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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

In recent years it has often been observed that the
proper task of the New Testament textual critic is twofold.

The first task 1s the attempt to discover the original text

of the New Testazent writings themselves. This is the'
search for "the New Testament in the 'Original' Creek"

(even if the critics' results must be given the uncertainty

of quotation marks). The second task i1s to interpret the
variations of thé text within the context of the history of
the Church. This includes, among other things, the
discovery and evaluation of the theological Tendenz of
textual variation.

Although the quest for th= origiral text has usually

been acknqwledged as the first task of textual criticism,
the present possibility of the success of such a quest has
had varying degrees of acceptance. Some, to be surg, have
intimated that for all practical purposes the aia of the
quest has been achieved. Joachim Jeremias, for example,
suggested, "One can say, without exaggeretion, that this

1l
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chapter in research is essentially cohcluqed and that we |
today have attained the best possible Greek text of the New
Testament."l Manfred Karnetzki,? on the other hand, has .
suggested the abandonment of this quest altogether: Rather
than to view the variations as corruptions of a normative, ‘
'sacred text which needs to be restored, the critic ocught to
‘study them as a reflection of living tradition.3 Indéed,
it was in observation of these two trends that Gunther
Zuntz had pfeviously bemoaned:
After centuries of fruitful work in the field of
"textual criticism we seem to be faced with an impasse,

Many students comfortably pin their faith on the
achlevements of previous generations; others--

lthe Lord's Prayer (Philadelphia, 1964), p. 7. From
the translation by John Reumann of Das Vater-Unser im
lichte der Neueren Forschung (Stuttgart, 1962).

, 2"Textgeschichte als ﬁberliererungsgeschichte,“ ZNW,’
XLviI (1956), 170-180.

: 31b1d., p. 170. Cf. Kenneth W. Clark's 1965 presi-
dentlal address before the Soclety of Biblical lLiterature
("The Theological Relevance of Textual Variation in Current
Criticism of the Greek New Testament," JBL, LXXXV (1966],
1-16) where he reflects something of this point of view:
"Such scribal freedom suggests that the gospel text was
little more stable than an oral tradition, and that we may
?e pur§u1ng the retreating mirage of the 'original text'"
po 15. . ) ’

The present study presupposes the valildity of the
search for the original text and does not attempt a defense
against such a position as this. If nothing else, the
basic premise of Redaktionsgeschichte should ensure the
continuance of the quest. To determine the theologlcal
outlook of Luke or Mark, one must first try to determlne
what they actually wrote. '




3 |
outstanding scholars among them--decry the search after

the original text as chimerical. Between thﬁm the two
schools leave the critical work to stagnate.

I. THE PROBIEM

If "impasse" and "stagnation" are proper terms to
describe the present status of ﬁhe search for the original
text, they are so as a reflection of a deep-seated prob-
;lém--the need for a proper methodology (including a textuali
'theory); In 1947 Ernest C. Colwell concluded a critique
. of methodology by noting: "A new theory and method is
needed. . . . Our dilemma seems to be that we know too much
to believe the 61d; we do not yet know enough to create the
new."” More than anything else, it 1s this need of a total
vtheory and method which accounts for any impasse 1in current
textual studies.

Since the year 1881 the textual theories for the

i
'

s
i

reconstruction of the text of the New Testament have
basically been three:® (1) the adoption of a substantially
§
I : . i

hThe Text of the Epistles (London, 1953), p. vii.

5"Genealogical Method: Its Achievements and Its
Iimitatiqns," JBL, IXVI (1947), 133.

‘GBeyond this general statement on the NT as a whole,
at least two further theories have been advocated for the
Lukan corpus due to the striking character of its Western
text. Assoclated with the name of Friedrich Blass (and
later accepted by many others) is a theory of two editions
bg Iuke. See, e.g., The Philology of the Gospels (London,
1898), pp. 96 ff. A theory of translation from Aramaic was .-
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Neutral text,7 a theory worked out in its classical form by
B. F. Westcott and F,. J, A. Hort8 by use of the genealogi-
cal method; (2) the adoption of a substantially Western
text, a theory which fopnd its strongést advocate in Albert
C. Clark,9 and which also had "genealogy" as a basic method;
and (3) the adoption of an "eclectic" text, based on eclec-
ticism as a mgthodology, 1h which 1dea11y no texttype 1s
the basis of our reconstruction, but every variant 1is
considered on its own merits.
’ While each of these theorles has had its champions,
there can be 1little question that the currently reigning
theory 18 the "eclectic", a theory which seems to imply
that the original»text was scattered as pleces of a puzzle
in varibus textual traditions, and that the task of the
critic is to find the pieces and fit them together. But as
;a methodology, eclecticism has taken two basic forms. On |

propounded by Charles C. Torrey in "The Origin of the
'Western' Text," Documents of the Primitive Church (New
York, 1941) pp. 112-148; but it was never received with
.much enthusiasm.

- 7The terms Western, Neutral, and Byzantine will be

used without quotation marks to refer to the three major

~ text §rbups. It is to be understood that the terms always
mean 'so-called". :

8The‘New Testament in the Original Greek, [Vol. II)
Introduction: Appendix, 2nd ed. {(London, 18390}).

9The Primitive Text of the Gospels and Acts {(Oxford,
1914). See also The Acts of the Apostles {Oxford, 1933).

¥ *
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:the one hand, there is a thoroughgoing, or "rigorous,”
eclecticism, such as that advocated by George D.
Kilpatrick,'® in which "internal” considerations ideally
are the sole criteria. This means preference for a variant
which best accords with the author's style, irrespective of
the date and nature of the external evidence which supports
?the reading. On the other hand, there is a less thorough-
fgoing, or"reasoned,‘ eclecticism which seeks a balance
%etween external and internal considerations. According to
‘Leo Vaganay, this form of eclecticism means that there ;

should be

no shutting up of the different branches of the science
into watertight compartments; verbal criticism, ‘
external and internal criticism, all have their parts
to play, and they must give each other mutual support.
Understood in this way the eclectic method seeks a
middle way between the two main systems that at present
govern the editing of classical and mediaeval texts
i.e., wholly external; wholly internall], The most

10«yestern Text and Original Text in the Gospels and
Acts," JTS, XLIV (1943), 24-36; "Western Text and Original
Text in the Epistles," JTS, XLV (1944), 60-65. PFor a
recent example of his method at work, see "An Eclectic
Study of the Text of Acts,™ in Biblical and Patristic
Studies, ed. J. N, Birdsall and R. W. Thomson {Frelburg,
1963}, pp. 64-T77. This method also finds expression in
his various studies of lexical and grammatical usage of
authors of the NT. See e.g., "Some Notes on Marcan Usage,"
BibTrans, VII (1956), 2-9, 51-56, 1u46; "Some Notes on
Johannine Usage," BibTrans, XI (1960), 1-5; "Atticism and
the Text of the Greek New Testament,” Neutestamentliche
Aufsitze, ed. J. Binzler, et al. (Regensburg, 1963/,

pp o 125"137 3
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efficacious method in the fléld of New Testament
eriticism borrgzs from these two schools the best they
have to offer.

