GE
(20). Although I do not include a separate table entry for a specific singular reading in this case, due to
the extent of uncertainty involved, Cockle’s suggestion that something unique existed in the lacuna
will be factored into my analysis below. See Head, “Habits,” 403, who notes Cockle’s suggestion but
says, “There is no certain singular reading” (cf. B. Aland, “Kriterien,” 10).

6 g1¢ is followed by o (see transcription, comment and photograph in editio princeps, 19, 20,
plate IV).

397 Cockle takes this as the reading but gives no further comment on how spacing supports
the inclusion of 1 at the end of verso 1 (editio princeps, 20). Nearly all the lines on the verso are
reconstructed with 18 or 19 letters, with the exception being the higher number of 20 letters for lines 6
and 9. If Tt were absent on verso 1, the line would be unusually short, with 16 letters. See also the
number of letters reconstructed for parallel spaces directly beneath this lacuna on lines 2-4, which
likewise sugpport reconstructing with 11 (cf. editio princeps, 19, plate V).

398 Cockle comments, “spacing suggests that this was the reading of the papyrus” (editio
princeps, 20). This is also the reconstruction given in IGNTP online, but Comfort and Barrett, Text,
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21:24 avtov n popTLplo avtov N poptopla oty B C* W | [avtov n pag)wpla] | eo[Tv
€0TWV (verso 6-7)°"°

€0TV N poptoupta avtov 01 A c’

KT A®Y £ 565. 700. 892°.

1241. 1424 Maj.

€0TLV 0LTOV N poptopta D /
2211

OVTOL 6TV N paptopua 33

Commentary on Variants
21:18 aAhot + plural verbs: The language used for Peter’s martyrdom in v. 18
suggests crucifixion, although this has been debated.’’’ Keener remarks, “whether
the specific picture of crucifixion is present here or not (it probably is), Peter’s

martyrdom certainly follows Jesus.” ">

It is thus worthwhile, in trying to ascertain the
direction of variation at this point (from singular to plural or vice versa), to place this
variation-unit against the backdrop of Jesus’ Passion narratives. Beasley-Murray,
noting the variant aAAotl, comments generally that “the plural is read by some

MSS.. .presumably on the assumption that several will engage in the task,™"* and

Morris similarly notes, “For any form of martyrdom one would expect a plural, for

653 reconstruct without kai. See related note above for 21:23 11 Tpog 6€ concerning Tt on verso 1 (just
as verso 1 would have only 16 letters without 1, so too would verso 3 without ko).

391 exclude 21:24 «ou o as lacunose in P'% (verso 4), since Cockle remarks that kot o, ko,
or o ka1 “could have been the reading of the papyrus” (editio princeps, 20). It is at least worth
mentioning, in accordance with spacing observations made in previous notes, that the reading without
the article would put the line at 17 letters, which is slightl}l below what appears to be the norm. The
variation-unit at 21:25 o is also excluded as lacunose in P’ (verso 8), as Cockle notes that either o or
oca could have been in the lacuna (editio princeps, 20).

370 As with most of the text represented by this fragment, the lines involved here are almost
entirely lacunose. Nevertheless, Cockle explains, “if the restorations suggested correctly indicate the
line length, the papyrus must have had this order of words” (editio princeps, 20).

" See Oscar Cullmann, Peter: Disciple, Apostle, Martyr: A Historical and Theological
Study (2nd ed., trans. F. V. Filson; London: SCM, 1962), 88; Barrett, The Gospel according to John,
585.

372 Craig S. Keener, The Gospel of John: A Commentary, vol. 2 (Peabody, MA:
Hendrickson, 2003), 1238.

37 George R. Beasley-Murray, John (WBC 36; Waco Texas: Word, 1987), 394.
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several people would be involved.”"*

Indeed, the Passion predictions (see especially
Mk 9:31; Lk 18:33) and narratives (see Matt 27:31, 35-36; Mk 15:1, 20, 24-25; Lk
23:1, 26, 33-34; Jn 18:28; 19:18, 23-24) in the Gospels clearly depict a plurality of
executioners, and nowhere is this more explicit than in John, where we find reference
to four individual otpatimton (19:23-24). Although not definitive, these observations
serve to tip the balance in favor of seeing the singular aAlog as a more difficult
reading that could have been a stumbling block to those familiar with the plurality of
individuals involved in Jesus’ crucifixion. Evidence for such influence on our
variation-unit can be seen in the attestation of amayovcv or the amo prefix by some
witnesses (01D W IT ' 33. 565), which suggests influence from the frequent
occurrence of araym in and around the Passion passages noted above. Moreover,
Jesus’ Passion is evoked by language found in the context, such as onpovev Toww
Bavatw and 6o&acel Tov Bgov as well as axkoiovber pot (cf. Jn 12:33; 13:31-32; also
Matt 10:38).>” In attesting the plural, therefore, P'% has the less difficult reading that
is probably affected to some degree by Gospel Passion narratives.

21:20 emotpagels: Sentences beginning with a participle followed
immediately by d¢ are very infrequent in Mark and John when compared with the
other two Gospels and Acts. Where such occurrences vary in Mark as to syntax and
the subject of the verb (cf. 6:16; 9:25; 10:14; 15:36, 39; 16:9), John’s usage is
uniform: participle + d¢ + o + Incovg (cf. 1:38 (v.1.); 6:61 (v.1.); 11:4; 12:14). This
would appear to make the use of ¢ in our variation-unit unique in so far as the
subject is o Iletpog rather than o Incovg. In terms of transcriptional probability, there
are a number of possible explanations for why it would be tempting to add d¢ here:
the similarity of syntax with the construction noted above, the syntactical and

contextual parallels with otpagelg d¢ o Incovg at the beginning of the Gospel (1:38),

3" Leon Morris, The Gospel according to John: The English Text with Introduction,

Exposition and Notes (rev. ed.; NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 876.
375 Keener, The Gospel of John, 1238.
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the abrupt transition and change of subject, and/or perhaps the use of d¢ at the

beginning of two of the three previous sentences in vv. 18-19. P'%

attests the rougher
reading with asyndeton.

21:23: i mpog oe: It is difficult to reach a conclusion on this variant based
solely on internal evidence. The fact that these words are couched within a verbatim
repetition of a large portion of v. 22 (eav avtov Oedw PEVELY EOC EPYOLLOL TL TPOG GE)
could be taken as support for their inclusion as intrinsically probable or as evidence
for harmonization to the immediate context. The absence of these words may
indicate their omission as unnecessarily repetitious, or, as Beasley-Murray suggests,
“may be due to the desire of copyists to emphasize the main element in the
sentence.”’® Since these words do not constitute the “main element,” accidental
oversight of superfluous syntax also remains a possible explanation. In light of the
uncertainty involved, I have excluded this variation-unit as inconclusive for the
purposes of the analysis below (but see Diachronic Comparison section for mpog o€
in D).

21:24 o xon paptopav: Two factors serve to make the presence of kot a
transcriptionally more difficult and thus more probable reading than its absence.
First, after noting that kot in this case would carry the meaning “also” rather than
“both,” Abbott explains, “Kai would naturally be omitted by scribes before
paptop®dv because it would seem to them, if genuine, intended to mean “both”: and
this it could not mean.”’” The omission of ko, then, would be the elimination of
what appeared to be an incorrectly written correlative construction (k. ..ko), that
is, in relation to the ko before ypayag later in the sentence. Second, the nominative

construction involving article plus noun plus article plus participle, as in o panng o

376 Beasley-Murray, John, 395.
377 Edwin A. Abbott, Johannine Grammar (London: Adam and Charles Black, 1906), 149
n.3.
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paptopwv, occurs almost twice as frequently (aside from Revelation) in John than in
any other New Testament book. It would not be surprising if after writing this
construction nearly thirty times copyists stumbled over a unique occurrence with a
ko situated between the second article and the participle. Thus, whether it reflects a
conscious desire to “correct” the syntax, as in Abbott’s explanation, or an accidental
oversight of an unexpected word in a familiar construction, the absence of kot is
transcriptionally suspect. P'” appears to have the reading not affected by general
usage or the refinement of syntax.

21:24 avtov n papropla eotv: Among these word order variants, avtov n
paptopla oty is the least similar to parallel wording elsewhere in the Gospel. There
are several verses that contain some form of these words centered on paptopia and
anOng/ainbwn (5:31, 32; 8:13, 14, 17; 19:35), but 5:32 (aAnOng eotiv n poptupia)
and 19:35 (aAnBwn avtov eotiv (eoTtv avtov) N paptopla (a few with aAnbvn eotv
N poptuptla avtov) are the closest parallels to our verse. The former, with aAlog
€0TLV O LOPTVP®V TEPL. .., 0100 0Tl, and aAnbng, is the most syntactically parallel,
and the latter, with the emphasis on conveying eyewitness testimony, is the most
contextually parallel. Each of the readings in our variation-unit other than avtov n
paptopua eoty reflects the word order found in one of these two parallel verses (or,

109

in the case of 19:35, one of the major variants in that verse). P* attests a reading

that is not harmonized to parallel language within the Gospel.

Analysis of Manuscript based on Readings
Setting aside 21:23 Tt mpoc o€ as inconclusive, P'” supplies four variants for analysis
and no clearly identifiable singular or sub-singular readings (but see discussion in
next section regarding aAlot... in 21:18). Two of these are in variation-units that

109

probably derive from harmonization, and in both cases P attests the non-
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harmonized reading: 21:24 o ko paptopwv is not influenced by familiar syntax
involving noun plus participle used frequently throughout the Gospel, and 21:24
oVTOL M papTLVPLa 0TV 1s not harmonized to parallel wording in John involving
paptopro and oAnOng/aAnBwvn. The other two variation-units can be assessed
according to stylistic/syntactical difficulty, and in 21:20 emotpagpelg we have the
more difficult reading with asyndeton. 21:18 aAlol + plural verbs, however, is a less
difficult reading in which the more intuitive plural, with multiple executioners in
view, replaces the singular. To summarize, in three out of four of these variation-
units P'* has the internally more probable/more difficult reading. Its one improbable
variant concerning aAiot and the following verbs appears to be a “correction”
towards an easier text. It is reasonable to posit some level of influence from Gospel
Passion narratives at this point, but the fact that the alteration includes two verbs
along with the adjective indicates conscious editorial activity as opposed to

unconscious influence.

Diachronic Comparison of Created Readings
Among manuscripts up through the seventh century, the portion of text covered by
P'% s fully preserved in 01, A, B, D, and W. Due to the level of uncertainty about

what exactly was read in P'%

after the extant aAlot in v. 18, but accepting Cockle’s
suggestion that the papyrus probably contained some sort of unique reading (see note
in table above), I wish to make one general observation before setting aside this
section of text to explore the evidence from the remaining text covered by the

109 .

papyrus. Three of these five majuscules with which P is compared also attest a

singular reading in some portion of the text between aAlot and omov: the unique
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378 379

readings of 01* (momoovowv 6ot oca)’ ™ and A (oioel o omov)”” were clearly not
read in P'%, and, going just beyond what is extant in that papyrus, D has two unique
readings ((woovoet and anayovowv). Although agreement between B and C*
throughout this section of text makes it unlikely that the reading emerged
independently, it is at least worth noting that {woet o€ (i.e., these words in this order)
appears to be unique to these two witnesses. The creation of readings in this section,
therefore, appears to have been a problem for most of these witnesses, which means
that, at least for our purposes, these readings practically serve to cancel out one

another. If we now proceed to set them aside, we are left with the following

evidence:

pl%® (none)

01 (none)380

A (none)

378 Both the beginning of the verb and osa/omov are lacunose in P'” on recto lines 3 and 4
respectively, but the og at the end of line 3 suggests that whatever was read in P'”’, it was not this
singular reading of 01*.

37 From the ovoty verbal ending before og on recto 3 (and from what is implied already by
oAo) it is clear that P'” did not have this reading found in A ¢ ff*. The singularity lies in o1oet and
o¢ together, neither of which being singular on its own.

38021:18 v ypav in 01* falls in a lacuna in P'® (recto 2) and is thus excluded. The large
omission of v. 25 (eotwv...fpMa) in 01%* is also excluded because it was corrected contemporaneously
by the Scriptorium hand (IGNTP online).

3¥121:18 ov for ov (or ov without ov) in D* falls in a lacuna in P'” (recto 4) as does 21:24
otog for ovtog (verso 2) (and the latter was corrected by the first hand (IGNTP II, 552, 4)). I also
exclude the addition of xpc before ng in D at 21:25 as lacunose in P'® (verso 8) due to the flexibility
of spacing reflected in Cockle’s comments regarding o / oca. on the same line (see note under table).

109
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21:19 tovto] tawto’®* D (harmonized substitution, to general usage (e.g. 6:59; 7:9;
9:22; 11:11; 12:41))

383

21:23 tupog og] mpog o€’ D (harmonized omission, to general usage (cf. 14:18,

28; 17:11, 13))

21:24 avtov N HOPTLPLO EGTIV/EGTIV N LOPTLPLOL CVTOV]| EGTLV VTOV M uapwpux384 D
12211 (harmonized transposition, to usage elsewhere in John (19:35 (v.L.); cf. also

5:32))

W (none )385

The only observation to make here is the uniqueness of D: three singular/sub-
singular readings for this small portion of text compared to none in the other five

manuscripts.

Conclusions on Stability and/or Fluidity
The change from singular to plural for the substantive adjective aAAot and its
accompanying verbs constitutes the only clear evidence for freedom or fluidity in the
transmission represented by P'”. In the one place where we probably have a unique
reading, we see singular/sub-singular readings also attested in most of the later

majuscules used in this comparison. This observation coupled with the low

382 t]ovto is transcribed for P'% on recto 4 (editio princeps, 19; cf. plate V).

3% 11 falls in a lacuna in P'” at the end of verso 1, but see note on spacing for the 21:23 1
TPog o€ variation-unit in the table.

3% Only €0 of eotw at the beginning of verso 7 is extant in P'®, but see note on this
variation-unit in the table above.

3% On account of agreement between D¢ W @ it, I have not included 21:18 ov ov as an
independent creation of the scribe of W (agreement between W and ® (and a few others) in 21:19
eheyev for euev, which falls in a lacuna in P'® (recto 5), supports this exclusion).
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proportion of internally improbable readings (one in four) support characterizing P'*

as a testimony to stability and continuity in transmission.
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2.6. P! (P. Oxy. LXXI 4805
y

Introduction

P'?! is a rather small fragment from the lower portion of a leaf from a papyrus codex
from Oxyrhynchus, Egypt preserving some of John 19:17-18 on the recto and 19:25-
26 on the verso.**® Among Greek manuscripts dated to the second and third
centuries, it shares extant text only with P® (overlapping for portions of all four
verses). P'?' was published in 2007 by Juan Chapa and dated to the third century,
which has been subsequently reaffirmed by Orsini and Clarysse as reflected in the
Leuven Database.”® Chapa remarks, “The text is written with a narrow pen in a
right-sloping and mostly bilinear rapid script close to the ‘Severe Style’.”*™

This papyrus fragment is 3.3 cm. wide and 4.5 cm. high and preserves parts
of the last four lines of the page on both the recto (practically only three lines) and
the verso. There is a 2.5 cm. margin at the bottom of the fragment, but no other
margins are preserved. Chapa estimates that the page was 12 cm. wide and 28 cm.
high with one column of text measuring 10 x 24 cm. He calculates 37 lines per page
with an average of 23-24 letters per line, noting that the verso has an average of 22-
23 letters but that the reconstruction for the recto, with only one estimable line of 27
letters, is more difficult to determine. The codex of John’s Gospel represented by this
small fragment would have consisted of approximately 82 pages. In the end he

cautions, “It must be noted however that, considering the size of the fragment, all

3% For this and further introductory information, see Juan Chapa, ed., “Papyrus Oxyrhynchus
4805,” in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Volume LXXI, Graecco-Roman Memoirs 91 (London: Egypt
Exploration Society, 2007) 9-11, plate I (referred to as editio princeps for the remainder of this
chapter); INTF Liste; LDAB: http://www.trismegistos.org/ldab/text.php?tm=112360.

37 See editio princeps, 9; LDAB.

¥ Editio princeps, 9. Cf. LDAB.
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these figures are very tentative.”*” Chapa’s reconstruction of the page size places
P'*! into Turner’s Group 8.3

Chapa comments concerning what is extant for the name Kiona at 19:25
verso 1, “at the beginning of the line, a curving trace suggests o rather than w.”*’' He
interprets this to mean either that phonetic interchange has occurred between o and
®,>? or that Kieona from KAeomoc was possibly written. Elliott points out that H ¥
Q 69 have the spelling Khoma here, implying that there is no need or basis for
postulating a substitution to K\goma.>*® The nomen sacrum “1¢ is read for Incovg at
19:26 verso 2, which is also attested in P®°. pa for untepa is reconstructed in the
lacuna at 19:26 verso 2 based on spacing,”* which appears to be written in pleno in
P% 3% The very small remnant of a stroke at the end of verso 4 in 19:26 immediately
after up raises questions for Chapa, who says, “after rho there is only a tiny trace of
an oblique stroke at the base of the line, which does not suit iota, but rather alpha.”396
He suggests that the iota of upt could have been accidentally omitted and that avtov
may have been read afterwards, as in A @ £''* Maj. Elliott makes no mention of this
conjecture in his discussion presumably because he does not judge that what remains
of the stroke necessarily precludes iota.**” Based on spacing and the absence of a
supralinear bar over the extant mu P appears to write pntpt in pleno.”*® Only the
last letter nu and an accompanying supralinear bar are extant for what was probably a

staurogram for estavpooay at 19:18 recto 3, as it is rendered in P%%.*%

% Editio princeps, 10.

3% Editio princeps, 10. Cf. Turner, Typology, 95.

391 Editio princeps, 11.

32 Cf. Gignac I, 276.

393 J. Keith Elliott, “Four New Papyri Containing the Fourth Gospel and their Relevance for
the Apparatus Criticus,” JTS 59 (2008): 677.

9% Editio princeps, 11.

395 Cf. Martin and Barns, Papyrus Bodmer II, Supplément, 39, plate 135.

3% Editio princeps, 11. Cf. plate I.

37 Elliott, “Four New Papyri,” 677.

398 Cf. Martin and Barns, Papyrus Bodmer II, Supplément, 39, plate 135.

3% Editio princeps, 10, plate I; Elliott, “Four New Papyri,” 677.
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P'*! has two instances of diaeresis, one over the iota in eBpoiott at 19:17
recto 2, and the other with the iota in idwv at 19:26 verso 2. There is a space before 1¢
at the beginning of 19:26 verso 2, which Chapa says, “probably serves as
punctuation.”*" Based on its conventional size, semi-literary script, and the use of a
space for punctuation, Charlesworth tentatively places P'*' in his list of “‘Public”

59401

Gospel Manuscripts.” This fragment is currently housed at the Ashmolean

Museum, Oxford.

Variation-Unit Represented*"

Variation-Unit Variants P"*" Transcribed
19:17 o Aeyetar Eppoiori’® o Aeyeton EBpaiott P 01 A B ...Aeye | Ton €]Ppaiott (recto 1-
K W 579. 1844 it 2)%

oc Aeyeton EBpaictt DN T O £
113565, 700. 892°. 1241. 1424
Maj. e

EBpaiott 8¢ L X W 33. 249 vg*
sa bo™ (b vg™™™ ly)

Unique Reading
Place of Variation Readings P"*" Transcribed
19:18 alhovg dvo evtevbev kar | aAAovg dvo gvievbev kat [ Joeviev[Bev (recto 4)*”
evtevbev evtevbev (om. dvo 2145) rell

dvo adrovg tevbev ko evievbey
DS

oAlovc dVo Anotog evievbev Kat
evtevfev 1071 (evBev 1321)

“ Editio princeps, 10. Cf. plate I.

! Charlesworth, ““Catholicity,”” 43.

“2 Transcriptions are based on editio princeps.

%3 This is the only variation-unit treated in NA28 that is represented (and only partially) by
P'?! (see following note). It is insufficiently extant for 19:17 Tohyoba and 19:25 Mapua [2] (cf. editio
princeps, 10, 11).

It can only be determined from what is extant that d¢ is not read after EBpaicti, which is

followed by a gamma presumably belonging to T'olyoOa (editio princeps, 10, plate I). Cf. Elliott,
“Four New Papyri,” 677.
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oAlovc Vo gvtevbey eva Ko
gvtevbev gva 348. 1579

oAloVC VO evievbev Kal eva,
gvtevbev 579

..o gvtevBev [1]... P!

Commentary on Variant

121 does not support

19:17 ... Aeyeton EBpaiott: It is clear from what is extant that P
the variant with d¢ after EBpaiott. The syntax in our verse is very similar to that in
19:13 where EBpaioti 6¢ I'appaba is read. Furthermore, there are other readings in
19:17 that similarly suggest influence from that verse, including torov Agyopevov
POV T £13700. 892°. 1424 pm it sa™" bo and TapBoda X. Thus, in so far as it does

not read with Eppaiott 8¢, P'?' does not attest the reading that is harmonized to the

immediate context.

Commentary on Unique Reading
19:18 ...a evtevbev [1]...: Both Anotog (1071. 1321) and eva (348. 579. 1579) from
Mark are read by some witnesses at this section of text in John.**® These readings,
especially that in 579 where eva precedes one of the occurrences of evievfev, lend
support to Chapa’s proposal that eva in Mark’s Gospel may have exercised influence

121

on what was written in P'“". The attestation of eva with gvtev0ev in these other

witnesses, though different in terms of placement, gives plausibility to Chapa’s

%05 What should be reconstructed for recto lines 3 and 4 is unclear in light of the lack of space
for evtevOev in the lacuna at the beginning of line 4 and the presence of the alpha that falls between
the lacuna and the evtevOev that is partially extant. Chapa says spacing precludes reconstructing with
evtevbev k]a (with an omitted iota) preceding evtev[0ev. He remarks, “it is very difficult to think of a
good restoration with an ending in alpha. [ev]a evtev[0gv kot eva gvievfev would be a remote
possibility.” He adduces the text in Mark 15:27 with gva ek de&lov kot eva €€ evovopmv avtov for
comparison, implying the possibility of harmonization to this parallel account (editio princeps, 11).
Elliott, on the other hand, is less willing to postulate what may have preceded the extant alpha,
commenting, “No plausible restoration presents itself for what could have been read here” (“Four
New Papyri,” 677). See further discussion in analysis to follow.

% Neither Chapa nor Elliott mentions these readings.
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proposed interpretation of the extant alpha immediately before what is presumably
the first occurrence of evtevbev. It can thus be reasonably concluded, though

tentatively, that P'*' likely attested a harmonization to Mark 15:27.

Analysis of Manuscript based on Readings
This small fragment supplies only one variant and one potential singular reading for

121 - -
is in 19:17 and concerns

our analysis. The one variation-unit represented by P
harmonization, at least as it pertains to the presence or absence of d¢ after Efpaiortt.
P'?! attests the variant that is not harmonized to the use of 8¢ after Efpoiott in the

immediate and preceding context. Thus, P'*!

reads with the internally more probable
variant in the one instance where it provides testimony.

As discussed above, it appears that P'*' read singularly in placing eva before
evtevBev in 19:18, although it is possible that the extant alpha belonged to another
word. Very little can be said about this hypothetical reading, but two points are worth
noting. First, it is indeterminable whether or not eva was read before both instances
of evtevbev. Just as 579 places eva only before the second evtevBeyv, the scribe of
P'*! could have done the same before the first (assuming of course that the extant
evtevBev is in fact the first one, as Chapa proposes). Two occurrences of eva would
probably imply some level of conscious editorial activity to bring the text into
conformity with that of Mark or to simply provide clarification. On the other hand,
one instance of eva, as we have in 579, would neither demand nor imply
intentionality, since the word could have slipped in due to unconscious influence.
Second, if the latter were the case, the letters e-v at the beginning of evtevbev, in

addition to familiarity with the text of Mark, could have played a role in prompting

its insertion. This means that even if we accept Chapa’s restoration based on the
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extant alpha that precedes evievfev, we may have nothing more than a one-word
harmonization prompted by unconscious influence.

Among other second and third century witnesses, P'*' shares extant text with
P®, which itself is fragmentary for this portion of John 19. Leaving aside
orthographic readings, P'*! agrees with P® one out of two times (50%): agreement
(19:17 EBpaiott not followed by o¢ (although it is unknown whether or not they
agreed in reading o Aeyetan)); disagreement (P'*' reading listed first) (19:18 ...a
evtevBev [1] | dvo evtevbev (although the nature and extent of disagreement is
impossible to determine with confidence)). If the latter reading, which is unique to
P'?! is removed from this comparison, then these two papyri agree in the one

variation-unit for which they overlap.

Diachronic Comparison of Created Readings
Among manuscripts up through the seventh century, the portion of text covered by
p"?!is fully preserved in 01, A, B, N, and W. Listed below are the readings deemed
likely to have been created by each respective scribe:

121
P

.?407 P121

19:18 aAlovg dvo gvtevbev...] aAlovg 0vo eva evtevbev.. (harmonized

addition, to parallel (Mark 15:27))

01 (none)‘m8

Y7 See comments and notes above regarding the tentative nature of this reading.

48 1 exclude the 01* omission of the text from Incovc to untepa (corrected to 1 de WDV TV
ppa) and the addition of kot before Aeyet, both in 19:26, because they were corrected
contemporaneously by the Scriptorium hand (S1) (cf. IGNTP II, 520, 7). I have also chosen to exclude
8¢ in 01°" it sy” sa bo from this comparison, since the extent of versional support taken together with
the fact that it is a corrected reading suggest that it was inherited rather than created.
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A (none)

B (none)‘m9

N (none)

Ww:
19:26 napeotmro] om.*'® W A* (omission prompted by anticipation of the relative

clause (ov nyana) modifying paOntv / influence from general usage (cf. 20:2; 21:7,

20))

Our papyrus and Codex W, which together constitute one third of the manuscripts
used in this comparison, each attests a single unique reading, while the others have
none. This hardly paints a picture of numerical discontinuity. In terms of the
character of readings, it should be reiterated that there is only evidence (and even this

121

is tentative) for the insertion of one eva in P ~, with there being no need to postulate

a second insertion in the portion of text that is beyond the range of what is preserved

411 121

on the recto.”  We thus find correspondence between the reading of P and that of
W. Each involves one word and reflects influence from familiar text, whether from
within the Gospel of John (19:26 om. tapeotota by W) or from another Gospel
(19:18 add. eva by P'*"). Although the data here are extremely limited, we can
observe that neither in terms of quantity nor in terms of character does the reading of

P'?! give the impression of discontinuity.
g p Yy

49 As already noted, 19:17 Tolyo® in B sa™ falls in a lacuna in P'*! (recto 2).

19 The m is partially extant in P'*' at verso 3 and is transcribed with a sublinear dot (see
editio princeps, 10, plate I).

11 Cf. the reading of 579 above.
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Conclusions on Stability and/or Fluidity
This is a very small body of evidence and provides little data from which to draw
conclusions. Nevertheless, the notion that a high level of fluidity or freedom existed
at the time in which P'*! was copied does not receive support from what is available
here. It reads with a transcriptionally more probable reading in the one place where
its variants can be assessed, and its one hypothetical singular reading may very well
reflect a minor and accidental harmonization. No marked difference emerges when

its transmission is compared with that of the later majuscules.
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2.7.P° (P. Oxy. 11 208 & XV 1781)

Introduction
P’ constitutes two fragments from a papyrus codex of approximately 25 sheets in a
single quire found at Oxyrhynchus, Egypt.*'* The first fragment (P. Oxy. 208) is 7.5
cm wide and 21.2 cm. high and consists of two leaves comprising the first and the
sixth page on the verso with John 1:23-31 and 20:19-25 respectively, and the second
and fifth page on the recto with 1:33-40 and 20:11-17 respectively. The second
fragment (P. Oxy. 1781) is 6.8 cm wide and 24.5 cm. high, and consists of one leaf
comprising the third page on the recto with 16:14-22 and the fourth page on the
verso with 16:22-30. The outer edges of the first fragment are not extant, and the first
leaf is lacking three lines at the bottom while the second leaf is lacunose in the
middle and at the end. Turner puts the reconstructed page size at 12.5 cm. wide and
25 cm. high.*"® There were approximately 27 lines per page with a range of 21 to 33
letters per line.

Grenfell and Hunt dated P’ to the third century and noted that it was likely
from the second half of that century.*'* The INTF and Orsini and Clarysse have
assigned it to the third century generally.*"> The editors describe the hand as a “round
upright uncial of medium size” that is of “an informal semi-literary type.”*'® P

belongs to the “Alexandrian stylistic class,” but without “the loops and ornamental

“12 For the following introductory information see especially Bernard P. Grenfell and Arthur

S. Hunt, eds, “Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 208,” in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Part II (London: Egypt
Exploration Fund, 1899) 1-8 (hereafter referred to as editio princeps 1899); idem, eds., “Papyrus
Oxyrhynchus 1781,” in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Part XV (London: Egypt Exploration Society,
1922) 8-12 (hereafter referred to as editio princeps 1922); K. Aland, Repertorium I, 221; LDAB:
http://www.trismegistos.org/ldab/text.php?quick=2780.

13 Turner, Typology, 145. He places it in his Group 8 (20).

14 See editio princeps 1922, 8-9; for range of dates proposed, see IGNTP I, 17.

MK, Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste, 3; Orsini and Clarysse, “Manuscripts and Their Dates,”
469.

16 Editio princeps 1899, 2.
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serifs,” along with P> and P'® 7 It attests diaeresis over initial iota and upsilon, the
use of a supralinear bar for final nu, nomina sacra for 6eoc, Incovg, Xpiotog, and

Tvevpa (with the latter three having the conflated form),*'®

short blank spaces for
pauses, two cases of rough breathing marks, and a number of corrections by either
the first hand or a contemporary diorthotes (I list the corrections in the following
paragraph).*'® This manuscript overlaps in places with P? (16:22-30), P® (1:23-31;
33-40; 16:14-30; 20:11-16, 19-20, 22-23, 25), P” (1:23-31; 33-40), P'° (1:29-31,
40) and P'"? (23-28, 38-40). Grenfell and Hunt noted an affinity with 01 in their
publication of the first fragment, but no such affinity was detected in the second
fragment.**° Epp places the manuscript in his D-Group.*! Grenfell and Hunt

422 and the Alands categorize P° as

identify in both fragments a “tendency to brevity,
a “normal” text.*” It is currently housed at the British Library in London, England.
P’ attests the following corrections: 1:38 ot 3¢ is added supralinearly and

erasure dots are placed over awto (recto 15-16; 2.1);**

20:19 xou between pecov and
Aeyer was originally omitted but then corrected via supralinear insertion (verso 2;
6.1); 16:19 o 1s added supralinearly before Incovg (recto 13; 3.2); 16:24 first
sentence is omitted due to a leap between occurrences of ev T ovopartt pov, which is
corrected with an insertion at the bottom of the page (verso 35/8);** 16:29 the avtm
after Aeyovov is added supralinearly. There are also the following orthographic

corrections: 16:20 AvmmOnoecbe (recto 20; 3.2) from AowmnOncecbe by striking

through the omicron and changing iota to upsilon; 16:21 Avmnv (recto 22; 3.2) after

7 Orsini and Clarysse, “Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 458.

18 Given the amount of extant text, I do not list each of them here, but see K. Aland,
Repertorium I, 221.

19 See editio princeps 1922, 9; Head, “Habits,” 404-405.

20 Editio princeps 1899, 2; 1922, 9.

“! Epp, “Significance,” 100.

jéz Editio princeps 1922, 9.

® K. Aland and B. Aland, Text, 95-96.
424« 17 indicates “second page, first fragment™ as given in IGNTP L.
25 Cf. construal of what occurred in editio princeps, 12 and Head, “Habits,” 404.
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correction of Aoutnv by insertion of v over ot. I take the readings of the manuscript to

be those after correction.

Variation-Units Represented**®
Variation-Unit Variants P>° Transcribed
1:25 kot eumoy avte™’ Kol emay (E1TOV) oVTO [—] (verso 5; 1.1)**
. PI 19vid T 251 1
1:27 0 omcw™ 0 omow (—o 01* B) [0 omicw] (verso 10; 1.1)*°

pOOTSIINIAI20 01 B C* L T W* @
083 £' 33.579. 1241 a sy**

avtog (ovtog P) eotv 0 omc®
ACKNMTAY f‘3 565.700.
892. 1424 Maj. lat sy™"

1:27 gpyopevog gpyopevoc P71V g1 B C* L epYOe | v]og (verso 10-11;
N* T W* ¥ 083 ' 33.579. 1. 1)
1241 b 1sy*“ co

EPYOUEVOG 0G (— ®) gumpocev
{ov yeyovev ACKN'TAOf

3565.700. 892. 1424 Maj. lat
(p)hb mss

#26 Some variation-units are excluded from consideration as based on singular/sub-singular
readings: 1:25 om. ka1 npomacov avtov 01; 1:38 tva ©; 1:39 extn A; 20:12 om. dvo 01%*; 20:12 om.
v Agvkolg kabelopevoug D and kabelopevoug v Aevkoig 01; 16:19 enepotnoat TEPL TOVTOV D and
TEPL TOVTOV EPOTAY ®; 16:19 ovkett ©; 16:21 Avmng D; 16:18 11 AaAet is excluded since it is unclear
whether P° had 11 Aaket or o Aeyet (recto 13; 3.2), and its omission is a sub-singular reading of B
(some of these readings are treated in the Diachronic Comparison section). Some variation-units are
added based on the readings of P>: 1:25 om. kot emay oavtm; 20:24 ovv nAbev; 20:25 om. airoy; 20:25
om. avtov. Brackets and sublinear dots in the transcriptions follow IGNTP I unless otherwise noted,
and numbers listed after the line number represent the page and fragment respectively (e.g., 2.1 =
second page, first fragment) See comment in Diachronic Comparison section for why I do not
consider the several P° and 01 agreements to be sub-singular.

" The presence or absence of ot 1in 1:24 is excluded as lacunose (Verso 3).
There is “evidently no room in this line” for this clause (editio princeps 1899, 6). Cf.
IGNTP I, 28, 130 (npw[ 15-20 ]/ ntileig). I am reluctant to consider this omission a sub-singular
reading on account of the number of supporting witnesses and the fact that it is (apparently) read by
two early papyri. This reading has thus not been included under P° (or P'" in that treatment) in the
Dlachromc Comparlson of singular/sub-singular readmgs below.
29 The text between Ioavvng and véatt in 1:26 is lacunose in P’ (verso 8), with the result

that the variation-units concerning Aeyov and pev (as well as vpoc, which appears to be read in P!
(see discussion under treatment of that manuscript)) are excluded from consideration. d¢ after pecog
and eoTKEY in 1:26 are also excluded as lacunose (verso 9).

3% “There can be no doubt” that it read without avtoc/ovtoc eotwv (editio princeps 1899, 6).
Cf. IGNTP I, 130 (o180 16-21 /1 Jog)). I have reshaped the variation-unit to exclude consideration of
the presence or absence of the article, which is too lacunose for a determination.

*! This is immediately followed by [0]v o[vk.

428
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432

1:27 ovk gyt ey® ovk eyt gy PV BN T W W | o[vk eyt (verso 11; 1.1)
083.579

ovk eyt P 71201 C L £ 33,
565 aur* q

gym ovk eyt AK T A @O £ 700.
892. 1241. 1424 Maj. lat

1:27 vrodnporoc*? VTOOMUOITOG [vmodnpotoc] (verso 12; 1.1)%*

VrodnpoTog ovtog (ekewvog E F
G H 2%*) vpag Bonticet ev
nvevpatt oy kortopt EF G H
N 2*

> ev fnbavia gyeveto ev B[nBavia eyeveto (verso 13;

1.1)

1:28 gv fnbavia eyeveto™

eyeveto ev Pnbovia P01 it

1:30 vrep™® vrep P71V g% B Cx WS rep (verso 19; 1.1)

nept01>’ACCKLNPTAO VY
0101 £ 33. 565. 579. 700.
892. 1241. 1424. 12211 Maj.;

Epiph

1:33 gv wvevpatt oyo®’ €V TVELHLOTL Oy ev Vi o | ywo] (recto 5-6; 2.1)*%®
£V TVELLLATL 0yl Kat Topt P72V
C*sa

1:35 mov™ TOALV [ ] (recto 8; 2.1)*°

_ P75 T¥be I‘] Sy&c.p boms

2 Grenfell and Hunt comment, “syo was certainly not read by the papyrus before ovk ...

and probably not after gyut...for its insertion would make the line longer than any other in this
column” (Zeditio princeps 1899, 6).
3 1:27 akog is excluded as lacunose (verso 11).
** See transcription of verso lines 12-13 in editio princeps 1899, 3.
435 . . . . .
The variation-unit concerning fnfavio is excluded as lacunose.
436 The presence or absence of the article before Ioavvng in 1:28 is excluded as lacunose

(verso 142.

371 exclude the variation-unit in 1:33 regarding to before vdatt as lacunose and
indeterminate based on spacing (recto 2).

¥ Editio princeps, 6 notes, regarding another point, that the line already seems slightly long.