While less thoroughgoing eclecticism has been
generally acknowledged as the contemporary method, it has
been accepted with varying degrees of enthusiasm. On the
one hand, R. V. G. Tasker, in the "Introduction” to the

Greek text of the New English Bible, notes: "The fluid .

state of textual criticism today makes the adoption of the
eclectic method not only desirable but all but inevita-
‘ble."’® K. W. Clark, on the other hand, while acknow-
ledging that the method is “openly embraced,” accepts it
reluctantly: "It 1s not a pmew method nor a permanent ode;
it does not supplant the more thorough procedure of
Westcott and Hort but only supplements it temporarily. The
eclectic method cammot by itself create a text to displace
Westcott-Hort and its offspring."”13

| Clark's hesitance, however, is the result of his

~ conviction--shared by many--that "Westcott-Hort and its
- prrspring" must in fact be superseded. Thils conviction:

1lAn Introduction'to thke Textual Criticism of the
New Testament, trans. B. V. Miller (London, 1937}.

e Greek New Testament (Oxford and Cambridge,
19&)] po Vii.

13nqme Effect of Recent Textual Criticism upon New
Testament Studies,”™ The Backsround of the New Testament and

Its Eschatology, ed. W. D. Davies and D. Daube {(Camcridge,
I§§EL P. 37.




arises from two factors:

1. Westcott and Hort arrived at their text on the
basis of the genealogical method; but as a total method
genealogy suffers from two basic limitations. In the first
place, as Colwell put it, the "method can trace the tree
down to the last two branches, but it can never unite these
last two in the main trunk--it can rever take the last

% The second limitation sprirgs from the apparent

step.”
"almost universal presence of mixture in [the] manu-
scripts.™}” Westcott and Hort frenkly acknowledged the
first liaitation:
Where the two ultimate witnesses differ, the genealogl-
cal method ceases to be applicabie, and a camparison of
the intrinsic general charicter of the two texts
becomes the oniy resource,®
They also clearly recognized the second limitation, but
tried to escape it with their analysis of "conflate
readings.”™ However, as Colwell pointed out, their exten-
sion of the argumvent from the presernce or absence of con-

flate readings to the presence or absence of mixture in a

text 13 not wholly convincing. -
Westcott and Hort therefore used genealogy for one
basic reasén: to be fid of the *Syrian" (Byzantine)
18egenealogical Method,” p. 113.
Brvig., p. 114.
16mhe Wew Testament in the Original Greek, II, 42.
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texttype as a serious contender to represent the original
NT text. Once they pushed back io what they concluded to
be the "two ultiﬁate witnesses," they chose the Neutral
over the Western on intrinsic grounds.

Insofar as gepealogy 18 a partial method and insofar
as it has not adequately answered the problem of mixture,
contemporary criticisa has sought a new method. Eclec-

ticism as a method could perhaps well fill this gap. The

- wta

cruclal problem, however, does not appear to arise from
eclecticism or génealogy as a method, but from the basic
question of textual theory, i.e., by what theory one
accounts for the many variations in the existing MSS.

2. When Westcott and Hort chose the Neutral over
the Western texttype, they did so on the basis of the
followlng theory of the transmisslon of the text:

Where then one of the documents 1s found hablitually to
contain these mor21lly certain or at least strongly
preferred readings, and the other habitually to contain
their rejected rivals, we can have no doubt, first,
that the text of the first has been transaitted in
comparative purity, and that the text of the second has
- suffered comparatively large corruption; and, next,
that the supericrity of the first must pe as great in
the variations in which Internal Evidence of Readings
has furnished no decisive criterion as in those which
have enabled us to form a comparative appreciation of
the two texts. (p. 32

Their judgment that Codex Vaticanus (B) best represents the
text which has been "transmitted in comparative purity,”
18 well-known:

It will be evident . . . that B must be regarded as
having preserved not only a very anclient text, but a
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very pure line of very ancient text, and that with
comparatively small depravation either by scattered
-anclent corruptions otherwise attested or by indi-
vidualisms of the scribe himself. (pp. 250-251) ;

Hence their basic theory was that the Neutral texttype
represented a relatively pure line of descent from the
original, And that all other texttypes show varying degrees
of "corruption" from this relatively pure line of descent.
It was this appraisal of the "neutral® quality of their
Neutral texttype which has been the most disturbing factor
about Westcott and Hort's theory. : «
In contrast to theilr Judgment of B, one of the
"assured results" of contemporary textual eriticism is
that the Neutral texttype represents a scholarly recension
created in Alexandria in the late third century.l7

K. W. Clark goes so far as to suggest that this is "the

most influential factor in recent criticism."18 !

17Such a recension associated with the name of

Hesychius was apparently first advocated as early as 1808
by J. L. Hug (Einleitung in die Schriften des Neuen Testa-
ments); but it was the revival of the theory by Wilhelm
Bousset (Textkritische Studien zum Neuen Testament
(leipzig, 1894], pp. 74-110) which led to its general
acceptance in recent criticism. The theory of recension,
although apart from Hesychius, received great impetus in
this century when it was openly endorsed by Sir Frederic G.
Kenyon. See e.g., The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri, _
Fasciculus I, General Introduction (London, 1933)f pp. 14.frf
and "Hesychius and the Text of the New Testament,' Mémorial
lagrange (Paris, 1940), pp. 245-250. What appeared to be
he clinching argument for this position came from Zuntz's
s8killful reconstruction as to how the process probably

came about in Alexandria (The Text, pp. 271 ff.).

18nqpe Effect of Recent Textual Criticism,” p. 37.
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It is this "most influential factor in recent '
eriticism" which seems to be the crux of the contemporary
problem; for the eclectic method, and its concomitant
textual theory, presupposes the basic incorrectness of the
Hortlan textual theory. At the same time, howévef, the
results of the eclectic method, as they are illustrated in
subsequent critical texts, show very little significant
deviation from the text of Westcott and Hort.l9

The anomaly of the present situation perhaps finds
its best expression in the critical text of J. M. Bover,
who feels that the Western text attests'a pre-recensional
form of the second century text,20 while his own text is
decidedly Neutral. With this one may compare the candid
admission of Kenyon: "Even if 1t is an edited text, it
may be a well-edited text; and in the case of all ancient
literature a well-edited text 1is the best that we can hope
Afor.fel As long as our "best" text is admittedly not a
f?true"’witness to the original text, one can understand the
‘ 19¢r, the discussion by Clark, ibid., pp. 29-36.
He concludes: "The result of our examination is again to
confirm that Nestle's critical text, described by Erwin
Nestle himself as 'based on the investigation of the nine-
teenth century', as late as 1952 still rests heavily upon
Westcott-Hort; that few changes have been made from
Westcott-Hort; and that the trend of most recent revision
has been a return toward Westcott-Hort"(p. 35).

20Nov1 Testamenti Biblia Graeca et Iatina (Madrid,

2lmpe Text of the Greek Bible (London, 1949), p. 210.
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concern for a new method to supersede the old., It 1is the
"Hortian face" resulting from a "non-Hortian" textual

method and theory whibh has called for a new method, other

than eclecticism, to supersede the old.22

As 1£ often happens, however, new discoveriles fre-
quently call for a re-evaluation of many of our "assured
results.” In the past decade two important new materials
(Papyrus Bodmer II and Papyrus Bodmer XIV-XV)23 have been
Placed at the disposal of the text critic. It 1is the con-
viction of the present study thét these MSS do in fact call

22H1th this statement of the problem one might com-
pare some words of Kurt Aland in "The Present Position of
New Testament Textual Criticism," Studia Evangelica, ed.
K. Aland, et al. (Berlin, 1959), pp. f21l-7e2. 'what does
this finally amount to? Simply that even the modern edi-
tions which claim to break new ground still in general
present the text of Westcott-Hort, although this 1is now 75
years old, although since then a mass of new and in part
revolutionary discoveries have been made . . . and although
the principles of New Testament textual criticism have been
remarkably developed. The era of Westcott-Hort,
Tischendorf and their contemporaries is not over: we are: .
still within it, as far as the practical establishment of
the New Testament text 1s concerned. . . . This situation
is alarming."”

23V1ctor Martin, Papyrus Bodmer 1II, Evangile de
Jean, chap. 1-14 (Geneva, 1956); Victor Martin and J. W. B.
-Barns, Papyrus Bodmer II, Supplément, Evangile de Jean,
chap. 14-21, Nouvelle edition augmentee et corrigee
{Geneva, 1962)., Victor Martin and Rodolphe Kasser, Papyrus
Bodmer XIV-XV, Evangiles de Luc et Jean, 2 vols. (Geneva,
1961). General descriptions of the MSS are given in the
introductions to the editions. Photographic facsimiles of
P75 were included with the edition. For P66 the photo-
graph}c facsimilies did not appear until the corrected
Supplément in 1962, -




for some reassessments, especilally of our textual methods
and theories,

Papyrus Bodmer II (P66) is a codex containing most
of the Gospel of John. One folio (containing 6:11-35) is
missing, and there are many lacunae from 14:27 to the end.
Papyrus Bodmer XIV-XV (P75) contains John 1:1-14:30 and
Luke 3:19-18:18 and 22:4-24:53 with frequent lacunae.

The general importance ot thgée two papyri 1s at
least threefold: (1) They both date approximately 200 A.D.,
which makes them the earliest significant portions of the
New Testament available. This means that they lie on the
early side of the half-way mark between the original text
and the great uncial codices of the fourth century,
Vaticanus and Sinaiticus. (2) They both preserve a consid-
erable portion of the same part of the Fourth Gospel, which
makes possible direct comparative study. (3) P75 has, in
addition, a considerable portion of Luke, which has a
separate textual history from John. This means that its
‘text may be analyzed with reference to these two histofies.

II. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

The present dissertation seeks to evaluate the
combined witness of P66 and P75 both as to the "revised"
" pature of the Neutral text and to the question of the
original text of the New Testament. To accomplish this
task, it proposes: (1) to offer a refinement of method
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for analyzing relationships between ancient MSS; (2) by
means of this method, to offer 2 new evaluation of the
textual and scribal characteristics of P66 and P75 and to
suggest the significance of these MSS for‘nethodology in
the search for the "original” sr'text; and (3) to point out
that the methodology here advocated is in fact the contem-

porery method, and to give reasons for its validity.
ITI. IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY

Although the chief aim of this dissertation is to
demonstrate, by a comparative study, the significance of
P66 and P75 for the problem of uethodoiogy,'its greater
portion is devoted to the problems of the analysis of
these two MSS. The need for Such analyses may be briefly
sumaarized. | |

The Text of P66. Because P66 was the first of the

‘tuo papyri to be published, and probably also bgcause of
‘the intriguing nature of its text, many more significant
studlies have appeared analyzing its text than that of P75.
The majority of these studles, however, appeared within the
frirst two years of its publication, and in their details
they all suffer the fault of having used the editio prin-

ceps, without recourse to the manuscript itself or the
photographic facsimiles. The problem here is twofold:
(1) Since the publication of the photographs in 1962, the

editio princeps has been shown to contain a considerable
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puaber of errors.zu These errors are not of such quantity
as to invalidate general conclusions about the original
text of P65, but they seriously inmpair former conclusions
about the corrections to the text. (2) The second portion
of the maruscript (John 14:28 ff.) was first published in
1958, after most of the studies had already appeared.
Again, this probebly did not cause serious damage to geﬁ-»
eral conclusions; but it would appear that a re-evaluation
containing the full witness or‘fhe m2nuscript is in order.

“The only major study of P66 which escaped this latter weak-
ness was the tmpublished doctoral dissertation by Calvin L.
Porter,®? tut his study, too, did not have the advantage of
the photogrerhs or the improved edition of the Supplé=ent.

Since his study was statistically oriented, all of the
statistics are now in need of serious revision.

Moreover, for the most part the earlier studies
appear to suffer from the lack of a controlled methodology.

For this reascn results were often contradictory. Most of

2kfhis was first suggested, on the basis of three

- plates in tre editio princeps, by Howard M. Teeple and
F. Allyn uzlier, “"kotes on the Plates in Papyrus Bodmer 1I,
JBL, LXXVIII (1355), 148-152. After the publication of the
photographs, toree independent rotices appeared. M.-B.
Boismard, 73, LXX (1963), 120-133; Kurt Aland, "Neue
NeutestameTtliche Papyri II," TS, X (1963/64), 62-64; and
Gordon D. ree, Corrections of rzpyrus Bodmer II and the
Nestle Greex Testament,” JBL, IXXXIV (1965), 66-T2.

25", TExtual Analysis of the Earliest Manuscripts of
the Gospel of John" (Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Duke University, 1961).
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the studies concluded that the textual affinities of P66
were closest to Codex Stnaiticus (N), though at least two
considered the felationzhip to be closer to 3.26

It is the contehtion.ot this theais,>therefore, that
a re-evaluation of P66 is necessary, and that this
re-evaluation should speak to four problems: (1) the
felationship of 1ts text to other Greek manuscripts,
(2) the relationship of its text to the "original™ New
Testament text, (3) the characteristics of the recensional
activity represented by the corrections, and (4) the
significance of the conclusions of (1), (2), and (3) when

compared with P75.
The Text of P75. The text of P75 has had only one

major study, that of C. L. Porter.27 His conclusions as to
its textual relationships appear to be of special impor-
tance to any subsequent work in the discipline of textual
criticism. His evaluatién, however, was limited to the
text of P75 in John. As yet no major analysis has

appeared analyzing the witness of P75 to the text of

268dgar R. Smothers, "Papyrus Bodmer II: An Early
Codex of St. John," Theological Studies, XVIII (1957),

.‘iA&3h~h41. Cr. I. de 1a Potterle, "Een nieuwe papyrus van

het vierde evangelie,™ Bijdragsen, XVIII (1957), 117-127..
This latter article was not avallable to me; see the
summary in NTA, II (1957), 1G4.

2TBesides the dissertation cited above (note 25),

see the important study, "Papyrus Bodmer XV (P75) and the
Text of Codex Vaticanus,"” JBL, LXXXI (1962), 363-376.
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Lukn.28 The present study hopes to fill this gap, as well
as to point out the further sighificance of this MS as 1t
crosses two distinct New Testament textual histories (Luke
and John).