9 The reading of P° at 1:34 0 vioc/ekhektog is lacunose (recto 7). Contra Comfort,
Encountering the Manuscripts, 337, it is not clear whether the partially extant sigma belonged to viog
or eKAEKTOG, since it cannot be determined with certainty whether or not viog was written in pleno, and
since an alignment of the letters from recto lines 5-6 and 8-9 with the omicron of tov on recto 7
suggests that either viog or exkiextog would fill the space to the left (i.e., either 18 or 22 letters
compared with 18, 21, 20, 17 on lines 5-6, 8-9 in roughly the same-sized space; cf. IGNTP I, plate 3)
(see editio princeps 1899, 4, 7 for exAiextog and IGNTP I, 29 for viog).
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1:36 gov™! fgov [Bv ] (recto 11;2.1)**2

Bgov 0 apwv TV apopTIoY graq
apaptiag W) tov koopov POO*
C* W° 892*. 1241 a aur ff°

443 444

1:38 otpagelg d¢ OTPAPELS OE otpapels dle (recto 13; 2.1)

otpapelg 01* T 083

1:39 oyeobe*? oyeobe P B C* L W* ¥° 083 | oye]obe (recto 18; 2.1)
f'33.579 sa™*; O™

Wete 01 ACCKNPIAO £
565.700. 892. 1241. 1424 Maj.
latt sa™* bo; Or™

20:16 ka1 mpocedpapev KoL TPOGESPOLEV ayacOat [ -] (recto 19-20; 5.1)*’
ayacdar owtov* (m}yss@m ) avtov 01 O ¥
f ngss Sy(s).h

20:24 n\oev**® nABev [ovv nAO]ev (verso 14; 6.1)*

ovv n\Bev 01%*

“0 There is not space for this word between the € of emowpiov on the previous line and vng of
wwoavvng on this line (IGNTP I, 133 allows 15-20 letter spaces, and 19-20 (depending on giotnket) are
already reconstructed without TaAwv).

#1135 o before loavvng is excluded as lacunose (recto 8).

“2 There is obviously no room for this addition per the extant text at the end of the line.

3 1:37 kon is excluded as lacunose (recto 11), and ot dvo padnrot avtov is treated below in
the table of unique readings.

4 57 kau B¢ is extant on this line after the epsilon (editio princeps 1899, 4).

5 Determining whether or not ovte was read after axohovBovvtag (1:38) in the lacuna on
recto 15 is complicated by the fact that avtoig on the same line was omitted in 01*. I have excluded
both from consideration. Spacing seems inconclusive regarding whether or not ped was attached to
gppnvevopevov on recto 16, despite Grenfell and Hunt’s comments favoring eppnvevouevov (editio
princeps 1899, 7; cf. IGNTP I, plate 3 for the alignment of letters immediately after lacunae on
surrounding lines). I likewise exclude the presence or absence of ovv in 1:39 (recto 19). The same-
sized lacunae in the two preceding lines (one with 18 and the other with 19 letters) do not appear to
necessarily favor either the presence of ovv (resulting in 20 letters) or its absence (17 letters) in the
lacuna on this line.

6 1 present this variation-unit in this way so as to set it apart from the d18ackohe/kvpie unit
of variation just before (see table of unique readings below). The following variation-units are
excluded from consideration as too lacunose to make a determination: 20:11 e€w KAatovca (recto 1);
20:14 tavta (recto 9-10); 20:15 article before Incovg (recto 12); 20:16 article before Incovg, Mapay,
d¢ after otpageica (recto 17-18); 20:16 papPouvt (recto 18-19); 20:17 o before Incovg and pn pov
amtov (recto 19-20).

“7 The placement of 1 and T at the beginning of lines 20 and 21 respectively appear to
preclude the additional clause. See related discussion concerning 20:16 didackaie/kvpie in the table
of unique readings below.

#820:19 o before Inoovc (verso 1-2), 20:23 Twvov (two occurrences) (verso 10-11), and
20:23 agpemvtot (verso 11) are excluded as lacunose. Since it is unclear whether or not kot was read
after ede1&ev (verso 4) and whether avtov or avtolg came after mhevpav (verso 5) in 20:20, which in

137




20:24 Incovg

Incovc 01 BD

0IncovcAKLWIAOGVY
050. 078 7> 33. 565. 700.
892°. 1241. 1424. 1844 Mayj.

‘g (verso 14; 6.1)

20:25 alrot

oAlOL

—01* 122 bo sy’

[—] (verso 15; 6.1)*°

20:25 avtov™'
(1™ occurrence)

avTOL

—01*

[ -] (verso 17; 6.1)*?

16:15 mavtao oca. .. ovayyehet
VUV

TOVTO 0GA. .. AVOLYYEAEL DLV

_ P66 01* Sa_ms bomss

navto oc]a...[avaylyehel v
(recto 2-4; 3.2)*°

16:15 gwmov

EToV

gurov v 012 L N @ it sy*™™™
sa™ ly bo™

guto]v (recto 3; 3.2)**

16:16 pe*’

pe P® 01 BD L W it sa ly bo™

ue ot (+ eyw 892°%) vroayw mpog
tov atepo AKNT A ® 068
13565, 579. 700. 892°. 1424. 1
844 Maj. lat sy pbo bo™

pe kot ott (€yw 33) vToy® TPog
tov matepa W 33. 1241

[ue] (recto 6; 3.2)

16:17 ov

ov

[ov] (recto 9; 3.2)*°

each case makes characterizing the reading of P’ difficult, these entire variation-units are excluded as

lacunose.

9 Editio princeps 1899, 6, 8, IGNTP I, 35, and Comfort and Barrett, Text, 78 agree in
reconstructing with ovv before nABev in 20:24 on verso 14 (rather than after eéleyov in 20:25 on verso
15) and without aAAot before podntot in 20:25 on verso 15. Grenfell and Hunt regard this as “clear,”
since otherwise line 14 would be “considerably too short” and line 15 “impossibly long” (8). The

IGNTP editors note that with a space after avtwv plus the presence of ovv the lacuna on line 14 would
be “adequately filled,” and that the 21-22 letters permitted before |paka on line 15 do not leave space
for ovv or aAlot (see 35, 407, 408).

40 gee note above for 20:24 nADev.

#120:25 tov tomov is excluded as lacunose (verso 17) because it is impossible to know
whether P° read with Tumov or Tomov.

2 Based on a comparison with the same-sized lacuna of the previous line, Grenfell and Hunt
note that “there can be little doubt” that the papyrus read without avtov after yepow (editio princeps
1899, 8). See also IGNTP I, 408 which allows for 21-22 letters on verso 17 before the Jmov of Tvmov
(or ronov%, whereas 27 letter-spaces would be needed to accommodate avtov.

? See transcription in IGNTP I, 30.
Editio princeps 1922, 11 notes that “to read eimov vut]v...would overload the lacuna.”
3 16:16 ovkett is lacunose (recto 5).

454
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ovkeTt D W ¥ 33

16:17 vrayw vaye P01 ABLNY r” | [vrayo] (recto 11; 3.2)*’
33. 118.209. 565. 579. 700. I
844 lat pbo

gyouvmoyo DKWTIT A® f!
892°. 1241. 1424 Maj. (f) sy" sa

ly bo

16:18 gkeyov ovv g\eyov ovv gheyov ouv (recto 11; 3.2)
—D* it sy®

16:18 0 Aeyet™® oAeyet 01’ ABD’KLNT A® | [—] (recto 12; 3.2)*°

¥ 068. 33. 700. 892°. 1241.
1424. (1844) Maj. lat sy ly bo;
Or

~P®01*D* W £ 1. 565. 579
it sa pbo

16:19 0 001D 1.33.565 o (recto 13; 3.2)*°

oww o AKNT AW £ 700.
892°. 1241. 1424 Maj.

de 00 579. 1844

-BLW

16:19 nBerov nbeiov n[Blehov (recto 13; 3.2)

nuerkov PO 01 W 579 ¢ ff

16:20 vpeig vpec 01* B D 1 it sy’ sa™ ly bo | ueig (recto 20; 3.2)

UuSL%(SsOleKLNWFA(O
¥ £ 33.565. 579. 700. 892°.
1241. 1424. 1844 Maj. aur vg
Syh Samss boms

16:21 wpa wpa. wpa (recto 23; 3.2)

nuepa P D it sy*? ly

6 At 29 or 30 letters with ov, this line is already longer than most of those above and below
(cf. IGNTP 1, 30; editio princeps 1922, 9).
#7 «“The lacuna would not admit of eym vrayw” (editio princeps 1922, 11).
¥ 71 gowv Tovto and To in 16:18 are lacunose (recto 12).
9 Editio princeps 1922, 11 says, “for tovto o Agyet...there is clearly no room.”
%9 This is the reading of P after correction. IGNTP 1, 30, 31 points out the supralinear
insertion of o, which is not reflected in editio princeps, 9 (cf. IGNTP I, plate 4).
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16:22 ovv vov pev Avmnyv

ovv Vov pev Aanv P~ 01°B
C*DLWW1.33.565. 1844
lat

VoV pev ovv Aveny 01%*

0oLV AVTNV pev vov A C’KNT
A © (700). 892°. 1241 Maj.

HEV 0LV Avmny vuv 3
Avmny pev 579

ovv Avmtnyv 1424

ovVv | vuv pev [Avany (recto 27;
3.2 —verso 28/1; 4.2)

16:22 alp81461

apet
apet B D* T it vg™™ sa ly bo

apaper W

apet (verso 31/4; 4.2)

16:23 ov 11

av 1t B C L Iat; Or

otto (e)ov 01 ® 33. 1241. 1 844
ot (ot ?) (e)av PV A W
oegav N

ottooa (e)av K T' A £ 565.
579.700. 892°. 1424 Maj.

(+otuD*) eav D ¥

av ti (verso 34/7; 4.2)

16:23 gv t® ovopaTt pov
dmaet vy

£V T® ovo!glom LoV d®GEL Uuw
PPPYACDKNWTI OV B

1. (8on 33). 565. 579. 700. 892°.

1241. 1424 Maj. lat(t) sy pbo bo

OWGCEL LUV EV T® OVOLLATL OV
01BC*L A I844saly

dwoet vy 118

dwoet vpew] | ev to ov[op]at[t
pov (verso 34-35/7-8; 4.2)

16:25 8pXS’E(11462

epyeton 01 BC* D* L W 1. 33.
579 lat sa pbo bo; Or

(+ Tavta 892°%) aAla EPXETOL A
C'D’KNTAO®Y " 565.
700. 892°. 1241. 1424. 1844
Maj. c fqr'sy"ly

[epxeton] (recto 38/11; 4.2)*

461
462

16:22 gyxete is lacunose (verso 28/1).
16:24 oaterte is lacunose (verso 35/8).

463 «“The line is sufficiently filled without oAda...before epyeta, especially as a short blank

space may well have been left after vuewv” (editio princeps 1922, 12).
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16:25 amoyyelo

omoyysho PP ABC* DKL W
©® 33.579°. 1844

avoyyeho CNT A W £ 565.
579%.700. 892°. 1424 Maj.

avayyeho 1241
amoyyellm 01

AOANC® PO

58

amoyye[Aw (verso 41/14; 4.2)

16:26 mept vpuwv

TEPL VUOV

—P*™36bcely

[ -] (verso 44/17; 4.2)*°

16:27 tov Bgov

100 000 CCKWT AW '8
565.700. 892°. 1241. 1424 Maj.

fsov 01*%° A N © 33. 579

0V (— Olzag notpoc 012 B C* D
L 1844 (ff) co

0v (verso 47/20; 4.2)

16:28 eEnABov mapa Tov
TATPOG

eEnABov mapa ToV TATPOG

—D W b ff* sy* ly pbo

e&nAOov] | mapa Tov Tpg (verso
47-48/20-21; 4.2)

16:28 mapa

nopa P20IACPKNTA® f
113565.579.700. 892°. 1241.
1424. 1844 Maj.

ek BC*L WY 33

mapo. (verso 48/21; 4.2)

16:29 Leyovow ™

Aeyovowy 01 BC* N © W 1. 565

eqvg™ sy

Aeyovowy avtm (01%) A C* D K
LWT A £®33.579.700. 892°.
1241. 1424. 1844 Mayj. lat

ph
sy*PME co

Ag] | yovow avte (verso 50-
51/23-24; 4.2)*7

Unique Readings*®®

464

of 01, cannot be ruled out, it is clear that P* did not read avoyyeho.
35 See editio princeps 1922, 12 and IGNTP I, 358 (epatno[ 9-16 / 1 Jop). For P® see Martin
and Barns, Papyrus Bodmer II, Supplément, 19, plate 115.

46

%16:29 v is lacunose (verso 51/24).

Editio princeps 1922, 10 reads amoy’ye[how. While anayyehlw, which is a singular reading

%7 This is the reading after correction, which involved the supralinear insertion of avt® (cf.
IGNTP 1, 33, 359 (listed as a first hand correction — P**); editio princeps, 12).
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Place of Variation Readings P>° Transcribed

1:37 ot dvo padntor avtov ot 5vo padnrot avtoy P12V ot 61)0 [nobnton (recto 11-12;
01 B(892)b 2.1)%

01 6Vo aVToL padNTOL P C*
L W*W¥ 083.33.579

VIOV oL (-o1 1346) dvo padntot
ACKNPTA® £ 565.
709. 1241. 1346. 1424 Maj. lat

sy

avtov ot dvo padntot avtov 28
(69)

ot dvo padnror PV 157

1:38 emav avtw eimov (ewwov) avtw rell gutov ao[te (recto 15-16; 2.1)*7°

ewmoy P 251, 1424

1:40 ITetpov [etpov rell [ -] (recto 22; 2.1)*"!
_ PSvid
20:16 S18ackore d18ackore rell [ ke ] (recto 19; 5.1)*"

Koupte ddackore D d (magister
domine ff**) (magister et
domine e)

i 1
xopte P ar

%% In 16:17 something unusual seems to have been present between what appears to be the
nu of eumav at the end of recto 6 (3.2) and the alpha of pabntwv on recto 7 (Head, “Habits,” 405 points
out that the partially extant nu supports reconstructing €iav at the end of line 6 (as in editio princeps,
9) instead of at the beginning of line 7 (IGNTP I, 30). Otherwise, there would be only nine letters,
[ovv ek TV ], in a space that calls for 12-17 (see IGNTP I, 353).

%9 There is no space for avtov, as “it is 1mp0551ble to get twenty-five letters into the lacuna
of this line [recto 12]” (edltloprmceps 1899, 7).

Y19°See editio princeps, 4 for transcription. P*° apparently attests the erasure of avtm by
means of supralinear dots presumably in conjunction with the supralinear insertion of ot d¢ (editio
princeps 1899, 7 says ot 6 was added “by the original scrlbe ? whereas IGNTP I, 29, 134 notes it
generally asa correction potentially by another hand (P°C rather than P**€ (see page 6))).

! The text with aﬁskq)oc Zipwvog [etpov €1 ek Tv dvo “is considerably too long for the
space here available” (editio princeps 1899, 7). Although Grenfell and Hunt ultimately preferred the
“safer” option of seeing twv as omitted in the lacuna, which has other manuscript support in the
tradition, their reasoning and evidence adduced from the lacuna on the next line (which indicates that
22 letters were present in the lacuna on our line) support an omission that matches the length of
ITetpov (5, 7). The IGNTP I editors think that the size of the lacuna necessitates seeing a longer
omission than that of tv, thus concluding that [Tetpov was omitted (29, 135 (a / [18-24]vo)). There
would be 25 letters in the lacuna if T@v were omitted instead of ITetpov. Cf. brief comment in favor of
the omission of [Tetpov by Juan Chapa, ed., “Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 4803,” in The Oxyrhynchus
Papyri, Volume LXXI, Graeco-Roman Memmrs 91 (London: Egypt Exploration Society, 2007) 5.

7 For transcription see IGNTP I, 34. For recto lines 19-21 only B at the beginning of line 19,
L at the beginning of 20, and 7 at the beginning of 21 are extant. Grenfell and Hunt comment that the
reading with pafBouvi o Aeyetar didackaie Aeyet ovtn [0] Ing “produces a line of at least thirty-four
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16:27 eym ey rell — (verso 47/20; 4.2)

_p’

Commentary on Variants
1:25 om. kot ewmav avte: Grenfell and Hunt comment that because there is
manuscript support for the absence of both ka1 npocav avtov and kot oy avto,
the longer reading with both of them was likely a conflation.*”? On the other hand,
the text with both clauses coheres with John’s frequent use of parataxis (“and they

. . . 474
answered him and said to him”),*’

so that it might be supposed that the omission of
each clause reflects different attempts to smooth out redundancy when the sense is
clear with only one of them.*”” However, neither of these explanations does justice to
the immediate context. The letters surrounding ko1 npotnoav avtov (see under 01 in
Diachronic Comparison section below) strongly suggest that npotoav avtov kot (a
more accurate way of depicting the unit of variation)*’® was omitted by a leap from
the same to the same (Qapiooimy Kot NpOTCAY 0VTOV Ko, or simply from ko to
kat). As for ko eurav avto, we see that the last occurrence of ko npotoav avtov,
which is in v. 21, is written alone, without ka1 gutov avte or any other words. This
indicates that in v. 25 copyists were likely influenced by the kot npowtoav avtov
written just a few verses before and thus inadvertently skipped over the second

verbal clause straight to the dialogue. This conclusion is strengthened by the fact that

in both cases the dialogue begins with 11 ovv (except for in a few witnesses in v. 21).

letters, which is obviously too long” (editio princeps 1899, 7). Based on this observation, along with
the other readings that are attested at this point, they propose that ke was read instead of d1dackale.
The IGNTP editors express their agreement with this judgment (34, 405). The curious reconstruction
of line 19 supplied by Comfort and Barrett, Text, 77 (B[ovvi ke pov Aeyel avtn ing pn), which leaves
the line at 24 letters, does not cohere with the lengths of the ten previous lines.

‘3 Editio princeps 1899, 6.

™ Turner, Style, 71.

75 See Metzger, Commentary, 13*.

Y¢S0 IGNTP 11, 197.
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With the absence of kou etov avtw, therefore, P° attests a reading that is probably
influenced by the immediate context.

1:27 o omow: [0] omiow pov with epyopan is used three times in the opening
chapter of John to describe Jesus, with gpyopevog here and in v. 15 and with epyeton
in v. 30. In the two other verses besides our own it is preceded by syntax that
includes the demonstrative pronoun ovtoc. Although the syntax differs, the other
three Gospels refer to Jesus with avtog in this context (Matt 3:11; Mk 1:8; Lk 3:16).
The variant reading with avtog eotiv in our verse shares the avtog with Gospel
parallels, the use of eotiv after the demonstrative with v. 30 (see also vv. 33, 34), and
the overall syntax with v. 15. While some form of assimilation in this scenario is
very likely, no specific harmonization presents itself in the variant avtog eotiv. In
light of Metzger’s general description that “scribes would sometimes...add

477 the additional

pronouns, conjunctions, and expletives to make a smoother text,
words may have served to explain and smooth out the syntax by clarifying the
nominative subject. P does not attest this smoother and generally assimilated
reading.

1:27 epyopevog: The additional text after epyopevog is almost certainly drawn
from the exact same wording in vv. 15 (but with o¢ in only a few witnesses) and 30.
There is the slight possibility that a leap has occurred (og epunpocfev pov yeyovev
ov), but the evidence for assimilation in a number of variation-units in this section of
text makes this explanation less probable (see particularly the avtog eotiv addition
just discussed, which has very similar supporting witnesses). P’ attests the reading
that is not harmonized to the surrounding context.

1:27 ovk eyt This variation-unit falls in a relative clause from the mouth of

John the Baptist that appears in exactly the same form in each of the Synoptic

" Metzger, Commentary, 13*.
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Gospels, ov ovk gyt tkavog (Matt 3:11; Mk 1:7; Lk 3:16). This makes it very likely
that the omission of eyw here reflects harmonization to the wording in those Gospels
(cf. the related change from o0 to cavoc below). P attests the reading that is
likely harmonized to Gospel parallels.

1:27 vrodnuatog: The additional sentence after vwoonuatog is an identical
harmonization to Matthew 3:11 and Luke 3:16. P’ attests the reading not harmonized
to Gospel parallels.

1:28 ev PnBavia eyeveto: The fact that tavta and fnbavia both end in alpha
suggests that the word order gyeveto ev fnbavia reflects a transposition caused by a
corrected leap (tavta ev fnBavia eyevero), in which ev fnbavia was initially skipped
and then subsequently added out of place. P° does not attest this reading.

1:30 vrep: This preposition appears in the speech of John the Baptist (ovtog
E0TIV VILEP OV EY® €MOV). TPt appears frequently in the immediate to near context
(1:7, 8, 15, 22, 47), and its occurrence in our variation-unit probably reflects
harmonization to the nearly parallel content in 1:15. Here P attests the non-
harmonized reading.

1:33 ev mvevpatt ayw: The inclusion of ko wopt after ayww is undoubtedly a
harmonization to Matthew 3:11 and Luke 3:16. P’ attests the reading that is not
harmonized to Gospel parallels.

1:35 om. mwaAwv: There are two other occurrences of tn emavpiov... in the
immediate context, one before our verse (1:29) and one after (1:43), and in both
places the verb follows immediately after eravpiov without interruption. This
suggests that influence from the immediate context may have resulted in the
omission of maAwv here. It is also possible that it was omitted due to a leap from same
to same (TN emowprov waky). P attests an omission prompted by assimilation to the

immediate context or a leap from one nu to another.
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1:36 Beov: The addition of the clause 10 o apvog tov Beov in the mouth of
John the Baptist in this verse stems from a harmonization to the identical wording in
the immediate context (1:29). P° attests the reading that is not harmonized to the
immediate context.

1:38 otpageig d¢: In this pericope where the recruitment of Jesus’ first
disciples is described, both asyndeton and the use of connectives are used, so that,
contra Bultmann, 8¢ is a valid reading.*”® The introduction of dialogue from a new
“dramatis personae” in the narrative,'”” especially as this is the entryway into the first
words of Jesus in the Gospel, and the contrasting/challenging nature of Jesus’

response to the disciples’ act of following him,**

show d¢ to be perfectly in line with
the context. There also appears to be a pattern of usage involving participle + d¢ + o
+ Incovg in the Gospel (cf. 1:38 (v.1.); 6:61 (v.1.); 11:4; 12:14). Just as the presence
of O¢ after the participle epfAeyag in 1:42 is likely influenced by the use of d¢ here,
the omission of d¢ in our verse may have been affected by that verse (cf. also 1:36).
It is also possible that the reading emiotpageig without d¢ in 21:20 in a similar

context has influenced the reading here (see treatment of P'*”

). We may also simply
have the omission of a minor or inessential word.*®' P* does not attest the omission
of d¢ that may be influenced by nearby or parallel usage.

1:39 oyeabe: In terms of transcriptional probability, it is much easier to see
how a scribe would change the mood of the verb from indicative to imperative,
placing it into conformity with the preceding epyeobe, than vice versa. Thus P

attests the more difficult reading that is not harmonized to verb usage in the

immediate context.

478 Bultmann, The Gospel of John, 99.

Y9 BDAG, 213

0 Barrett, Gospel according to John, 180.

“! See Dirk Jongkind, Scribal Habits in Codex Sinaiticus (TS 111.5; Piscataway: Gorgias
Press, 2007), 143, who employs the term verba minora for such syntactical elements.

146



20:16 without ko Tpocedpapev ayacOat avtov: This additional sentence
states explicitly what is implied by the immediately following words of Jesus, un
1ov amtov, that is, that she attempted to touch him. P° does not attest this
interpolation that serves to fill out the context and smooth the transition.

20:24 ovv nABev: ote ovv at the beginning of a new sentence is rather
frequent in John (2:22; 4:45; 6:24; 13:12, 31; 19:6, 8, 30; 21:15), which suggests that
the ote may have prompted the premature insertion of ovv, which belongs at the
beginning of the following sentence after eAeyov. This harmonization to general
usage has altered the sentence structure by removing the temporal clause (ote nABev
Incovc) from the end of the previous sentence, which now ends ...nv pet avtov, and
placing it at the beginning of a new sentence, which renders little sense the further
one reads into v. 25. P attests a likely harmonization to general usage that involves a
transposition and change in sentence structure.

20:24 Inoovg: Fee offers a thorough analysis of the use of the article with
proper names in this Gospel and concludes that “in the nominative when it
immediately follows the verb in certain kinds of subordinate clauses (o1, ote,
sometimes omov)” the proper name tends to be anarthrous.*** The presence of the
article quite possibly reflects influence from its frequent use with Incovg in the
immediate context (20:19, 21, 26, 29, 30, which are themselves not without
variation). P’ attests the intrinsically more probable reading that was not influenced
by usage in the immediate context.

20:25 om. aAAot: The context supports the use of aAdot, as Thomas, the one
being addressed, is the only one among the Disciples absent at this post-resurrection
appearance of Jesus. It is not the Disciples who are speaking but rather the Disciples

other than Thomas, since in the previous verse he is referred to as €1¢ ek T@V dwOEKO.

*2 Gordon D. Fee, “The Use of the Definite Article with Personal Names in the Gospel of
John,” NTS 17 (1970-71): 213.
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The occurrence with Peter in 21:8 supports the manner of expression here. It is likely
that aAAol was omitted by a leap (o1 aAlot paBntan). It is not entirely clear whether
or not the transposition of ovv from the beginning of v. 25 to the end of v. 24 (after
ote) has affected this reading (see 20:24 ovv nABev above). It seems reasonable to
conclude that P attests the omitted reading probably caused by a leap from same to
same.

20:25 om. avtov [1]: The absence of the possessive pronoun here after gv
taig xepowv likely reflects harmonization to its absence after Tag xeipog in the
immediately preceding context. P° attests the reading that is harmonized to the
immediate context.

16:15 mavta oca...avayyeiet vpuv: The omission of this text stems from
homoioteleuton, which has facilitated a jump from the vuv before mavta to the vy
before pukpov. P° does not attest this mechanical leap.

16:15 gutov: The insertion of vuv after a verb of speaking in the context of
the Farewell Discourse would certainly be tempting given its prominence throughout
this section. The five uses of the verb Aeyw prior to our verse read with vy (15:20;
16:4 (twice), 7, 12), as do most of the nearby occurrences of Aokew (16:1, 4, 6).
These observations suggest that its presence here is likely assimilated. P° attests the
reading that is not harmonized to the use of the indirect object pronoun in the
immediate/near context.

16:16 pe: The additional text after pe is a harmonization to the end of v. 17.
Jesus’ words in v. 16 are identical to those reported in v. 17, with the exception of
ovkett and the text in question, where, to no surprise, there is variation in the
tradition. P° does not attest this interpolation that is harmonized to the immediate

context.
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16:17 ov: Based on external evidence, ovkett probably reflects harmonization
to v. 16, but given the interchange and variation for ov/ovkettin vv. 16 and 17, 1
consider this variant inconclusive on the basis of internal evidence.

16:17 vrayw: vrayw occurs with and without eym throughout the Gospel,
many of which with variant readings. The interpolation of these words at the end of
v. 16 (see 16:16 pe above) attests both ey voym and vrayw. The fact that v. 10,
which has content that is very similar to v. 17, does not read with ey raises the
possibility that its absence here is harmonized to that verse. However, especially due
to the apparent interchange of use between vrayw with and without the pronoun, I
have regarded this reading as inconclusive on the basis of internal evidence.

16:18 gkeyov ovv: In 16:17 the narrator enters with “gumav ovv...” to
introduce the reaction of the disciples to what Jesus has just stated in v. 16 as well as
what he has been saying concerning his departure to the Father (v. 5, 10). Their first
response is, “What is this that he is saying to us, ‘a little while and you do not see
me, and again a little while and you will see me’?” (v.16). Then ka1 and ot are
inserted to indicate that Jesus’ statement about his departure to the Father is an
additional piece of information eliciting their reaction. At this point it seems
improbable that the author, on the heels of introducing this second piece of
quotation, would immediately return to the idea of “a little while” (uukpov) and
repeat the same question as before “What is this (that he is saying).” The intervening
eleyov ouv (“So they were saying”), in contrast, fits well in the context by breaking
up the syntax and allowing the evangelist to hone in on the penultimate idea, pkpov.
Besides, in terms of transcriptional probability, if eheyov ovv were a later insertion,
either through assimilation to the previous verse or to smooth the text, one might
expect a simple repetition of eimav ovv rather than a shift to the imperfect, especially

since the imperfect is nowhere in the vicinity. In the context of the ongoing speech of
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the Disciples, it is more likely that eéAeyov ovv was either overlooked or eliminated as
inessential syntax situated in the middle of this reported speech. P° does not attest
this omission.

16:18 without o Agyet: The presence of o Aeyet brings the text into conformity
with the previous verse and is thus transcriptionally suspect. The fact that variation
surrounds both o Agyet and the to before pkpov (whose absence and presence,
respectively, bring the text out of conformity with the wording in the previous verse)
suggests a temptation to harmonize at this point and provides support for regarding
the dissimilar variant in each case as more probable. The word order of 11 eoTv
tovto is less clear, since a transposition resulting from a corrected leap could have
given rise to the word order Tovto Tt goTv (oVV Tt £6TtY TovTo). P’ does not attest
this addition that is likely harmonized to the immediate context.

16:19 o: In this verb-plus-nominative Incovg construction (eyvo [0] Incovg)
in the Gospel of John, Fee shows that there are nine undisputed cases where Incovg
has the article and seven additional cases with only one dissenting manuscript, while
there are practically no undisputed instances of the anarthrous usage. He says,
however, that there is some external evidence to suggest that this may not be the case
for verbs reflecting “mental processes.”*** The presence of ovv and 8¢ in our
variation-unit appear to be separate responses to the abrupt transition caused by
asyndeton, and ovv is probably influenced by its use at the beginning of vv. 17 and
18. In not attesting these connectives, P> has the more difficult reading that retains
asyndeton.

16:19 nBelov: Here the issue is which helper verb to take with the infinitive
epatav. P reads, “Jesus knew that they were wanting to ask him” instead of “...that

they were about to ask him.” The Disciples’ reluctance to question Jesus as described

483 Fee, “The Use of the Definite Article,” 180-81; although he uses the uncorrected P’ as
evidence in his evaluation.
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in 4:27, for example, takes some support away from nueAlov, at least in terms of
John’s way of characterizing how the Disciples relate to Jesus, since that word
implies that they fully intend to question him. However, there are places in John
where individual disciples do not seem hesitant about asking Jesus for clarification
(14:5, 22). It is possible that the similar syntax in 6:15 (Incovg ovv yvovg ott
peAlovotv epyecBon ko apralety avtov) has exercised influence, although this is
less than satisfying given the lack of proximity and contextual relatedness. I have
regarded this reading as inconclusive on the basis of internal evidence.***

16:20 vpuewc: It appears that 6e was inserted on account of what appeared to be
a contrast between one statement (vuelg AvinOnoecbe) and that preceding it (o o€
Koopog yapnoetar). Although the one topic of Jesus’ going away and coming again
is being treated, there are nonetheless two separate sentences with their own internal
contrasts at work in v. 20. The first sentence indicates this by d¢ in its second clause
(opmv apmv Agy® VY 0Tt KAGWGETE KOl OpNVNGETE VUELS, O O€ KOGLOG XOPNCETAL);
and the second sentence indicates this by aAla in its second clause (vpeig
AvmnOnoece, aAL’ n Avmn vpov €16 yopav yevnoetar). It appears that de was
inserted to show contrast between the end of the first sentence (“but the world will
rejoice”) and the beginning of the second (“de you will grieve”). P’ attests the more
difficult reading.

16:21 wpa: wpa is used consistently throughout this portion of the Farewell
Discourse (16:2, 4, 25, 32), and Jesus specifically uses it in v. 25 for the time of joy,
knowledge and access to the Father that corresponds with the after-effect of the
woman’s birth described here. nuepa seems to reflect influence from vv. 23 and 26
(ev eketvn ™ nuepa), where a clear connection is drawn (via Jesus’ explanation of

the metaphor in v. 22) between the time of joy after a woman’s birth and the time

4 See Royse, Scribal Habits, 456 for discussion of the conflated reading in poe*,
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described as “in that day.” Thus, this substitution likely resulted from reading the
nearby nuepa back into the metaphor. P’ attests the non-harmonized reading.

16:22 ovv vov pev Avanv: I have considered this reading inconclusive for the
purposes of my analysis, especially with respect to the two major word order
variants. Corrected and uncorrected omissions or leaps appear to be at the root of this
variation-unit, given that all of these words end in the letter nu, the first three words
are of the same length, and the first two words share the last two letters and result in
a similar sound. It is thus no surprise that omissions and rearrangements of these
words occurred.

16:22 apet: P’ attests the future rather than present tense of apw. Since the
two previous verbs oyopaot and yapnoeton are in the future tense, it is highly
probable that the future in this variation-unit is assimilated to those occurrences. It is,
by contrast, hard to see what would prompt a shift to the present tense. P’ attests a
reading that is harmonized to the immediate context.

16:23 av tu: In the end, “The thought of the clause is expressed with virtually
identical meaning in four slightly different readings.”*® It is important to begin by
observing that this variation-unit concerns what comes directly after Jesus’ opening
proclamation aunv aunv Agyo vuwv. In the 24 other cases of the “truly, truly”
construction in John, there are no occurrences of gav or av after ott but five
occurrences of eav without this discourse marker, making the variants here that begin
with o1t less akin to John’s style. Another necessary observation is that this
variation-unit is the beginning of the reoccurring formula, “whatever you ask in my
name,” which we find written as o Tt (€)av (14:13 (except P*° 1. 565 pc); 15:16) and
eav 11 (14:14) elsewhere in John. This indicates that harmonization lies behind the

variants in our variation-unit with that same wording. Likewise, the reading with oca

483 Metzger, Commentary, 211.
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probably reflects harmonization to John 11:22 or Matthew 21:22. By contrast, av 1t
does not correspond to any of these parallel passages either in or outside of John. P’
attests a more difficult reading that is not harmonized to parallel usage elsewhere in
the Gospel.

16:23 dwaoet vu ev to ovouatt pov: The absence of ev t® ovopatt in a few
witnesses does not fit the context, as it results in a disjuncture with v. 24a. The
placement of dwaoetl vy before the prepositional phrase alters the focus from praying
in Jesus’ name to the Father giving in Jesus’ name, but as Metzger argues, “the
context has to do with prayer, which the evangelist elsewhere links with the name of
Jesus (14.13, 14; 16.15, 24, 26).”** In accounting for the word order represented by
P’, it is not unreasonable to suppose that the frequency of matnp as the subject of
dwm throughout the Gospel may have caused the anticipation and thus premature
writing of dwoet vuv. In other words, “whatever you ask the Father” naturally
anticipates “he will give to you.” In his discussion of P**, Royse comments on the
likelihood that many of the transpositions represent corrected omissions, even where
evidence for a mechanical leap is lacking.*®’ The potential harmonization to 14:16
involved in the omission of tept vy in 16:26 discussed below may suggest some
influence from dwoet vy in 14:16 in this case (i.e., resulting in an initial omission
of ev T® ovopatt pov). P attests the transposed reading that is intrinsically less
probable, which possibly reflects an initial oversight influenced by usage elsewhere
in John.

16:25 gpyetan: There is an aAla later in the verse, and it is not at all
characteristic of John to duplicate this adversative in the same sentence. In light of
the contrast between “These things I have spoken to you in figures” and “An hour is

coming when I will no longer speak to you in figures” (v. 25 a, b), it is easy to see

6 Metzger, Commentary, 211.
487 Royse, Scribal Habits, 106.
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why one would be tempted to insert it. But the contrast between speaking in figures
(ev mapoyuang) and speaking plainly (mappnowa) is fully satisfied by the aAia later in
the verse. It is probable that “The abruptness of the shorter reading...was alleviated

by copyists™**®

with the addition of aAAla. The heavy concentration of uses of aAla in
the preceding context (15:19, 21, 25; 16:2, 4, 6, 7, 12, 13, 20) may also have
contributed to its insertion here. P’ attests the rougher reading that does not smooth
the transition or clarify the contrast.

16:25 anayyeMA)o: As already noted, P° may have read with the future
amayyeAw or the present amoyyeldw, but it does not attest the potentially
synonymous avayyeho.*’ Since avayyeho appears three times in the near to
immediate context (16:13, 14, 15), and since anayysiw does not appear elsewhere in
John, the latter is clearly the transcriptionally more difficult of the two readings. P
does not attest this substitution that is harmonized to the near/immediate context.

16:26 om. mept vpuwv: The absence of mept vuwv after eyw epoTo® TOV
natepa seems to reflect influence from a parallel statement of Jesus in 14:16, kayw®
epoom Tov Tatepa. This conclusion is reinforced by the similarity of context that
concerns praying in Jesus’ name (“whatever you ask...in my name...” (14:13-14;
16:23-24, 26)). P’ attests the reading that is likely harmonized to parallel usage
within the Gospel.

16:27 Bgov: There is a frequent occurrence of matnp leading up to this
variation-unit in v. 27 (16:3, 10, 15, 17, 23, 25, 26, 27), and it comes at the beginning
of v. 28 as a repetition of the idea under discussion (eEnABov mapa tov matpog), all of
which causes one to suspect its influence here. 6gog, on the other hand, does not
appear between vv. 2 and 30, and the manner of its use in the latter (amwo Ogov

eEn\Beq) lends intrinsic support to its use here. It is more likely that Tatpog is

488 Metzger, Commentary, 212.
9 For its interchange with omayyehm, see BDAG, 59.

154



harmonized to the immediate context than that Oeov is influenced by v. 30. As for the
article, there are two firm (or nearly so) instances of mapa tov Ogov (6:46; 8:40) and
three of mapa Beov (1:6; 9:16; 9:33) in John, and this preposition almost always
comes with the article when used with matnp. It is difficult to say on internal grounds
whether the presence or absence of the article with Bgov is more probable. It could
reflect influence from v. 28 (mapa Tov TaTPOC), or, in support of its priority, it could
have been the catalyst for the change from Tov Ogov to Tov matpog. In not having
ToTpog, we can at least conclude that P attests the reading that is not harmonized to
the immediate context.