IV. ORGANIZATION OF THE REMAINDER OF THE STUDY

| The remainder of this dissertation is divided into
five chapters. Chapter II takes up the problem of method
in analyzing the textual character of a given manuscript.
Because of the importance of R and its alleged relation-
ship both with Codex Bezae (D) in John 1-7 and with P66
throughout, a test of the suggested method is offered on R
in the early chapters of John. Chapter III applies the |
method of textual analysis to P66. The purpose of this
analysis is not simply to discover its textual "relatives,"
‘but also to provide a basis for analyzing P66 in terms of
the "original" text of the NT. Chapter IV aﬁalyzes the

' textual and seribal characteristics of P66, both of its
~original text and corrections, with a view to suggesting
"the significance of the MS in the search for the "original"
NT text. Chapter V offers an analysis of the text of P75

in Iuke similar to the analysis of the text of P66 in

28The dissertation by C. M. Martini, "lLa questione
del carattere recensionale del testo lucano del codice B
alla luce papiro Bodmer XIV" (Pontificio 1lst Biblico,
-1965), did not come to my attention until the present
study had been completed.
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'Chapter III. Chapter VI draws together the results of
the preceding chapters, with special rererénce to the
iquestion of textual theory and method in the search for
the original New Testament text.




CHAPTER I1I

THE PROBLEM OF METHOD IN ANALYZING
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN ANCIENT MANUSCRIPTS

‘ When a new MS of the New Testament is discovered,
there are at least three tasks which, ideally, those who
ianalyze its text should gndertake. The first, of course,
is to determine its date and place of origin and to indi-
vcate other general featurés of the new find.l The second

- 18 the more complex task of locating the new find in the
history of the existing MS tradition. It is this task to
which this chapter is devoted. Finally, an analysis of its

text a8 to its witness to the “origiﬁal" NT text should be -

undertaken. .

1The present study assumes this work to have been -
done for the two papyri under consideration. Descriptions
of the papyri are available in the editio princeps of each,
and are not repeated here. A date Tor both circa 200 A, D,
seems to be valid. As yet the only question ralsed as to
the dating is that perhaps they are earlier. Cf, Herbert
Hunger, "Zur Datierung des Papyrus Bodmer II (P66),"
Anzeiger der osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften,
Philosophisch-historische Klasse, 1960, Nr. 4, pp. i2-23,
who would date P66 toward the middle of the second century.

18
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Almost all the studies which followed the discovery
of P66 and P75 were devoted to the second task. Sometimes
these studies indicated generélized conclusions as to the
third task,Z but usually they were limited to the problem
of placing the new MSS within the history of the textual
tradition.
| The need for refinement of method in this task
should have become apparent from the various studies of
P66. All were agreed that Martin was wrongbin collating
the editio princeps against Souter's text. But not alil

agreed as to how the MS should be analyzed. Kurt Aland
opted for a collation against Nestle's text.3 He was
seconded by A. F. J. K11jn.% Against this kind of colla-
'tion, Heinrich Zimmermann significantly warned that read-
ings should be ﬁeighed as well as counted;5 and his own
lists were an attempt in this direction. Moreover, Kilijn's,
as well as M.-E. Bolsmard's important study,6 viewed P66 in

25ee, e.g., Kenneth W. Clark, "The Text of the Gos-
pel of John in Third-Century Egypt," NovT, V (1962), 23-24.

3"papyrus Bodmer II, ein erster Bericht," ThiZ,
ILXXXII (1957 164-168.

“a"Pa pyrus Bodmer II (John 1-xiv) and the Text of
Egypt, NTS: III (1956/57)1 332.

, 5"Papyrus Bodmer II und seine Bedeutung fur die
; gseschichte -des Johannes-Evangeliums," BZ, II, n. F.
- (1958), 219. -

Onie Papyrus Bodmer 1I," RB, IXIV (1957); 363-398.
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terms of the later tradition. P66 was accordingly styled
"mixed,” or "neutral in a non-pure way." J. Neville
Birdsall,” and later K. W. Clark,® who also had P75 in
view, objected that the later MSS should be re-analyzed in
view of the earlier. But in none of these sfudies was a
clearly defined method forthcoming; and as a result the
conclusions were often contradictory. At least three dif-
ferent approaches in terms of method indicated that P66 has
1ts closest textual affinities with .9 But two other
studies indicated that the closest relationship is to be
found with B.10 |

It 18 in the interest, therefore, of a clearly
defined method in analyzing textual relationships that this
chapter is directed. However, because of_the importance of
R in the analysis of P66, and because there 18 some Ques-~
tion as to its textual character in John, the method here
proposed is applied first to X in John 1-9. The first
section of the chapter sets forth the Justification of

’ TThe Bodmer Papyrus of the Gospel of John (London,
1960), pp. 5-9.

Brmext of the Gospel of John," pp. 18-19.

9This was true of Martin's edition, where he col-
lated against Souter, of Aland ("Ein erster Bericht”),
where he collated against Nestle, and of the unpublished
dissertation by Porter ("A Textuzl Analysis"), where he
started with a quite different method explained further in
this chapter.

105ee supra, p. 15, n. 26. .
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this procedure. o ' : %
XI. CODEX SIKAITICUS IN THE QOSPEL OF JOHN

In his important study on the origin of texttypes,
Ernest C. Colwell concludes with ten suggestions for
further investigation and criticism. The ninth of these
suggestions reads: “The textual history of the New Testa-
ment differs from corpus to corpus, and even from book to
book; therefore the witnesses have to be regrouped in.each
new section."?l A corollary to this suggestion 1is the
fact that certain XSS also differ from book to book--and
even within books--as to the type of text they represent.

- Codex W, which makes a distinct change from a Neutral to a
iUzantine type of text at Luke 8:12 and is Western in

Kark 1:1-5:30, is an example of this kind of *3divided"
!3.12 Therefore, in the latest m=nuals texttype groupings,
.tﬁich both regroup froa corpus ﬁo corpus and recognize the
"divided" nature of certain MSS, éppear as a matter of
eou:se.13 Part of the purpose of this present chapter is

11*mhe Origin of Texttypes of New Testament
Manuscripts,® Early Christian Origins, ed. A. Wikgren
(Chicago, 1961}, p. 135. |

12See Henry A. Sanders, The Washingtcn Manuscript
of the Four Gospels (New York, 19i2).

13Bruce M, Metzger, The Text of the Yew Testament
{Rew York, 1964), pp. 213-210; arnc J. Harois Greenlee,
Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism (Grand
Rapids, Michigan, 1904), pPp. 117-110. - .
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to re-examine Codex W in John &8 to the possibility of its
being a "divided" XS, rather than simply "mixed."

The secondary character of R as a witness to the
Beutral texttype, especially in the Gospel of John, has
long been noted. Ecrt himself had oBserved:

Tﬁe Western readings are especlally numerous in St,
John's Gospel, and in parts of St. Luke's: they belong
to an early and important type, though apparently not
quite 30 early as the fundamental text of D, and some
of them are the only Greek authority fcr Western
readings which, previous to the disgovery of R, had
been known only froa the versions.l

In his Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, Hermann

von Soden made a detailed study of the pecullarities of
.15 His tweirth and final "peculiarity” was an analjsis
of ® D agreement, in which he concluded that there was
1ittle significant agreement between them in Matthew, Mark,

" and Luke. But for John the picture was different. Here he |
included a list--by no means complete--16where & and D
agreed against all other Greek w;tnesses. This analysis
tended to strengthen Hort's observation about R in John;
but it was still considered to be a Neutral witness with a
mixture of Western readings. |

17%e New Testament in the Original Greek, II, 151.
151: 1: 917-935.

16For example in chapter 4 alone, he includes but
five occurrences and leaves out the. following seven: v. 11
“om. our; v, 14 o B¢ miviey 1. o¢ B av miq; v. 17 exerg 1.
exw; v. 27 add aurm post ¢imnev; v. 38 anmeoraixa 1.
ancogretla; v. 42 paprupravy 1. Aaiiav.
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The Western elements in K were also brought into
‘prominencé in the work of H. C. Hoskier.l? But his primary:
-concern lay in separating R from B as a chief ally. He did
note the frequent affinities of X with the versions, but
did 1little with its affinities with D. He therefore failed
to provide anythiné constructive in view of these relation-
ships. '
| Over the years the various manuals have consequently‘
tended to qualify the assoclation of R and B by some such
statement as: "The type of text witnessed by Sinaiticus
belongs 1n general to the Alexandrian group, but it also
has a definite strain of the Western type of readings."l8
vBut at all times Rihas been considered to be basically
Neutral, with Western readings.

In 1957, M.-E. Boismard offered a study of P66 in
'John 7-9,° 1in which he indicated displeasure with the
:prevailing textual groupings. Among other suggestions, he
maintained that in John 1-8 R had closer textual affinities
with D than with B. In fact he called one of his textual

v
1

17 '
Codex B and Its Allies (London, 1914), 2 vols.

18Metzger, Text of the New Testament, p. 46. Cf.
Caspar R. Gregory, Canon and Text of the New Testament
(Edingurgh, 1307), P. 337; and Greenlee, Introduction,
p- 11.

19"1e Papyrus Bodmer II".




. | 24

‘groups 8 D (S for Sinaiticus).2® g

This proposal of Boismard's has been virtually r
‘ignored by text critics. The reasons for this are not
.Qifficult to find. In the first place, he has found little?
or no rollowing as tolthe main thesis of the paper, namely,
‘that the scribe of P66 copled alternately, in sections of
from five verses to a half chapter, from an exemplar of one -
texttype and then from another. Secondly, there is prbba- |
‘bly‘a great deal of uneasiness about Bolsmard's methodolqu,‘
since the second of his five newly-proposed "texttyﬁes," '
whose principle witness 1s Tatlan (!), has absolutely no
Greek witnesses (the secondary witnesses are sy®Cabe
georg, pers, aeth).

Moreover, the details on which his conclusion about

2oOne should note at this point how close Colwell
came to this conclusion, before rejecting 1it, in samplings
.of variants in John 7. See "Method in lLocating a Newly-
- Discovered Manuscript within the Manuscript Tradition of
the Greek New Testament," Studia Evangelica, ed. K. Aland,
et al. (Berlin, 1958), pp. 766 f. His final conclusion
that in terms of 'gross statistiecs . . . S [R] is closer
to B than to D" in John 7 is worthy of note, inasmuch as
'this is both contrary to the conclusions of Boismard's
"coincident analysis, and was based on an insufficient
methodological principle in an article whose main force
was methodological. It should be further noted, however, -
that Colwell was using this as an illustration to warn
against partial comparisons. This present dissertation,
and Colwell himself, in collaboration with Ernest W. Tune,
in a2 later paper on method ("The Quantitative Relationships
Between MS Texttypes," Biblical and Patristic Studies, ed."
J. N. Birdsall and R. W. Thomson lFreiburg, 1903J, pPp. 25-
32), argues that there 1s also danger in 'gross statisties,”
which frequently tend to distort actual textual affinities.
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R D rests are limited chiefly to the analysis of P66 in
chapters 7 and 9 (although this indeed 1s quite convine-
ing). He does offer four important examples at the begin-
ning of the paper to support his category S D, but they
scarcely amount to full-scale Justification, and could Just
a8 easily be fitted into a scheme which sees X as Neutral
with Western readings. i
. This present chapter proposes thoroughly to inves-
étigate Boismard!s conclusion about X D. If in fact R is, |
in John 1-8, a Western MS with Neutral readings rather than

vice versa, then this should be clearly sbelled out; for

such a conclusion may affect in no small measure what one
may further say about its relationship to P66 and P75.
The problem therefore now i1s how to conduct such an inves-

tigation with proper methodological principles.

II. AN HISTORICAL SKETCH

. The present attempt to propose a method for
janalyzing textual relﬁtionshibs is not'£6>be considered a
'new method; it 1s rather an attempt to refine some meth-
~odological sﬁggestions4which have'éppeared in various
sources. Since studies have already appeared 1n recent

years in which the history of method has been examined,21

; 2lsece, e.g., Edward F. Hills, "The Inter-relation-
ship of the Caesarean Manuscripts,"” JBL, IXVIII (1949),
141-159. The greater part of this paper deals with the
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the present interest is simply to indicate those factors -
which lead more directly to the method here proposed.

The single most important factor in establishing
textual relationships of any kind is to determine the
criteria by which such relationships should be measured.
Colwell has suggested that ideally the only prdper method
is to compare a given MS completely with all other MsS.22
Until some refinement of computer analysis is available,
however, one will have to settle for a partial method
somewhere below the ideal. Nevertheless, the validity of
any partial method will be indicated by how well it
approaches the ideal.

Since the time of Iachmann the most common approach
to textual relationships has been to count the number of
"agreements in error" or "pecullar agreements”™ against an
external stahdard. In thé case of NT criticism this
external standard has, until recent times, been the TR.
‘The statistical data from this method usually took the form
of "the total number of agreements in variation from
the TR."

history of method. Hills'! divisions as to what constitutes
differences of method seem open to question; and his con-
clusion in favor of sampling from variations from the IR
stands directly opposite the position taken in this disser-
tation. For a more recent survey of the history, see
Porter, "Textual Analysis," pp. 98-104, and Metzger, Text
of the New Testament, pp. 179-181.

22nMethod in Locating," p. 757.
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Although there have been variations of application
such as lachmann's "agreement in error® or Westcott-Hort's
“peculiar agreeaments,” collation against the TR has been
the time-honored method of establishing textual relation-
ships. By it the NT texttypes were first established; and
the discovery of the Caesarean text in this century relied
solely on this method. '

In recent ;ears,‘however, the inadequacy of a
method using variation from an external standard has been
called into question with increasing frequency. Imn 1945
Metzger concluded his summary study of the Czesarean text
by asking two important questions about method. First, "Is
it licit to reconstruct the ancient 'Caesarean text' from
ofttimes late documents merely by pooling the non-Byzantine
variants?” Second, "Is it possible to analyze the textual
complexion of a given document merely by utilizing all
variants, large and smal1?"23

His rirst question raised the problea of the
validity of analyses which falled to take total variation
into account instead of some form of partial wriation from
an exte;nal standard. As he cogently observed:

23"me Caesarean Text of the Gospels,” JBL, IXIV
(1945), 486 and 488. This article now arpears, with some
updating, in Chapters in the Historv of ANew Testament
Textual Criticisa (Grand Rapids, 1963), FpP. 42-72. The
words enclosead in brackets in the succeeding quotations
indicate the changes found in the latest edition.
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For obviously it is of slight value in determinirg
family relationship to know only that in a certain area
a given manuscript azrees with, say, B and X ten tires
in differing from= Textus Receptus., If B and X should
differ from the Textus Receptus in ninety{other]
instances, the hectral element in the given manuscript
would be slight irdeed. (p. 488)

This problem was also noted, and a more thorough procedure '
pleaded for, by Harold S. Kurphy in his study of Eusebius®

Demonstratio Evangelica.z4

Metzger's second question, and one which for the
most part has been 2ll too often totally neglected, urges
discrimination as well as tabulation of variants. BEe noted

that the possibility of [mere) chance coincidence
among manuscripts in agreeing in small variatiors
(involving, inter 2ia, word order, comaon Synory=s,
the presence or ztserce of the article, the aorist
for the imperfect or historical presenzg has not teen
sufficiently taien into account. (p. 439)
In a2 similar vein, Zizmzermann argued against Aland's tabu-
lation of P66 that "dle Iesarten wollen nicht nur gezZhit,
sondern auch gewogen werden, "20

In spite of these objections, however, a count based
on variations from an external standard continues to be
used. Indeed, E. F. Hills, in his survey of methods, con-
cluded in favor of tabulating variations froa the TR.
Although the chief objection to Martin's edition of P&

was that he used Souter's text as a basis for collation,

2B sebius' Kew Testament Text in the Demonstretio
Evangelica,® JBL, LXXIIT (1954), 167-168.