16:28 e&nABov mapa tov matpoc: This clause is a repetition of the previously
stated 1dea, “I came from God” (here, “the Father”). Especially since the clause is
followed by «ai, its omission could have occurred accidentally due to a mental leap
over what had already been covered (““...because you have loved me and have
believed that I came from God (omission of “I came from the Father”) kou I have
come into the world...”).** It is difficult, in contrast, to see why a scribe would
insert it, especially with different word order and usage. The use of Tapa Tov moTpOg
here also seems to be the primary basis for the harmonization towards motpog at the
end of the previous verse. P’ attests the more difficult reading that retains the
repetitious clause.

16:28 mapa: At first glance a change from ex to mapa seems easier given the
latter’s use immediately before and its greater frequency with mwatpog in the Gospel
of John. In this specific case, however, gk “seems to have arisen through assimilation

to the compound verbs in the context,”*"

as the preposition is preceded by two
occurrences of eEnABov. Furthermore, we see its antonym &1¢ in €1¢ Tov Koopov in the

next clause, which could have also contributed to a change from mapa to ek. Thus,

“ Described as accidental in Metzger, Commentary, 212.
o1 Metzger, Commentary, 212.
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while both readings are candidates for harmonization, the immediate context taken
together with the Johannine preference for mapa [Tov] matpog favor seeing ek as the
harmonized reading. P’ does not attest the preposition that reflects influence from the
compound verbs in the immediate context.

16:29 Aeyovow avtw: This is the reading of P after correction. When Aeyo is
used similarly in the Gospel of John to introduce speech directed towards Jesus by
his “Disciples,” or by one from among them, the presence of the indirect object
pronoun appears to be the norm (cf. 6:8; 11:8; 11:12). It is possible, however, that
avto was inserted here to smooth out the otherwise abrupt transition away from
Jesus’ speech to that of the Disciples. In the end, I regard this reading as inconclusive

on the basis of internal evidence.

Commentary on Unique Readings
1:37 o1 d6vo padntai: The reading of miniscule 28, in which avtov is read before and
after o1 6vo paOnrar, highlights the difficulty involved in how to understand avtov.
If awtov is taken as the object of nkovcav (“The two disciples heard him speaking )
rather than as a genitive of relationship modifying padnton (“The two disciples of

him heard the one speaking”),492

then it could have been omitted as an unnecessary
object next to Aalovvtog. Similarly, if avtov is taken with pabnrtot, as the word
order in P®® and P”° suggests (ot vo avtov podnton), then it could have been omitted
as repetitious and superfluous, since these two disciples have already been identified
in relation to John the Baptist with the use of avtov in v. 35 (ek T@v padntov avtov

3v0). P’ attests the elimination or oversight of an inessential or seemingly repetitious

pronoun.

92 Against the latter, cf. BDF, sec. 413 for the use of the article with substantive participles.
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1:38 sumav: P° attests the omission of ot after correction. There are two
contexts in the Gospel of John in which Jesus asks “what/whom do you (pl) seek?”
including our verse and 18:4, 7. The very similar syntax (ti1 {ntette o1 6€ eutay ALTO
pafpt (1:38) compared with tiva {ntette o1 d¢ emmav Incovv (1:38)) as well as the
possible evidence for assimilation in the shift from 11 to tiva by a few witnesses in
1:38, raise the possibility that the absence of avtw after o1 6¢ eimav in 18:7 has
played a role in its deletion from our verse. When discussing the corrections in P*,
Royse points out that in over half of the corrections that result in singular/sub-
singular readings the copyist is actually attempting to correct a singular reading.*”?
For some reason (perhaps related to 18:7 as noted above) the insertion of o1 d¢ via
correction (originally omitted by a leap {ntette o1 dg ewmav or on account of the
heavy concentration of asyndetic uses of the verb in the near, especially later
context) appears to have also prompted the deletion of avtw. In the end, we can say
little more than that P> corrects towards a singular omission of an indirect object
pronoun.

1:40 om. ITetpov: If we are to take this as the reading of P° based on the
spacing considerations noted above, then it probably reflects assimilation to the use
of the name “Simon” without “Peter” in the following verse (1:41). P’ may attest an
omission that harmonizes to the immediate context.

20:16 kvpte: Following the spacing considerations noted above, P° appears to
substitute kvpie for d1dackale. If this was indeed the reading of P, it should
probably be interpreted as an assimilation to uses of Kvptog in the immediate context:
Mary refers to Jesus as kvptiov in vv. 13 and 18 and she addresses him, whom she
thinks to be the gardener, as kvpte in v. 15. P* apparently attests a substitution that is

harmonized to the immediate context.

% Royse, Scribal Habits, 486.
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16:27 om. gym: This omission almost certainly stems from the fact that the
beginning of the next sentence practically repeats this clause but without the personal
pronoun (eEnA0ov mapa Tov ToTpog). P’ attests an omission harmonized to syntax in

the immediate context.

Analysis of Manuscript based on Readings

I exclude from the following assessment five places in which the identification of
readings is inconclusive on the basis of internal evidence (16:17 ov; 16:17 vraym;
16:19 nBehov; 16:22 ovv vov pev Avany; 16:29 Aeyovowv avtw). P, then, supplies 39
readings for analysis, which consists of 34 variants from the tradition and five
singular/sub-singular readings (see note at table heading that concerns not including
the agreements of P> and 01 as sub-singular). A total of 22 of the 34 variants are in
variation-units where some form of harmonization/assimilation/textual influence
appears to have given rise to variation. In sixteen of these variation-units P’ attests
the non-harmonized reading, whether to the immediate/near context (1:27 gpyopevog;
1:30 vrep; 1:36 Beov; 1:39 oyeabe; 20:24 Incovg; 16:15 eurov; 16:16 pe; 16:18
without o Aeyet; 16:21 wpa; 16:25 anayysim; 16:27 Oeov; 16:28 mapa), to parallel
usage in John (1:38 otpapelg o€ (or near context); 16:23 av 1), or to parallel text in
other Gospels (1:27 vrodnuatog; 1:33 ev mvevpatt ayww). In six of these variation-
units, however, P° attests the harmonized reading, which involves influence from the
immediate context (1:25 om. kot ewrav avtw; 20:25 om. avtov; 16:22 apet), or from
general usage or parallel text in John (20:24 ovv nABev; 16:26 om. mept vU®V), or
from parallel text in the Synoptic Gospels (1:27 ovk gyu).

A total of seven of the 34 variation-units can be assessed according to
stylistic/syntactical difficulty. In all seven of them P’ reads with the more difficult or

rougher reading, where the addition of smoothing or clarifying text is not attested
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(1:27 0 omow; 20:16 without ko Tpocedpapev aypacOat avtov; 16:19 o; 16:20
vuelg; 16:25 epyetar), or where superfluous or repetitious syntax has been retained
(16:18 eheyov ovv; 16:28 eEnABov apa tov Tatpog). When these variants are taken
in their individual contexts, they show themselves to be transcriptionally more
difficult than the alternative(s).

Four of the 34 variation-units represented by P’ indicate that the presence of
variation in the tradition may have derived from a mechanical error of some kind. In
two of these variation-units P° attests the intact or non-altered reading, including one
that does not have the transposed word order resulting from a corrected leap (1:28 gv
BnBavia eyevero) and one without the large omission involving a leap (16:15 mavta
060...avayyeiet vuw). In two of these variation-units, however, P attests the faulty
reading, which in both cases involves a leap from same to same (1:35 om. maAw (but
maybe harmonized); 20:25 om. aAlot (but maybe affected by transposition of ovv
from v. 25 to v. 24). Finally, there is an additional variation-unit that does not fit into
these general categories (16:23 8woet v £V T ovopatt pov), and in this case P
attests the intrinsically improbable transposition that may reflect a corrected
omission.

In summary, in these 34 variation-units for which P° is extant or can be
reasonably reconstructed, 25 or 74% of its variants are internally more probable than
the alternative(s). This means that in only nine or 26% of these variation-units do we
find an intrinsically and/or transcriptionally less probable reading attested in P°. At
least five of these nine readings can be easily explained as unconscious assimilations
to similar or nearby text: 1:25 om. ka1 emmav ovte is influenced by the absence of
this clause with verbatim syntax used in the immediate context (ko np@Incav ovTov
tiovvinv. 21); 1:27 ovk gyu is affected by the absence of eyw in the same wording

of all three of the Synoptic Gospels; 20:25 om. avtov is assimilated to the absence of
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the possessive pronoun with the same noun in the immediately preceding context;
16:22 apet is influenced by the repeated use of the future tense in the immediate
context; 16:26 om. mept vuwv appears to be harmonized to the absence of these
words in a parallel statement elsewhere in the Farewell Discourse (14:16). None of
these variants demands an explanation other than unconscious influence from nearby
or familiar text. To these can be added the omission of maAtv in 1:35, which points
either to a leap or to an assimilation to the two uses of T emavprov followed
immediately by the verb in the surrounding context (1:29, 43).

We are thus left with three improbable variants. The placement of ovv before
nABev in 20:24 and the omission of aAiot in 20:25, if related, may indicate some
form of conscious editorial activity. However, given the frequency of ote ovv in John
(suggesting that ote ovv nABev is assimilated), the fact that the transposition of ovv
practically results in nonsense in the context (suggesting an accidental change), and
since the omission of aALotl can be explained as a leap (o1 aAAor) (suggesting that the
two readings may be unrelated), there is little reason to suspect intentionality behind
these variants. If this assessment is correct, then we can account for the relatively
few improbable variants in P° as either scribal slips or unconscious assimilations.
The one remaining improbable variant is the intrinsically less probable transposition
16:23 dwaoet vu ev to ovopatt pov, which, corresponding to our assessment of the
other eight variants discussed above, may reflect a transposition resulting from a
corrected omission that was possibly influenced by the use of dwoet vy alone in
14:16 (see commentary above).

There are five singular/sub-singular readings. Three of these involve one-
word harmonizations: 1:40 om. [Tetpov is likely affected by the use of “Simon”
without “Peter” in the following verse; 20:16 xvpie demands no explanation beyond

assimilation to one of the three occurrences of Kvpiog in the surrounding context (vv.
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13, 15, 18); 16:27 om. gyw appears to be influenced by the repetition of the clause
immediately afterwards in which the pronoun is not attested. The remaining two
unique readings involve the omission of pronouns, one potentially skipped over as
superfluous (1:37 om. of avtov with ot dvo padntor) and one omitted due perhaps to
confusion while correcting (1:38 ovto omitted with supralinear erasure dots).*** All
of these singular/sub-singular readings concern a single word.

P’ overlaps with P?%, P'% and P'"” among the smaller fragments and with P
and P> among the more extensive papyri (though P* is also fragmentary in chapters
16 and 20). Here I list agreements and disagreements after correction and aside from
orthographic differences. P° agrees with P** 3 out of 7 times (43%): agreements
(16:22 ovv vuv pev Avrmy; 16:28 eEniBov mapa Tov motpog; 16:28 mapa);
disagreements (P’ reading is written first in all disagreements listed below) (16:22
apet | oupet; 16:23 av ti| o Tt eav; 16:23 dOEL LUV EV T OVOLOTL OV | EV T®
ovopoTt Hov dooet vuv; 16:27 om. eyo | eyw). If the P singular reading 16:27 om.
gy is removed, then P° agrees with P** in 3 out of the 6 variation-units for which
they overlap (50%).

P agrees with P'% 1 out of 3 times (33%): agreement (1:30 vrep);
disagreements (1:31 nABov eyw (lac.) | eyw nABov (this variation-unit was added to

106

my treatment of P ); 1:40 axolovOncavtwv (lac.) | nkorovOnoav). If the last

. . . . . 1 . 1
disagreement, which involves a unique reading of P'%, is removed, then P° and P'*

agree in 1 of the 2 variation-units for which they overlap (50%). P> agrees with P'"* 4
out of 6 times (67%): agreements (1:25 om. ko gmav avto (both lac.); 1:27 o omcm

119

(both lac.); 1:27 epyopevog (lac. P*7); 1:27 vmoonparog (both lac.)); disagreements

(1:27 ovk eyu (lac.) | ovk eyu gyw; 1:40 om. Iletpov (lac.) | [Tetpov). If the singular

% Barbara Aland ascribes the omissions of P° to a hurried transcription without any intention

to change the text: “Aus ihrer Eigenart 148t sich schlieBen, daB der Schreiber durchaus nicht bewuft
dndern wollte, sondern im eiligen FluB der Abschrift und im vollen Verstindnis der Vorlage
halbbewuft Umstidndliches vereinfachte und Uberfliissiges wegstrich” (“Nutzen,” 26).
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reading 1:40 om. Iletpov of P is removed from consideration, then P> agrees with
P'"? 4 out of 5 times (80%).

P agrees with P® 17 out of 31 times (55%): agreements (1:27 o omoo (lac.
P%); 1:27 epyopevoc; 1:27 vrodnpartoc; 1:30 vaep; 1:33 ev mvevpott ayiw; 1:36 Hgov
(lac. P%); 1:38 otpagerc 8¢; 1:39 oyeabe; 16:16 e (lac. P°); 16:17 ov (lac. P°); 16:17
vroyo (lac. P°); 16:18 gkeyov ovv; 16:18 om. o Aeyet (lac. P°); 16:22 ovv vuv pev
amny; 16:25 anayyedo (lac. P%); 16:26 om. mept vpov (both lac.); 16:28 eEnhBov
nopa tov motpoc (lac. P*%)); disagreements in variation-units (1:25 om. kot eutay
avto | ko oy avute; 1:27 ovk eyu (lac.) | ovk eyu eyw; 1:28 ev fnbavia eyevero |
eyeveto gv fnbovia; 1:35 om. oy | moky; 16:15 movta oca...avayyehet vy | om.;
16:19 nBelov | nuerlrov; 16:21 wpa | nuepa; 16:22 apet | oaupet); disagreements from
unique readings of P (1:37 ot dvo podnrar (lac.) | ot dvo owtov padntat; 1:38 ewmav |
eimav avte; 1:40 om. [letpov (lac.) | Iletpov; 16:27 om. gyw | eyw (lac.));
disagreements from unique readings of P*® (1:27 Avow avtov...vmodnuotog |
Ao ®...vTodnpatog avtov; 20:15 avtov apw (lac.) | apw avtov). If unique readings
are removed, then P° agrees with P®® 17 out of 25 times (68%).

P agrees with P> 10 out of 16 times (63%): agreements (1:27 o omtoo (lac.
P%); 1:27 epyopevoc; 1:27 ovk eyu (lac. P°); 1:27 vmodnparoc (lac. P°); 1:28 ev
Bndavia eyeveto; 1:30 vaep; 1:35 om. makwv (lac. P°); 1:36 Bgov (lac. P°); 1:38
otpagetc 8¢ (1:38); 1:39 oyeobe) disagreements (P reading listed first) (1:25 om.
KO EUTOV OVTO | KO Uty avTe; 1:33 &v TVELHATL ayl® | €V TVEVOTL 0Lyl KO TVPL;
1:37 o1 dvo pabnrar (lac.) | ot dvo awtov padntay; 1:38 emay | ewtav ovtw; 1:40 om.
[Tetpov (lac.) | ITeTpov; 1:40 axorovOncavimv (lac.) | nkoAovOncaviwv). If the
unique readings of both manuscripts are removed, then P* (minus 1:37 ot dvo
poontay 1:38 ewmav; 1:40 om. Ietpov) agrees with P (minus 1:40

nkoilovOnocavtov) in 10 of the 12 variation-units for which they overlap (83%).
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Diachronic Comparison of Created Readings
The portion of text covered by P is fully preserved in the majuscules 01, A and B.
Setting aside orthographic readings and considering each manuscript after
contemporaneous correction, | list below the singular/sub-singular readings of each
witness. As already noted, since there are a few readings in which P* and 01 agree
either alone or with very narrow support from other witnesses (see table above), |
have not included those readings as sub-singular in either manuscript.
P>
1:37 o1 dvo podntot avtov] ot dvo pabntat PV 157 (omission of inessential /

seemingly repetitious pronoun)

1:38 sumav ovto] eutay P> 251, 1424 (omission via correction of unnecessary

indirect object pronoun)

1:40 Tetpov] om. P> (harmonized omission, to use of name in immediate context

(1:41))

20:16 dwaokore] kvpie PV ar' (harmonized substitution, to immediate context

(20:13, 15, 18))

16:27 eyw] om. P> (harmonized omission, to syntax in immediate context (the

repetition of the clause in 16:28))
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1:25 npotooav owtov koi] om. 01 a (e) sy® (leap from same to same (Papicaimy Kot

np®TNoOV QLTOV Ko, or simply Kat...Kat))

1:28 Topdavov] Topdavov motapov*”® 01 sy (harmonized addition, to parallels (Matt

3:6; Mk 1:5))

1:40 tov [2]] om. 01* 713 (omission of inessential article)

20:12 dvo] om. 01* e (omission without obvious cause; possibly somehow affected
by veaviokov from Mark 16:5 or ayyeloc...kvprov of Matthew 28:2 (cf. avdpeg dvo

in Luke 24:4))

20:23 kpotnre] kpatnvrtor 01* (substitution affected by the following verb form in

the immediate context (kekpotnvrot))

16:17 pikpov ko ov Bewpette pe kot taAv] om. 01* (omission caused by leap from

same to same (LKPOV KOlL...TTOAY UIKPOV)

16:17 ot1] ® 01* (substitution apparently to an interjection without obvious cause)*’’

16:22 ovv vov pev Avnv] vov pev ovv Avmmyv 01%* (transposition probably resulting

from a corrected omission of ovv likely caused by the similar sound/form of words)

% The following unique readings of 01 are excluded as lacunose in P*: 1:26 1o vdot; 1:26
eomkey; 1:38 om. awtoig; 20:12 kabelopevoug v Agvkotg; 20:15 exevn dg; 20:15 €1 0 Pactacag;
20:19 om. avtoig; 20:23 apednoetar; 20:23 gav dg; 16:25 anoyyedlm; 16:29 avto for avtov.

6 This is lacunose in P° (verso 14; 1.1), but see relevant spacing note for 1:27 ovk et

#7 See discussion in BDF, sec. 146.
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16:25 ote] omov 01* (substitution without obvious cause; possibly affected by uses
of omov in the Farewell Discourse (cf. 13:36; 14:13; 17:24) and written here with

: 4
reference to a new circumstance?)*”"

A 499
16:18 o] o A (substitution affected by 1o after Aeyet (to Aeyet 1o instead of o Aeyet

T0)

16:19 avtoig] om. awtog A (omission of unnecessary indirect object pronoun,
potentially influenced by the speaking verbs in the previous verse without an indirect

object (ekeyov...Aeyet... Aoket (at least as the text read in A))

500
B:

16:18 11 Aaret] om.>' B 213 (omission of superfluous and repetitious syntax)

Looking first at the quantity of readings, there are nine in 01 (prior to later
correction), two in A, and one in B. This is compared to 5 in P°. At least in terms of
the number of readings created (that were not corrected by the scribe or a
contemporary figure), P° stands roughly half-way between what we find in A and B
on the one hand and 01 on the other. The types of readings generated in P’ are not
unique: the omission of unnecessary words in P° (1:37 om. avtov; 1:38 om. avtw) is
like that observed in 01 (1:40 om. Tov), A (16:19 om. avtoig), and B (16:18 om. 11

Aoket). The one-word assimilations to nearby vocabulary and syntax in P° (1:40 om.

% See entry in BDAG, 717.
9 The following unique readings of A fall in a lacuna in P*: 1:33 avtog; 1:39 extn; 16:15
ANpyeTOL
5 300 1:28 0 Toavne, 20:17 amrov pov, 20:23 twvoc (twice), and 20:23 agelovtor are lacunose in
P-.
30! This falls in a lacuna in P° (recto 13; 3.2), but editio princeps 1922, 11 comments, “Either

T1L Aadet or o Agyet (D*) is required in the lacuna.”
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[Tetpov; 20:16 kvpie; 16:27 om. gyw) correspond with activity reflected in 01 (20:23
kpatnvtot) and A (16:18 10). It is noteworthy that we do not find unique readings in
P® where there is not a readily identifiable origin or cause of variation, as we have in
01 (16:17 w; 16:25 omov). These data do not suggest a peculiar level of freedom

behind this third century copy of John.

Conclusions on Stability and/or Fluidity
No particularly high level of freedom or care presents itself when the unique
readings of P> are compared with those from the later majuscules (so that the Alands’
“normal” seems fitting, at least if the reproduction of its Vorlage is in view).”** Yet
the size (all one-word) and apparent lack of intentionality point away from a free and
fluid attitude towards copying. Most striking is the small proportion of improbable
variants from the underlying tradition. Despite the supposed affinity with Codex

3% the underlying text of P° shows itself

D, and the apparent “tendency to brevity,
to be nothing less than a representative of stable transmission practices. In short, this
third century papyrus does not offer its support for the view that laxity, carelessness

or willingness/openness to change the text marked the early centuries of

transmission.

2 K. Aland and B. Aland, Text, 95-96.

303 Epp, “Significance,” 100; Petersen, “What Text,” 139. This characterization is not
supported by the level of agreement between P° and P”° where they overlap in John 1 (or P%).

% Editio princeps 1922, 9.
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2.8. P* (P. Oxy. X 1228)

Introduction

P** consists of two fragments representing two columns from a re-used papyrus roll
from Oxyrhynchus, Egypt. It contains portions of text from John 15:25-16:2 on the
first fragment and 16:21-32 on the second fragment.’* It shares extant text with two
other Greek manuscripts from the second and third centuries, including P°
(overlapping for some of vv. 22-30) and P® (overlapping for portions of 15:25-26;
16:21-32). P> was published in 1914 by Grenfell and Hunt and dated to the latter
part of the third century.’*® The Liste gives a general date of third century and Orsini
and Clarysse have assigned it to the latter half of that century (250 — 300 C.E.).”"" It
is described by its editors as “written in an upright informal hand of medium size,”
with a bent towards cursive.””® Schofield says that it reflects “the work of a poor
scribe.”” The script of P** belongs to the “Alexandrian stylistic class,” but, as with
P® and P'®, without “the loops and ornamental serifs.”"’

Both fragments contain written text on the verso, with no text present on the
recto. The fragment of one column measures 3.5 cm. wide and 5 cm. high and
preserves a portion of eight lines of text. The larger fragment from the next column is

5 cm. wide and 18.5 cm. high and offers text from 29 lines, but with lines 12-14

being indiscernible. No outer or lower margins survive, but both fragments preserve

395 For this and further introductory information, see Bernard P. Grenfell and Arthur S. Hunt,
eds., “Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 1228,” in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Part X (London: Egypt Exploration
Society, 1914) 14-16 (referred to as editio princeps for the remainder of this chapter); K. Aland,
Repertorium I, 242-243; idem, Kurzgefasste Liste, 5; LDAB:
http://www trismegistos.org/ldab/text.php?quick=2779.

3% See brief discussion in editio princeps, 14. For dates proposed see especially K. Aland,
Repertorium I, 242-243; IGNTP I, 17.

7K. Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste, 5; Orsini and Clarysse, “Manuscripts and Their Dates,”
469.

% Editio princeps, 14. It is noted as being in the direction of a documentary/cursive hand and
placed in the private/uncontrolled category in Charlesworth, “Public and Private,” 156.

399 gchofield, “Papyrus Fragments,” 197.

319 Orsini and Clarysse, “Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 458.

167



some of the top margin. The height of the roll was approximately 30 cm. with each
column probably measuring 10 cm. in width and 25-26 cm. in height and having 47-
48 lines of text. IGNTP puts the range of letters per line at 31-39, and, as Grenfell

231 Gince the

and Hunt comment, “the spacing in the papyrus is not very regular.
beginning and end of lines are not extant and the lines are quite lengthy, text
divisions cannot be established. As the editors present only a minimal amount of
supplemental text to support what is extant and give almost no comment regarding
what is not, I have drawn very little from the lacunose portions of the papyrus in my
compilation of its readings.

>12 and Hpew at 16:23 (line

P* attests itacisms in OAewyewc at 16:21 (line 3; 2)
10; 2). The following nomina sacra are given: inc at 16:31 (27; 2); mpg at 15:26 (3,
4; 1), 16:25 (15; 2), 16:28 (20; 2); mnp at 16:27 (18; 2); npa at 16:26 (17; 2), and
avoc at 16:21 (4; 2). Where they are extant, P° and P® agree except in the following
places: 16:27 mp in P°; 16:21 avBpwmog and 16:3171¢ in P®. A diaeresis is used with
upsilon in buerg at 15:27 (5; 1) and 16:27 (18; 2); buwv at 16:22 (6; 2); duew at
16:24 (10; 2); buag at 16:27 (18; 2). No punctuation is evident in P>, The Aland’s
label P* “At least normal,” and B. Aland says that “er nahezu immer den
hypothetischen Ausgangstext wiedergibt.”"” It has generally not been identified with

any particular textual group or tradition.’'* P* is currently housed at the Glasgow

University Library in Glasgow, Scotland.

Variation-Units Represented’"”

Variation-Unit | Variants | P*” Transcribed

SUWIGNTP 1, 41; Editio princeps, 15.

312 The second number represents the fragment/column.

13 K. Aland and B. Aland, Text, 97; B. Aland, “Nutzen,” 20. It is labeled “fairly reliable” in
Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts, 269.

>4 Schofield, “Papyrus Fragments,” 198; Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts, 62.

>'3 For transcriptional purposes the brackets, sub-linear dots and supplemental text are taken
from IGNTP I, 41-42 unless otherwise noted. The sub-singular Avang for OAnyewc at 16:21 in D is
reserved for the Diachronic Comparison section.
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15:25 v to vopm avtwov
YEYPOLUEVOQ

£V TM VOU® OVTOV YEYPOLUEVOG
poevid 012 B D L W 1. 33.
565.579. 1844 latt

YEYPOULLEVOGS EV TM VOU® CLTOV
AKTA® £ 700.892°%. 1241,
1424 Maj.

£V TO VOL® yeypappevog POV

...av]tev yeypapp[evog (line 1;
1)ste

15:26 otav

otav 01 BA579.12211 e1sa™*
ly bo™; Epiph

otav 8¢ ADKLT ©W £ 33,
565.700. 892°. 1241. 1424. ]
844 Maj. (it) sy sa™ pbo bo™

otav (line 2; 1)

16:22 ovv vov pev vy’

0LV VUV LLEV ATV P> 01°B
C*DLWW1.33.565. 1844
lat

VoV pev ovv Aveny 01%*

0oLV AVTNV pev vov A C’KNT
A © (700). 892°. 1241 Maj.

HEV 0LV Avmtny vuv 3
Avmny pev 579

ovv Avmtnyv 1424

ovv vov plev Aomny (line 5; 2)

16:22 gyete

exete 01* BCK WY T A £
565.579. 700. 892°. 1241. 1424
Maj. lat

ekete PP OIADLN WX QW
33. 1844 it vg™*

exete (line 5; 2)

16:22 a1pet

apeL
apet P’ B D* T it vg™™ sa ly bo

apaper W

aipel (line 7; 2)

16:23 av 11

av P’ B C L lat; Or
otto (e)av 01 ® 33. 1241. 1 844
oti(ott?) (e)av AW

oegov N

o] tteav (line 9; 2)

316 The second number represents which of the two fragments/columns is in view.
>'7 The variation-units at 15:26 mepyo (line 2; 1), 16:1 pn (line 6; 1) and 16:21 wpa (line 1;

: 22
2) are lacunose in P~
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ottooa (e)av K T' A £ 565.
579.700. 892°. 1424 Maj.

(+otD*) eav D ¥

16:23 gv t® ovopaTt pov €V T® OVOUOTL OV d®GEL VUV A | €V T® OVOpOTL Jov dwoet] Huewv
SmoeL vy CDKNWTIOYr?1. (6on | (lines9-10;2)"*

33).565.579. 700. 892°. 1241.

1424 Maj. lat(t) sy pbo bo

dMGEL VUV EV T® OVOLOTL LOV
P01 BC*L A I844saly

dwoet vy 118

16:28 eEnABov mapa Tov gEnhBov mapo Tov motpoc PP e[EM[ABo]v mapa [t]ov n[pg
natpog’ "’ (line 20; 2)
—D W b ff* sy* ly pbo

16:28 mopa nopa P°01 AC’KNTA® F nopa (line 20; 2)
113 565.579. 700. 892°. 1241.
1424. 1844 Maj.

ek BC*L WY 33

16:31 Incovc™™ Incovc P BC W @ 0109 Tn[c] (line 27; 2)**!

0Incovg0Ol ADKLNT AV
11333565, 579. 700. 892°.
1241. 1424. 1844 Mayj.

16:32 eAn\vbev edndolev P01 AB C*D* L | e]AnivBev (line 28; 2)°*
W 0109. 33 sy*sa Iy bo

VOV eEAnAvbev C’D’KNT A®
¥ 113565, 579. 700. 892°.
1241. 1424. 1844 Maj. f q sy™"

(pbo)

318 This text is followed by en[g ap]tL

31916:24 arterte (line 11; 2), 16:25 alha before epyetar (falls in three-line lacuna, 12-14; 2),
16:25 amayyelo (line 15; 2), 16:26 wept vpwv (line 17; 2); 16:27 tov Ogov (line 19; 2) are excluded as
lacunose in P,

52016:29 avte (line 22; 2) and ev (line 23; 2) are excluded as lacunose in P*.

52! This text is preceded by the fully extant avtorc.

522t is clear that the preceding lacuna (opa [kor e]AnAvBev) does not leave room for vuv (see
IGNTP I, 360). I exclude the unique addition of n wpa in 01* from consideration as lacunose in P>,
The unique addition of mavteg in P*™ in 16:32 also falls in a lacuna (line 28/29; 2). Since the ka[1]
eyl (IGNTP 1, 42; editio princeps, 15) in 16:32 does not appear to rule out xape (with the next word
likely being povov), I do not factor this reading into my analysis (but perhaps the size of the lacunose
portion would favor 1 over p).
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Commentary on Variants
15:25 ev to vopm avtov yeypoauuevog: There is little to say regarding internal
evidence besides the probability that yeypappevog was brought forward to read
immediately after the nominative article (0 Aoyog o yeypapeEVOG €V T® VOU® QVTMOV).
It is difficult to see why a scribe would, conversely, move the nominative participle
further from the article. It is most likely that o Aoyog o yeypappevog reflects
assimilation to the frequent occurrence in John of an arthrous nominative noun
followed immediately by an arthrous participle (see discussion of o padnng o

poptupov at 21:24 in my treatment of P'%%).%* p*

attests the reading that is not
influenced by general usage in John.

15:26 otav: Wescott notes that there is a “pause” after v. 25,°** and Beasley-
Murray comments, “The Paraclete saying in 15:26-27 is the clearest example in the
Last Discourses of the interruption of the flow of thought by the insertion of a
previously existing saying of the Spirit.”*> My interest is with this recognizably
abrupt shift, one that may have prompted the insertion of 6¢. There is also a strong
possibility, given the similarity of syntax and context, that o€ was influenced by
16:13 (otav 8¢ ehBn exewoc). P? attests a syntactically rougher reading that does not
reflect possible influence from a parallel text in the near context.

16:22 ovv vuv pev Avanv: I regard this reading as inconclusive on the basis of
internal evidence. See brief note in treatment of P°.

16:22 gyete: In v. 20 the future tense is repeated as Jesus tells his disciples,
“You will weep and lament...you will be grieved, but your grief will become joy”
(Khawoete ka1 Opnvnoete vUELC. . . AvnOnoecse vuelS, oAl N AvIn LUV €1 XOPAV

yevnoetat). Jesus goes on in v. 21 to give the analogy of a mother’s grief being

Bt BDF, sec. 270, and see discussion under 18:36 Bactiela n gun in treatment of P for
the post-ps)osition of the attributive as a Johannine feature.

* Brooke F. Westcott, The Gospel according to St. John: the Greek text with introduction
(SLondon: J. Murray, 1908), 213.

and notes
52 Beasley-Murray, John, 270.
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turned into joy after her child is born. Then v. 22 begins, “so you also now
exete/eEete grief.” The verbs coming directly after this reading are also in the future
(oyopon and yapnoetot) and appear to have affected the transmission of aipet
(treated below). It is most probable that these surrounding verbs have exercised

. .. ., 526 122
influence on our Varlatlon-unlt.5 6 P

attests a reading not harmonized to the verb
tense from the immediate context.

16:22 aipst: See analysis under P°. P? attests a reading that is not harmonized
to a recurring verb tense in the immediate context.

16:23 o T gav: See treatment under P°. P?* attests a harmonization to parallel
usage elsewhere in the Gospel.

16:23 v T® ovopatt pov dwoet vuv: See P for discussion of this variation-
unit. P?* does not attest the intrinsically improbable transposed reading.

16:28 e&nABov mapa Tov Tatpoc: See P’ for discussion. P?* attests the more
difficult reading that retains the repetitious clause.

16:28 mapa: See P’ for treatment of this variation-unit. P> does not attest the
alternative preposition that is influenced by verb use in the immediate context.

16:31 Incovg: Although the evidence is strongly in favor of an anarthrous text
in the amexpOn Incovg ko emmev avtm and anekpidn Incovg patterns, as Fee notes,
the evidence is much less certain where anexpiOn and Incovg are separated by a
personal pronoun, as in this case (amekpiOn avtoig (0) Incovg). On the one hand, the
nearly certain anarthrous usage with NaBavonA in 1:49, the widespread attestation of
an anarthrous text in P*® and B, and the occasional absence of the article with other
non-neutral witnesses may suggest that the presence of the article in such cases

reflects later scribal insertion. On the other hand, other major witnesses besides P

326 Beasley-Murray, John, 268; Metzger, Commentary, 211.
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and B do favor the article.”>” He concludes that one should “consider the article to be
the Johannine pattern, as in most cases, except where there is early and somewhat
wide-spread support for an anarthrous text,” and he then gives this verse as an
example.”® In light of the uncertainty involved, I consider this reading inconclusive
for the purposes of the following analysis.

16:32 eéknivBev: The idea of “the hour is coming” is prominent in John with
approximately 13 cases of epyopon used with wpa. Twice in the Gospel we read,
“The hour is coming and now is” (epyeTon mpa Kol vov €6tv) (4:23; 5:25). The same
idea, albeit in a slightly different form, appears here in v. 32: gpyetatl wpa kot
eAnivblev. The first three words are exactly the same, which is likely to have evoked
the familiar form with the vuv. The concentrated use of vuv in the dialogue leading
up to this verse (16:5, 22, 29, 30) also supports its influence here. P** attests the

reading not harmonized to the immediate context or parallel usage in John.

Analysis of Manuscript based on Readings
Setting aside the two variation-units deemed inconclusive on the basis of internal
evidence (16:22 ovv vuv pev Avrny; 16:31 Incovg), we are left with nine variation-
units represented by P* and no singular/sub-singular readings. Six of these nine
variation-units appear to derive from some type of harmonization or textual
influence, and in five of them P** reads with the non-harmonized reading: 15:25 ev
T VOU® 0VTOV Yeypoupevog has the syntax that is not influenced by general usage
in John; 16:22 gyete and aipet are not assimilated to future tense verbs in the
immediate context; 16:28 mopa does not attest the preposition that is influenced by
compound verb use in the immediate context; 16:32 eAnAvBev is not harmonized to

the use of vuv in the immediately preceding context or in parallels in John (4:23;

527 Fee, “The Use of the Definite Article,” 175-76.
528 Fee, “The Use of the Definite Article,” 176-77.
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5:25). P* has the harmonized reading in only one of these six variation-units: 16:23
o Tt eav, which is harmonized to parallel usage in John (14:13; 15:16).

In two of the variation-units represented by P* it can be observed that
variants are either stylistically/syntactically rougher or easier. In both cases, P**
attests the more difficult and thus more probable variant: 15:26 otav does not read
with the connective that results in a smoother transition (nor is it harmonized to a
parallel in 16:13); 16:28 eEnABov mapa tov Tatpog retains the repetitious clause.
There is one additional variation-unit represented by P** that does not fit neatly into
either of these broad categories, and in this case P** likewise attests the more difficult
and intrinsically more probable variant without the transposition: 16:23 gv t®
OVOLLOTL L0V dMGEL LLLLV.

In sum, among the nine variation-units represented by P*, it reads with the
internally more probable reading in eight or 89% of them. This means that only one
or 11% of the variants read in P** appear to be improbable on the basis of internal
evidence. This one variant (o t1 €av instead of the more probable av 1) is a small-
scale harmonization easily explained by unconscious influence from two
synonymous parallels elsewhere in the Gospel.

P?* shares extant text with two other witnesses from the second and third
centuries, P° and P, both of which are also fragmentary for this portion of text.
Based on what is extant or can be confidently reconstructed and leaving aside
orthographic readings, P** agrees with P®® (after correction) 6 out of 7 times (86%):
agreements (15:25 ev to vopo avtov yeypoaupuevogs; 16:22 ovv vov pev Avmmyv; 16:22
arpet (lac. P*%); 16:28 e&niBov mopa tov motpoc (lac. P*%); 16:31 Incovg; 16:32
elnivbev); disagreement (16:22 gxete | e€ete). There are no disagreements based on
singular readings in the text shared by these witnesses. See treatment of P° for

agreements and disagreements between that papyrus and P?.
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Diachronic Comparison of Created Readings
The portion of text covered by P** is fully extant in 01, A, B and D. Leaving aside
orthographic readings, I list here the singular and sub-singular readings for each

manuscript.

p?? (none)

01:5%

16:22 ovv vov pev Avnv] vov pev ovv Avmmv 01%* (transposition probably resulting

from a corrected omission of ovv likely caused by the similar sound/form of words)

16:29 ot padnrot avtov] ot pantot avte 01* (substitution of indirect object

pronoun to go with Agyovowv in place of superfluous possessive pronoun)

A (none):m

B (none):

D 531
15:26 matpog [2]] matpog pov D a b ¢ sy” (harmonized addition, to immediate

context (15:24))

329 The following readings of 01 are not considered because they fall in a lacuna in P*: 16:1
om. un; 16:2 add. yap; 16:25 omov; 16:25 anoyyeldim; 16:32 add. n wpa. o before avOpwmog at 16:21
is corrected by the Scriptorium hand (IGNTP II, 474).