25*Papyrus Bodmer IT," p. 219.
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those who objected continued the same methodology; they
merely substituted a modern TR (Nestlé) for Souter.

ITI. ATTEMPTS AT REFINEMENT OF METHOD

The steps toward analyses of MS relationships on

"the basis of total variation rather than agreement in
'variatioq from an external standard have been forthcoming
only in the past decade. An initial probe in this direc-
tion was attempted by Porter in his unpublished disserta-
tion. After a survey of various methods used or suggested
in the past, he related of his own:

The method of analysis used here 18 based not upon the

calculation of agreements between manuscripts, but upon

the calculation of disagreements. The computation of

disagreements takes into cggsideration the individu-
ality of each MS involved. .

His method simply consists of collating disagreements in
all of the MSS chosen for analysis, and tabulating the
percentage of disagreement each has with all the rest.
It 1s to Porter's credit that he chose a method
which compared each MS totally with the others; and his |
‘method of first counting disagreements has been utilized

-

. 26Pp. 104-105. Porter suggested also that his anal-
ysis "rests upon wholly different principles from earlier
methods or any heretofore proposed." E. F. Hills, however,
had pointed out earlier that 'the basic and most conclusive
method of ascertaining the relationship existing between
MSS is simply to count the instances in which they disagree
with one another" ("Inter-relationship,” p. 141). This 1is
precisely the method Porter used, and for the ve reason
“that he considered it "basic and most conclusive.' .
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in the present study. But his total method seems to suffer

!

in at least three particulars.
: l. One needs a surer guide to demonstrate agree-
ments between MSS. Porter, to be sure, recognized that
statistical data based on disagreements are only prelihin-
‘ary. As a préliminary indication they do have value in
‘pointing out possible close relationships. But the true
nature of such relétionships can only be demonstrated'in a
more positive fashion. Porter, therefore, proposed a
_»"second‘stage," in which he was "concgrned with the
180lation of those MSS which more or less consistently
support the same variant readings" (p. 105).
| The actual working out of this stage generally took '
jthe form of "the agreement of two against the rest.” E
Whereas this 1is certainly a valid part of looking at agree-
ments, it would seem to be only a part. For at some point
jone should look at the percentage of agreement over a totalr
‘area of varlation, and such percentage should be reached
%only when there has been discrimination before tabulation.
The objection here may best be explained by
illustration. In John 4, X has the following number of

disagreements with these MSS:

P66 - T2
P75 - T2 i
8 f
¢ - & |
D -75 :
w -~ 87
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‘From these numbers, one may say only that the relationship |
of R to these seven MSS is not very close, However, in

. this same chapter of John there are the following number of
singular (or nearly singular) readings as far as Greek MSS

‘are concerned:

P66 - 5 - !
P75 - 6 . . :
B - 2 . 1]
R -25 $12 have 0ld latin or 01d Syr support

D - 21 (12 have 01d Latin or 0l1d Syr support

A -1

c -3 .

W - 16 (5 have 01d lLatin or 01d Syr support)

This means that the number of disagreements between R and

_the other MSS, where at least two Greek MSS support each

‘variant, is as follows:

P66 - 42
P75 - 42
B~ - 43
A - 51
¢ 1o
D - 29 :
W - 46 |

One certainly cannot make too much of these numbers,
‘but they do significantly alter the perspective of the

’disagreements. It would seem, therefore, that an adequate

method of demonstrating agreemehts is necessary in order to

. 8how the relationships which may be 1nv61ved. Porter, it
"has been noted, limited his analysis of agreements almost
“exclusively to the agreement of two against the rest. And
this leads directly to our second objection to his total
‘method.
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2. One's method must be flexible enough to have ‘
perspective for all MS traditions. The objection to Porter'
here stems from the limitations imposed by his choice of
MSS. In the first place, there may be a fallacy in the
basic assumption as to what constitutes the "earliest" MsS.
He 18 correct in choosing those which actually date from
the first four centuries. But he apparently has not con-
sidered the possibility that the text found in a later MS
Vmay itself date within the earlier period. " The case in
point, of course, 1s Codex Bezae. Without doubt, some of
1ts text reflects a later tradition (e.g., where, as in
John 4:42, it sides with A and the Byzantine tradition
against the early Greeks and most of the 014 lIatin); but for
the most part its basic text has long been acknowledged to
be muéh earlier than the date of the actual MS itself.
This failure to reckon fully with the Western tradition
:could easily lead to partial conclusions, even about the
‘relationship of the early witnesses to each other.27
. Moreover, an examination of agreements of "two
'?against the rest" where the entire MS tradition is not in
view may also lead to other partial views as to relation-

ships. For example, Porter bases part of his argument for

2Tporter (p. 181) does note that some of the early
MSS have readings often called "Western," but he fails to
deal adequately with the relatlonship of the early MSS,
and their "Western" readings, to the Western tradition.
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a2 relatedness of P66 and R on a 1ist of 75 points of
variation where they agree against the other early MSS.
But a check against the first half of this list (39 varti-
ants through Chapter 7) indicates that only nine of these
are peculiar (or nearly so) to P66 and X. In 14 instances
they are Jjoined (almost alone) by D and in two'others by .
In seven more they agree with almost all MSS against fhe
Neutral tradition in general. This, of course, does not
pecessarily destroy the relatedness of P66 and K, but it
does seem to enlarge somewhat the perspective of that
relationship.

An adequate method, therefore, should be able to
keep the total perspective of the MS tradition in view,

3. One's method needs to be able to see relation-
ships in sections of a book, as well as over the whole
book. This is the opposite of the error which Porter
correctly argued against. Usually MS relationships have
been established by examining test sections. ¥While this 1is
helpful for clues or hypotheses, the more comprehensive
efforts to check and establish findings are seldom forth-
coming (p. 19, n. 25).

On the other hand, statistics such as Porter's,
which are based on an entire book, may overlook Colwell's
principle noted above, that MSS must also be examined

section by section within a given book.
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One may therefore use with profit Porter's prelimin-
ary step of tabulating disagreeasents, but the totall method
must move 1in abother direction. This direction has been
pointed out by Colwell and Tune in their contribution to
the Casey Festschrift, "The Quantitative Relationships

between MS Text-types.”™ This present study is an attempt
to refine further the method there developed.

They establish as a basic premise that sound method
;ahould take into account the total amount of variation,
not simply the varilants from a2n external text used as a
“norm.” They further argue that one should exercise
discrianination in regard to what is counted. ¥hat this
means in terms of method is.that singular readings are not
included in the cmmting,zs and only those‘ places of varia-
tion are counted where at least two of the MSS involved in

the computation agree against the rest. This means of
course, that one must exercise care in the choice of KSS
to be tabulated and in the extent of text which 1is
included.

After the units of varlation in the given section
are 1solated, then the number of agreements involved among

all the MSS at each unit of varlation is tabulated. For

28‘1‘be1r presentation of two tables, one showing
percentages with singular readings included and the other
without, is sufficient demonstration that they are correct
in the exclusion of singulars from the tabulation.
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convenience this count is finally put into percentages.

Basically, this is the procedure followed in the
present analysis, with the following differences from
Colwell and Tune:

1. In their further explanation of "discrimination
before counting,” Colwell and Tune note that they have
"eliminated readings which occur commonly in MSS as the
result of scribal error or habit, even if supported by more
than one HS since such agreement was probable as coinci- ’ |
dence” (p. 26). While I agree to eliminate such items as
spelling, I have, on the other band, included all varia-
tions in the counting. The present study suggests that
"weighing™ may be done after counting. Such a process of
weighing will look at the number and kinds of significant
agreements which are involved in the gount. This writer
discovered that there was a significant correlation bgtween
the percentage of total agreement between two MSS and the
number of significant readings which were peculiar to the

‘two against all the rest. Conversely, both the number and
;signiricance-of péculiar agreement between two HSS which
did not have a high percentage of agreement was negligible.

It wvas felt prbper therefore, as a part of the total
method, to analyze such items as peculiar agreements,
agreements with or against certain textual traditions, as
well as the number and kind of singular readings, in order
to gain 28 full perspeciive of the relationships one is



seeking., _ , _
| 2. The most significant difference between the
:present study and that of Colwell and Tune 1s in the choice
of MSS to be tabulated. Their choice was based on an
attempt to show relationships between texttypes; therefore,
they included the following broad cross-section of MSS:
P45 P66 PT5 x ABD W 6 ¥ o CR 565 TR. ,
Since the present interest is more speciflcally that
‘ot determining the relationship of R (and later P66 and
PT5) to other MSS, the choice for tabulation has been
~narrowed to P45 (where applicable) P66 P75 R A B C D W TR.
It will be observed that this is simply a 1ist of the maJjor
"MSS up to the sixth century. Moreover, any singular agree-
ment between the TR and only one of the others was not
included 1in the mumber of variation-units counted.2d
Whereas this may not appear to go beyond the above
;criticism of Porter, it is believed that it does &o for
ithg follo#ing reasons:
(a) A certain knowledge of MSS is already assumed.
'The close relationship of P75 and B has been clearly

29The term "variation-unit”" 1is defined by Colwell

and Tune as "referring to. a length of the text wherein our
. MSS present at least two variant forms; it is that passage
in which differences occur," ("Variant Readings: Classi-
fication and Use,"” JBL, IXXXIII [1964], 254). One other
definition from this article is also used in thls paper:
"The Nonsense Reading" 1s "that variant reading which does
not make sense, and/or cannot be found in the lexicon,
"and/or 1is not Greek grammar" (p. 257).
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demonstrated by Porter.39 D 1s the well-known leader of a -

quite different type of text. And A has beén recognized as
being at the beginning of the process called the Byzantine
texttype. The Belection, therefore, includes at least the
earliest witnesses of the major textual groupings, exclud-
‘ing Caesarean, whose text has never been defined in John.
(b) The addition of one or more later MSS increases
the number of variation-unita to be counted, but it always
does so 1n favor of a higher percentage of agreement of all
the earlier MSS with one another. Moreover, as a simple
mathematical phenomenon, the percentage of increase 18 much
higher at the lower end of the spectrum than at.the‘higher.‘
One may 1llustrate this from the findings of the following '

!

analysis (cf. Table II, p. 44). |
In chapter 4 of John, 61 variation-units were |
counted, based on the MSS chosen for this study. The
;inclusion of the other MSS of Colwell-Tune's analysis
Ancreased the number to 81. At 61 points of variation B
‘and D agreed only 10 times, or 16.4%; the agreement of P75
;and B was 52, or 85.2%. These were the lowest and highest
‘percentages of agreement among the MSS tabulated. The
‘inclusion of © ¥ 0 CR 565 and TR increased the agreement
‘between B and D to 27, or up to 33.3%. By the same token

!

- i
!

‘ 30see especially the article, "Papyrus Bodmer XV,"
. PP. 363-376 .
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the agreement between P75 and B was increased by 20 up to |
72, or 88.8%. Among all the earl& MSS the slightest
increase 1n‘agreement was between D and W; and their
number of agreements was increased by 14. ‘ i

It may be granted that 33% agreement 1s still low,
and that the basic agreements are still reflected when the '
later MSS are added. But the point of view taken in this
study is that the clearer picture among the earlier MSS 1is
afforded by the present selection. The increased agreement-
when later MSS are added seems to indicate that there 18 a
certain relationship which the early MSS have simply
becagge they are early. This 1is probably significant when
other relationships are being sought, but not for the
‘relationship of the early MSS among themselves.

The method of ahalyzing MS relationships used in
this paper, therefore, is a combination of Porter's pre-
“liminary step of counting disagreements and the basic ‘
‘method of counting agreements employed by Colwell and Tune,
.Besides the difference in MSS tabulated, the chief contri-
‘bution in "refinement" of method in this study is the
attempt‘toﬁard analyzing the nature of the agreements after |
-the statistical analysis. ;

i
i

Before demonstrating the method in John 4, a word is
'4n order as to the method of collation employed, since it
‘may prove helpful for other such investigations. The
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method received its initial impulse from another article'by'
Colwell and Tune, in which they presented in diagram form
the units of variation in John 11:29.31 It occurred to me
that such a form of collation might prove helpful over the
entire Gospel, inasmuch as all units of variation are
quickly and easily visible, and fhe collation of any fur-
ther MS againstAthe basic collation would be a very simple
procedure, If the collation is properly executed, the text
écritic may create for himself his ownvcritical edition, X
against which, ideally, any and all MSS may be collated.

A sample page of the collation is shown in Figure 1; a
brief description follows. |

The collation was made on continuqus pages (folding
8heets)$of computer print-out paper, so that all of John
and Luke were eventually written out by hand. The present.
collation was made simultaneously against Nestle-Aland
(25th edition), Tischendorf, and the TR, as well as the
facsimiles or editions of P45 P66 P75 BR A D and W. After
éthe initial collation was complete, it was double-checked
Eand the MSS collated by von Soden were also added.
| After some trial and error, the following items
‘were found to be helpful. “

1. The uppermost text 1s always that of Nestle-
Aland. The TR 1s noted at the far right beneath the

31"Var1ant Readings," p. 254.
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reading it supports. One may therefore, with any future
comtibn, also colvlate against these editions.

2. The biocks used for units of variation should
be large encugh to enable one to write in three lines of
witnesses below each variant. The top line includes the
MSS used for the analysis in this dissertation. (One may
prefer to reserve it for all uncials.) The second line
includes other Greek support. The third line includes
Versions and/or Fathers. If further room is needed to list
witnesses, the variations within each unit may be numbered
and supporting witnesses listed below.