33016:24 nmooocHat in A is lacunose in P%

3115:26 mepno, 15:27 om. d¢, 16:25 v mapnoia, 16:26 natepa pov, 16:28 nAbov, 16:30
nopa are excluded from consideration as lacunose in P?. 15:26 natepa was corrected to matpog by the
first hand (IGNTP II, 465).
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16:21 Ohyewc] Avmng D 579 ¢ (harmonized substitution, to use of word earlier in the

verse)

Little can be said in this diachronic comparison, since P** attests no singular
readings. This is in agreement with A and B but in contrast to 01 and D, which have
two each (although the versional support for 15:26 matpog pov may suggest that this

reading was inherited by D).

Conclusions on Stability and/or Fluidity
Evidence for anything other than stable transmission is minimal in P??. There are no
singular readings and only one improbable variant among the nine places where it
gives testimony to the transmission activity that it inherited. Both the transmission
leading up to the copying of P** and the activity of its copyist give testimony to the
existence of stable transmission attitudes and practices in the third century. This
evidence does not support the claim that transmission practices were freer or more

fluid in the period prior to the fourth century.
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2.9. P* (P. Oxy. XIII 1596)

Introduction
P** is a fragment of the lower portion of a leaf from a papyrus codex from
Oxyrhynchus, Egypt containing portions of John 6:8-12 on the recto and 6:17-22 on

2
the verso.>’

Among manuscript witnesses dated to the second and third centuries, it
shares extant text with P (overlapping for portions of 6:8-11) and P” (overlapping
for portions of all verses covered). Since its publication in 1919 by Grenfell and
Hunt, P?® has been variously dated to the third and fourth centuries.”*® More recently,
Orsini and Clarysse have assigned it broadly to the period between 250 and 350.>**
Although P* may have been copied in the fourth rather than third century, I have

nevertheless retained it in this study as a text generally regarded to be from the time

at or before the turn of the fourth century C.E. Its script is a “medium-sized

1 99535 d 536
. .

semiuncia and it is clearly in the direction of a documentary/cursive han

Orsini and Clarysse classify P*® under the severe style with the added feature that
“thick and thin strokes alternate, but not on a regular basis.”>’
The fragment known as P*® measures 5.2 cm. in width and 10.7 cm. in height

and preserves a portion of the last 11 lines on the recto and 12 (nearly 13) on the

verso. It has a lower margin measuring 2 cm. and some of the outer margin can be

332 For this and further introductory information, see especially Bernard P. Grenfell and

Arthur S. Hunt, eds., “Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 1596,” in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Part XIII (London:
Egypt Exploration Society, 1919) 8-10 (referred to as editio princeps for the remainder of this
chapter); K. Aland, Repertorium I, 249; idem, Kurzgefasste Liste, 6; LDAB:
http://www.trismegistos.org/ldab/text.php?tm=61635.

333 For fourth century, see editio princeps, 8 (“It was found together with third-fourth century
documents, and probably belongs to the early or middle part of the fourth century;” they regard it as
“probably older” than 0162 (see my discussion on that manuscript below)); Joseph van Haelst,
Catalogue des papyrus littéraires juits et chrétiens (Série papyrologie 1; Paris: Sorbonne, 1976) no.
444. For third century, see Turner, Typology, 147; K. Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste, 6.

334 Orsini and Clarysse, “Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 469. It is listed as third/fourth
century in Chapa, “Early Text of John,” 141; Hurtado, Artifacts, 219.

335 Editio princeps, 8. Cf. Schofield, “Papyrus Fragments,” 223 (“a medium sized sloping
round uncial, rather irregular™).

336 Charlesworth, “‘Catholicity’,” 44. Cf. Comfort and Barrett, Text, 122.

537 Orsini and Clarysse, “Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 457.

177



seen on the verso. The size of the page would have been approximately 22-23 cm
high and 13 cm wide.’*® Turner reconstructs the page at 20.5 cm. in height and 12/13
cm. in width, placing it into his Group 7 Aberrant 1, and he thinks the column of
written text measured 17 cm. high and 10 cm. wide.”*” Aland lists the number of
lines as 25-26 with 28-38 letters per line, but Grenfell and Hunt reconstruct 24 letters
for recto 24, putting the range at 24-38.>*

P*® preserves three singular cases of itacism, including mevtoxioytietor (6:10,
recto 21), poPersOan (6:20, verso 47/22), and 1dev (6:22, verso 51/26) as well as two

additional orthographic readings, e\ePev (6:11, recto 21)°*!

and evyvg (6:19, verso
45/20),>** with evyuc having support from D 063.%* Such readings led Grenfell and
Hunt to comment that P*® was “not very correctly spelled.”** A nomen sacrum is
used for Incovc, which includes the forms 1 (6:17, verso 41/16; agrees with p” ) and
W (6:19, verso 44/19; with P""'Y), but avOpmmovg is written in pleno (6:10, recto 18;
contra P and P"®). P*® does not have abbreviations for the numbers that are extant,
which consist of mevte (6:9, recto 16; with P, contra P®), nevraxioyiietot (6:10,
recto 21; with P°® and P"°), and ewoot mevte (6:19, verso 43/18; contra P"'9).
P** attests one instance of diaeresis over the iota of idev (6:22, verso 51/26).

There is one high point after 1¢ at the end of 6:17 (verso 41/16). IGNTP points out a
space between yng and €1g in 6:21 (verso 49/24), and Grenfell and Hunt note ““a slight

space” after epofnOncav between vv. 19 and 20 (verso 46/21) and think it probable

that there was also “a larger space in the lacuna” before ™ enavpiov at the beginning

K. Aland, Repertorium I, 249; cf. van Haelst, Catalogue, no. 444 who gives 22 x 15.

339 Turner, Typology, 147, 19.

0K Aland, Repertorium I, 249; editio princeps, 9.

! For frequent interchange of o and ¢ in “various....phonetic conditions,” see Gignac I, 278-
282.

> Gignac I, 170-171 gives this spelling as an example of an unassimilated nu before a velar
stop, which, though not widespread, does appear among the Roman and Byzantine papyri.

¥ Cf. Head, “Habits,” 406.

¥ Editio princeps, 8.
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of v. 22 (verso 49/24).°* The Alands classify P*® as a “Normal” text,”*® and Epp
places it in his ““B” group.””*’ This manuscript fragment is currently housed in the

Pacific School of Religion, Palestine Institute in Berkeley, California.

Variation-Units Represented*®

Variation-Unit Variants P*® Transcribed

6:9 modapov TS ApLoV [radaprov] (recto 16)**

madapov ev AKT A O 579.
700. 1424. Maj. lat sy*"

6:10 gumev gutev P01 BL asy**?sa™ | [emev] (recto 18)™°
ly pbo

emevde AKNWITAQW £
33.565.579.700. 892. 1424
Maj. b q sy"

guev ovv P D G 1241 lat

6:10 wc mevtakioytior’! WG nsvra1<10;§17\101 (Tproyiion [moel mevtaxio]xthelo]t (recto
01*) PP01°BDLNW ¥ 21)°*?
579. 892.

woel nevrakioxtiot P A K T A
© "% 33.565.700. 1241. 1424
Maj.

3 IGNTP 1, 45; editio princeps, 8-10. Cf. Charlesworth, “‘Catholicity’,” 44, who curiously
lists no form of punctuation for text division in P**.

K. Aland and B. Aland, Text, 95, 97. Cf. B. Aland, “Nutzen,” 21, 37.

7 Epp, “Significance,” 100.

¥ I have not included the pre-corrected and sub-singular transposition Tt oty Towta in P*
and the singular omission of Tt by D* in 6:9 in this list of variation-units. The omission of t1in D,
however, will be treated in the Diachronic Comparison section below (see there for note on corrector).

> The reconstructions for recto lines 16-18 are already “quite long enough, even allowing
for the slope of the column towards the left, which is noticeable on the verso,” making the presence of
ev here “very improbable” (editio princeps, 9).

As with gv in 6:9, the presence of o€ here (and thus ovv by inference) “is very

improbable” (editio princeps, 9).

1T have excluded 6:10 ot from this list of variation-units. The portion of text between tomem
and avdpec in 6:10 is lacunose in P?® (recto 20) and is quite variegated among the MSS: some read
avernesa(o)v ovv ot avdpec (P01 B U © A 1T £ 124. 700), some are without ot (P*“” DL N W ¥
' 33.565.579. 892. 1241), some lack ovv (M S A Q 2. 28. Maj.), and some include avOpwmot
(contracted to avot) before avdpeg (A K'Y IT*). Editio princeps, 9 reconstructs the text as aveneoav
ovv o1] avdpeg, but, in light of the variation in the tradition and the possibility that a combination of
these readings could have fitted in the lacuna, does not exclude alternative reconstructions.

27 follow IGNTP I, 44 for the sublinear dots and brackets (cf. Plate 11). Grenfell and Hunt
comment, “woet...suits the length of the lacuna better than wg,” which also makes Tpioytitor unlikely
(editio princeps, 9). Cf. NA2S.
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6:11 guyaproTnoog d1edmKev

EVYOPLOTNOAG JIESWKEV

guyaplotnoev kot dmkev 01 D
lt Syc»(p)

guyaplotnoog edokev PO N T
69. 579

evyapomnoog 30| | kev (recto
22-23)*

6:11 t01g avaKeevolg

TOLG OVOKELLEVOLG P75 01* A B
LN W £'33.565.579. 1241 lat

sy*?" sa pbo bo

1015 pontaig (+ avtov 892.
1424) o1 d¢ pabnrat Toig
OVOKELLEVOLG 0I’DKTAGVY
£13700.892. 1424 Maj. bejly
bOmSS

[toic avake]evorc (recto 23)°>

6:17 Ko 6KOTLOL NON EYEYOVEL

KoL 6KOTI0, NON EYEYOVEL

KateloPev de ALTOVG N GKOTIOL
01 D

ko]t oxotio NdN g[yely[ovet
(verso 40/15)°%

6:17 ovmw eknivbel Tpog
avtovg o Incovg

ovnw (ovk A KTV A © ' 565.
700. 892. 1424 Maj. lat sy sa ly)
eAnvbel mpog awtovg o (— Lz
Incovug (+ eig 1o mhoov K £ )
AKLWTI™A® £33, 565.
700. 892. 1241. 1424 Maj. it lat
sy sa ly pbo bo

ovrtw eAnAvbet o (— 01) Incovg
npog avtovg 01 D a

ovr (ov P**"%) poc avtoug
gAnhuBet (eyeyover P) o Incovg
PP BN ¥ 579

oV TPog awTovg | €]Anivdet o Ig
(verso 40-41/15-16)>¢

3331 follow the placement of sublinear dots in IGNTP I, 44 (cf. plate 11).

534 There is not room for this additional text between edwkev and toic avaketpevog (cf.
IGNTP I, 193: edw[ / 12-15 Jevoig).

>33 For the placement of the sublinear dots and the brackets see IGNTP I, 45 (cf. Plate 12).

336 This variation-unit concerns word order, but the ov in P*® is treated in the Unique
Readings below. I follow the transcription of editio princeps, 9 and Comfort and Barrett, Text, 123.
Head notes that the transcriptions of editio princeps and IGNTP agree that a singular reading was read
in the lacuna on verso 40/15, since otherwise the line would be excessively long, but that they
disagree as to what was read (“Habits,” 406). Editio princeps, 9, 10 reconstructs with the substitution
of ov for ovtw, commenting that “There is not room for ovnw here,” whereas IGNTP 1, 45, 195
reconstructs without the prepositional phrase, Tpoc avtovc. Head leaves the question open. Three
observations lend support to the reconstruction of editio princeps.

First, the fact that the omission is listed in IGNTP without qualification (either on p. 45 or p.
195), that is, without any note on spacing, may suggest that some form of error or oversight has
occurred in the IGNTP transcription. Given the number of letters involved (10!) and the fact that a
singular reading is being posited, one would expect the editor to substantiate this conclusion with the
usual procedure of placing the number of letter-spaces in brackets. Moreover, it is unclear why
IGNTP allows up to 20 spaces in the lacuna on verso 43/18 (to the right of the pi in mevte — see p.
196) but reconstructs with only 10 in the same-sized lacuna on verso 40/15 (to the right of the
partially extant second gamma of gyeyovet, which is directly above the pi). Second, according to the
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6:19 octadlovg o6TOd10VG oTad10vg (verso 43/18)

otadw 01* D 0211

6:21 g ync557 ™G yng ™G yng (verso 49/24)

mv ynv 01* £13 579, 1424; Or

6:22 g180v 8160th75 ABLNW®33.579 | idev (verso 51/26)
it sy”

WovK T AW 13 565.700.
892. 1241. 1424 Maj.

gdev 01 D lat

Unique Readings

Place of Variation Readings P Transcribed

reconstruction of IGNTP the verso lines 15-25 (40-50 in editio princeps) have the following number
of letter-spaces: 26, 31, 34, 37, 31, 29, 31, 31, 35, 26, 34. This makes line 15, with 26 letters,
unusually short when compared with the others, except in the case of line 24, which also has 26
letters. However, concerning the brevity of the latter line (49/24), editio princeps, 10 explains that
“there may well have been a considerable space before ™ emavplov, which begins a new section,”
which would be in addition to the blank space between yng and €1 that is roughly the size of one letter
(noted in IGNTP, 45; see plate 12). By contrast, if the reconstruction of editio princeps is accepted,
the length of the line would match more closely with the others: 35, 31, 34, 37, 31, 29, 31, 31, 35, 26,
34.

Thirdly, when one counts the number of letter-spaces reconstructed to the right of the letters
directly beneath the partially extant epsilon after ndn (the initial epsilon of gyeyovet) on verso 40/15,
the number of letters including those extant or reconstructed for this portion of lines 41-46/16-21 are
as follows: 19, 22, 24, 21, 18, 21. The 13 letters reconstructed for the same-sized space on line 40/15
in IGNTP would be significantly out of place, whereas the 22 letters reconstructed by editio princeps
fits well with the other lines. Although the singular reading posited by editio princeps is, therefore,
more likely than that adduced by IGNTP, the former is by no means certain. Editio princeps
reconstructs verso lines 40-50/15-25 with the following number of letters: 35, 31, 34, 37, 31, 29, 31,
31, 35, 26, 34. The letters reconstructed to the right of the partially extant epsilon mentioned above
and to the right of the letters beneath it for lines 40-46/15-21 are: 22, 19, 22, 24, 21, 18, 21. If ovnw,
instead of ov, is allowed on verso 40/15, then both the line (at 37 letters) and the mostly lacunose
space discussed above (at 24 letters) would be identical to verso 43/18. It is noteworthy that editio
princeps questions the length of that line as well, conjecturing that the text “possibly” read singularly
in substituting opwowv for Ogwpovov (with -civ placed on the next line). IGNTP I, however, accepts
the length of verso 43/18 as reconstructed with Oempov- by allowing for up to 20 spaces in the lacuna
(see p. 196). One wonders if perhaps each of these two lines could serve to validate the length of the
other, especially since the only means of accounting for their apparently excessive length is to
conjecture singular readings in lacunae! In sum, the above analysis suggests that having both ovr®
and mpog avtovg in the lacuna on verso 40/15 is at least possible. Nevertheless, I have chosen, though
tentatively and in light of the above discussion, to include the singular substitution of ov for ovr®
posited b;/ the editio princeps. This will be reflected in the analysis that follows.

7P is lacunose for 6:19 g Bokaoconc (verso 44/19) and 6:21 eyeveto To mhotov (verso

48/23).
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6:17 ovrw ovtw P"" 01 BDLNWWY £~ | [ov] (verso 40/15)>°
33.579. 1241 it pbo bo

ovk A KTV A @ £!565.700.
892. 1424 Maj. lat sy sa ly

28vi
ov P 8vid

6:19 tov Incovv tov Incovv rell v (verso 44/1 9)559

.
Incovy P&

Commentary on Variants
6:9 mondapov: The other numbers in the context seem to have prompted the writing
of the number “one” with the child. If ev is read, then we are left with Taidapiov
gV...EVTE apTOVG. ..0v0 oyapta. The less explicit and dissimilar text is the more
difficult reading. P*® attests the reading that is not assimilated to the use of numbers
in the immediate context.

6:10 eutev: The same command that Jesus gives “to have the people sit
down,” is introduced in Luke 9:14 with euev 6. Since ovv and d¢ are attested among
the witnesses in the tradition, we are likely dealing with two different reactions to the
asyndeton. This verse also marks a shift towards Jesus as speaker and serves as the
beginning of the account of Jesus’ miraculous activity (as a kind of preamble to what
begins in v. 11). In not having either conjunction, P*® attests the rougher reading with

asyndeton.

>%¥ See discussion of this highly tentative reading in the preceding note.

%9 Editio princeps, 9, IGNTP I, 45, and Comfort and Barrett, Text, 123 reconstruct the text
without Tov before w on verso 44/19. Head notes this as a singular reading in P*® (“Habits,” 406).
There is an extant nu before tv, but it is transcribed as belonging to the end of Oswpovoiv, which, as
reconstructed, began on the previous line. Both IGNTP I, 196 and editio princeps, 10 exclude the
possibility that the previous line could be any longer than it already is, as it is reconstructed ending in
Bewpov- (for discussion see note above on 6:17 ovnw...). This means that its final syllable (-owv)
would need to be read at the beginning of line 44/19. In regards to the small lacuna that precedes the
extant nu at the beginning of 44/19, IGNTP I, 196 allows for only two letter-spaces and editio
princeps says, “there is certainly not room for [to]v here,” that is, in addition to otv (10).
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6:10 woel mevrakioyimot. Here the number of men fed in Jesus’ miraculous
multiplication of the loaves and fishes is said to be “about five thousand.” The
reading woet appears to be harmonized to Synoptic parallels in Matthew 14:21 (woet
nevtakioyihor) and Luke 9:14 (ooet avdpeg mevrakioyiitor). P? attests the reading
that is likely harmonized to Gospel parallels.

6:11 evyoapromoag edwkev: Parallels in Matthew 15:36 and Mark 8:6 attest
dwo (evyoploTnaoag...ed100ov). Perhaps a more relevant point to make, since our
variants attest the aorist form of the verb, is that Jesus’ act of praying over and then
distributing bread would naturally evoke imagery from the Last Supper. And indeed,
here it appears that copyists have harmonized to those parallels, since gvyoapiomncog
and edwxev are used together in all three Synoptic accounts of the Last Supper (Matt
26:27; Mk 14:23; Lk 22:19). Moreover, o1001dmpt is only used four times in the New
Testament, and only here in John, which supports seeing it as less familiar and thus
more difficult. P*® attests a reading that is likely harmonized to parallels in other
Gospels.

6:11 to1c avaxepevolg: The longer reading clarifies that it is Jesus’ disciples
rather than Jesus himself who distributes the food to those in the crowd. It appears to
be an interpolation not only because it further clarifies or explains the manner of
distribution, and is thus an easier reading, but especially because this is the
description given in Synoptic parallels (Matt 14:19, 15:36; Mk 6:41; Lk 9:16). P>
does not attest this rather lengthy harmonization to Synoptic parallels.

6:17 xon oxotia ndN gyeyovet: The alternative syntax and vocabulary
involved in katelafev de avtovg n oxotwa is less difficult because it appears to be
influenced to some degree by the previous occurrence of ckotia in the Gospel: n
okotio avto ov kotedafev (1:5). One could speculate about the motives behind this

change, and whether it was initiated by readers or copyists, but for our purposes it is
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sufficient to conclude that P> does not attest what seems to be an intentional
substitution of syntax likely drawn from or affected by previous usage in the Gospel.

6:17 ov mpog avtovg eAnivbet o Incovg: When assessing these word order
variants, we notice that ovmw géAnAvOet has some frequency in John (7:30; 8:20;
11:30), which may suggest influence on the word order here. On the other hand, the
fact that all occurrences of ovr in the Gospel are followed by the verb (or
conjunction then verb) gives some intrinsic support to the variants with that word
order here. I have set this variant aside as inconclusive on the basis of internal
evidence.

2
360 p28 does

6:19 otadlovc: BDF notes that the plural otadia is an Attic form.
not attest what appears to be an Atticistic reading.

6:21 tng yng: The use of the preposition emt with yn in 17:4 (em g yng)
gives some intrinsic support to the genitive. The substitution from gm g Bokacong
to the accusative in P” in 6:19, which is almost certainly harmonized to et tnv
Bolaccav in 6:16, may be similar to what has occurred here. It seems most likely
that the accusative v ynv has been affected by the accusative relative pronoun just
afterwards, for which it functions as the antecedent (et tnv ynv eic nv). P** does not
attest the reading likely influenced by syntax in the immediate context.

6:22 g10ev: When the collective singular noun oyAog is the subject, John
favors introducing the action with a singular verb and then placing any additional
verb in the plural (cf. 6:2, 24; 12:9, 18),°®' which supports reading a plural verb here:
0 0YAOG 0 E0TNKMG...€Wov. The immediate context indicates that the use of the

singular eidev with o oxhoc in v. 24 has exercised influence on our variation-unit. P**

attests a reading that is likely harmonized to the immediate context.

90 BDF, sec. 49.3.
381 For constructio ad sensum, see BDF, sec. 134.
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Commentary on Unique Readings
6:17 ov: Even though this reading is uncertain (see extensive discussion in
note under table), I have included it here as a possible unique reading of P*®. Little
more can be said beyond the likelihood that this is a minor substitution from ovx.
6:19 Incovv: There is no reason to doubt that the omission of the article was
caused by a leap from one nu to another (Bswpovoty Tov Incovv). P?* attests a leap

from same to same resulting in a one-word omission.

Analysis of Manuscript based on Readings
I exclude from this assessment one variation-unit where the identification of readings
is inconclusive on the basis of internal evidence (6:17 ov® Tpog avtovg EAnALOEL).
P*® offers 11 readings for analysis, which consist of nine variants from the tradition
and two singular readings. Six of the nine variants are in variation-units where some
form of harmonization appears to have played a role in variation. In three of these
variation-units P** attests the non-harmonized reading, whether it concerns parallel
text from another Gospel (6:11 toig avakeyevolc does not attest the lengthy addition
of syntax that conforms the text to Synoptic parallels (Matt 14:19; 15:36; Mk 6:41;
Lk 9:16) or vocabulary and syntax within the Gospel of John (6:9 naidapiov is not
influenced by the use of numbers with the other nouns in the verse; 6:21 Tng yng is
not assimilated to the relative pronoun in the immediate context). In three of these
six variation-units, however, P?® has the harmonized reading, either to Synoptic
parallels (6:10 woet meviakioytiot attests a harmonized substitution for mg
influenced by Matthew 14:21 and Luke 9:14; 6:11 guyopiotncoag edwkev is
harmonized to Synoptic accounts of the feeding of the five thousand (Matt 15:36;

Mk 8:6) or, more likely, accounts of the Last Supper (Matt 26:27; Mk 14:23; Lk
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22:19)) or to the immediate context (6:22 10¢ev is harmonized to the use of this verb
in the singular in v. 24).

The remaining three variation-units can be assessed according to
stylistic/syntactical difficulty. In all three of them P*® reads with the more difficult or
rougher reading: 6:10 enev attests the asyndeton without any sign of smoothing;
6:17 xon oxotia ndN gyeyovet does not read the multi-layered substitution that is
drawing on/reminiscent of previous usage surrounding cxotia; 6:19 otadiovg does
not read with the Attic form of the plural. Thus, in these three places the papyrus has
the asyndetic, non-editorialized, and non-Attic reading respectively.

To summarize, in these 9 variation-units for which P?® testifies, 6 or 67%
appear to be internally more probable than the alternative(s). This means that in three
or one-third of these variation-units do we find an intrinsically and/or
transcriptionally less probable reading. All of these involve only one word and call
for no explanation beyond unconscious assimilation to nearby (€10ev instead of
€100v) or parallel (woet instead of w¢ and edwkev for diedwkev) vocabulary. They are
entirely inconsequential with regard to the sense of the text. The two singular/sub-
singular readings, those which were most likely introduced by the copyist of P?*, are
even less consequential: a substitution of ov for ovk (or ovnw) (but this is highly
tentative) and the omission of the article tov before Incovv, probably to be explained
as a leap from the nu of Bewpovoiv to that of Tov.

P?® shares extant text with two other witnesses from the second and third
centuries, P and P”°, both of which are also fragmentary for this portion of text.
Based on what is extant or can be confidently reconstructed and leaving aside
orthographic readings, P** agrees with P®® (after correction) (extant only for portions
of vv. 8-11) 4 out of 5 times (80%): agreements (6:9 tadapov (lac. P**); 6:10 woet

nevtakioyihor (lac. P™); 6:11 svyapiotnoag edwkev; 6:11 toic avoxetpevolg (lac.
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P?*)); disagreements (P*® reading listed first) (6:10 ewev (lac.) | euev ovv). P*® agrees
with P” 6 out of 13 times (46%): agreements (6:9 madapiov (lac. P**); 6:10 euev
(lac. P?*); 6:11 toic avakeyevorc (lac. P?*); 6:17 kot oxotia ndn eyeyovet; 6:17 ovmm
eAnivbet Tpog avtovg o Incovg (word order); 6:19 cradiovg); disagreements (6:10
woel evtakioyiMot (lac.) | og mevtaxioyidiot; 6:11 gvyapionoog edwKeYV |
evyaplotnoag dtedmkev; 6:17 ov (lac.) | ovrtw; 6:17 eAnAvbet | eyeyovet; 6:18 ¢ |
8¢;°%% 6:19 Inoowv | Tov Incovv; 6:22 edev | ewdov). If singular readings are removed,
then P?* (minus 6:17 ov; 6:19 Incovv) agrees with P’ (minus 6:17 eyeyovet) 6 out of

10 times (60%) and there is no change in relation to P®.

Diachronic Comparison of Created Readings
Among majuscules up through the seventh century, the portion of text covered by P**
is fully preserved in 01, A, B, D, N and W. Listed below are the readings deemed

likely to have been created by each respective scribe:

28,563
P

6:17 ovk/ovmw] ov P**'9? (minor substitution of negation)

28vid

6:19 tov Incovv] Incovv P (leap from same to same (Bewpovciy Tov Incovv)

01:5¢

6:17 o0 Incovg] Incovg 01 L 80 (omission of unnecessary article)

6:20 o 0¢] ka1 01 (harmonized substitution, to parallel (Mk 6:50))

362 8¢ is also read by D N 579.

363 As noted in the introduction, P*® has one orthographic singular reading involving /o
interchange, 6:11 e\efev (cf. Gignac I, 278-282), and at 6:19 it reads gvyvg with D 063 (cf. Gignac I,
170-171).

364 The following readings of 01 or 01* fall in a lacuna in P*® and are thus excluded: 6:10

tomog and tpioydioy; 6:21 vanvnoev (cf. editio princeps, 10); 6:22 gotwg (verso 50/25).
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6:21 nBehov] nABov 01 (substitution likely caused by similar sound/spelling of

words)

A:
6:10 yoptog moivc] moivg yoptog A b (likely harmonized transposition, to word

order in immediate context (moAvg oyAog in 6:5))

B (none)

D 565
6:9 11] om.”*® D* (omission of interrogative pronoun that changes the sentence from

a question to a statement)

6:11 aprovc] meve aptove®’ D 59 1604 (harmonized addition, to immediate context

(6:9))

6:19 woet otadovg] otadia woel D (transposition without apparent cause)

N:
6:10 avdpeg Tov apBuov] Tov apBuov avopeg N (likely harmonized transposition, to

placement of avdpeg in Matt 14:21)

565 gyevnOn at 6:21 in D is in a lacuna in P In the text covered by Pzg, D has one
orthographic singular reading involving the temporal augment, 6:11 nuyapiotoev (cf. BDF, sec. 67),
and it agrees with P** and 063 in reading evyvg at 6:19 (see note for P**).

366 Corrected by H corrector in late fifth century: cf. IGNTP 11, 9-10, 287.

367 This reading is in a lacuna in P?® (recto 22), but there appears to be no room for mevte
when comparing the letter-spaces reconstructed for this line to the left of the 1 in ka1 (15) with those
reconstructed for the roughly same-sized lacuna in lines directly above and below (recto 20 to the left
o in avdpeg (13); recto 21 to the left of ¢ in mevtakioydelot (12); recto 23 to the left of the second € in
avaxeevolg (14)).
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w (none)568

In terms of quantity, there are three of these unique readings in 01 and D, one in A
and N, and none in B and W. With two or perhaps one, P** has either a little below or
a little above the average of the other witnesses combined. The type(s) of reading(s)
generated in the copying of P** correspond with those attested in the later witnesses.
If we take 6:17 ov for ovi/ovnw as the reading of P** then we find a similar
substitution in 01 (6:21 nABov). If we regard it generally as a minor change without
an obvious explanation then it is like a reading in D (6:19 ctadian woet). The
accidental leap at 6:19 Incovv also corresponds to seemingly accidental errors found
in 01 (6:21 nABov) and D (6:9 om. 1v). If this reading is understood simply with
regard to effect (omission of an unnecessary article), then we find the same type of
reading in 01 (6:17 Incovg). In short, nothing from this comparison points to a
greater level of freedom in transmission at work in this late third or third/fourth

century witness when compared with the later majuscules.

Conclusions on Stability and/or Fluidity
In addition to its relatively high proportion of probable variants (67%), our study of
P*® has provided evidence for the rather mundane and insignificant nature of its
improbable variants. They are insignificant in regards to origin and effect. The
proximity or familiarity of similar text would account for the emergence of each of
them. All three of the Synoptic Gospels have this parallel pericope concerning Jesus’
miraculous multiplication of the loaves and fishes for the five thousand (plus), so that

harmonization is not surprising. A comparison of the number and character of its

368 Bokty at 6:21 in W is in a lacuna in P*® (verso 47/22) and is thus excluded from this

comparison.
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singular readings with those of the later manuscripts points to diachronic continuity

over discontinuity.
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3. FRAGMENTS WITH FULL OVERLAP IN P66 ONLY

3.1. P** (P. Laur. inv. 1I/31)

Introduction
P%° is a fragment of a leaf from a papyrus codex from Egypt containing portions of
John 5:26-29 on the recto and 5:36-38 on the verso.”®” Among manuscript witnesses
dated to the second and third centuries, P*° shares extant text with P°® (providing full
overlap) and P (overlapping for portions of all verses covered). It was published in
1985 by Jean Lenaerts and dated to the early third century.’”® The Liste places P* in
the third century generally, but Orsini and Clarysse agree with the editor in
specifying an early third-century dating (200-225 C.E.)."" Along with P*, P*° is an
early representative of the Biblical Majuscule script.””?

This papyrus fragment measures 3.5 cm. in width and 4.3 cm. in height. It
preserves some of the middle portion of nine lines on the recto and eight lines on the
verso, which were written in one column measuring roughly 8/9 cm. wide and 17.5
cm. high, but preserves no margins. The size of the page was approximately 12 cm.

in width and 24/25 cm. in height, placing it into Turner’s Group 8,’"

and the page
probably had 35 lines of text. Based on Lenaerts’ reconstruction, the average number
of letters per line is 21.5 with a range of 19 to 26 letters.”"*

P%° preserves no itacisms or orthographic readings. No nomina sacra are

extant, although Lenaerts favors ntp for motnp in 5:36, verso 2 and 5:37, verso 4

369 For this and further introductory information, see especially Jean Lenaerts, “Un papyrus
de ’Evangile de Jean: PL 11/31,” Chronique d’Egypte LX (1985): 117-120 (referred to as editio
princeps for the remainder of this chapter); K. Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste, 16; LDAB:
http://www.trismegistos.org/ldab/text.php?quick=2801.

310 Qee editio princeps, 117-118 for brief discussion.

ST K. Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste, 16; Orsini and Clarysse, “Manuscripts and Their Dates,”
471. For “ca. 200,” see Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts, 186.

372 Thus, Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts, 49 and Charlesworth, “‘Catholicity,’” 43
comment that it was probably made for public use.

°73 Cf. Turner, Typology, 20.

7 But see editio princeps, 119 and IGNTP I, 120 for differences (and see notes below).
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based on the size of the lacunae. H1og with avBpwmov at 5:27, recto 3 is written in
pleno (contra P*® with vc; viog written in pleno in P> but with avov for avlpanov),
and this is the only case of diaeresis. No instances of punctuation are extant. Aland
cites the “relativ viele Fehler” in P*°, which she thinks were likely created
independently by the scribe, for such a small portion of text as evidence that it was
transmitted with greater freedom/inaccuracy (see below for a discussion of the
readings offered by the papyrus). She thus places its quality of transmission
alongside of P* rather than P*° on the other end of her spectrum.’” This papyrus is

currently held at the Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana in Florence, Italy.

Variation-Units Represented

Variation-Unit Variants P” Transcribed

5:36 ovta’ avTo — (verso 1)°”7

d
(2™ occurrence) o
Tavto P77¥

-G 0211 33.713. 1241

5:37 ekewog ekewvoc P°01 BL W 892. g]kewvog (verso 4)
(1241) a ff*j

wtocPPAKNTAO Y £
33.565.579. 700. 1424 Maj. lat

gkewog avtog D

Unique Reading®”®

373 B. Aland, “Nutzen,” 24, 37. Errors are made “im schnellen SchreibfluB” with little effect
on the sense of the text, which is characteristic of the “reformed documentary style” (24).

376 See below under Unique Readings for treatment of the 5:28 axovoovoty variation-unit. In
light of the uncertainty involved in reconstructing what was in the lacunae at the beginning of recto 2
and 3 (see note below), I exclude the variation-unit concerned with the presence or absence of kot
before kpiow in 5:27, recto 3 as lacunose.

77 For transcription of the (presumably) first ovto and subsequent ta see editio princeps, 119
(avta ;[as) and IGNTP I, 120 (avta t[a).

78 The extra space between ka[t and e£]ovotav in the lacuna at the beginning of recto 2
seems to require seeing some form of unique reading at the beginning of 5:27. IGNTP I, 182 puts the
space on this line before Jovciav at 11-12 letters, and editio princeps, 120 says, “une dizaine de
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Place of Variation Readings P” Transcribed

5:28 axovcovov akovsovoty P B 070 157 akovoavt]eg (recto 7)°"°

axovswoty P 01 LN W A 33.
579

akovooviart ADK T (@) ¥ £
565.700. 892. 1241. 1424. 1
2211 Maj.

axovsavtee PPV

Commentary on Variants
5:36 om. avta [2]: Although this reading could have been independently created by
the scribe of P%, as B. Aland suggests,” I have placed it here as having too many
supporting witnesses to treat as a sub-singular reading. There is no reason to doubt
the explanation given by Lenaerts, namely, that the twice-written avta has led to the

1 .
58 P95 attests an omission caused

omission of one of them in a case of haplography.
by a leap from same to same.

5:37 exewog: The conflated reading of D is treated below in the Diachronic
Comparison section. Both intrinsic and transcriptional probability favor avtog over
exewoc. The context supports avtog because the emphasis is on the testimony of the
Father himself, in contrast to that of a mere man, even if it is John the Baptist (vv.
35-36). Other intensive uses of avtog with matnp give support to the manner and

context in which it is used here (5:20; 12:49; 16:27). ekeivog could be explained as

one of three forms of assimilation. First, it could reflect influence from its use a few

lettres” filled the space “Entre koi et £é€ovoiav.” Proposals regarding what might have been read here
include a possible dittography involving ev gavtw kot (editio princeps, 120), an addition of oavtw T
viw (IGNTP I, 120), or some kind of “complex transposition” (noted as a possibility by Head,
“Habits,” 402). What occurred here may also be related to the possible absence of avtm on the
following line (5:27, recto 3) (as reconstructed in IGNTP I, 120, 182), especially if a transposition is
involved. Head, however, noting that editio princeps reconstructs with vt on that line, thinks its
presence or absence remains unclear (403).

379 Cf. editio princeps, 119, 120; IGNTP 1, 120; Head, “Habits,” 402.

%0 B. Aland, “Nutzen,” 24.

8! Editio princeps, 120.
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verses earlier in reference to John (v. 35), especially since the Father’s testimony is
being compared with that of John. Second, it could be harmonized to its use in the
next verse in reference to the Father (v. 38). Third, ekeivog is used many times
throughout the Gospel, and often resumptively as it appears here (e.g., 1:18, 33; 5:11;
14:21, 26).°* While it is also possible that avtoc is harmonized to 12:49, given the
identical syntax (o mepyog pe matnp avtog), the proximity of exetvog makes its
influence somewhat more likely. P°* attests the reading that is likely harmonized to

the immediate context.

Commentary on Unique Reading
5:28 axovoavtec: As Lenaerts suggests, it is likely that what appears to be a
participial form of the verb was harmonized to axovoavteg in v. 25.°*° These verses
share the same content, which concerns the dead hearing the voice of the Son of

God. P” seems to attest a harmonization to a verb form in the immediate context.

Analysis of Manuscript based on Readings
P°® supplies two variants and one clear singular reading for analysis. In both of the
variation-units represented, this papyrus reads with a less probable variant. One of
these involves haplography (5:36 om. avta), and the other is a substitution of one
pronoun for another that was probably influenced by usage in the immediate context
(5:37 exewvog). The one clear singular reading (5:28 akovcavteg) is a harmonization
to a participial form in the immediate context and, in light of the fact that it results in

. . . 4
syntax “qui ne donne pas un sens satisfaisant,” 8

was almost certainly accidental.
The additional space between kat and e€ovotay in 5:27 points to some form of

singular reading, but, as noted already, it is difficult to determine not only what was

82 BDF, sec. 291 notes frequency of eketvoc in John.
%3 Editio princeps, 120. He also points to ot Ta ayada momoavtsg in v. 29.
5% Editio princeps, 120.
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read in the papyrus but also the general nature of that reading. Given the repetitive
nature of the passage, a repetition of certain elements from the neighboring syntax
(see such proposals in the note above) would likely have occurred accidentally (as in
Lenaerts’ suggestion of a dittography).

P%° shares all of its text with P® but only partial overlap with P”°. Based on
what is extant or can be confidently reconstructed, leaving aside itacisms and other
orthographic readings, and treating manuscripts after correction, P*> has no
agreements with P®. They disagree in the two variation-units for which they overlap
(P*° reading listed first) (5:36 om. avta [2] | avta; 5:37 ekewoc | awtoc) and in 5:28
where P* singularly attests what appears to be the participle axovoovtec. P> agrees
with P 1 out of 3 times: agreement (5:37 exewoq); disagreements (5:28 akoVGOVTES
| axovsovoy; 5:36 om. avto [2] | avta (lac.)). If the P*° singular axovoavteg is
removed from the comparison, then these two papyri agree in 1 of the 2 variation-

units for which they overlap (50%).

Diachronic Comparison of Created Readings
Among manuscripts up through the seventh century, the portion of text covered by
P% is fully preserved in P%, 01, A, B, D, N and W. Considered after
contemporaneous correction and apart from orthographic readings, I list below the
readings likely to have been created by each scribe.
pos.
5:27 some form of unique reading possibly involving a 12-letter addition of nearby

text (see comments above)
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5:28 axovoovow/-aowv/-ovtot] akovsavtec PP (harmonized substitution, to

participial form in immediate context (5:25))

P66 (none)SSS

01 :586

5:27 g€ovotav...kpiov] kpiow...e&ovotav 01* (transposition probably affected by

use of kpiowv before dedwkev in the immediate context (5:22))

A (none)

B (none)

587
D:

5:37 exewvog] exewvog awtog D d (conflated reading)

5:37 pepapropnkev] papropt (e1)’*° D 1242* it sy® (harmonized substitution, to

present tense use of the verb in the immediate context (5:36))

589
N:

3% The singular omission of o before the second occurrence of motnp at 5:36 in P* falls in a
lacuna in P** (verso 2) and is thus excluded from this comparison. There are no other singular
readings for this portion of text attested in P after correction. I do not include the following readings
because they were corrected by the first hand (or possibly by another hand likely contemporary with
the scribe) (see entry for each in Royse, Scribal Habits; IGNTP I): 5:28 cot; 5:28 m epnuw; 5:29
eKkmopevo®VTal; 5:36 tavta; 5:36 ancactaikev; 5:37 moTe.

% ene for pe in 01* at 5:36 falls in a lacuna in P** (verso 2).

387 'am reluctant to include eEghevoovtar for ekmopevoovtat in 5:29 because it is read in D
and W. However, these majuscules do not appear to be textually related in John, which may justify
including this reading as a sub-singular of each (see Metzger, Commentary, 15%).

>%% But the versional support indicates that this reading may very well have been inherited.

3% 5:28 Bawpale for Bavpalere in N* was corrected by the first hand (IGNTP online).
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5:28 ¢ @®VNG awTov] TS POYNG TOL VIOL TOV 0o " N 33 (harmonized

substitution/addition, to exact wording in immediate context (5:25))

W 591
5:36 papropet] paptopovsy W (substitution in favor of plural verb affected by or

conformed to plural subject (cvto T pyo o TOW®)) >

5:37 awtov [2]] om. W b (omission of potentially redundant pronoun)

There are two readings in D and W, one in 01 (before later correction) and N,
and none in A and B. With two readings, P** is placed alongside of D and W. Thus,
although it has an above average number of singular/sub-singular readings, it shares
the same amount with two of the later majuscules. If we consider P®® after correction,
then it agrees with A and B in having no unique readings for the portion of text
covered by P?°. When it comes to the character and significance of these readings,
P%® offers nothing unique. Its substitution that is assimilated to nearby usage (5:28
axovoavteg) is like that found in D (5:37 paptoper) and W (5:36 poptopovoy).
Even its apparent long addition in 5:27 finds correspondence in the sixth century
majuscule N (5:28 ™¢ ewvng Tov viov tov Beov). In both places, certainly in N, text
has likely been added on account of influence from the immediate context. Likewise,
if we are instead dealing with some sort of transposition at this point in P*’, then we
see similar activity (and in roughly the same place) in 01 (5:27 kpiow...e&ovoiav).

Whatever conclusions one may draw about the freedom exhibited in P*°, this

%90 g pwvng Tov Bgov in 1579 213 sy°. See Tischendorf® for versional support of various

readings with Ocov. There is clearly no room for this amount of text in the lacunose portion of P>
(recto 8).

1 See note under D regarding eEglevoovtat in 5:29.

%92 See BDF, sec. 133 for discussion of neuter plural subject with singular verb (esp. 133.3).
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comparison suggests that no particularly unique level of freedom or fluidity was

present behind the copying of this early third century Greek manuscript.

Conclusions on Stability and/or Fluidity
In P*° we are confronted with a rather small portion of text that attests one singular
harmonization, one apparent singular reading that involves an approximately twelve-
letter addition or rearrangement, and no internally probable variants. This naturally
calls for the judgment that here we are looking at an instance of free and fluid
transmission (as noted above for B. Aland). Yet this conclusion would need to be
balanced with the evidence suggesting that all of its improbable variants and singular
readings were made accidentally (haplography, harmonization to pronoun in
immediate context, harmonization to participle that results in awkward syntax,
possibly some form of dittography), and with the fact that a comparison with the
later majuscules does not reveal anything peculiar about its transmission character.
Instead, the data from this comparison, as it relates to both P*° and P®, supports
seeing greater continuity than discontinuity of transmission practices between the

early third century and subsequent centuries.
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3.2.P¥ (P. Oxy. XV 1780)

Introduction
P*° is a fragment of the outer part of a leaf from a papyrus codex from Oxyrhynchus,
Egypt that partially preserves John 8:14-22, with portions of vv. 14-18 on the verso

and of vv. 18-22 on the recto in one column of text.””>

Among Greek manuscripts
also dated to the second and third centuries, it shares extant text with pe
(overlapping fully) and P” (overlapping for all verses covered but with some small
lacunae). Grenfell and Hunt published P** in 1922 and dated it to the fourth
century,””* but it has since been judged by a number of scholars to be from sometime
in the third century.”®® Orsini and Clarysse have recently upheld the third century
dating, opting for the range of 275-300.°° One of the outstanding features of P>’ is
the high quality of its Biblical Majuscule script. Schofield describes it rather
thoroughly as “written in a beautiful hand of the ‘biblical’ type, large, upright, with
very heavy strokes well shaded, and with letters carefully made and spaced...the
work of a master scribe.”*” As Schofield indicates, these characteristics have
naturally led to the conclusions that the scribe of P*° was a trained professional and

that the purpose and use of the manuscript were liturgical.”®

>% For this and further introductory information, see especially Bernard P. Grenfell and
Arthur S. Hunt, eds., “Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 1780,” in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Part XV (London:
Egypt Exploration Society, 1922) 7-8 (referred to as editio princeps for the remainder of this chapter);
K. Aland, Repertorium I, 262; idem, Kurzgefasste Liste, 7; LDAB:
http://www.trismegistos.org/ldab/text.php?tm=61638.

% Editio princeps, 7. Cf. van Haelst, Catalogue, no. 448.

%% For first half of the third century, see K. Aland’s citation of the judgements of Roberts and
Skeat in his Studien, 105 n.4; B. Aland, “Nutzen,” 21; Comfort and Barrett, Text, 147. For third
century generally, see K. Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste, 7. For late third, see Turner, Typology, 147;
Chapa, “Early Text of John,” 154 n.73. For the possibility of a late second century date for P, see
Don Barker, “How Long and Old is the Codex of which P.Oxy. 1353 is a leaf?” in Evans and
Zacharias, Jewish and Christian Scripture, 197-198.

3% Orsini and Clarysse, “Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 470.

7 Schofield, “Papyrus Fragments,” 273.

598 See, for example, Barker, “How Long and Old,” 193 n.3, 198, who considers it one of the
early “deluxe editions” written by “highly trained scribes,” which he associates with “careful block
lettering and bilinearity;” AnneMarie Luijendijk, “Sacred Scriptures as Trash: Biblical Papyri from
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The fragment itself measures 25.6 cm. in height and 8 cm. in width and
preserves a portion of all 25 lines on both verso and recto. Only the outer half of the
page is preserved, which includes part of the outer margin. The height of the page is
almost entirely preserved, including 1.5 cm. of an upper margin and a 2 cm. lower
margin. The reconstructed page was 26 cm. high and 16 cm. wide, and Turner places
it in his Group 6 Aberrant.””” Following Grenfell and Hunt’s transcription, the
number of letters per line ranges from 11-15.°%° The page number 08 (74) is given on
the left side of the upper margin on the recto. Since no page number is similarly
given next to the outer margin on the verso, Grenfell and Hunt concluded, “either
that the pages were numbered alternately [by even numbers]...or that they were

59601

numbered consecutively at the top left corner.””" This pagination indicates that the

codex represented by P*° consisted only of the Gospel of John.*"*

There are no itacisms or other orthographic readings in P*°. A horizontal line
over the previous letter to denote a final nu occurs once (tn in 8:15, end of verso 10).
Nomina sacra are attested for matnp, involving three instances of mnp (8:16, verso
18; 8:18, recto 28/3; 8:19 [1], recto 30/5) and one of wpa. (8:19 [3], recto 34/9), and
Incovg, which is given in the conflated form g (8:19, recto 31/6). P*® gives the
same nomina sacra for motnp, whereas P> writes each of them in pleno. Both P*° and

P” give the nomen sacrum for Inoovc but with the contracted 1c. P* also appears

from spacing to give the shortened avav for avBpanav (8:17, verso 22), with P”° but

Oxyrhynchus,” VC 64 (2010): 247-248, who notes the “exquisite professional handwriting” and says
that it was “well-suited and intended for public reading.”

% Turner, Typology, 18. He gives the measurement as 16 x 25.6, which equates the height
of the reconstructed page with that of the fragment.

800 ¢f, K. Aland, Repertorium I, 262.

801 Editio princeps, 7.

692 Cf. K. Aland, Repertorium I, 262. Working from the pagination and the regularity of the
script, Comfort expresses greater certainty than Aland that P* did not contain the Pericope Adulterae
(Encountering the Manuscripts, 353-354).
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contra P% °® No abbreviation is attested for the number dvo in P* (8:17, verso 21-
22) or in the other two early co-witnesses (P""'9).

P* attests one instance of diaeresis involving iepo (8:20, recto 39/14).
Grenfell and Hunt comment, “A pause is sometimes marked by an increase of the

interval before the following letter, otherwise punctuation is absent.”*"*

These pauses
can be seen between gottv and eyw at the end of 8:17 (verso 23); anp and eheyov at
the end of 8:18 (recto 28/3); ing and ovte in 8:19 (recto 31/6); and ehbsiv and eheyov
at the end of 8:21 (recto 50/25).9° P* is classified by the Alands as a “Strict” text,
and Barbara Aland adds, “Sehr genau gibt P* seine A-Vorlage wieder die von
hervorragender Qualitit gewesen sein muB.”**® Similarly, Comfort considers it
among the “most reliable texts.”®"’ Epp lists P** as a member of the “‘B’ group,”®®
and Schofield referred to it as “wholly Alexandrian.”®® This manuscript fragment

was formerly housed at the Ambrose Swasey Library, Colgate Rochester Divinity

School in Rochester, New York.®'’

Variation-Units Represented®'’

Variation-Unit Variants P Transcribed
8:14 oAnbng eotiv n poptopo. | oAnbNG 6TV N pAPTLPLL OV n pop | [tupu uonél aAnong |
pLov [eotv (verso 3-5)°"

n 7].L(lp‘wpl(x Hov aAndng eotv
P” B W 1424 b; Epiph

oAndevn pov £6TIV N HOPTLPELD
D

893 Cf. editio princeps, 8 and IGNTP 1, 50.

89% Editio princeps, 7.

693 See transcriptions and/or notes in editio princeps, 7-8 and IGNTP I, 50-51 (cf. IGNTP I,
plate 14.(a) and 14.(b)).

%K. Aland and B. Aland, Text, 95, 98; B. Aland, “Nutzen,” 37.

897 Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts, 268.

698 Enp, “Significance,” 100.

699 gchofield, “Papyrus Fragments,” 274.

610 Head, “Habits,” 406 says that it was sold in 2003 and that its current location is unknown.
Luijendijk, “Sacred Scriptures as Trash,” 247 n.105 mentions an auction held in 2008 by Sotheby’s in
London in which no buyer was found.

' T have excluded the variation-unit concerned with the singular substitution of
yeypaupevov eotv for yeypamrtai at 8:17 in 01, but this reading will be treated in the Diachronic
Comparison section below.
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8:14 6¢ d¢ d¢ (verso 7)

- 01FHK Y 17.127. 131 ala

SamSS bopt

8:14n n POYP*BDKNTWO070 ' | n(verso 9)°"
844. 12211 lat sy" sa bo

kar P01 LWT A® £ 565.
700. 892. 1241 Maj. it ly pbo
bOmS

8:15 ey’ 0} gy (verso 11)%"°

syw 8¢ P°238.253.472df
a™ pbo bo

8:16 motnp®'® ToTNP mnp (verso 18)

— 01* D sy*®

8:21 avtorc®!’ avtorg P01 BDLTWb | [avtowc] (recto 43/18)°'®
(e) ly pbo

avtotc 0 Incove PP K NT A ©
¥ 070 £ 33. 565. 579. 700.
892. 1241. 1424 Maj. lat sy sa
bo

812 T agree with IGNTP I, 50 in placing the sublinear dot under the partially extant alpha of

oAndng.

613 Only the right edge of the letter is preserved. Editio princeps, 7, 8, Swanson, John, 110,
and Comfort and Barrett, Text, 147 read n or n here, contra IGNTP I, 50, which reconstructs with kot
and places a sublinear dot under what is thought to be an iota (epyopat ka]t). The number of letters
reconstructed for the approximately same-sized spaces in the lines below (cf. verso 11, 12, 13, 14) do
not favor readmg Ko after epyopon in this lacuna.

*In light of support from multiple versions and more than one or two other Greek
manuscrlgts I have not removed this variation-unit as based on a sub-singular readmg of P
There is a lacuna after eyw at the beginning of the next line (verso 12), in which there
does not appear to be room for two additional letters. Cf. IGNTP I, plate 14.(a) for the alignment of
letters immediately after parallel lacunae on verso lines 9, 11, 13, 14. Also note the number of letters
reconstructed for the lacuna at line 14 which presumably also contained the particularly wide letter
omega (see transcription in editio princeps, 7). For doubt on this matter, but based only on line lengths
in general, see Maurice A. Robinson “Review of P. W. Comfort and D. P. Barrett, eds. The Text of
the Earliest New Testament Greek Manuscripts,” TC 6 (2001): 43:
http://rosetta.reltech.org/TC/vol07/vol07-toc.html.
1T have excluded 8:16 oAnOwn as a variation-unit because it is not extant in p¥ (verso 15)
and spacing is inconclusive. Editio princeps, 8: “Considerations of space are indecisive between
aAnOwn...and oAnbne.” Given the affinity between 01 and D in this portion of John, the omission of
matnp here in 8:16 is not considered a sub-singular reading and removed from consideration.
'7P* is too lacunose on recto 30/5 to determine the presence or absence of the article with
Incovg in 8:19 (cf. editio princeps, 8 for comments on the flexibility of spacing in similar lacunae on
recto 42/1 7 and 47/22)
¥ Editio princeps, 8; cf. IGNTP 1, 237.
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Commentary on Variants
8:14 n paptoupia pov aAndng eotwv: There are a couple straightforward ways of
explaining the word order variation between the two well-supported readings. One
possibility is that n paptopia pov aAndng eotv is harmonized either to the
immediate or (somewhat) near context. The wording in 5:31 that leads up ton
poapTLpLO LOL 0VK 0TV aANONG is practically identical to what precedes our
variation-unit. It is also possible that n poaptvpia Gov ovk eotiv aAndng in 8:13 has
exercised influence, given its close proximity, or maybe even dvo avOporwv n
paptoplo aAndng eotv nearby in 8:17. Perhaps the most likely candidate is 8:13 on
account of its nearness, but there is enough dissimilarity to weaken the argument that
it has caused disruption in our variation-unit, such as the second person pronoun,
negation, and especially a different word order for eotv and aAnfng. This different
word order is also found in 5:31, and 8:17 has the genitive noun prior to n poptupio.
A better explanation to account for this variation-unit is that a transposition resulting
from a corrected leap has led to the word order aAnOng eotiv n poptvpila pov. When
confronted with the text mept epovTov N popTLPLO OV AANONG eoTLY, the copyist
leaped from gpavtov to pov, thus writing epavtov aAndng eotiy, before realizing the
error and inserting the skipped-over n paprtopia pov out of place. The internal
evidence supports this explanation, since in other places involving paptopra and
aAnOng the latter is fronted only when it comes after ot (5:32; 21:24 (v.1.)). The
substitution read by D could reflect influence from aAnfwn in 8:16, or both the
substitution and the word order were somehow affected by aAnfwvn avtov eotiv n
naptopto in 19:35.°" P* does not attest the word order evidently caused by a

corrected leap.

%1% There are variant readings for these words in 19:35 but this portion of D is not preserved.
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8:14 d¢: There are many places in John where the personal pronoun vpeig is
followed immediately by a negative particle and verb, which include: vueig ov
dvvacBe (7:34, 36 (v.l. om. vue); 8:21, 22; 13:33), vuelg ov motevete (5:38; 8:46
(v.I. om. vuerg); 10:26), vueirg ovk axovete (8:47), and vuelg ovk owate (1:26; 4:32;
7:28;9:30; 11:49). The last of these is most relevant to our variation-unit where the
issue is the presence or absence of 8¢ between vpeig and ovk owore.*’ It is
noteworthy that the greatest concentration of this frequent vueig + ov/ovk + verb
construction is in chapters seven and eight, which forms the larger context for our
verse.®! Moreover, as is the case here in 8:14 a number of these are found in
discussions surrounding Jesus’ provenance, identity or destination (1:26; 5:38; 7:28,
34, 36; 8:21, 22; 9:30; 13:33). These observations increase the probability that o¢
was omitted due to influence from general usage, as the copyist was anticipating the
negative particle and verb to go with the vuetc just written. P* attests the reading that
is not harmonized to general usage.

8:14 n: If xau 1s read at this variation-unit, the syntax of the previous clause
(moBev nABov kKo Tov vtayw) practically mirrors what we have here (mofev epyopan
Kol Tov vayw). This suggests that kot was the product of influence from the
preceding clause and it makes n a more difficult reading. P*° attests the reading that
is not harmonized to the immediate context.

8:15 gym: The presence of d¢ after eym is an easier reading because it
removes asyndeton. John attests similar vueis...eym contrasts with asyndeton in 7:8
(vpelg avaPnte €1¢ TNV €0pTNV £Y® OVK ovoPatve €1C TNV €0ptnv), 8:23b (vuELg K
TOV KOTO £0TE €Y® £k TOV avm eiut) (¢ after eym D f q sy© sa bo; ka1 before eym

157), and 8:23c (VUELS EK TOLTOV TOV KOGHOL EGTE EY® OVK EUL EK TOV KOGLOV

620 For vpgic ovk owdate as a feature of John’s style, see Ruckstuhl and Dschulnigg, Stilkritik,
93 (listed as B 4).

62! See Raymond Brown, An Introduction to the Gospel of John (ed. F. J. Moloney; New
Haven: Yale University, 2003), 302.
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toutov), which lend support to the asyndeton here. This contrast regarding judgment
(vpes. .. kpwete vs. ym ov kpvw) follows on the heels of the contrast in 8:14
regarding knowledge (o1da vs. vuelg dg ovk oware), in which d¢ is used (see
treatment above). It seems likely, therefore, that the attestation of ¢ in our variation-
unit reflects an insertion that was influenced by its use in the preceding contrast. P>
attests the reading that is not harmonized to the immediate context.

8:16 matnp: The participial phrase o mepyog pe is frequently used in the
Gospel of John, sometimes attributively with matnp (5:37 (om. motnp £); 6:44 (om.
watnp A); 8:18; 12:49) and in other places substantivally without it (1:33 (from John
the Baptist); 7:28; 8:26 (add. motnp 01 1170), 29 (add. matnp L)), setting aside our
verse for the moment. An analysis and comparison of these places yields two results
that bear on our variation-unit. First, in terms of content, in both places where the
one who sent Jesus is being discussed in his capacity as a witness, as in our verse,
nanp is included (o mepyag pe Tatnp... pepaptopnkey mept pov (5:37); paptopet
mept pov o mepyog pe matnp (8:18)). Secondly, if we look at similarity of syntax,
four of the eight places mentioned above are in a clause that begins with aAAa, as in
our verse, and three of these have o mepyag pe without matnp (1:33; 7:28; 8:26).
Thus, there is a superficial similarity between our clause and most of those that do
not contain atnp (i.e., they begin with aAla) and a more substantive similarity with
half of those that do have matnp (i.e., they center on poptopew). These observations
make the reading with matnp intrinsically more probable, while at the same time
increasing the likelihood that the reading without matnp was influenced by these

other places in the Gospel that begin with aAka.**

In fact, two of these occurrences
with aAla are part of the larger context for our verse (7:28; 8:26). In having matnp

P*° does not attest the reading that is influenced by general usage or the near context.

622 These two points taken together are more convincing than ascribing the presence of Totnp

to influence from v. 18, as Metzger, Commentary, 190 notes was the explanation given by a minority
on the committee.
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8:21 avtog: It is difficult to determine which reading is more probable based
solely on internal evidence. The absence of o Incovg could simply reflect a leap from
the same to the same (awtoig o Incovg). Its presence could be the result of
assimilation to the ubiquitous occurrence in John of o Incovg to introduce discourse,
even though it is difficult to pinpoint any particular candidate (cf. 7:6; 8:25, 28, 39,
42, 58 from the near context). On the other hand, the fact that o Incovg is so
frequently included when Jesus’ discourse is introduced gives some intrinsic support
to its presence here. Based on variation in similar places, it appears from the variants
with very slight support that the temptation was present to add (e.g. 5:6 (G); 6:20 (59
111 sy®); 21:6 (X); 21:15 [2] (D U 19* sy®)) and to omit (e.g. 4:53 (01* N*); 11:14
(33 157 892° aer'); 11:44 (157); 21:5 (A W a sy%)). The fact that v. 21 begins a
new sub-unit may suggest that avtoig o Incovg is a less difficult reading because
copyists might be tempted to reintroduce the subject explicitly.®** Since the
application of internal criteria gives little confidence one way or the other, I have

considered this reading inconclusive for the purposes of my analysis below.

Analysis of Manuscript based on Readings
As already noted, 8:21 avtoig is excluded from the following analysis as
inconclusive based on internal criteria, but it is included in the percentages of
agreement with P° and P”°. P*°, therefore, supplies a total of five variants for
analysis and no singular or sub-singular readings. Four out of five of the variation-
units represented by P*° probably derive from some form of harmonization or
influence from other portions of text within the Gospel of John, and in every case P*
has the non-harmonized reading. Two of them pertain to general usage (8:14 ¢ is

not influenced by the prevalent vueig + ov/ovk + verb construction; 8:16 watnp is not

823 For structural break, see Keener, Gospel of John, vol. 1, xvi, 743.
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influenced by occurrences of o mepyoag pe in clauses beginning with aAAa), and two
are concerned with the immediate context (8:14 n is not harmonized to the use of ko
in the previous, nearly identical clause; 8:15 ey is not influenced by the use of 6¢ in
the previous contrast). The one remaining variation-unit involves mechanical
alteration, and P*° does not attest the transposition resulting from a corrected leap
(8:14 1 paptopla pov arndng eotwv). In sum, P*° reads with the intrinsically and/or
transcriptionally more probable reading in all five of these variation-units
represented, and it attests no unique readings.

P*’ shares extant text with two other witnesses from the second and third
centuries, P and P”°. P*is entirely preserved for this portion of text, whereas P” is
largely preserved with some lacunae. Based on what is extant or can be confidently
reconstructed and leaving aside orthographic readings, P** agrees with P 4 out of 7
times (57%): agreements (8:14 ¢; 8:14 n; 8:15 eyw; 8:16 natnp); disagreements (P>’
reading listed first) (8:14 n paptopo pov aAndng eotv | aAndng eotiv n paptoplo
wov; 8:20 pnpata | pnra; 8:21 avtorg (lac.) | avtoig o Incovc). P* agrees with P”° 5
out of 7 times (71%): agreements (8:14 n poaptopia pov aindng eotwv; 8:14 o¢; 8:14
n; 8:16 matnp; 8:21 avtoig); disagreements (8:15 eyw | eym dg; 8:17 aAndng eotv |
goTv oAndng). If singular readings are removed, then P*° agrees with P®® (minus 8:20
pnta) 4 out of 6 times (67%) and with P”> (minus 8:17 gotv aAndng) 5 out of 6 times

(83%).

Diachronic Comparison of Created Readings
Among manuscripts up through the seventh century, the portion of text covered by
P¥is fully preserved in pse 01, B, D, N, 029 and W. Listed below are the readings

deemed likely to have been created by each respective scribe:
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p3° (none)

66.624
P

8:20 pnpara] pnta P® (omission of second syllable resulting in substitution of noun

(pnrov for pnua); likely a slip caused by similar sounds (pa-ta or Tovza Ta

pnpoza))®>

01:%%°

8:14 amekpiOn [0] Incovg Kat eutev aLTOIS] EUTEV ALTOLG O 1:627 01 (omission of 17-18
letters possibly caused by skipping a line in the Vorlage plus the addition of o Incovg

after avtorc that resulted in a transposed word order;**®

the addition may reflect a
partial correction to the omission or influence from general usage / near context (cf.
8:25, 28; 8:42))

629

8:16 kat gav] xav™™ 01 (harmonized substitution, to immediate context (8:14))

8:17 yeypomton] yeypaupevov eotv 01 (harmonized substitution, to general usage in

John (2:17; 6:31, 45; 10:34; 12:14))%°

624 have excluded two readings that were corrected by the first hand: 8:14 kav ye corrected

to Kav 8ya) 8:17 aAAnbng corrected to aAnOng.

> Cf. Royse, Scribal Habits, 527/528 1n.682 (“Of course, there can be no doubt that at John
8:20 P% has simply blundered”); Fee, Papyrus Bodmer I1, 58 (included with “simple scribal errors”)

2% I have not included the 01 reading 8:21 sksysv for ewmev because this portion of text is
lacunose i in P*° (recto 42/17) and, according to editio princeps, 8, is uncertain on grounds of sg)acmg.

" The extant ovtog at the end of verso 1 is preceded and followed by lacunae in P*’ (awtotc
is the first word preserved for this manuscript), but there is not enough space in the lacuna at the
beginning of verso 2 for ing to come after avtoig (cf. spacing in verso lines 3-8). Thus it is the
placement of Incovg after avtoig (i.e. at the end of the clause) that is listed as singular here in O1. It is
unknown whether the article was read before Incovg in p¥ ,as itis in 01 D N and a number of other
witnesses.

628 Cf_what was probably the omission of i ovv @V TV unTEPOL in 01* at 19:26 (see my
treatment of P'?"), which likewise consists of 18 letters and shows no sign of a leap from same to
same.

629 p% is lacunose at this point (beginning of verso 13). Editio princeps, 8: “It is clear that the
papyrus did not read kv’ with 01. Cf. parallel spaces in verso lines 9, 11, 12, 14.
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8:19 pov [2]] om.®' 01 1424 (omission of inessential, already implied possessive

pronoun)

8:20 d1ackmv ev T 1epw] om. 01 (leap from same to same (yalo@vAoki® S100GK®V

EV TO 1EPW))

8:21 maAwv] om. 01 (both gAeyev and the omission of maAtwv reflect harmonization to

the surrounding context (cf. 8:19, 22, 23, 31 in 01; especially vv. 19, 23)%**

B:

8:15 kato TV oapko] kota to v oapka’ B (dittography of letters t-a)

D634
8:14 aAnbng eotv n paptupla pov] aAndevn pov gotv n paprtopete D (harmonized
substitution, to immediate context (D has aAnfwvn in 8:16) plus transposition (see
discussion in commentary above for word order variants); or, more likely,

harmonization to 19:35 including substitution and transposition)

839 Tischendorf® interprets this evidence to the opposite effect and places yeypoppevov eotiv
in the main text as intrinsically more probable. However, yeypanton is transcriptionally more difficult
and yet not foreign to John’s usage (cf. 20:31).

631 p¥ is lacunose for this word (recto 34/9). Editio princeps, 8: “The omission of gov with
[01] would make the line unduly short.” Cf. parallel spaces in recto lines 36-39/11-14.

%32 The nu of ovv is replaced with a horizontal line in 01, which precludes explaining the
omission of TaAlv as a leap from same to same.

633 Swanson, John, 110 erroneously transcribes ta after koto for P¥. Cf. verso 10 in IGNTP
I, plate 14.£a).

6% Since I take the readings of each manuscript to be those after contemporaneous
corrections, I have excluded from my considerations two D* readings that were corrected by the first
hand (C*): 8:14 o for o1date and 8:17 avBpwvav for avBpormv. See IGNTP 11, 4, 341, 342.
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533 D (ovk eyt eyw 1093) sa (harmonized addition of

8:16 ovk eyu] ey® ovk et
pronoun, to immediate and surrounding context (a proliferation of uses of eyw in

8:12-30, two of which in v. 16; cf. especially vv. 12, 18, 23b, 24, 28 in D))

8:19 kon gunev ovte [1]] kot eutev awtorc ovte™* D b sa (harmonized addition of
dative pronoun, to immediate and surrounding context (cf. 8:12, 14, 21, 23, 25 in D;
note especially the parallel with v. 14 in the exchange of dialogue, as well as its

proximity, and the similar punctuation used in D for these portions of vv. 14 and 19)

8:19 av noeite] n881rs637 D 209 b e ff (an omission influenced by immediate context

(previous noette in 8:19), or simply an omission of the inessential particle av)

8:21 (ntnoete] tnoete®® D* (leap from same to same ({ntnoete))

N:
8:16 kat eav kpwe de] eav de kpvo®™ N 71. 185. 1194 (omission plus transposition
resulting in what may be a harmonized substitution of av o¢ for ko eav, to usage

elsewhere in John (11:10; 12:24; 16:7))

635 p¥ is lacunose before ovK (beginning of verso 16), but according to editio princeps, 8,

“There would be no room for eyw.” Cf. parallel spaces in verso lines 11-15.

636 Since 01 D and some other witnesses have kou sutev before ovte, this was probably the
reading of D’s Vorlage. The singular reading treated here is the addition of avtoig after eumev.

637 p¥ is lacunose at the end of recto 34/9 leading up to 1 / ]8eute, but spacmg indicates that
av was read in the lacuna: cf. related note above on the 01 omission of pov [2] in 8:19, which falls in
the same lacuna.

*¥ Corrected by E corrector in late fifth century. See IGNTP I, 9-10, 344; David C. Parker,
Codex Bezae: An Early Christian Manuscript and Its Text (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1992), 39 “datable to the second part, and probably to the third quarter, of the fifth century.”

%% This reading is included as likely to have emerged independently in N. The support is
narrow and late, and the nature of the variation makes coincidental agreement likely. I treat this
reading as distinct from the simple omission of ka1 (see below for this omission in W 1170) because
here we have both the omission of kot and the moving forward of d¢ in the sentence, thus taking on
the character of a substitution.
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8:21 kat ovy evpnoete pe] kat ovk gupnoete e’ N (harmonized substitution, to

immediate context (use of ovk in 8:13, 14, 16, 23, 27, 29)

029:

641

8:14 owate] owartade™ 029 (nonsense apparently due to a mixture of dittography

. .. 42
and confusion of similar sounds)’

8:19 ovtg[2]] ovde 029 (substitution that should probably be considered an
orthographic reading given the phonetic interchange noted above in the nonsense

reading at 8:14)

W:
8:16 kot [1]] om.*** W 1170 (omission possibly influenced by contextually parallel

verses in John (cf. 5:31; 8:14))644

Looking first at the quantity of singular or sub-singular readings, there are six
in 01, five in D, two in N and 029 (or one, if ovde is taken as an orthographic
reading), and one in B and W. Concerning the second and third century witnesses,
P® has one and P* has none. Based on this body of data, P*° exhibits the greatest
accuracy, followed closely by P®, B, and W, and then by N and 029. Both 01 and D
stand out among these eight witnesses, having three or four more readings than the

next closest manuscript, while P> and P are at the other end of the spectrum,

80N £122.565.700. 1194. 2193. al have the words kat ovy gvpnoete (+ pe) after (ntnoete
pe (cf. 7:34, 36), but the form ovx is unique to N.

641 p¥ is lacunose at the beginning of verso 8 (ovk odat]e), but see related note on spacing
under the 8:14 n variation-unit above (verso 9).

642 Cf. Gignac I, 82-83.

3 See note above on this lacunose portion of P* (verso 13) under the 01 singular reading
8:16 kav, which likewise results in three letters instead of six (eav or kav instead of kot €av). See also
note under N for omission of kot plus transposition of d¢.

6% Also, for apparent difficulty with kot...8¢ among copyists, see for example v.1. in Lk 2:35;
IJn 15:27; Ac 22:29.
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having the least and average number respectively (the average, that is, among the six
manuscripts other than 01 and D). These numbers demonstrate continuity between
the earlier and later centuries, with the only exception being the peculiarity of 01 and
D.

In terms of character and significance, the one reading that is attested in the
earlier manuscripts, the omission of a syllable in P®, finds correspondence among
the later witnesses. Obvious errors such as this one are also attested in 01 (8:20 om.
SWaoKMV £V TO 1Epw), B (8:15 xata ta v capka), D (8:21 {ncete), and 029 (8:14
owatade). Aside from a number of other types of readings listed above, it is
especially worth noting that neither of the two earlier witnesses attests multi-layered
readings that consist of separate changes, as we see in 01 (8:14 gutev avtoig o
Incovg), D (8:14 aAnBetvn pov eotiv n paptoupeta), and N (8:16 gav de kpivw). Each
of these readings involves a string of words in which there is more than one formal
type of variation (omission, addition, substitution, transposition) and is less easily

assessed in terms of origin or influencing factors.

Conclusions on Stability and/or Fluidity
With no internally improbable variants or singular / sub-singular readings, P>
establishes itself as a paradigmatic representative of stability in transmission. Where
there is discontinuity, it is due to the far greater accuracy exhibited in the copying of
P*° than in two of the later witnesses, and slightly greater accuracy than in all other
manuscripts preserved for this portion of John 8 up through the seventh century. The
one singular reading treated in the fully overlapping portion from P falls in the
same category of scribal slips that we see represented by four of the later majuscules.
From these data we certainly do not find support for the notion that greater freedom

or fluidity was present behind the copying of manuscripts prior to the fourth century.
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4. FRAGMENTS WITH FULL OVERLAP IN P66 AND P75

4.1. P (P. Oxy. LXV 4445
y

Introduction

P'% is a stained fragment from a leaf of a papyrus codex from Oxyrhynchus, Egypt,
which contains portions of John 1:29-35 on the verso and 1:40-46 on the recto.®* Tt
shares extant text with four other early papyri, including P>, P°, P” and P'". It is
overlapped partially by P° in vv. 29-31, 40 and by P'" in 40-44. P°® and P” offer full
overlap for the portion of text covered by the papyrus. W.E.H. Cockle published P'*
in 1998 and assigned it to the third century, “more probably the first half.”**® The
INTF and Orsini and Clarysse have listed it with the general date of third century.**’
Cockle describes P'% as “written in a carbon ink with a narrow pen in an upright,
plain script,” with letters that are “largely bilinear.”®*® Orsini and Clarysse note its
similarity to the Alexandrian stylistic class but that it lacks “chancery shapes.”**’

The fragment itself is 8.8 cm. wide and 13 cm. high. It preserves a portion of
20 lines on the verso and 21 lines on the recto that were written in one column. 1.5
cm. of a top margin survives, and 1.3 cm. of an outside margin is clearly visible on
the left side of the recto. The page was approximately 12.6 cm. wide and 23.5 cm.
high, putting it into Turner’s Group 8, with a written area of 10 x 20 cm.®*® There

were about 36 lines per page, and Cockle’s reconstruction results in an average of

24/25 letters per line and a range of 21 or 22-31 letters.

645 For this and further introductory information, see W. E. H. Cockle, ed., “Papyrus
Oxyrhynchus 4445,” in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Volume LXV, Graeco-Roman Memoirs 85
(London: Egypt Exploration Society, 1998) 11-14, plate IV-V (referred to as editio princeps for the
remainder of this chapter); INTF Liste; LDAB: http://www.trismegistos.org/ldab/text.php?tm=61631.

646 See brief discussion in editio princeps, 11.

%47 Online Liste; Orsini and Clarysse, “Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 471.

% Editio princeps, 11.

%% Orsini and Clarysse, “Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 458.

639 See calculations in editio princeps, 11-12; cf. Turner, Typology, 20
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The following nomina sacra are attested in P'%: 9o (1:29, verso 2; 1:34, verso
20); ing (1:42, recto 9; 1:43, recto 14); v (1:45, recto 20); mva (1:32, verso 11; 1:33,
verso 16); vt (1:33, verso 18); xpg (1:41, recto 8). Nomina sacra are attested for all
of these words in P°® and P”°, but with the contracted forms ¢, wv and ¥c. viog in
reference to Peter (1:42, recto 10) and viov in reference to Jesus (1:45, recto 20),
ovpavov (1:32, verso 12), and wopan (1:31, verso 8) are all written in pleno in P'%.
P’® has'm\ and writes the others in pleno whereas P® contracts both occurrences of
viog and writes the others in pleno.

Along with other manuscript witnesses, P'° attests copaxa rather than

gwpaka (1:34, verso 19),%!

and it has the spelling Nalape instead of Nalapet
(1:45, recto 21; 1:46, recto 22).°% Instances of diaeresis in P'*® include ioavvov
(1:40, recto 3; 1:42, recto 10), Bn6’caida (1:44, recto 15), viov (1:45, recto 20) and
imono (1:45, recto 20). An apostrophe is used after iopani (1:31, verso 8) and in the
Bn0’cada noted above. Cockle points out that the iota of 1d¢ at the beginning of the
line, in 18¢ 0 apvog Tov Bv (1:29, verso 2), appears to be enlarged.®>® The pagination
given in the middle of the top margin, which includes a gamma (page three) on the
verso and a delta (page four) on the recto, indicates that the codex contained only
John or that John was the first book included.®**

Based on what she regards as a small number of relatively minor mistakes
(deviations from the Ausgangstext), most of which she thinks were inherited from

the Vorlage, B. Aland notes the “Zuverlédssigkeit” of the transmission reflected in

P'% and says that it represents a “relativ fester Uberlieferungsstruktur.”®>> Some have

651

o See BDF, sec. 68 for discussion concerning Atticism.

See BDF, sec. 39.2 for fluctuation between the two spellings.

853 Editio princeps, 11.

8% Editio princeps, 11.

655, Aland, “Kriterien,” 7; eadem, “Nutzen,” 33, 36. Comfort, Encountering the
Manuscripts, 268 puts P'°° among the “most reliable texts.”

214



noted its basic Alexandrian character, citing affinities with P% P 01 and B.%*
Based at least partly on its placement towards the documentary rather than literary

end of the spectrum, some have posited a private rather than public use for this

manuscript.”>’ P'% is currently housed at the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford.
Variation-Units Represented®>®
Variation-Unit Variants P'" Transcribed
1:30 vep unep P77 01% B C* W* [v]mep (verso 4)
nept01>ACPK NPT AG VY
0101 £ 33. 565.579. 700.
892. 1241. 1424. 12211 Maj.;
Epiph
1:31 nABov eyw nAbov eyw €yo nAbov (verso 8)
gyo nAbov C* 157 700 1241 b
bo
1:32 Aeyov®™ Aeymv — (verso 10)
—01*e
1:32 xatopavov mg KATOPOIVOV O TEPIGTEPAY katafaiv[o]v o¢ mepiote | pav
TEPLOTEPAY (verso 11-12)
¢ meplotepay kotoPatvov 01
katoPavov woet Teplotepay P
KPAO0101 £ 700. 892.
1241. 1424. 12211 pm
1:33 véott Vo0TL T0] | véatt (verso 14-15)%°
10 V3ot P 01 £ sa™*; Or™
1:33 gv mvevpott aylo €V TTVELLLOITL OLYL® [e]v vt ayio (verso 18)661

656 See comments in Elliott, “Five New Papyri,” 211; Comfort, Encountering the
Manuscripts, 75. But for the non-Alexandrian character of 01 in John chapter one, see Gordon D. Fee,
“Codex Sinaiticus in the Gospel of John: A Contribution to Methodology in Establishing Textual
Relationships,” NTS 15 (1968-69): 23-44.

65 Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts, 49; Charlesworth, “‘Catholicity,’” 44.

558 The following variation-units are added to those treated in NA28, based on what is read in
P'%: 1:31 nABov eyw; 1:32 Aeyov.

59 The presence or absence of T before vdatt in 1:31 is excluded as lacunose (verso 8-9)
(see comment in editio princeps, 13).

560 Editio princeps, 13: “spacing strongly suggests that this was the reading of the papyrus.”
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75evid
£V TVELUATL Aylo Kot Topt PV

C*sa

1:34 o0 viog 0 V100G o [e]kAek[Tog (Verso 20)%2

0 exhextoc 01* 77 218 b e ff
SyS.C

electus filius (a) ff*° sa

1:42 nyoyev®® nyayey POV 01 B L b nyayev (recto 8)
mss

sa
kounyayev AK W TAO W £
33.565.700. 892. 1241. 1424
Mayj. lat sy sa™

ovtog nyayev P ! G bo;
Epiph

nyoyev 6g 579

1:42 gpPhreyag enpreyoc P01 ABK LT W £ | [euPhe] | yog (recto 8-9)°%
1'565. 579" 700 pm sy*

eupreyac de PP A © £ 33,
892. 1241. 1424 pm lat sy"sa™*
bo

ko epPreyog Weae q sy™?

1:42 Toavvov Ioavvov P75 01 B* L W*33 it | ioavvov (recto 10)
co

lova AB*KT AW £ 1 565.
579. 700. 892. 1424 Maj. c q
vg® sy bo™; Epiph

loavva @ 1241 vg

1:45 viov viov P*1% 01 B 33.579. 1 vio[v] (recto 20)
2211; o™

tovviov AKLTAQY £
565.700. 892. 1241. 1424. Maj.;
o™

661

o Editio princeps, 13: “There is certainly no room for this addition.”

Although it is uncertain, since the beginning and end of the word are lacunose and the
middle letters are hardly clear, Cockle says that P'° appears to read exhextoc (editio princeps, 13).
693 1:41 mpwrov is excluded as lacunose because it is impossible to know whether Tpotoc or
npwtov was read (mpw | To[v on recto 4-5).
There is no room for kot in the lacuna at the end of line 8: m[v epPre] (cf. editio princeps,
12, plate V).
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1:46 01" Kot Ko (recto 21)

—0171abesy*®

Unique Readings®®

Place of Variation Readings P Transcribed
1:33 av av rell gav (verso 16)°%¢”
gav P'%
1:40 axoAovOncavimv akolovOncavtwv rell n | koA[ovOn]oav (recto 3-4)%68

nkolovncavimv p7

nkoAovOncav

1:41 ovtog ovtog rell — (recto 4)
—eb

1:42 tov Incovv tov Incovv rell m[v (recto 8)
Incovv

Commentary on Variants

106

1:30 vrep: See discussion of this variation-unit under treatment of P°. P'% attests the

reading that is not harmonized to the immediate or near context.

5931 have retained this variation-unit, although the omission of kot may have occurred
independently in O1.

8% Cockle expresses some uncertainty regarding ek Tne molewc at 1:44, recto 15-16 but gives
no alternative suggestion as to what might have been read here: “it is very difficult to read [mo]Agwg
in the papyrus; it is particularly hard to make the traces fit the expected omega” (editio princeps, 14).

57 Editio princeps, 13: “there is a horizontal stroke at the left of the alpha, which could only
be part of %psilon.”

5 This is the transcription provided in Cockle’s note on recto lines 3-4. He proposes
nkoAovOncav, commenting that perhaps “ko)” is represented by the traces of ink at the beginning of
line 4, which is then followed by a space of possibly four letters (see editio princeps, 13).
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1:31 eyow nABov: The use of eym eurov in the preceding verse suggests that

this word order in our variation-unit is probably harmonized. P'*°

attests the reading
that is likely harmonized to word order in the immediate context.

1:32 om. Aeywv: This reading in P'°® may very well reflect an independent
creation of the copyist,’®® but since there are other narrowly attested readings shared
by P'% and 01, T have not counted it as a sub-singular reading of either manuscript.
The immediate context contains instances of a finite verb used with ott and without
Aeyov for direct discourse: mporoyncev ott (1:20) and pepapropnka ot (1:34). It is
conceivable that these uses exercised some influence on the reading of
epaptupnoey...ott without Aeyov in this variation-unit. Among the approximately
eight occurrences of Aeywv in John, only here is it followed by oti, which supports
seeing the presence of Aeywv as a more difficult reading (cf. Aeyovteg oti at 4:51).
P'% attests the omission of a superfluous and Semitic element of syntax that may
reflect influence from the immediate to near context.®”’

1:32 katapavov oc mepiotepav: The alternative word order og mepiotepav
katafawov is identical to Mark 1:10, and the alternative reading with woet, which
has no firm occurrence in John, reads with Matthew 3:16 (katapotvov wocet

nepotepay). P

attests the reading that is not harmonized to Gospel parallels.

1:33 t® voati: Two observations serve to make the absence of the article
marginally more probable than its presence. First, the narrow support for most of the
ev T variants in John, whether with voott or Tvevpatt, come together to suggest a
scribal inclination to add the article into this prepositional phrase (cf. 1:26 and our
variation-unit for voarti; 1:33 and 4:23 for mvevpartt). Second, the variant gv T voatt

attested by some witnesses in 1:26, 31, 33 may reflect harmonization to 1 John 5:6,

where twice Jesus is said to come gv t® voortt. There are other elements of 1 John 5:6

899 Especially since it was corrected in 01 by the Scriptorium hand (IGNTP 11, 200).
70 For its Semitic character, see BDF, sec. 420.
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that are similar to the syntax and content of this portion of John 1, including the use
of paprtupew, the specific activity of to mvevpa in bearing witness, and ovtog €otv 0
eV in reference to Jesus. P'% attests a reading that is probably harmonized to the
distant context of 1 John.

1:33 ev mvevpatt ayww: See discussion of this variation-unit under treatment
of P°. P'% does not attest the two-word addition that reflects harmonization to Gospel
parallels.

1:34 o exiektoc: Ehrman contends for the priority of ekAektog based on the
prospect that “Son of God” arose as a proto-orthodox alteration to guard against
Adoptionism.®”" Arguing for vioc, B. Aland highlights Luke 23:35 (tov 0gov o
exAextog) and 9:35 (ovTOC £6TIV 0 V10G LOV 0 EKAEAEYLEVOC) as possible sources for
harmonization to the “weiteren Kontext.” In response to Ehrman’s approach, she
remarks that easy explanations are to be preferred, even if o ekAektog is prior to o
v1og, “und Harmonisierung (Konformation) mit dem Kontext ist eine einfache
Erkldrung.”®"?

Quek makes a convincing case for the probability of exAextog, concluding
that viog likely reflects harmonization either to general usage in John or to Synoptic
baptismal accounts, both of which he finds more likely than a distant harmonization
to the Transfiguration or Passion narratives of Luke as suggested by Aland.®” In
support of his conclusion he cites, among other evidence, the conflated electus filius
as an indication of the priority of exAextog, the diversity of messianic titles used at
the beginning of John and the climactic nature of the confession “Son of God” in
1:49, and the likelihood that a harmonization to Isaiah 42:1 (to account for o

exAiextog) would involve o ayamntog. He agrees with Aland that a simple

71 Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 115.

72 Aland, “Nutzen,” 34.
873 Tze-Ming Quek, “A Text-Critical Study of John 1.34,” NTS 55, 1 (2009): 22-34.
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explanation such as harmonization is far more probable than that adduced by
Ehrman.®"

While exhextog does not appear elsewhere in John, viog appears
approximately 25 times, a number of which with the genitive Oeov as we have here
(1:49; 3:18; 5:25; 10:36; 11:4; 11:27; 19:7; 20:31). The exact wording (0 v10¢ ToVL
Beov) 1s found in the confession of Nathaniel in the near context at 1:49 (cv €1 0 viog
tov Beov). In the Synoptic Gospels (Mk 1:11; Matt 3:17; Lk 3:23) the voice from
heaven refers to Jesus as o viog pov at his baptism. Given the frequency of o viog in
John and the proximity of o viog tov Oeov in 1:49, I find it most reasonable to

conclude that P'%

attests the reading that is not harmonized to the near context or
general usage.

1:42 nyayev: The other variants include the presence of kat, ovtog, or d¢ at
the beginning of the sentence, which indicate three different attempts among
copyists, whether consciously or unconsciously, to smooth away the asyndeton. The
variant with only nyayev is abrupt and easily accounts for the emergence of the
others in which a smoother transition between sentences is supplied. The insertion of
ovtog, as in P**° and some other witnesses, probably shows influence from the ovtog

subject of the previous verse. P'%

attests the rougher text without the elimination of
asyndeton.

1:42 gpPreyag: kot and de smooth the transition between sentences by
removing asyndeton. The only other use of epufAeyag in John appears in the
immediate context (1:36), where it is preceded by ko1, which almost certainly
indicates harmonization in the case of ka1 here in 1:42. Likewise, otpagelg o€ in 1:38

(see discussion of that variation-unit under P°), which also has Jesus as its subject

and is the last occurrence of a nominative participle at the beginning of a sentence

574 Quek, “John 1.34,” 31.
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before 1:42, is probably responsible to some degree for the presence of o€ in our

variation unit. P'%

attests the rougher reading that is not influenced by nearby usage.
1:42 Ioavvov: Here Jesus says to Peter, “ocv 1 Zipwv o viog Imavvov” (cf.

21:15-17). lova is probably a harmonization to Matthew 16:17 which reads,

“Blessed are you Simon Papiovo.”®”” The other attested reading Ioavva is a female

name mentioned in Luke 8:3 and 24:10.57¢ p!%

attests the non-harmonized reading.
1:45 viov: It is possible that tov was simply omitted by a leap (Incovy tov
vov), although in this case there are a few reasons to suspect that the presence of the
article reflects assimilation. We see the use of the article with vioc in the
immediately preceding context at 1:42 (ov €1 Zipwv o viog loavvov). The article is
also attested where Jesus is similarly referred to as the son of Joseph in 6:42 (Incovg
0 v1og lmone). In other words, in both the nearest occurrence of “son of” and in the
only other place in the Gospel where Jesus is referred to as the “son of Joseph,” we
find the article used before viog. Offering support for this conclusion is the omission
of Tov before Ioong by some witnesses, which likewise suggests influence from
these other occurrences in which the second name is not preceded by an article.
These observations make the absence of the article in our variation-unit a more

difficult reading. P'*°

attests that reading that is not harmonized to the immediate
context or parallel usage in the Gospel.

1:46 ka1: The variant eutev avto NobavonA (not preceded by ko) at the
beginning of 1:46 is probably influenced by the asyndetic Aeyet avtw Nabavon at
the beginning of 1:48. In conjunction with this observation is the fact that there is the
frequent occurrence of asyndeton in this section describing Jesus’ interaction with

his earliest followers (1:39a; 1:40a; 1:42a; 1:42a, b; 1:45a; 1:46b; 1:47a; 1:48a (most

of which with a variant reading)). Despite creating a rougher asyndetic reading, the

875 See BDF, sec. 53.2.
676 Metzger, Commentary, 172.
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absence of kot in this particular context is a transcriptionally easier reading that
probably reflects assimilation. P'% attests the reading that is not harmonized to the

immediate context.

Commentary on Unique Readings
1:33 gav: Since eav “appears very frequently instead of dv after relatives” in the New

677

Testament,”” ' and since the former is used twice as frequently in John as the latter, it

would not be surprising if this singular substitution to eav after a relative pronoun in

106 attests the substitution of

the Gospel of John were influenced by general usage. P
an interchanging particle that was potentially affected by general usage.

1:40 nkoAovOnoav: This same indicative form appears in 1:37 on the heels of
very similar vocabulary to what we have here (ka1 nkovoav ot dvo padntor avtov
Aadovvtog Kot nkolovOnoav T Incov) (cf. harmonized addition of Incov at the end
of 1:40 in G A). Here P'% attests a harmonization to a verb form in the immediate
context.

1:41 om. ovtog: Although two followers of Jesus are in view at this point in
the narrative, the subject in this verse is abundantly clear from the emphasis on
Andrew in the previous verse. Thus, as Head remarks, this reading does appear to be

a “singular omission of a potentially redundant term.”®”®

ovtog is prevalent in the
first chapter of John, appearing seven times in reference to the Word, John or Jesus,
and three of those occurrences are attested in P'% (1:30, 33, 34). Since no attempt is
made to omit the resumptive use of ovtog in 1:33, we are probably not looking at a
conscious effort to smooth away unnecessary syntax here in 1:41. Moreover, just as

the addition of ovtog at the beginning of the next verse with nyayev was probably

due to influence from this verse, it is also possible that the omission of ovtog here

877 BDF, sec. 107.
78 Head, “Habits,” 403.
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with gupiokel was influenced by the absence of a nominative there. The fact that
these are the only two verses in the context in which Andrew is the subject gives

. . 1
some support to this scenario. P'%

attests what is probably an unconscious omission
of an inessential pronoun that could have been affected by the syntax of the
following verse.

1:42 Inocovv: John nearly always uses the article in prepositional phrases with
npog and a noun (exceptions include 13:6; 18:13, 24; 20:2). It is also more
characteristic of John to use the article with Incovv throughout the Gospel. Nothing
from the context presents itself to explain the omission, so that it is best to simply

conclude that P'%

attests the omission of an unnecessary article.

Analysis of Manuscript based on Readings
P'% offers 16 readings for analysis, which consists of 12 variants from the tradition
and four singular or sub-singular readings. Nine of the twelve variants are in
variation-units where some form of harmonization appears to have played a role in

106 4ttests the non-

giving rise to variation. In seven of these variation-units P
harmonized reading, whether it concerns parallel text from another Gospel (1:32
katopotvov og mepiotepay is not harmonized to word order or vocabulary from
Synoptic descriptions of Jesus’ baptism; 1:33 ev mvevpatt oy does not attest the
additional words from Matthew and Luke; 1:42 Ioovvov does not attest a name/ form
of the name used in other Gospels) or vocabulary and syntax within the Gospel of
John (1:30 vrtep does not assimilate to uses of mept in the immediate to near context;
1:34 o exiextoc does not attest the more familiar word from the near context and
general usage; 1:45 viov is not harmonized to a nearby and/or a parallel use of the
article; 1:46 kot is not influenced by syntax in the immediate context). In two of

106

these nine variation-units, however, P* has the harmonized reading: 1:31 ey® nABov
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is assimilated to the word order of this pronoun with another verb in the previous
verse; 1:33 1o voatt suggests influence from the use of the article in the same
prepositional phrase in 1 John.

The remaining three variation-units can be assessed according to

106 reads with the more difficult or

stylistic/syntactical difficulty. In two of these P
rougher reading: 1:42 nyayev and 1:42 gppreyag, which do not evidence the
smoothing of asyndeton. In one of them, however, P'®° attests the easier reading:

1:32 omission of the superfluous and Semitic participle Aeywv. However, as noted in
the commentary above, assimilation to nearby text may likewise be at the root of
these variation-units.

In summary, in these 12 variation-units for which P'® is extant or can be
reasonably reconstructed, nine or 75% of its variants are internally more probable
than the alternative(s). This means that in only three or 25% of these variation-units
do we find an intrinsically and/or transcriptionally less probable reading. These
involve the transposition of eyw and nABov, the addition of the article to the
prepositional phrase ev vdatt, and the omission of Aeywv from the syntax between a
finite verb and the discourse marker. These variants are entirely insignificant in
regards to size and impact on the sense and probably arose through unconscious
influence from parallel and neighboring text.

When we come to the four singular/sub-singular readings, those most likely
to have been created by the copyist of P'°, two or three of them suggest some form
of assimilation: 1:33 eav for av is possibly affected by the much greater frequency of
eav in John; 1:40 nkolovOnoav is harmonized to a verb in the immediately preceding
context; 1:41 om. ovtog is potentially influenced by syntax in the next verse. The
remaining reading, 1:42 Incovv, is the omission of an unnecessary article in the

prepositional phrase mpog tov Incovv. As with the variants discussed above, these are
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micro-level alterations that can be almost entirely attributed to unconscious changes
prompted by influence from other usage in the Gospel.

As already noted, P'° shares overlapping text with four other manuscripts
from the second and third centuries. Leaving aside orthographic readings and
considering each manuscript after correction, P! agrees with P® 7 out of 16 times
(44%): agreements (1:30 vrep; 1:33 1o voaty;, 1:33 ev mvevpott ayww; 1:42
eupreyoc; 1:42 Ioovvov; 1:45 viov; 1:46 kar); disagreements (P' reading listed
first): 1:31 eyw nABov | nABov eyw; 1:32 om. Aeywv | Aeywv; 1:32 katafoivov g
neplotepay | katafavov woet meprotepav; 1:33 gav | av; 1:34 o exkhektog | 0 vV10G;
1:40 nkoAovOncav | akolovOncaviwv; 1:41 om. ovtog | ovtog; 1:42 nyayev | ovtog
nyayev; 1:42 Incovv | tov Incovv). P'% agrees with P™° 6 out of 16 times: agreements
(1:30 vmep; 1:32 xataforvov wg mepiotepav; 1:42 nyayev; 1:42 loavvov; 1:45 viov;
1:46 xar); disagreements (1:31 eyw nABov | nABov eyw; 1:32 om. Aeywv | Aeywv; 1:33
T voatt | voatt; 1:33 eav | av; 1:33 ev Tvevpatt oyl | €V TVELHOTL Oyl KoL TUPL,
1:34 o exiektog | 0 v1og; 1:40 nkolovOncav | nkoAovOncavimv; 1:41 om. ovtog |
ovtog; 1:42 Incovv | Tov Incovv; 1:42 guPreyog | eppreyag o€). If unique readings
are removed from this comparison, then P'° (minus 1:33 eav; 1:40 nkoAovOnoav;
1:41 om. ovtog; 1:42 Incovv) agrees with P% 7 out of 12 times (58%) and with p”
(minus 1:40 nkoAovOncavimv) 6 out of 12 times (50%).

P'% also shares overlap with two early fragments, P> and P'" (see treatment

106

of P for comparison of P* and P'%). P'° agrees with P'" 1 out of 3 times (33%):

agreement (1:42 nyayev (lac. P'"

)); disagreements (1:41 om. ovtog | ovtog; 1:42
avto o Incovg emev | o Incovg eumev avtw (lac.)). Since the disagreements involve
unique readings (one from each manuscript), these two papyri agree in the one

variation-unit that is mutually represented.
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Diachronic Comparison of Created Readings
Among manuscripts up through the seventh century, the portion of text covered by
P'% s fully preserved in P% P 01, A, B and W°. Listed below are the readings that
were likely created by the copyist of each manuscript, although the versional support
for a few of them may indicate that they were inherited rather than created.
plos.
1:33 av] eav P'* (substitution involving interchanging particles, possibly affected by

general usage)

1:40 akorovBnoavtmv] nkorovdncav P (harmonized substitution, to verb use in

immediate context (1:37))

106

1:41 ovtog] om. P e b (omission of redundant pronoun, possibly influenced by the

syntax of the following verse)

1:42 tov Incovv] Incovv P'*® (omission of unnecessary article)

P66 (none)679

75 .680
P

1:40 axolovOnocavtwv] nkolovOncaviwv p” (substitution involving addition of

augment to a participle,”®' probably affected by nolovénoav in 1:37 (as with P'°))

01 :682

679'1:33 Bruilew, 1:33 mavprov, and 1:45 wonge were corrected by the first hand.
% retpoc was corrected to metpov in 1:40 by the first hand.
81 See Royse, Scribal Habits, 164 n.292.
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1:32 kotapawov og teptotepav] o neptotepay KotoPawvov 01 ab e r' sy®

(harmonized transposition, to parallels (Mk 1:10))

1:33 kayw] ko gyw 01 (substitution away from crasis, possibly influenced by

frequent independent uses of €ym in the preceding verses)

1:40 tov [2]] om. 01* 713 (omission of inessential article)

1:43 avtw o Incovg] avtw Incovg 01* (omission of inessential article)

1:44 ex] om. 01* ¢ f vg (omission of unnecessary and repetitious preposition)

A:
1:33 ovtoc] avtog A 1424 1675 b e q sy™* (harmonized substitution, to parallels

(Matt 3:11; Mk 1:8; Lk 3:16))

1:42 o] og A (substitution in favor of the masculine form of the relative pronoun,

influenced by or conformed to the masculine antecedent (Knoeag...Iletpoc))

B (none):683

WS,684

1:29 v apaptiov] Tag opaptiog W (substitution to the plural affected by the sense

of the verse and/or plural usage elsewhere in the New Testament)®®

%82 The omission of 8¢ in 1:44 by 01* is lacunose in P'” (recto 14).

583 Orthographic singulars include 1:40, 42 Ioavov and 1:41 gvpeoket (B*).
58 W* reads evpoobev for epmpocbev at 1:30 and yohdeav for yahhonav at 1:43. 1:33 otog
for ovtog is corrected.
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1:30 emov (vpv) omiow] ewmov vy ot omow®™® W* 213 X sy® (addition of syntax
for clearer/smoother/fuller text and/or due to influence from general usage (see

note))

1:31 Bantilov] Bartilv (-etv) W* q (harmonized substitution, to immediate context
(infinitive in 1:33))

1:33 autov [2]] avte W* (substitution to dative without apparent cause)®™’

1:42 gpPreyac] kar epPreyoc W° 1093 a e q sy“? (harmonized addition of

conjunction, to use with gupAeyag in immediate/near context (1:36))

1:45 viov Tov Ioone] T Ioone W* (substitution of syntax without apparent cause;

results in the elimination of explicit reference to Jesus as Joseph’s “son”)®*®

In terms of the quantity of these unique readings, there are six in W*, five in
01 (prior to later correction), two in A and none in B (with a few of these majuscule
readings possibly having emerged earlier, based on the slight support attested).

1 . )
06, one in P”® and none in P®.

Among the three early papyri, there are four in P
While P'% is situated closer to the transmission reflected in 01 and W*, P”° and P®

are similar to A and B, resulting in a comparable spread between the earlier and later

5% Von Soden suggests Heb 10:11, but see also 1 John 2:2; 3:5; Matt 1:21, 9:6 among many
others.

6% W* appears to be alone in reading with both v (read also by £'*) and ot (in 213 X sy®).
gimov vy is very frequent in John, and “I say/said vy ot1” is very frequent throughout the New
Testament.

687 Regarding the use of em with the dative, BDF, sec. 235 remarks: “The gen. and acc.
predominate in the local sense, but a sharp division between them and the dat. cannot be carried
through.”

%% For the dative, cf. Luke 7:12 as well as 1 Sam 16:18; 2 Sam 9:3; 15:36 from LXX.
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periods. No unique level of freedom or fluidity in the early period emerges from this
comparison.

Every type of reading introduced by the earlier witnesses is also found among
the singular/sub-singular readings of the later manuscripts. The likely

harmonized/textually influenced substitutions in P'*

(1:33 gav; 1:40 nkoAovOnoav)
and P (1:40 nkohovOnooavtmv) are like those found in 01 (1:33 ko eyw), A (1:33
avtog; 1:42 oc) and W* (1:29 tag apoptiag; 1:31 Bartilew). The omission of a

. ol
redundant and/or unnecessary word as attested in P'*

(1:41 om. ovtog; 1:42 om. ToV
before Incovv) is also observed at a few places in 01 (1:40 om. tov; 1:43 om. o
before Incovg; 1:44 om. ex). The addition of potentially clarifying, smoothing words
(1:30 add. (vpwv) oty) and the substitution of syntax without discernible cause
(theologically motivated?) (1:45 to Ioone), such as we find in W*, are not observed
in the early witnesses. As with the quantity of these singular/sub-singular readings,

this evidence concerning the nature of variation presents a picture of consistency and

continuity between the second/third and subsequent centuries.

Conclusions on Stability and/or Fluidity

Both the number and nature of the improbable variants attested in P'*

point to the
stability of transmission that preceded this early third century copy of John’s Gospel.
The fact that there are four singular/sub-singular readings may on the surface
indicate a certain level of freedom or carelessness in transmission. However, this
conclusion becomes less warranted when we observe the small dimension (dealing
with one word) and benign nature (likely reflecting unconscious influence or
oversight of superfluous elements) of all of these readings. Moreover, since two of
the four majuscules used in the comparison above attest a greater number of

106

singular/sub-singular readings than P, and since the types of readings found in that
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papyrus are also found among the unique readings of the later witnesses, we are
certainly not dealing with anything unique in this early witness. The diachronic data
presented above, gleaned from a comparison of three copies from ca. 200 to 250 with
four copies from sometime in or after the fourth century, run contrary to the claim

that a freer or more fluid approach to copying characterized the early period.
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4.2. P (P. Oxy. LXXI 4803
y

Introduction
P'" is a fragment of the lower part of a leaf from a papyrus codex from
Oxyrhynchus, Egypt preserving some of John 1:21-28 on the verso and 1:38-44 on
the recto.®® It shares extant text with four other Greek manuscript witnesses from the
second and third centuries, including partial overlap from P’ in vv. 23-28, 38-40 and
from P'% in vv. 40-44, and full overlap from P and P”°. P'"” was published in 2007
by Juan Chapa and dated to the third century, being associated with “the upright
branch of Turner’s ‘Formal mixed’ group.”®®® This dating has been accepted or
reaffirmed by the INTF in the online Liste and by Orsini and Clarysse in the Leuven
Database. Chapa remarks, “The script is that of an expert scribe,” and he comments
that it is without ligatures and has letters “loosely placed with generous space before

and after.”®!

LDAB classifies its script as belonging to the “severe style.”

This papyrus fragment measures 2.7 cm. in width and 11 cm. in height and
preserves parts of 16 lines on the verso and 17 on the recto (although recto 1 gives
only indiscernible traces of ink). It preserves 1 cm. of a lower margin. Chapa
estimates the page size as “at least” 14 x 25 cm., placing it into Turner’s Group 8,

2
92 There were around 40

and the written area of the one column as 12 x 23.5 cm.
lines per page with an average of 33 letters per line, with the number of reconstructed
and extant letters per line ranging from 30 to 38 on this fragment. The Gospel of

John would have taken up roughly 55 pages, but based on the probability that it

589 For this and further introductory information, see Chapa, ed., “Papyrus Oxyrhynchus
4803,” 2-6, plate I (referred to as editio princeps for the remainder of this chapter); INTF Liste;
LDAB: htt&)://Www.trismegistos.org/ldab/text.php‘?tm:1 12358.

9 Editio princeps, 2.
Editio princeps, 2.
592 For this information, see editio princeps, 3. Cf. Turner, Typology, 95.

691
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began in the middle of a page, Chapa thinks it likely that John was not the only book
contained in the codex.

There are no itacisms or other orthographic readings attested in P'"®. No
nomina sacra are extant, but the forms that are reconstructed in lacunae include kv
(1:23, verso 7), xc (1:25, verso 10; 1:41, recto 10), v (1:42, recto 11) and 1¢ (1:43,

693

recto 16).”"” A diaeresis is used with Hoaiog (1:23, verso 7), vdatt (1:26, verso 12),

dmodnuoarog (1:27, verso 15), and Ioavvov (1:40, recto 7). There is a smudge of ink
above the epsilon of eotwv at 1:41, recto 10 that was likely accidental.***

119

Charlesworth thinks that P* "~ was probably prepared for private use due to its

“unconventional” size (but he is unique in placing it into Turner’s Group 5),

“informal” hand and lack of punctuation for text division.®> P'"? is currently held by
the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford.
Variation-Units Represented®®
Variation-Unit Variants P"" Transcribed

1:22 uc®’ TIG [tic] (verso 4)°®

ov g P E 157 (c 1)
1:25 xat emmay avte®’ Kol emay (E1TOV) oVTO — (verso 9)"%

—PMIT 2511

893 Nomina sacra are “assumed for KvploG, Moovg, and ypiotog in the lost parts of the text”
(editio princeps, 3).

% Editio princeps, 5.

695 Charlesworth, ““Catholicity,”” 42, 44.

5% I have excluded from this treatment two NA28 variation-units that are based on singular
readings: 1:39 extn for dexatn in A, and the omission of Kot Np®TINGAY AVTOV (Or NPOTNGAV AVTOV
ko) in 1:25 in 01 a e sy (both of which are treated in the Diachronic Comparison section below). I
have added the variation-units concerned with kot grmov avtoe in 1:25 and vuag after fantilo in 1:26
on account of what is read in P'"°. All transcriptions follow editio princeps unless otherwise noted.

7 Given the number of variation-units between npomoayv and Aeyst in 1:21 (including
avtov/avtov ToAv, Tt ovv 6V HAlag €1, and ko) and the fact that it is almost entirely lacunose in p'Y
(verso 1-2), Chapa remarks, “it is not possible to determine on the grounds of spacing what the
papyrus migght have read” (editio princeps, 4).

898 «Spacing suggests that the papyrus probably did not read ov before Tic” (editio princeps,
4).

599 The variation-unit concerning the presence of ot before ameotapevot in 1:24 is lacunose
and uncertain in P'"? (verso 8): “spacing is indecisive” (editio princeps, 4).
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1:26 Aeywv Aeymv [Aeyov] (verso 11)7!

TSI £l 04 0

1:26 eyw 0} [ey pev] (verso 12)7%
gym pev 063 £ 1093 it sa™*
bo™
1:26 Bortilw Bartilo [Bamtiio vpoc] (verso 12)7%

Bamtitw vpag PPN A © 063
086"9565 1424 ff°

1:26 peoog peoog PP073120.01 B C* L 083 | [pecoc ¢] (verso 12)"™
bOmSS

pecoc de ACCKNWTAO W
13 33.565. 579. 700. 892.
1241. 1424 Maj. latt sy sa bo

1:27 0 omicw™® 0 omiow (— 0 01* B) PVi6875120 | 16 omisw] (verso 13)7%
01 BC*LT W' 083 ' 33.
579. 1241 a sy**

avtog (ovtog ¥) eotv 0 omc®
AC’KNYMT AW r565.700.
892. 1424 Maj. lat sy™"

1:27 epyopevog epyopevoc P77 01 B C* L N* | [epyopevoc] (verso 14)7"

TW' W 083 £'33.579. 1241 b1
SyS.C co

€PYOUEVOG 0G (— ®) gumpocbev
{ov yeyovev ACKN'TAOf
3 565.700. 892. 1424 Maj. lat

7% The extant nu followed by Tt ovv (transcribed as kat np@TGaY cvTO]V T1 ovv (editio
princeps, 3)) indicates the presence of kot npotnoav avtov and the absence of kot emav avtm, as
Chapa comments, “The papyrus probably omitted ka1 emmav oavte” (4).

71 The text between IJoavv[ne and e]v Hdott on verso 11-12 is lacunose in P''?, and Chapa
states that Aeyov eyo Bontilo is “too short for the space” (editio princeps, 5). Based on what is
reconstructed for parallel spaces on verso lines 5-10, spacing suggests that somewhere between 7 and
10 letters (but probably 7 or 8, since the only exception is 10 on verso 9) were present after the second
nu of Imavvng on verso 11. Moreover, the number of letters reconstructed for same-sized spaces on
verso lines 3-5 and 8-11 suggest that 17 to 19 letters were in the lacuna before the nu of €v on verso
12 (cf. 3, plate I). These observations reinforce the probability of Chapa’s reconstruction in which the
variants Aeywv, pev and vuag were all read in this lacunose portion of the papyrus (see pages 3 and 5
for transcri})tion and comment).

792 gee note on spacing under 1:26 Aeyov.

793 ee note under 1:26 Aeyav. (cf. Elliott, “Four New Papyri,” 675.)

704 «Spacing suggests that the papyrus must have read pecog d¢” (editio princeps, 5).

795 The variation-unit at 1:26 eotnkev is excluded as lacunose (verso 13).

7% Chapa renders the end of the line as oJuk owdat[e o omow] and later comments, “Spacing
guarantees that the papyrus did not read avtog (ovtog) eotiv before o omiow pov” (editio princeps, 4,
5). The presence or absence of the article is too lacunose for consideration.

119
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Sy(p),h bo™®

1:27 ovk gyt ey® ovk eyt eyo P BN T W* W ovk gt]y1 eyo (verso 14)
083.579

oK gy PUGSETS120 01 o 13
33.565 aur* q

gym ovk eyt AK T A @O £ 700.
892. 1241. 1424 Maj. lat

1:27 a&toqmg a&log a[&og (verso 14)709

1KOVOG P75 472

0 711

1:27 vrodnporoc’' VTOOMMUOITOG o[ dnpartog (verso 15)
vrodnpotog owtog (ekewvog E F
G H 2%*) vpag Bonticet ev
nvevpatt oy kortopt EF G H
N 2*

1:42 nyayev’"? nyayev P31 01 BL b sa™ | [myayev] (recto 11)7"

kounyayev AK W TAO W £
33.565.700. 892. 1241. 1424
Mayj. lat sy sa™

ovtog nyayev P ! G bo;
Epiph

nyoyev 6g 579

707 There is clearly no room for these additional words after epyopevoc (see comment in
editio princeps, 5).

"8 Dye to the textual relatedness of P*® and P7° , I have not excluded this variation-unit as
based on a sub-singular reading (see especially Fee, Papyrus Bodmer II, 11-18, 35). The reading
wavog, therefore, will not be treated as a scribal creation of either manuscript in the Diachronic
Comparison section below.

799 «“The alpha in the papyrus is damaged, but the remains of a curve rule out iota” (editio
princeps, 53.

71% Although Chapa favors reconstructing with BnBavia over Bnfafopa or Bnoapapa in the
lacuna on verso 16 for 1:28, I regard that variation-unit as too uncertain to include (a one letter
difference in a fairly large lacuna). The word order of ev fnBavia gyevero is also lacunose.

"' The partially extant words meplav t[ov on the following line show a lack of space for the
additional sentence after imodnpartog (see editio princeps, 4).

7'2 There are a number of variation-units that fall in lacunae on the recto and are too
uncertain to treat in our analysis. These include oyeo0g and ovv in 1:39, recto 3 (see note in editio
princeps, 5) and mpotov in 1:41, recto 8. Due to a lack of clarity regarding the lacunose portion
surrounding 1:42 gufieyag on recto 11-12, I have excluded that variation-unit from consideration.
For the text following n[pog tov mv/ v up to ov &1 [Zypuwv Chapa considers “the most tempting
restoration” to be gpPreyag 8¢ 0 g/ 1¢ emmev avt]w (editio princeps, 5). In light of the spacing
considerations reflected in Chapa’s proposed restoration, and especially in light of the extant omega
(presumably belonging to avtw) before ov &1 on recto 12, I have included below under the unique
readings of P!’ what appears to be a transposition of avtw and o Incovg euev (though keeping in
mind its highly tentative nature). The variation-unit at 1:42 Ioavvov is also excluded as lacunose in
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Unique Reading

Place of Variation Readings P'"” Transcribed
1:42 avto o Incovg sumev avtm o Incovg eumev 0 n¢ (or 1) eumev ot]w
(prog)osed (restoration (recto 11-
0 Incovg ey avto P’ 12))

Commentary on Variants
1:22 1ig: The presence of 6v in the question v 11 €1 asked by the priests and Levites
who come to see John’s baptism is almost certainly influenced by the repeated use of
this pronoun in the preceding verses. More specifically, it probably reflects
harmonization to the wording of the same question as described by the narrator in v.
19. P'"? appears to attest the reading that is not harmonized to the immediate context.

1:25 om. kou emwa ovte: See treatment of this variation-unit under P°. P'"
attests a reading that is probably influenced by the immediate context (1:21).

1:26 Aeyov: In a context where a number of readings are harmonized to
parallels, the fact that both Mark 1:7 and Luke 3:16 attest Aeywv at a similar point in
their respective accounts immediately raises suspicion about the presence of that
word in our verse. This suspicion is further supported by what appears to be a
harmonization to Luke in the change from amexp1On to anekpivarto read by a few

witnesses. Aeywv also appears twice in the immediate to near context (1:15, 32), with

both having John as the subject. Furthermore, the fact that the Gospel of John is

P'" (recto 12). Although spacing favors Ioavvov rather than Iwva, as Chapa notes (editio princeps, 6),
it does not appear to rule out the variant Ioavva.

713 “The length of the restored line does not support the addition of kot before
nyoayev...Unlikely for the same reason would be ovtog nyayev” (editio princeps, 5).

74 This is the restoration supplied in Chapa’s comments (editio princeps, 5), as the
reconstruction given in the transcription is left blank for this portion of text (4). For further discussion,
see note under 1:42 nyayev in the table above, where the exclusion of the variation-unit 1:42
euPreyog is discussed.
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replete with instances of anexpiOn plus the indirect object pronoun plus the
nominative, without any additional verbs (e.g. 5:7; 6:68; 8:34; 10:25, 32; 12:34;
13:36; 16:31; 18:20; 19:11) gives intrinsic support to the variant without Aeymv. On
the other hand, this latter point may suggest that the absence of Aeywv reflects
harmonization to general usage, and, although perhaps less significant, it is at least
worth mentioning that the previous occurrence of amexpiOn (1:21) is used without
any additional verbs, which could have prompted the omission of Aeywv here.
Moreover, the fact that all three occurrences of Aeywv in this section of John attest
slight support for its absence (1:15 om. 01* D b; 1:26 om. P”'*° £' 124 ¢; 1:32 om.
P'% 01* ¢) provides some transcriptional evidence for seeing a propensity towards its
omission. On account of the uncertainty involved, I have chosen to exclude this
variation-unit from the analysis to follow as inconclusive on the basis of internal
evidence.

1:26 eym pev: pev is firmly attested in Matthew 3:11 and Luke 3:16, so that
its inclusion here in John by some witnesses is very likely to be the result of

influence from those parallel accounts (so too in Mark 1:8). P'"’

appears to have the
reading that is harmonized to Gospel parallels.

1:26 Bantilom vupag: vuag is read as the direct object of Bantilw in the parallel
accounts of Matthew 3:11 and Luke 3:16. It is also read with eBantica in Mark 1:8,
which means that all three parallel Gospel accounts contain the pronoun. P'"
appears, then, to attest the less difficult reading that is harmonized to these parallels.

1:26 pecog d¢: Both Matthew 3:11 and Luke 3:16 read with the correlative
construction pev ... de. The presence of 6 without the previous pev, as is read by the
majority of witnesses in the tradition, suggests influence from Mark 1:8 but could

have equally been affected by Matthew and Luke. The text with d¢ is a

transcriptionally easier reading both because of its similarity to parallels and because
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it results in clearer, smoother syntax that further emphasizes the contrast involved in

the context. P'"

seems to attest this syntactically easier reading that appears to be
influenced by parallels.

1:27 0 omo: See discussion in treatment of P°. P''® does not attest the
smoother and generally assimilated reading.

1:27 epyopevoc: See treatment in P°. p'

attests the reading that is not
harmonized to the surrounding context.

1:27 ovk eyu eym: See treatment in P°. P'"? attests the reading that is not
harmonized to Gospel parallels.

1:27 a&og: As noted in my discussion of eym from the previous variation-
unit, the Synoptic Gospels agree in reading wavog. P'' attests the reading that is not
harmonized to the wording in those parallels (Matt 3:11; Mk 1:7; Lk 3:16)

1:27 vrodnpotoc: See comment on this variation-unit under P°. P'"? attests
the reading not harmonized to Gospel parallels.

106 pl19

1:42 nyayev: See discussion of this variation-unit under treatment of P

attests the rougher text without the elimination of asyndeton.

Commentary on Unique Reading
1:42 0 Incovg euev avtw: Although little can be said with confidence about what
exactly was read in P'"® at this point, the extant omega before ov &t (along with
Chapa’s spacing comments noted above) does suggest a transposition of avt® from
after epuPreyag to after eumev. Just as the variants kot eppreyog and epPieyag d¢ in
the previous variation-unit appear to be influenced by the immediate context (cf.
1:36 xan epPreyog and 1:38 otpapelg o€ respectively), so too does this transposed
word order in P'". gutev avtm occurs frequently in the Gospel of John, and prior to

chapter three it occurs three times, each of which being in this section of narrative
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concerning Jesus and his earliest followers (1:46, 48, 50). P~ appears to attest a

reading that has been affected by the immediate context and general usage.

Analysis of Manuscript based on Readings
I exclude from this assessment one variation-unit where the identification of readings

is inconclusive on the basis of internal evidence (1:26 Aeyov). P'"

thus supplies 12
readings for analysis, including 11 variants and one singular reading. Nine of the 11
variants are in variation-units where some form of harmonization/assimilation/textual
influence can be identified as the cause of variation. In five of these variation-units
P'" reads with the non-harmonized reading, whether it pertains to the immediate
context (1:22 115 is not harmonized to the use of the pronoun especially as used in v.
19; 1:27 gpyopevog does not attest the lengthy addition that is assimilated to vv. 15
and 30) or to Synoptic parallels (1:27 ovk gyt ey is not harmonized to the absence
of eyw in Matthew 3:11, Mark 1:7 and Luke 3:16; 1:27 a&iog does not attest the
assimilated wcavog from all three Synoptic Gospels; 1:27 vroonuartog does not attest

119 has

the lengthy harmonized addition). However, in four of these variation-units P
the harmonized variant, one to the immediate context (1:25 om. kot gutov LT 1s
likely affected by the absence of this clause with kot npotnoav avtov in v. 21) and
three to parallels in other Gospels (1:26 gyw pev, Bantilom vuag, and pecog o€ each
involving the addition of one word).

The remaining two variation-units can be characterized with respect to
stylistic/syntactical difficulty. It should be noted, however, that both of these
variation-units also show some signs that assimilation/textual influence lies at the

root of variation. In both cases P'"’

attests the more difficult or rougher reading vis-
a-vis the alternative(s): 1:27 o omowm does not attest the smoother text with the

addition of avtog eotwv (likely influenced by vv. 15, 30 and/or Matt 3:11; Mk 1:8; Lk
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3:16); 1:42 nyayev retains the asyndeton (with ovtog probably harmonized to the
previous verse).

In these 11 variation-units that are represented by P'"’

(or that are plausibly
reconstructed by its editor), seven or 64% of its variants can be viewed as more
probable on internal grounds. This leaves four or 36% that are regarded as
improbable. All four of these readings are harmonizations situated in a repetitious
portion of the Gospel describing the ministry of John the Baptist, and one that finds
parallels in all three Synoptic Gospels. Three of these harmonizations are to Synoptic
accounts and involve the addition of a single word, whether a particle (pev), a
conjunction (d¢) or a pronoun (vuag). Since pev and o€ could have entered the
tradition separately (many manuscripts have oe without pev, perhaps influenced by
Mark 1:8) it is not necessary to posit editorial activity or a conscious act of
conforming the text to Matthew and Luke (both with pev...d¢). Rather, each of these
variants suggests small-scale, unconscious influence from familiar text. The
remaining improbable variant, om. kot gutav avtm, seems on the surface to be
somewhat significant, since it consists of a three-word omission without evidence for
a mechanical leap and could potentially be taken as an elimination of superfluous
syntax (after kou npotoav avtov). However, the context strongly indicates that
syntax from just a few verses earlier has caused an inadvertent omission: Kot
npotoav avtov without kot eutav avtw and followed by the same words as we have

here (i.e., Kou npwtnoav avtov Tt ovv from v. 21 has affected the transmission of kot

NPOTNCOV CLTOV KOl EAY aVT® TL 0LV in V. 25). None of these variants demands

intentionality.
The one singular reading of P''® is unclear (1:42 o Incoug emmev ovto), but it
appears to involve a transposition of avtm that could be explained by the frequent

occurrence of emev avtw in the immediate/near context and throughout the Gospel.
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It is also possible that epAeyag avte was read, and ovtm was repeated after sutev
(so a harmonized addition rather than transposition). Chapa’s spacing comments (see
note above under table) do not appear to preclude this explanation, since if the
shorter nomen sacrum is read, and if o€ is not present in the lacuna, only one letter
more than his restoration is needed. Either way, this apparent singular reading
probably amounts to nothing more than a general assimilation involving an indirect
object pronoun.

P'" shares overlapping text with four other manuscripts from the second and
third centuries (P5 , P66, P”, P1°6). For comparisons of P'" with P° and P'% see my
treatment of each of those papyri. Based on what is extant or has been confidently
reconstructed by the editor (with a number of the readings listed below being

119

lacunose in P''?) and leaving aside orthographic readings, P'"® agrees with P® 5 out

of 14 times (36%): agreements (1:26 Aeyov (lac. P''%); 1:27 0 omow (lac. P''%); 1:27

19):1:27 ovk eynt eyw; 1:27 vrodnpatoc (lac. P'?); disagreements

epyopevog (lac. P
(P'" reading listed first) 1:22 tic (lac.) | ov Tig; 1:25 om. kat ewmav ovto (lac.) | kot
emav avte; 1:26 eym pev (lac.) | eyw; 1:26 Bontilo vuog (lac.) | Bartilw; 1:26 pecog
d¢ (lac.) | pecog; 1:27 a&og | wwavog; 1:27 avtov tov pavta tov vrodonuatog (lac.) |
TOV JLOVTO, TOV DITOONUATOS 0vToL; 1:42 nyayev (lac.) | ovtog nyayev; 1:42 o Incovg

gutev avT | avte o Inoove eutev). If unique readings are removed, then P'"°

(minus
1:42 0 Incoug eumev avtw) agrees with P*® (minus 1:27 Tov (avta Tov VTodnpaToS
avtov) 5 out of 12 times (42%).

P'"? agrees with P”° 4 out of 13 times (31%): agreements (1:27 o omicw (lac.
P'"%); 1:27 epyopevog (lac. P'"); 1:27 vrodnporog (lac. P''%); 1:42 nyayev (lac. P'');
disagreements (1:22 11g (lac.) | ov T1g; 1:25 om. ko eutav ovto (lac.) | ko suray

avto; 1:26 Aeyov (lac.) | om. Aeywv; 1:26 eym pev (lac.) | eyw; 1:26 Bartilom vuog

(lac.) | Bamtilw; 1:26 pecog o¢ (lac.) | pecog; 1:27 ovk ey eym | ovk ey 1:27 a&rog
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| wcavog; 1:42 o Incovg emmev avto | avte o Incovg emev). If unique readings are

119

removed, then P'"® (minus 1:42 o Incovg eumev avto) agrees with P> 4 out of 12

times (33%).

Diachronic Comparison of Created Readings
Among manuscripts up through the seventh century, the portion of text covered by
P'"is fully preserved in P% P 01, A, B and W°. Listed below are the readings
deemed likely to have been created by each respective scribe.
plo.
1:42 owte o Inoovg mev] o Incove euev avto P''? (harmonized transposition (or

addition?), to emmev avte in immediate context (1:46, 48, 50) (or to general usage))

66.715
P

1
1:27 VTOL TOV WOVTE TOV VIOSNUOTOC] TOV WOVTO, TOV LIOSNUOTOS avToy’ © PO

185ab fqr' (harmonized transposition, to parallels (Mk 1:7; Lk 3:16))

1 . . . . . . 11
715 1:21 g for 1t in P is excluded from this comparison because it is lacunose in P'" (see

notes below for other readings that fall in lacunae between ka1 [1] and Agy[€t on verso 1-2). gyeig in
1:22 and the addition of Tov after Avcw in 1:27 are excluded because they were corrected
contemporaneously (and they fall in lacunae).

% Only to]v Hmo[dnparog is extant on verso 15 in P'"’, but Chapa comments, “The lacuna
suggests that the papyrus did not read with P**" (edltlo 7prmceps 5).

"171:26 1otnket and 1:40 nkohovOnoavrev in P7 are excluded as lacunose in P!! (verso 13
and recto 7 respectively). See Royse, Scribal Habits, 627 for the implausibility of the interpretation
reflected i in IGNTP I, 129 that mept was corrected to vmep in 1:22.

' There are many singular / sub- smgular readings that are attested in 01 or 01* for this
portion of text but that fall in a lacuna in P'" and are indeterminate based on spacing: 1:21
emnpooov for npotoav (verso 1) (which is also corrected by the Scriptorium hand (IGNTP II,
195, 7)); om. avtov, ov [1], kot [2], and o in 1:21 (verso 1-2); 1:26 eotnket (verso 13); 1:28 add.
notapov after lopdavov (verso 16); 1:43 om. o [2] (recto 15-16). The addition of t® before véartt in
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1:25 npotooav owtov koi] om. 01 a (e) sy® (leap from same to same (Papioaimy Kot

np®TNoOV CLTOV Ko, or simply Kat...Kat))

1:40 twv [2]] om.”™ 01* 713 (omission of inessential article)

1:44 8¢] om.”* 01* (omission of connective, probably harmonized to syntax in

1:40)"!

1:44 ex] om. 01* ¢ f vg (omission of unnecessary and repetitious preposition)

A2
1:39 dekatn] extn A (harmonized substitution, to general usage in John (opa nv ©g

ekt in 4:6; 19:14))

B (none)723

WS ,724
1:21 ovk eyt] ovk eyt Tt ovy’>> W* it (harmonized addition, to Tt ovv in immediate

context (previously in 1:21))

1:26 in 01* is excluded because it was corrected contemporaneously by the Scriptorium hand (IGNTP
11, 197).

719 This word falls in a lacuna in P'" (recto 6). According to Chapa’s reconstruction,
however, the line is already one of the shortest on the recto (30 letters along with line 16), which
makes the absence of another three letters (twv) very unlikely. This is further supported by the
number of letters reconstructed in the same-sized lacunae directly above on lines 4 and 5 (cf. editio
princeps, 4, plate I).

72 This reading is lacunose in P'" (recto 16), but see related note above on the omission of
tov [2] in 01* in 1:40.

21 §¢ and o are absent in 01 * but the absence of the article, which has other manuscript
support, may have been inherited from the Vorlage.

1:42 oc eppnvevetar in A is excluded as lacunose in P! (recto 13).

723 The following unique readings of B are excluded from consideration as too lacunose in
P'": 1:21 ov ovv 1t (verso 2); 1:40, 42 Imavov (recto 7, 12); 1:41 gvpeoket (recto 8).

724 The following readings of W are excluded as lacunose in P''®: 1:21 &1 Huag (verso 2);
1:42 won gpPreyag (recto 11); 1:43 T'aldeav (recto 14).

119
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In terms of quantity, there are four in 01 (prior to later correction), one in A and W*,
and none in B. With one in P'"” and P*® and none in P, the early manuscripts show
themselves to be perfectly in line with what we see from the later majuscules. The
only unique element in this comparison is the number of readings likely introduced
by the copyist of 01. Otherwise, the manner of transmission seems constant, and we
certainly do not find any indication that the earlier witnesses were produced in a
climate of greater freedom in copying. The two harmonized transpositions in the

19 (1:42 0 Incove emev avtw) and P* (1:27 tov wovto Tov

earlier witnesses P
vrodNpaTog awtov) are matched by similar micro-level harmonizations in 01 (1:44
om. 8¢), A (1:39 ektn) and W® (1:21 ovk gyt 1 ovv). These data support seeing

continuity between the earlier and later centuries.

Conclusions on Stability and/or Fluidity
P'" provides very little evidence for unstable transmission attitudes and practices.
We see an inadvertent omission of three words influenced by the verbatim syntax of
a previous verse and four one-word additions (or a transposition for one of them), all
of which suggesting some form of harmonization/textual influence without any need
to suppose conscious editorial activity. In the majority of variation-units represented
(64%), P'"® reads with a more probable reading than the other(s) attested. The
number and character of unique readings in the three early witnesses used in the
comparison above practically mirror those found among the later majuscules. This
suggests greater continuity than discontinuity between earlier and later centuries. For
peculiarity we have only the number of singular/sub-singular readings in 01. In short,

the data gathered and analyzed above do not indicate that a free and fluid attitude

723 This portion of text is lacunose in P''? at the end of verso 2 and beginning of verso 3, but

the spacing observations noted under 1:26 Aeywv in the table above make five additional letters
unlikely in these lacunae.
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towards copying was present in the tradition leading up to P' "~ or in the activity of its

own copyist.
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4.3.0162 (P. Oxy. VI 847)

Introduction

0162 is a well-preserved one-leaf fragment of a parchment codex found in
Oxyrhynchus, Egypt, containing John 2:11-22 with some small lacunae
throughout.”*® The extant text runs from vv. 11-16 on the recto and vv. 16-22 on the
verso, all of which is preserved in P°® and P”. Since its publication in 1908 by
Grenfell and Hunt, it has been variously dated to the third/fourth and fourth
century.’”” The third/fourth century dating is printed in NA28 and is accepted or
upheld in some of the more recent treatments or discussions.”*® Orsini and Clarysse,
however, in agreement with Grenfell and Hunt give the range of 300 to 400.”*
Parker expresses some reserve about assigning 0162 to the earlier third/fourth
century date, but he points out that it is not written in Biblical Majuscule and says
that it belongs “with those papyri in the period before the production of monumental
calligraphic codices,” that is, before the “Age of Constantine and Beyond.””**
Although 0162 may very well have been written in the fourth century, I have
nonetheless retained it in my study as a likely representative of the outward lying
boundary of the period in question.

Grenfell and Hunt comment that 0162 is written in a “rather large calligraphic

script...closely related to the sloping oval type of the third and fourth centuries,”””"

726 For this and further introductory information see especially Bernard P. Grenfell and
Arthur S. Hunt, eds., “Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 847,” in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Part VI (London:
Egypt Exploration Fund, 1908) 4-5 (referred to as editio princeps for the remainder of this chapter);
K. Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste, 33; LDAB: http://www.trismegistos.org/ldab/.

27 For fourth century dating, see editio princeps 4; van Haelst, Catalogue, no. 436; Turner,
Typology, 157. For third/fourth century, see K. Aland and B. Aland, Text, 104 (“from the third/fourth
century (formerly assigned to the fourth century)”).

72 NA28, 806. Cf. IGNTP 11, 34 (dates given reflect “consensus of opinion™); Chapa, “Early
Text of John,” 141, 142; Epp, “Papyrus Manuscripts,” 7, 10; Comfort and Barrett, Text, 683 (ca. 300).

729 Orsini and Clarysse, “Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 472.

3% David C. Parker, “The Majuscule Manuscripts of the New Testament,” in Ehrman and
Holmes, The Text of the New Testament, 51. But see discussion and references in my chapter on P*’,
which gives early evidence of this high level of calligraphy.

3! Editio princeps, 4.

245



and Orsini and Clarysse assign it to “the transitional phase from sloping severe style

to sloping ogival majuscule.”’*?

The page, which is almost entirely intact, measures
16.2 cm in height and 14.6 cm in width, putting its dimension in Turner’s Group X
for parchment codices.”*> On each side it presents 19 lines of text in one column

measuring 11 x 11 cm.”*

Based on my own count the range of letters per line is 20
to 26, with the vast majority of lines having between 21 and 24.

In terms of orthography, 0162 attests the augmented form wxodoun6n rather
than owodounOn in 2:20 (verso 34/15) with other manuscripts in the tradition but
against P and P”°,”* and it reads singularly with yeypappevog for yeypappevov in
2:17 (verso 25/6).”° For nomina sacra 0162 reads with mpg (2:16, verso 22/3) for
nozpog and both ing (2:13, recto 9) and 1 (2:19, verso 30/11) for Incovg. In 2:12,
untnp is written in pleno (recto 4). At the three places where 0162 has a nomen
sacrum, P” reads mpoc (2:16) and 1c (2:13, 19) and P reads motpoc (2:16) and 1
(2:13, 19). At 2:20 0162 (verso 33/14) and P”, but not P*®, abbreviate tecoepakovta
with w.”*” Reflecting both literary and documentary styles, numbers are written out
and rendered as numerals inconsistently in the earliest Christian manuscripts, with,
for example, frequent use of numerals in P” but not P** and P*®.”**

0162 attests a diaeresis at the following places: tovdowv (2:13, recto 8), tepw

(2:14, recto 10), tepov (2:15, recto 16), tovdaror (2:18, verso 27/8; 2:20, verso

732 Orsini and Clarysse, “Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 457.

733 Turner, Typology, 28.

34 Turner, Typology, 157.

733 For the Atticistic character of this reading see comments in BDF, sec. 67. See also Gignac
11, 239; Westcott and Hort, Appendix, 161.

381 follow editio princeps, 4 in reading yeypappevoc instead of yeypappevov in IGNTP 11,
132 (cf. IGNTP 11, plate 15). For interchange of final sigma and nu, see Gignac I, 131.

37 For abbreviations of cardinal numbers see James H. Moulton and Wilbert F. Howard, A
Grammar of New Testament Greek, Vol. 2: Accidence and Word-Formation (Edinburgh: T & T
Clark, 1929), 167-168.

38 Haines-Eitzen, Guardians of Letters, 66. For further discussion, Eric G. Turner, Greek
Manuscripts of the Ancient World (2nd rev. ed., ed. P. J. Parsons; London: Institute of Classical
Studies, 1987), 15; Roberts, Manuscript, Society and Belief, 18-19, who says that among literary
works these abbreviations are unique to Christian texts and are not a feature of Jewish or pagan texts.
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33/14). It is clear that “stops in the middle position are freely used,”””” and it is
evident from the plates that these stops occur frequently throughout and are
sometimes but not always accompanied by a space before the next word.”* Such
punctuation as well as the literary hand suggest liturgical use.”*' The Alands classify
this manuscript as “At least normal,”’** and Grenfell and Hunt note its textual
affinity with B.”* 0162 is currently housed in the Metropolitan Museum of Art,

Department of Egyptian Art, New York City.

Variation-Units Represented**

Variation-Unit Variants 0162 Transcribed

2:12 peta tovto LETOL TOVTO peta | Towta (recto 2-3)

peta tovto M 0211. 124. 954.
(1093.) 1293 b f ff* q

2:12 [owTov] Kot ot podnton OLTOV KOl 01 PN T QL TOV Kot ot padn | to avtov (recto S-
oVTOV P ANT A O £ 33.565. 6)
700. 892. 1424. (K W®) Maj. lat
sy sa bo

Kol ot pafntot avtov P B
Y (579) ¢

ovtov 01 74* 89* 234* 245,
249.440 abe fff 1qly

kot ot podnton L; Or'

2:12 guewvav gUEWVOV epeway (recto 6)

enewvey P A £ 565. (epevev
1241) b sa™ ly bo

39 Editio princeps, 4.

0 Cf. IGNTP 11, plates 14 and 15.

! See Charlesworth, “Public and Private,” 156.

™2 K. Aland and B. Aland, Text, 123. Chapa, “Early Text of John,” 141 lists it as “Normal.”

™3 Editio princeps, 4.

™ Among the variation-units identified in NA28 that are represented by 0162, I exclude
from my treatment here those for which the basis of variation is a singular or sub-singular reading:
2:13 gyyvc 8e (P*) 01); 2:14 nolovvtag tag Poag (P° 213 1346); 2:19 om. ev (B); 2:22 nveot
(W?®). These readings will, however, be included in the Diachronic Comparison section below. I have
added the variation-unit concerned with 2:12 peta tavta, which is read by 0162 and some other
witnesses.
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2:13 &1 Ieposorvpa o Incovg

€1 [eposoivpa o Incovg

eig Ieposoivpa £

o Inoovg €1 [eposorvpa poe7s

(A)LN 1241. 1424 b jr' vg?

g1 Iepocolvpa o Ing (recto 9)

2:15 ppayehiiov

cppa?'skhov 0lABKPITA®
¥ £ 579.700. 1424 Maj. 1 sy
co; Or

oc ppoyerlov P LN W* £
33.565. 892. 1241 lat; Or®

®¢ Ppayeriiov (recto 14)

2:15 to xeppa

70 Kepiiot P 0lAKNPT A
O ¥ £2700. 892. 1241. 1424.
(f' 565) Maj. sy

o keppota P B L W* 083.
33.579 b g; OF°

Ta keppata (recto 18)

2:15 avetpeyev

avetpeyev P B W* @

OVEGTPEYEV PPAKLNPTIA
¥ £'33.565.579.700. 892.
1241. 1424 Maj.; Or’

kateotpeyey P01 0233 £
69° 157. 1346

avetpeyev (recto 19)"%

2:16 un

mP?01BKLNPTAY
579. 892. 1424 Maj. lat; Or®

kat pn P A W@ £ 33,
565. 700. 1241 it vg® sy bo™

un (verso 21/2)

2:17 gpvnobnoov

epvnoenoov PP 01 BL W
579 co

epvnoncav 6e AKNPT A®
050 £'° 33. 565. 700. 892.
1241. 1424 Maj. c r' vg sy"

Kot epvnodnoay W*° 1293 it
bOmS

epvn | ebnoav (verso 23-24/4-5)

2:17 0 anoq746

o {nkog

ott 0 tnhoc P**7° W* 050

o (nhog (verso 25/6)™"

™ 1 read avetpeyev with editio princeps, 5 (cf. NA™) instead of aveotpeyev in IGNTP I,
131, which is clearly incorrect based on the photograph (cf. IGNTP II, plate 14).

746 At 2:17 (verso 26/7) IGNTP II, 132 erroneously transcribes katepayetot in place of
katagayetol (cf. IGNTP 11, plate 15 and editio princeps, 5). IGNTP I, 145 incorrectly lists
kotepayete as the reading for P® instead of kotagayete (corrected in IGNTP online transcription).
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2:18 nuw’® nuw nuw (verso 29/10)

~P®L083
Unique Reading
Place of Variation Readings 0162 Transcribed
2:15 eEePakev eEePahev (eEePerev 1071) rell | eEeParero (recto 15)™

e&eParetro 0162

Commentary on Variants
2:12 peta tavta: Throughout the Gospel, peta Tovto is used after a specific action
within a narrative unit (11:7, 11; 19:28 (very slight support for tavta in each),
whereas peta tavto comes at the beginning of a new narrative unit and separates it
from the previous one (3:22 (tovto v.1. 1200); 5:1; 6:1; 7:1; 19:38; 21:1).”° The
variation unit in 2:12 is more ambiguous because although the prepositional phrase
appears to come after and not within the narrative unit (the wedding at Cana), the
brief mention of Jesus’ sojourn ov moArag nuepag in Capernaum after the
prepositional phrase can hardly be taken as a separate unit in its own right. Instead,
the new narrative unit begins in v. 13 when Jesus goes to Jerusalem for the Passover.
Thus, along with v. 11 (clearly the concluding statement for this first sign), it is best
to view v. 12, where Jesus spends time with his family and disciples, as the

conclusion to what began with this inner circle in vv. 1-2,”" and as a transition to

71 follow the placement of sublinear dots in IGNTP II, 132 (cf. plate 15).

™ On account of the agreement between P” and L, I have not removed this variation-unit as
one that is based on a sub-singular reading.

7 Instead of s&eBale[v in editio princeps, 5, 1 follow IGNTP II, 131 in reading ségBuleto,
which is clear from the photograph (cf. IGNTP II, plate 14).

7% The use in 5:14 is less clear but does not contradict my assessment.

51 See structural treatment in Barrett, Gospel according to John,” 188; Bultmann, The
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Jesus’ appearance in Jerusalem.”” The use of peta tovto would, therefore, be more
in line with Johannine style, and it is understandable that a scribe would be drawn to
the plural on account of the shift away from the wedding narrative itself in v.11.
0162 contains the intrinsically less probable and transcriptionally less difficult plural
tavta, potentially influenced by general usage.

2:12 xon ot podnton avtov: Here and in similar places in the New Testament
involving mention of Jesus’ mother and brothers together, there is much variation
regarding the presence or absence of pronouns (see especially Matt 12:46; Mk 3:31;
Lk 8:19; also Mk 3:33; Lk 8:20). In terms of the immediate context of our verse,
since there is barely any support for the absence of avtov after padOntar (L pc; Or®),
and since 01 and some other witnesses attest the omission of the entire phrase kot ot
padnton avtov (probably due to a leap) and not just avtov, it is likely that both the
preceding untnp and the following pafnrtat were read with the genitive pronoun.
Metzger notes the likelihood that the longest reading with avtov after ot adelpot
gave rise to the others (though he places avtov in brackets because of uncertainty
from external evidence), but he gives no further explanation on internal grounds.”>
The evidence for this local genealogical priority of variant 1 (as listed in the table
above) might be expressed as follows: variants 2 and 4 reflect omission of one or
more elements of the three-fold pronoun repetition, and variant 3 represents a leap
from the same to the same coming off of variant 1. It is possible that copyists
smoothed away or inadvertently omitted an element of what could have been
perceived as an unnecessary and clunky three-fold repetition of avtov, or that avtov
was inserted for clarity and to conform to its usage in the nearby context (with unmp

and poaBnron) or in other Gospels (as noted above). Given the local genealogical

Gospel of John, 111; Beasley-Murray, John, 32.

52 For explicit treatment as a transition between 2:1-11 and 2:13-22, see Keener, The Gospel
of John, vol. 1, 517; Brown, Introduction to the Gospel of John, 301.

753 Metzger, Textual Commentary, 173.
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priority of the longest variant, however, the weight of the evidence leans towards
seeing the absence of avtov after adelpot, as reflected in 0162, as the omission of a
superfluous and repetitious pronoun.

2:12 gpewvav: The sentence began with the singular verb katefn for the
compound subject (the intensive avtog for Jesus and then n untp, ot aderpot, and ot
padntar). This sort of compound subject with a singular verb is common in the New
Testament if the verb falls before or between the subjects (e.g., Mk 8:27; Lk 8:22; Jn
2:2; 3:22; 4:36; 18:15; 20:3; Ac 11:14; 16:31), especially when Jesus is mentioned

with his disciples and the stress is on him.””*

Although we can account
grammatically for the use of the singular for katafowvem, the context calls for the
plural in the case of peve (with analogous syntax in Jn 20:3). The singular gpewveyv is
also a less difficult reading because of the high probability that it was affected by the
two singular verbs in the immediate context, especially katefn before but also avefin
afterwards.”” 0162 has the reading that is not influenced by the immediate context.
2:13 &g Ieposorvpa o Incovg: In other similar cases in John where Incovg is
used with an e1g prepositional phrase, the word order is consistent: verb + Jesus (with
or without the article) + €1¢ prepositional phrase (especially 5:1 and 7:14 where
avePn is also used; 11:30 and 12:12 (v.l. order of verb and Incovg); 21:4 (v.l. €))
(cf. also 6:22). This may suggest that avepn €1g lepocoivpa o Incovg, as in 0162, is
uncharacteristic of John and thus intrinsically improbable. However, in 2:13 we find
the continuation of Jesus’ activity in the next sentence (ko1 gvpeyv...), instead of a
shift in subject (7:14; 12:12; 21:4) or an explanatory comment from the narrator (5:1;

11:30). This is also the case in 6:3 where the prepositional phrase likewise comes

before Incovg (v.I. U* and some versional witnesses). This small difference may

>4 Daniel Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1996),

401. Cf. BDF, sec. 135.
753 Schnackenburg, Gospel according to St. John, vol. 1, 343; Beasley-Murray, John, 33.
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account for the shift in word order, and, at the very least, militates against equating it
with a corruption out of line with John’s style. This departure from the normal word
order then becomes a more difficult reading, since copyists would be more tempted
to bring the order into and not out of conformity with general usage. Such familiarity
with this construction is not improbable, given its frequency and its significance in
commenting on Jesus’ movement throughout the Gospel. 0162 attests the reading
that is not influenced by familiar usage.

2:15 o ppayerArov: With this particle the text reads, “And having made
[something] like a whip out of cords” instead of “And having made a whip out of
cords.” The particle og is used in John with a similar comparative meaning in 1:14
(00&av ¢ povoyevoug mopa mwoTpog), 1:32 (katafovov wg neprotepay (v.1. woet)),
and 15:6 (¢fAnOn e€w wg T0 KAnua). Although recognizing wg to be in the earliest
witnesses, Metzger and the committee give a {B} rating to the reading without it,
since, it is reckoned, “there is no good reason that would account for its having been
omitted from the other witnesses,” and “it is probable that copyists introduced the
word in order to soften somewhat the bald statement that Jesus made a whip of
cords.””® There are, however, more than a few reasons from internal evidence to
conclude that the reading with ®g is more probable. First, beginning with the
simplest explanation, since the preceding momoag also ends with a sigma, w¢ could
have been omitted accidentally due to a leap.””” Second, the context makes clear that
this ppayeAliov is not a whip per se, but rather one that is improvised, made
spontaneously for a specific purpose and from available resources (ex oyowvi®v),
indeed, “something like a whip.” Third, the presence of w¢renders a rougher, more

difficult syntax, as there is no preceding noun from which the comparison can be

756 Metzger, Commentary, 173; see also Kenneth W. Clark, “The Theological Relevance of
Textual Variation in Current Criticism of the Greek New Testament,” JBL 85 (1966): 3; Mikeal C.
Parsons, “A Christological Tendency in P75,” JBL 105 (1986): 474-75; Beasley-Murray, John, 38.

*TN. Clayton Croy, “The Messianic Whippersnapper: Did Jesus Use a Whip on People in
The Temple (John 2:15)?” JBL 128.3 (2009): 557.
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made. This raises the likelihood of its being omitted by scribes as awkward or
unnecessary.”® Fourth, recent studies of singular readings confirm that conjunctions,
pronouns and particles tended to be omitted far more than added.” For these
reasons, it seems dubious to claim on internal grounds, and on such a vaguely
substantiated premise that may have more to do with modern than ancient
sensibilities, that this particle represents the intentional softening of Jesus’ activity in
the temple. Moreover, had a scribe wanted to soften the action of Jesus, a number of
other changes with greater effect could have been made, such as changing the word
epayeliiov altogether. Besides, Barrett points out that a payeAiiov (from the Latin
flagellum) could also have been used for an animal whip,”*® which is further
strengthened by the presence of regulations against visitors having weapons in the

temple.”®’

In this light it becomes even less likely that the context would have
elicited some kind of need or desire to soften the fact that Jesus used a ppoyeliiov.
0162 attests the more difficult reading that is not omitted due to a leap from the same
to the same or the elimination of unnecessary syntax.

2:15 ta xeppata: This is the only place where this word occurs in the New
Testament. The singular can refer to a coin/piece of money or, as a collective
singular, to coins. The mention of the plural in the Onomasticon of Pollux, the
second century grammarian/lexicographer and proponent of Atticism, indicates that
o keppota is an Attic form.”®* Bultmann comments that “B’s, and Origen’s reading

of ta képpoata instead of the non-Attic 10 képpa of other authorities is perhaps a

correction.”’® Classical authors, moreover, often use the plural to denote copper

758 For comments that it is unnecessary, see Philip W. Comfort, New Testament Text and
Translation Commentary: Commentary on the Variant Readings of the Ancient New Testament
Manuscripts and How They Relate to the Major English Translations (Carol Stream, Illinois: Tyndale
House, 2008), 262.

%9 See generally Royse, Scribal Habits.

780 Barrett, Gospel according to John, 197.

781 Schnackenburg, Gospel according to St. John, 346; Keener, Gospel of John, 521.

2 BDAG, 541.

763 Bultmann, Gospel of John, 123.
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money.’® While it may be more probable that the collective singular was changed to
this more Attic plural form than vice versa, which is the interpretation accepted here,
this conclusion is by no means certain.”®> We can simply conclude that 0162 contains
the plural form of the noun more in line with Attic usage.

2:15 avetpeyev: The attestation of Kateotpeyev reflects a harmonization to
the parallel account in Matthew 21:12 and Mark 11:15, which is likely related to
aveotpeyo, the same verb with a different preposition.”® In the case of the latter,
copyists could have been influenced both by the verbal form being copied
(avetpeyev), hence the preposition ava, and the verbal form in Synoptic parallels
(xoteotpeyev), hence the root otpepw. Also, from a different angle, it is difficult to
account for an alteration to the verb avatpenw, especially since it occurs nowhere
else in John and only twice elsewhere in the New Testament (2 Tim 2:18; Tit 1:11).
0162 attests the reading that is not harmonized to Gospel parallels.

2:16 pn: In the preceding context, beginning at v. 13, kot is used to introduce
every new independent clause with a finite verb (kat eyyvg nv...Kou avepn...kot
EVPEV... KO TOMGOS O PPUYEAAIOV EK GYOWVI®V TOVTAG EEEPAAEV. .. KoL TV
KOAAPIoTOV e€EXEEV. . . KO TOG TPOTECOS OAVETPEWYEV. .. KO TOIG TOC TEPIOTEPUS
nwAiovowy emev). Then the direct speech after eutev reads with two commands: apate
tavta evtevbev followed by (ko) un molelte TOV 01KOV TOV TOTPOG LLOV O1KOV
eumoptlov. Our variation-unit concerns whether or not these two commands are
separated by asyndeton or the conjunction kot. The frequent and concentrated use of

ko before each clause in the preceding context taken together with the abruptness

764 See entry in Henry G. Liddell and Robert Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon (9th ed. rev H.

S. Jones; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1940), 943.

763 For data on Atticism in the New Testament and caution against automatically taking the
Attic form as a later corruption, see Chrys C. Caragounis, The Development of Greek and the New
Testament: Morphology, Syntax, Phonology, and Textual Transmission (WUNT 167; Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 2004), 137, 480: “The possibility, too, must be considered that the author wrote down
the Attic form and that a scribe altered it to the popular form to bring it in line with popular feeling.”
For difficulties and debate in assessing Atticism, see Epp, “Traditional ‘Canons’,” 119-22.

766 See Barrett, Gospel according to John, 198.
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caused by the asyndeton probably influenced copyists to insert kot here. 0162 attests
the rougher, more difficult reading with no attempt to smooth away asyndeton.

2:17 epvnodnoav: As described in our analysis of the previous variant, the
context abounds with independent clauses coordinated by xat. The conjunction is
used seven times in the narration of Jesus’ activity in the preceding context and with
every other occurrence of an indicative verb. Thus, the insertion rather than omission
of a conjunction with epvnodnocav here would be more tempting. The variety of
conjoining particles attested in the manuscript tradition at this variation-unit (d¢, Kot
and tote) suggests discrete attempts at smoothing out this abrupt transition from
Jesus’ speech to the narrator’s comment about the disciples’ recollection. The
rougher and characteristic use of asyndeton, therefore, best explains the origin of the
other three variants.”®” Once again, 0162 shows no attempt to eliminate the
asyndeton.

2:17 o {nAog: John has by far the most occurrences of o1t among the New
Testament documents, a couple of which precede similar citation formulae (10:34
(v.L.); 15:25). Especially due to its proximity, it seems most likely that the ott before
the citation formula has exercised influence here (epvnodncav ot pabnton avtov ot
yeypappevov oty ott). 0162 attests the reading that is not influenced by the
immediate context.

2:18 nuwv: The presence of nuuv fits the context of the sentence and the
Gospel as a whole, since “the Jews,” those who contest and reject Jesus, are seeking
a sign for themselves.”®® There is no mechanical reason for this pronoun’s omission,
but it could have been skipped over as superfluous. It is absent in only a few

witnesses (P” L 083), the earliest of which showing a tendency towards one-word

767 See Poythress, “The Use of the Intersentence Conjunctions de, oun, kai and asyndeton in
the Gospel of John,” NovT 26 (1984): 324-331, for discussion of asyndeton as the more frequent,
“default” usage in John in comparison with other New Testament books.

768 See 4:48, 6:26 and especially 6:30: “And they said to him, “What sign, then, do you do, in
order that we might also believe in you.”
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omissions among its singular readings, a number of them being pronouns.’® Such
evidence gives some transcriptional support to seeing the absence of nuuv as a
secondary omission, even though textual affinity between P’> and L may support
seeing this reading as inherited from the Vorlage of P”. 0162 does not attest the

omission of an apparently superfluous indirect object pronoun.

Commentary on Unique Reading
2:15 g&ePareto: The only occurrence of ekfaiiwm in the middle voice in the New
Testament is as a participle in Acts 27:38. This verb is used in all four Gospel
accounts of Jesus’ cleansing of the Temple. Here and in Matthew there is the
indicative e£gPalev, but in Mark and Luke the verb is rendered as a complementary
infinitive with the middle helper verb apyopor (np&ato exfarietv). The use of a
middle verb in helping to convey the same idea in two of the three parallels to our
passage makes it likely that this has exercised influence on the substitution towards
the middle voice here in 0162. The fact that 0162 does not read with the middle
voice for the other two verbs describing Jesus’ activity (e€eyeev and avetrpeyev)
makes it unlikely that any kind of improvement or conscious editorial activity lies
behind this substitution. In writing eefaleto for e€gParev, therefore, 0162 attests a

partial harmonization to verbal usage in parallels.

Analysis of Manuscript based on Readings
0162 supplies 12 readings for analysis from those treated in the tables and
commentary above, consisting of one singular reading and 11 that are shared with

other witnesses in the tradition. Among the 11 shared readings, five are in variation-

79 Royse, Scribal Habits, 704, 662 says of P”: “The scribe has a low frequency of addition,
and omits more than three times as often as he adds,” with 32.1% of significant singulars being
omissions, which is above average for the six early extensive papyri.
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units associated with harmonization. In four of them, 0162 attests the non-
harmonized reading, whether to the immediate context (2:12 guetvay is not
harmonized to the singular tense of surrounding verbs; 2:17 o {nAog is not influenced
by the preceding ot before the citation formula) or to general usage (2:13 e1g
[epocoivpa o Incovg is not harmonized to typical word order) or to parallels in other
Gospels (2:15 averpeyev avoids harmonization to the verb used in Matthew 21:12
and Mark 11:15). In only one of these five variation-units does 0162 attest the
harmonized reading: 2:12 peta tovta which conforms to the more frequently
occurring use of the plural demonstrative pronoun in this prepositional phrase.

Six of these shared readings are in variation-units in which we can make a
judgment as to which reading is stylistically or syntactically more difficult. In four of
them, 0162 has the more difficult reading: 2:16 un and 2:17 gpvynoOncav show no
effort at adding conjunctions or connectives that smooth away asyndeton; 2:15 ®g
epayeAlov does not attest the omission of an unnecessary or slightly awkward
particle (or a leap from same to same); 2:18 nuwv avoids the omission of a
superfluous indirect object pronoun. In two of these six variation-units, however,
0162 reads with the less difficult reading: 2:12 kot o1 paBnton avtov attests the
omission of a superfluous and rather repetitious pronoun; 2:15 ta keppata attests the
plural instead of the singular form of the noun, which may reflect Atticism.

In summary, in these 11 variation-units represented by 0162, eight or 73% of
its readings are intrinsically and/or transcriptionally more probable than the
alternative(s). This means that only 3 or 27% of its readings are internally less
probable. This rather low percentage of improbable variants is deemed even less
consequential when one considers the small size and insignificance of two of them.
First, we have the substitution of the plural tavta for the singular Tovto in 2:12 peta

tavta, readily explained both by the effect of the context and by the prevalence of
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the former over the latter in John and the rest of the New Testament. In other words,
both the movement away from the Wedding at Cana (if the sense of the passage was
being mentally processed as the text was copied) and an inevitably greater exposure
to peta tavta than peta tovto would serve as viable explanations for the cause of
this substitution. Second, in 2:12 ko o1 padnton avtov we see the omission of the
second occurrence of avtov in the series n UNTP CLTOL Ko Ol AGEAPOL QVTOV KOt Ol
padnton avtov. Because the sense of the pronoun with adedpot is already implied by
its previous use with untnp, its repetition here carried a high risk of being
overlooked.”” Neither of these small alterations affects the overall sense of the text
or indicates intentionality. The only potentially significant variant represented by
0162 is 2:15 ta xeppata (assuming from its Atticistic character that it emerged
subsequent to to kepua), since the shift to the more Attic means of expression could
reflect intentional efforts at stylistic improvement. However, it is also conceivable
that the substitution was accidentally or unconsciously induced on account of the
sense evoked by the passage, where various pieces of money are being poured out
and scattered on the ground, or simply on account of greater familiarity with the
plural form of this noun.

Apart from the orthographic yeypappevog noted in my introductory
comments on this manuscript, 0162 has only one singular reading: 2:15 e&gBaAeTo.
Here we have a middle form of the verb instead of the active e€gfaiev, which
appears to be influenced by the use of the middle voice in parallel passages in Mark
and Luke (np&ato exPariewv). There is little reason to suspect conscious editorial
activity on the part of the scribe, especially since there is no change of voice in the

other two verbs for Jesus’ actions that accompany e&efalieto.

7% Royse, Scribal Habits, 735 notes “The frequency of omissions by scribal leaps and of
omissions of certain inessential words such as pronouns.”
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0162 shares extant text with two other witnesses from the second and third
centuries, P and P”°, both of which are entirely preserved for this portion of text
(with a sprinkling of tiny, one- or two-letter lacunae and some dotted letters in the
latter). Leaving aside orthographic readings, 0162 agrees with P 5 out of 12 times
(42%): agreements (2:15 og ppayeriov; 2:15 ta keppota; 2:15 avetpeyeyv; 2:17
euvnodnoav; 2:18 nuwv); disagreements (0162 reading listed first) (2:12 peta tavta |
peto Touto; 2:12 ko ot padntat avtov | avtov Kat ot pedntot avtov; 2:12 guetvay |
epewveyv; 2:13 eig Ilepocoivpa o Incovg | o Incovg €1g lepocorvpa; 2:15 e&efareto |
e€efarev; 2:16 un | ko un; 2:17 o {nAog | ott 0 {nrog). 0162 agrees with P” 6 out of
14 times (43%): agreements (2:12 kot o1 padnrot avtov; 2:12 gpevav; 2:15 og
epoyeldiov; 2:15 ta kepuata; 2:16 pn; 2:17 epvnobnoav); disagreements (2:12 peta
tavta | peto touto; 2:13 &1 [epocoivpa o Incovg | o Incovg ei¢ leposorvpa; 2:14
nwAovvtag Poag | toAovvtag Tog Poag; 2:15 eEgPareto | e€ePfadev; 2:15 avetpeyey |
aveotpeyev; 2:16 owov | owov; 2:17 o {nAog | ott 0 {nAog; 2:18 nuv | om.). If
singular/sub-singular readings are removed, then 0162 (minus 2:15 e&gBaieto)
agrees with P°° 5 out of 11 times (45%) and with P” (minus 2:14 toAovvrag tog

Boog; 2:16 owkov) 6 out of 11 times (55%).

Diachronic Comparison of Created Readings
Among manuscripts up through the seventh century, the portion of text covered by
0162 is fully preserved in P66, P”, 01, A, B, N, and W°. Listed below are the readings
deemed likely to have been created by each respective scribe. Orthographic readings
other than itacism and the moveable nu, while not included in the following list and
analysis, have been provided in a footnote for each manuscript for the sake of

completeness and the reader’s convenience.
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0162:""
2:15 e€eParev] e&ePareto 0162 (harmonized substitution of voice, to parallels (Mk

11:15; Lk 19:45))

PS¢ (none ):772

75773
P

2:14 mohovvtog Poac] mwiovvrag tag foac P> 213 1346 (dittography associated

with ending of previous word (mwAovviag T0g))

2:16 owov [2]] owcov P” (nonsense in context influenced by surrounding uses of

genitive)

01:

2:11 owtov[1]] om. 01* (omission of inessential pronoun; cf. 01 at 2:21)

2:11 &1c avtov ot padntot ovtov] ot pabnton avtov €1g avtov 01* (transposition

resulting from a corrected leap (emotevoay €1¢ aVTOV))

2:13 kon gyyvc] eyyue de 01 (ko eyyvg de P°) (harmonized substitution, to general

usage (6:4; 7:2; 11:55))

7 As already noted, 0162 has one orthographic singular involving final v/q interchange: 2:17

YEYPAHUEVOC. ) " ) )
A number of readings from P™ are not considered here because they were corrected either

by the scribe or some contemporary figure serving as a diorthdtés (for the correctors of P% see
introductory discussion on the extensive papyri): 2:11 €1g cavtov corrected to €1 avtov; 2:12
ple(?)]abntat to pabntot; 2:13 kot eyyvg o€ to ko gyyvg; 2:15 ko Ta to ta t€; 2:20 om. 6v to ov.
There are no singular readings in this portion of P* after correction

713 I exclude 2:20 cot, which was corrected to ov by the first hand.
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2:14 Boag ko wpoPata] kat o tpoParta kor foag 01* (same word order a f q)
(transposition resulting from a corrected leap (mwAovvtog foag) plus harmonized

addition of article from immediate context (2:15))

2:15 ko1 tomoog. . . mtavtog eEePfarev] emomoey.. . kot mavtag eEParev 01* (ko
navtag 579) a b e ff* 1 q (omission of kon that created asyndeton plus change from
hypotaxis to parataxis; possibly affected by punctuation separating nepiotepag and

katin 01 at 2:14)

2:15 te] ko’ ”* 015" (om. 01**?) (both the omission and substitution are

influenced by the 01 reading in the immediate context (2:14))

2:20 gv] om. 01 a ¢ (omission of unnecessary preposition; for transcriptional

temptation see also v.l. and support in Matt 27:40; Mk 15:29; Jn 2:19)

2:21 avtov] om.”” 01* 47. 63. 253. (omission of inessential pronoun; cf. 01 at 2:11)

A:
2:13 o Incovg €1g Ieposorvpa] o Incovg €1g Iepocorvpa Incsovq776 A (a conflation of
two word order variants, possibly prompted by a misunderstood or overlooked note

or correction in the Vorlage)

7 For the various corrections and correctors involved see IGNTP II, 216, 7. Here I consider

the last reading that was contemporaneous with the initial production of the manuscript, i.e. that left
by the Scrig)torium hand.

77> This reading is included as likely to have emerged independently in 01 because the
support is narrow and late, and the nature of the variation makes coincidental agreement likely.

776 Treated here is the addition of Incovc. The words comprising the larger variation-unit €1G
Iepocolvpa o Ing are extant and run to the end of recto 9 in 0162, and the next line begins with a
lacuna ([xat ev]pev...) that leaves no space for an additional nomen sacrum of Incovg (cf. editio
princeps, 5 and IGNTP 11, plate 14).
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B:
2:17 yeypapupevov eotv] eotiv yeypoupevov B 1241 (harmonized word order, to

general usage (6:31, 45; 10:34; 12:14))

2:19 ev] om.””” B (omission of unnecessary preposition; for evidence of a

transcriptional temptation see also v.1. and support in Matt 27:40; Mk 15:29; Jn 2:20)

N (none):

WS ,778
2:12 gic Kagapvaovp] om. W* (omission of prepositional phrase possibly in
anticipation of the third-person, singular subject of the verb (katefn...avtoq) (see

note below on 2:12 om. gket)

2:12 m unnp awTOL Kol 01 AOEAPOL ALTOV Kot 01 padntatl avtov] ot ponte avtov Kot
N unTnp kot ot adekgot ovtov’ . W (transposition resulting from a corrected leap
(awtog Ko m unTNp...xko ot podnton plus omission of superfluous pronoun (cvtov

after unmp))

777 This reading falls in a lacuna in 0162 starting at the end of verso 31/12 and extending a
few letters into verso 32/13 ([kou / ev t]ptow...), but it is unlikely that anything other than ¢v filled the
space at the beginning of 32/13: “To read [kou] in place of [ev] would leave 1. 31 too short” (editio
princeps, 58).

781 exclude 2:20 yipic in W* because only the last three letters of the word are extant in 0162
(verso 36/17). Here I follow the transcription of Comfort and Barrett, Text, 684 (eyep]eic) (cf. IGNTP
11, plate 15). I exclude 2:16 kot pon in W** as corrected by the first hand (cf. James R. Royse, “The
Corrections in the Freer Gospels Codex,” in The Freer Biblical Manuscripts: Fresh Studies of an
American Treasure Trove (ed. Larry W. Hurtado; SBLTCS 6; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,
2006), 211. W has one orthographic singular for this portion of text involving an unassimilated nu
before a labial stop: 2:16 evmoprov for epmoprov (Gignac I, 168-169).

77 This singular reading involves both the word order (padntat...mnp...adekpot) and the
omission of avtov after untnp.
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2:12 exel] om. W* 047. 280 (leap from same to same (ka1 EKEL OF EKEL EUELVOV) OF
conscious elimination of adverb due to previous omission of the referent (e1g

Kagapvaoop))

2:14 keppatiotog] koAvPiotog W* (harmonized substitution, to immediate context

(2:15) (possibly influenced also by parallels (Matt 21:12; Mk 11:15))

2:16 tog mepiotepug TOAOVGIV] TwAovot Tag tepiotepag W* (transposition resulting

from a corrected leap (to1g T0G mEPIOTEPQG))

2:20 owkodopunOn o voeog ovtog] 0 vaog ovtog otkodoundn W (transposition resulting

from a corrected leap (owcodoun6n o)

2:21 ekewvoc] avtog W* (harmonized substitution, to near context (2:12) (possibly

influenced also by immediate context (2:24, 25))

2:22 nyepbn] nveotn W* (harmonized substitution, to parallels/general New
Testament usage (especially where Jesus similarly predicts his own resurrection as in

Mk 8:31; 9:9, 10, 31; 10:34; Lk 18:33; 24:7)).

If we first examine the quantity of readings likely introduced, there are eight
each in 01 (three, if considered after later correction) and W*, two in B, one in A, and
none in N. Among the earlier witnesses, there are two in P™°, one in 0162 and none in
P®. These three witnesses correspond with the three majuscules that have the least
number of created readings: P” and B have two, 0162 and A have one, and P% and

N have none. Only in 01 and W* do we find what may be regarded as a tendency
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towards the creation of readings. In terms of quantity, therefore, our second and third
century witnesses for this portion of text show continuity rather than discontinuity
with subsequent centuries, with the only discontinuity being from greater variation in
some later witnesses.

In terms of character and significance, each of the readings found in the early
witnesses accord with those in the later majuscules. The obvious scribal errors or
blunders observed in P”°, including the dittography in 2:14 molovvrag tag Poag and
the nonsense genitive influenced by the immediate context in 2:16 otkov, find
correspondence in the confusion exhibited in the conflated reading of A (2:13 o
Incovg 1¢ Ieposoivpa Incovc) as well as the transpositions originating from leaps
found in 01 (2:11 o1 pedntor avtov e1g avtov; 2:14 kat Ta tpoPota kot foag) and W*
(2:12 ot paBnte...n uNNP. ..ot aderpot; 2:16 Towrovoty tag mepiotepag; 2:20 0 vaog
ovtog otkodopundn). To these may also be added the omission of eket at 2:12 in W*,
although another possible explanation for this reading will be noted below.
Corresponding to the 2:15 e&gPaieto harmonized substitution to parallels in 0162,
there are 2:22 nveotn and possibly 2:14 koAlvBiotag in W,

Finally, there are a few notable types of readings attested in the later
majuscules that are not found in P°°, P” or 0162. We do not see larger omissions
without obvious cause as in W* (2:12 om. g1 Kagapvaovp) or multi-layered singular
readings involving separate changes as in 01 (2:14 ko ta wpoPoata ko Poag; 2:15
enomoeyv. .. kot tavrag eéefarev) and W (2:12 o1 ponte avtov kot n untnp Kot ot
adedpot avtov). When interpreted in light of the previous omission of €1g
Kagapvaovp, the omission of 2:12 eket in W?, as indicated in the list above, may
reflect a conscious attempt to remove an adverb whose referent had been previously

omitted. The paucity of corrections in W*, and the fact that all of them involve no
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more than a couple letters,

taken together with the number of transpositions
resulting from corrected leaps (as many as three attested in this portion of text alone)
may suggest a conscious avoidance of defacing the manuscript with what are
regarded as inessential corrections. It is at least possible, therefore, that the scribe of
W? realized he had omitted the prepositional phrase when it was no longer possible
to insert it in another place (perhaps after the kot that comes before exet), and rather
than make a marginal or supralinear correction (as are so prevalent in P, for
example), decided to remedy the situation by also eliminating exet.

On the other hand, the proliferation of singular readings attested in W* for v.
12 (four separate changes if the omission of avtov after untnp is included) may
suggest some kind of disturbance or distraction at work in the background that led to
both omissions. Yet one finds it highly coincidental that a scribe would omit a place
reference and then also happen to accidentally omit the adverb referring to that place.
Nothing of this sort is found in the earlier witnesses. In short, the number and
character of the readings that were likely created by the copyist of 0162 and by the
copyists of its two early co-witnesses who share full overlap for this portion of text
suggest overall continuity with transmission attitudes and practices in later centuries.

As far as these data are concerned, there is no indication that greater freedom or

fluidity was present behind the copying of the earlier witnesses.

Conclusions on Stability and/or Fluidity
0162 sits squarely on the side of textual stability and diachronic continuity. Two
noteworthy features include a very low proportion of improbable readings and a
slight tendency towards Atticism in the underlying tradition. The latter conclusion

may be supported by 2:12 ta keppota and the orthographic reading 2:20 owkodounOn.

780 gee Royse, “Corrections in the Freer Gospels Codex,” 211-213. He lists eleven
corrections in the supplemental quire and concludes, “The corrections made in W* are exclusively of
minor slips of the scribe of that quire” (216).
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The few improbable readings are trivial, small-scale and almost certainly due to
unconscious oversight or textual influence. Based on the portion of John’s Gospel
represented by 0162, no distinctive level of textual laxity presents itself when the
created readings of these three early witnesses are compared with those from

subsequent centuries.
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5. CONCLUSIONS

I began this study by focusing on the general claim that the early centuries (up to ca.
300) of New Testament textual transmission were characteristically free and fluid,
or, at the very least, more free and fluid than in subsequent centuries. In my
discussion of the more extensive papyri of John’s Gospel, I looked at how language
such as “careless,” “free,” “wild,” “uncontrolled,” “no intention to reproduce,”
“Iintention to improve” have functioned in the characterization of a given manuscript,
at least in regards to Colwell’s portrayal of P*’, P°° and P”. My time spent discussing
the relevant literature on P* and P® served to show how others have employed these
categories in assessing the characteristics of these two early witnesses. With these
various categories and discussions acting as a backdrop, I then proceeded to apply a
fresh approach to assessing the character of transmission exhibited in the second and
third century fragmentary manuscripts of the Gospel of John. This included an
analysis and characterization of each variant and unique reading on the basis of
internal evidence and a diachronic comparison of the number and character of
readings (likely) generated with the copying of each witness.

We are now able to ask questions regarding both the transmission reflected at
the time in which each witness was copied (as with Min’s “Uberlieferungsweise”)
and the character of transmission that likely preceded these early witnesses (as with

! How does each manuscript compare with the later

Min’s “Textqualitét™):
witnesses in its Diachronic Comparison section? Do the early manuscripts with a
higher number of singular/sub-singular readings show a propensity towards large,

conscious, or sense-altering readings, i.e., even if many are produced, how

significant are they? How do the early witnesses as a group fare when compared with

78! See Min, Die friiheste Uberlieferung, 40.
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the later manuscripts in the Diachronic Comparisons in sections three and four?
What is the percentage of improbable variants in each manuscript? What types of
variants are attested, and to what extent do they demand or suggest intentionality?
The conclusions gleaned from the singular/subsingular readings are here
presented against the background of the following claims. Colwell stated, “The
general nature of the text in the earliest period (to A.D. 300) has long been
recognized as “wild,” “uncontrolled,” “unedited”...manuscripts from this period and
the manuscripts which present the text of this period have an unusually large number

59782

of singular or subsingular readings, most of which are corruptions. Similarly,

Ehrman maintains:
Fourth- and fifth-century manuscripts differ significantly both from one
another and from later Byzantine witnesses. Go back even further and things
become relatively uncontrolled and hectic. The early papyri are in a different
textual universe...The conclusion seems inescapable that as a rule, earlier
scribes were not as well trained as later ones, not as skilled, not as assiduous,

not as interested in accuracy, or not working in a com%%rably controlled
environment, or some combination of these factors...

Ehrman goes on to identify “the period of the wildest variation™ as that “prior to the

fourth century.”’**

Although our second and third century manuscripts can only
speak indirectly to transmission attitudes and practices prior to the mid/late second
century (which will be explored below), they are able to speak directly to these
claims.”® I will now seek to answer the questions noted above concerning the
character of transmission reflected in the scribal activity of these early witnesses.

Here I list each papyrus with its number of singular/sub-singular readings

followed by the number of those in the majuscules with which it is compared:

782 Colwell, “Hort Redivivus,” 166 n.3.

783 Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 342-343.

78 Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 343.

78 See the other sources cited in my Introduction, and see especially Royse, Scribal Habits,
19-31 for a number of references.
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P?(1vs.4,2,1,1,0)
P (3vs.7,3,2,2,2)
P (12vs.2,1,1,0,0)
P'%®0vs.2,2,1,1,1,1,0)
P (0vs.3,0,0,0,0)
P (1vs.1,0,0,0,0)
P’ (5vs.9,2,1)

P> (0 vs. 2,2,0,0)
P*(2vs.3,3,1,1,0,0)
P®(2vs.2,2,1,1,0,0)
P¥(0vs.6,5,2,2,1,1)
P'% (4 vs.6,5,2,0)
P (1vs.4,1,1,0)

0162 (1vs. 8,8,2,1,0)

These data certainly do not support the view articulated by Colwell and Ehrman.
Four of these manuscripts have no singular/sub-singular readings (P'®, P', P*?, P*%)
(but see discussion of P'®®), and five of them have only one (P>, P'”’, P'*! P'"°,
0162). Both P** and 0162 have four later manuscripts with either the same amount or
more, and both P'"” and P''® have three later manuscripts with the same amount or
more. P°° and P*® have two, but this places each of them in harmony with the later
manuscripts. In both cases there are at least two manuscripts that have the same
number (as with P*°) or more (as with P*®). Not one of these manuscripts reveals
anything other than continuity in transmission between the period in which it was

copied and that of subsequent centuries.
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The remaining manuscripts have three (P*°), four (P'°°) and five (P°)
respectively, but it is important to note that these are among the larger fragments
treated in this study. Moreover, none of these papyri has the greatest number of
singular/sub-singular readings when compared to the later manuscripts, and only P°
stands at a distance from the majority of other manuscripts with which it is compared
(5 vs. 2, 1). As noted in my Introduction and throughout this study, some of the
readings in the later majuscules may very well have emerged at an earlier time.
Especially where there is Old Latin or Old Syriac support with readings in D or in 01
in John 1-8, there may be good reason to suspect that such readings originated
earlier. Yet the removal of some of these readings (and even if quite a few are taken
away from the tally of 01 and D) will not dramatically affect these results, namely,
that the early witnesses give testimony to roughly the same amount of singular/sub-
singular readings as the overlapping witnesses from the following centuries.
Furthermore, if some of the readings ascribed to the majuscules arose earlier, this
will also be true for some of the readings listed for the early witnesses. In sum, there
is no indication from this set of data that the copyists of the second and third
centuries were, as Ehrman puts it, “not as skilled, not as assiduous, not as interested
in accuracy.”786

Below I list all of the singular/sub-singular readings for each witness along
with a brief characterization (arranged highest to lowest amount):

P’
1:37 om. avtov (omission of inessential / seemingly repetitious pronoun)
1:38 om. avte (omission via correction of unnecessary pronoun)

1:40 om. ITetpov (harmonized omission, to use of name in immediate context)

78 Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 343.
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20:16 xvpie (harmonized substitution, to immediate context)

16:27 om. ey® (harmonized omission, to immediate context)

106
P .

1:33 eav (substitution involving interchanging particles, affected by general usage?)
1:40 nkoAovOncav (harmonized substitution, to immediate context)

1:41 om. ovtog (omission of redundant pronoun; influenced by syntax of following
verse?)

1:42 om. tov (omission of unnecessary article)

p0.

18:37 trans. ov (harmonized transposition, to immediate context)

19:6 expalav (misspelled harmonized substitution, to parallels)

19:6 ctavpwcov avtov (harmonized substitution, to near context or parallel)

p28.

6:17 ov (minor substitution of negation)

6:19 om. tov (leap)

ps.

5:27 some form of unique reading possibly involving a 12-letter addition of nearby
text

5:28 axovoavteg (harmonized substitution, to immediate context)

P52'

18:37 om. &1 Tovto (leap or omission of redundant prepositional phrase)
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107
P

17:1 om. avtov (harmonized omission, to parallel in John)

121
P

19:18 add. eva? (harmonized addition, to parallel)

119
P

1:42 0 Incovg euev avtw? (harmonized transposition (or addition?) of pronoun, to

immediate/near context or general usage)

0162:

2:15 e&ePareto 0162 (harmonized substitution, to parallels)

p!o8 (none)

pl%® (none)

p?? (none)

p3° (none)

There are three types of readings represented in the above lists that can plausibly be

regarded as accidental or unconscious: leaps, micro-level assimilation to nearby or

787

syntactically/contextually parallel text,””" and the omission of minor and/or

7871t may be difficult to determine when a harmonized/assimilated reading is conscious or
unconscious (see brief comments in Holmes, “Codex Bezae as a Recension,” 138; Emanuel Tov, “The
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788

superfluous words. ™" If these types of readings are removed, then only two out of the

twenty-one readings listed above remain:

P28'

6:17 ov (minor substitution of negation)

P95'

5:27 some form of unique reading possibly involving a 12-letter addition of nearby

text

The reading in P*®, aside from being entirely inconsequential, may not have existed
in the papyrus at all (see discussion in treatment of that manuscript). The reading of
P%° is very unclear (see treatment above), and the editor suggests a mere dittography
caused by the repetitious nature of the surrounding text.”*” All of the readings in P°,
P'%, and P*°, the three manuscripts with the most singular/sub-singular readings, can
be characterized either as micro-level assimilations through unconscious influence or
as one-word omissions of superfluous elements easily explained by oversight. One
wonders how such a scenario could in any way contribute to a characterization of
“uncontrolled and hectic.””*

The latter two sections of this study offered a unique opportunity to compare

the number and character of singular/sub-singular readings in two or three early

Nature and Background of Harmonizations in Biblical Manuscripts, JSOT 31 (1985): 5), but a small-
scale assimilation to familiar or nearby text does not seem to demand any level of intentionality.

788 Such as Jongkind’s verba minora (Scribal Habits, 143) and Moisés Silva’s “empty words”
(“Internal Evidence in the Text-Critical Use of the LXX,” in La Septuaginta en la investigacion
contemporanea (ed. N. F. Marcos; Textos y Estudios “Cardenal Cisneros” 34; Madrid: CSIC Press,
1985), 159). See comment by J. K. Elliott, “Thoroughgoing Eclecticism,” 756-757: “To shorten a text
is frequently accidental and a fault to which a careless or tired scribe may be prone.”

9 enaerts, “Un papyrus,” 120.

790 Ehrman, Orthodox Corruption, 342.
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witnesses with those from the later majuscules. Here I list the data gleaned from

those studies (which involves some repetition of the data presented above):

P and P*® (2,0 vs. 2,2, 1, 1, 0, 0)
P> and P*® (0, 1 vs. 6,5,2,2, 1, 1)
P'%, P and P"* (4,0, 1 vs. 6, 5, 2, 0)
P, P*and P (1, 1,0vs. 4, 1, 1, 0)

0162, P and P™ (1,0, 2 vs. 8, 8,2, 1, 0)

The impression given from the previous analysis is here only made stronger, since
the transmission of these sections of P® and P” is of a particularly high quality.
When it comes to characterizing the transmission of the period prior to our
earliest extant witnesses, I return to Holmes’ suggestion noted in my Introduction
that we “take what we know about trends, patterns and tendencies from a later period
for which we have evidence, project them back into the earlier period for which we

lack evidence, and see what they might suggest.””’

Here I list each manuscript with
its percentage of improbable variants. There are three manuscripts for which only

one or two variation-units are represented, which I have listed separately.

At least three variation-units represented:
P (4/6 67%)

P (5/12 42%)

P (4/11 36%)

P'% (1/3 33%)

P*® (3/9 33%)

! Holmes, “Text and Transmission,” 61.
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0162 (3/11 27%)
P® (9/34 26%)
P'% (1/4 25%)
P (3/12 25%)
P> (1/9 11%)

P*° (0/5 0%)

Only one or two variation-units represented:
P%° (2/2 100%)
P>% (0/1 0%)

P! (0/1 0%)

It is noteworthy that only two of these fourteen fragments attest a higher
proportion of improbable than probable variants (P>, P'""). Aside from P*°, with a
little under half of its variants being improbable, most of the manuscripts appear to
be around 1/3 or 1/4. Two papyri have a particularly low proportion of improbable
variants (P?, P*) and two attest a probable variant in the one variation-unit
represented (P°2, P'*"). Thus, only in P*° or P'”” do we find anything that might
approximate to a less stable transmission character, at least as far as quantity is
concerned. In order to make a judgment about the character and significance of the
improbable variants of each witness, I list them here:

P
5:36 om. avta (leap)

5:37 exewvog (harmonized substitution, to immediate context)
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plo7.

17:1 add. kon (harmonized addition, to immediate/near context or general usage)
17:2 dw¢ avte (harmonized substitution, to immediately preceding context)
17:11 add. ko (harmonized addition, to immediate/near context)

17:11 add. ovkett el €v T KOGU® Ko €V T KOGU® i (two-clause repetitive
and/or clarifying interpolation)

po0.

18:38 trans. cutiav (transposition resulting from corrected leap)

18:39 add. wva (harmonized addition, to immediately preceding context)

19:4 om. €€ (omission of redundant adverb)

19:7 om. avte (harmonized omission, to immediate/surrounding context)

19:1 Aapov o [Tihatog tov Incovv (substitution of syntax, from parataxis to
hypotaxis)

plo.

1:25 om. ka1 eutov vt (harmonized omission, to immediately preceding context)
1:26 add. pev (harmonized addition, to Synoptic parallels)

1:26 add. vpag (harmonized addition, to Synoptic parallels)

1:26 add. d¢ (harmonized addition, to Synoptic parallels)

108
P

18:4 o6¢ (harmonized substitution, to Synoptic parallels)

P28'

6:10 woet (harmonized substitution, to Synoptic parallels)

276



6:11 edwxev (harmonized substitution, to Synoptic parallels)

6:22 edev (harmonized substitution, to immediate context)

0162:

2:12 tavta (harmonized substitution, to general usage (and/or contextually
influenced))

2:12 om. awtov (omission of superfluous and repetitious pronoun)

2:15 ta xeppata (substitution towards Attic)

P’:

1:25 om. kot emmav avte (harmonized omission, to the immediately preceding
context)

1:27 om. eyw (harmonized omission, to Synoptic parallels)

1:35 om. mwaAw (harmonized omission, to surrounding context; or leap)
20:25 om. avtov (harmonized omission, to immediately preceding context)
16:22 apet (harmonized substitution, to immediate context)

16:26 om. mept vpuwv (harmonized omission, to parallel in John)

20:24 trans./add. ovv (harmonized to general usage)

20:25 om. aArot (leap)

16:23 trans. dwoel vy (no clear explanation but see discussion above)

109
P

21:18 aAhot + plural verbs (“correction” to an easier/more intuitive text)

106
P

1:31 trans. eym (harmonized transposition, to immediately preceding context)
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1:32 om. Aeywv (omission of superfluous word or harmonization to near/immediate
context)
1:33 add. T (harmonized addition, to remote usage in 1 John)

P22'

16:23 o 1t eav (harmonized substitution, to general/parallel usage in John)

p3° (none)

p>? (none)

p!?! (none)

If we remove leaps (and transpositions that probably resulted from the
correction of them), micro-level assimilations, and the omission of minor,
superfluous words, then we are left with only four variants that may be regarded as
significant due to dimension, effect, and/or intentionality. These involve one
Atticism, one two-clause interpolation, one change from parataxis to hypotaxis, and
one potential “correction” to an easier text. This small group of variants certainly

does not give the impression of freedom or fluidity:

2:15 ta xeppata (Atticism) in 0162

17:11 ovkKeTt €111 €V TO KOGUM Kot €V T KOGH® i (two-clause interpolation) in
P107

19:1 AaPov o Mikatog tov Incovv (hypotaxis for parataxis) in P*°

21:18 aAhot + plural verbs (easier/“corrected” text) in P!
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In this thesis I have attempted to test the validity of the claim that the textual
transmission of the second and third centuries was fundamentally freer and more
fluid than that of subsequent centuries. The evidence gleaned from this fresh and full
analysis of the readings attested in each of the smaller fragmentary witnesses of the
best-attested New Testament book from this early period does not support this claim.
The data assessed in this study point to stability rather than fluidity and to continuity

with the later period rather than discontinuity.
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