3. Singular readings, many sub-singular readings,
and isolated versional evidence were listed on a line above
the main text, so that the main text was reserved for major
units of wariation, or for points of variation where two or
more MSS have a unique reading against the rest.

X. Oove should be generous arith his own script
(leaving plenty of space between words), so that later
units of wariation may be added on the basis of new finds.

IV. CODEX SINAITICUS IN JOHN &

The method suggested above was applied to the fourth
chapter of the Gospel of John,32 with the following

32Chapter 4 was chosen for very practical reasons.
It i8 the first chapter where D 13 complete, and one of the
only chapters where C is complete. Moreover, P75 begins



results.

1. The tabulation of disagreements is found in
Table I. As noted zbove, this tabulation is chiefly useful
tor-pointing up some apparently clbse relationships. Since
this type of analysis in John's Gospel has already been
made available by Porter, this step in ‘the method will not
be used again until the investigation of the relationship
between P75 and B in Luke (Chapter V).

It is of interest to note that, as one should
expect, there is a correlation between those KSS having the
least number of disagreements and the same MSS when they
are tabulated for agreements. What cannot be shown from
this step are the kinds of relationship one may expect to
£ind among the MSS having a higher percentage of disagree-
ments. From this table X appears to have little relation-
ship to anything; one will note that its total number of
disagreements 1is greater even than that of D.

’ 2. The tabulation of the number and percentage of
agreedents in John & over 61 units of variation is found in
Table II.33 It will be noted that the relationships

to have considerable lacunae after this chapter.

Whereas chapter division is rather arbitrary, this
chapter does inclucde two independent pericopes, and perhaps
a third, if ope wishes to divide the “harvest sayings' from
"the Samaritan wozan.'

33In order to make this analysis complete, the col-
lation of the 61 units of variation for this chapter, as
well as the singular readings, may be found in Appendix I.
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‘suggested in Table I between P75 and B, P66° and C, and A
and TR are borne out by this tabulation. The significant
fthing for R, however, 18 the much higher percentage of
‘agreement it has with D than with any other MS. When D 1is
‘used as a base,'its highest percentage of agreement 1is also
with 8. '
| Colwell and Tune suggest that "the quantitative
jderinition of a text-type 18 a group of MSS that agree more
‘than 70% of the time and is separated by a gap of about 10%;
from its neighbors."3“ With this definition, P75 and B in
John 4 clearly fall into the category of texttype, as do A
and TR. D and R do not fit the first percentage, but they
do the second, 1.e., they have a 57% agreement, and for R
‘the next closest 1s 34% (P66*) and for D it is 44% (TR).
This wbuld mean that even if one may not classify R D aS a
ftexttype, each has a significantly closer relationship to

" .the other than with any other MS. | i
i This relationship'seems strong enough to classify R
‘as a bésically Western text in John 4. A further look at |
;the nature of this agreement strengthens the statistical
analysis. g
' 3. Of the 61 units of variation in John 4, 16 of |
.them are the result of two of the MSS agreeing almost alone

against all other Greek MSS. There are two other places

34Quantitative Relationships," p. 29.
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(4:42 and 4:51) where the unit of variation is the result
Aot two sets of two agreeing alone against all others.
Thirteen of these 20 instances of singular agreement are
‘between R and D, and in the majority of these they have 01d
Latin.support:
’ 4:9 X Dabe J om. ou yap ouyxpwvrat Iouvdatos
Lapaptratg
4:11 XD4T2abe ££2 1 sy© om. ouv post modev
4:14 w8* p o bé mivevy 1, og & av min
4:17v RDaur b ¢ e ££° J1rl exetg 1, exw |
4:24 x* DF ££2  om. autov . - §
4:24 x* Da jrl mnpooxuverv betr 1. Bet Mpooxuvery
4:27 N* D bo ev TOouTwW 1. €Nt TOUTW 7
4:27 »D 1093 ab rre jrl 8y3-¢ add aurw post eimev
§:38 R D aneoraiwa 1. ameoretla |
4:42 R* Db 1 rl onv papruptav 1. oqv Aaliav
h:45 R* D @wg 1. ore
L 4:51 R D nyvetdav 1. annyyetdav (or omit)
: 4:51 X Db rl om. reyovrec
‘A casual check of these agreements reveals that the
ma jority are much more than merely coincidental scribal
"errors. One seems to be dealing here with a genuiné
;textual tradition, supported by two major Greek MSS and
. often by the Old Iatin (especially a b j rl).
Co The only other clear pairing off such as this in the

¥

‘remaining seven instances of singular agreement is bgtweeh
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P75 and B:

5:11 P75 B sy® om. g yuvq

4:52 P75 B rnv Aaltay cou 1. Tnv onv daliav

4:52 P75 B exeivnv 1. nap aurtwv
These, too, are clearly "related” readings, not simply the
coincidence of scribal error. It 1is worthy of note at this
point that P75 haé now eliminated what once were the three
most significant singular readings of B in John 4.

The remaining four of the singular agreements are of
the “scribal error" type and probably are not significant
in demonstrating textual relationships (4:15 P66% D
St1¢nos 1. biyw; 4:23 P66* p* 254 124C gurw 1. am 4:42
BW8Db £t sy° om. ort; 4:54 K Wab enoitgoer
onpetovy 1. onpeiov emotnoev). |

Besides these agreements there are the following
instances where R and D are Joined by a scattering of
Greeks against all the rest.
| 4:1 o Inooug 1. o0 wuptog

A4:14 add eyw ante bwow

8:17 avbpa oux exw l. oux exw avbpa

§:25 avayyvellet 1. avayyelet

J:46 nv be 1. xat gv

4:51 om. autrou post ot doulot
Except for 4:1 these are less significant than the former
1ist, but they do point up the number of agreements R and
D have together against the Neutral tradition.
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Ope other significant reading should be noted at -

this point. 1In 4:52 there are the following variants:

aQuTot Yap axnxoapey , P66 PTS B A C W Byz pl

autTou Yap axnxoapey Da L '

auTrot Yap axnxogpuevy nap aurou N 02.565 )y g'pc-
While tbhe readings of X and D are not identical, they do
seen to represent wkhat one might call "an independent
witpess to a common textual tradition." It could be
argued, of course, that D merely reflects a scribal error
in terss of the reading of P65 et al. But since this same
phenomencn occurs in the succeeding chapters of John (see
infra, pp. 60, 65-66), it is very likely that they are here
related to a common textual tradition. If this be true,
such "a2greement” will be an izxportant factor in one's
consideration as to the homogenelty of this textual
tradition.3>

In contrast to these readings, one should also

investigate the agreement of X with the Neutral tradition
against D.» Such agreement appears to be negligible in this
" chapter or>thn. I note the following 1hst§nces:

3SAnother reading of a similar nature, but less im-
portant is at 4:33, where the mzajority of KSS read ouv post
eleyov. FHere K* (as the only Greek) sides with d (against
D) e sy° in omitting the conjunction. D, on the other
hand, rezds ¢ witha b q rl. One wonders whether D, by
adding the "wrong” conjuncticn, is witnessing to a "West--
ern® tradition which originally omitted it. The fact that
it is only a conjunction, where most MSS tend to be quite
independent, lessens the strength of such a suggestion.



4159 .
4:5 & B P66 P75 add o ante Iwong

4:15 %®* B P75 P66 Biepxwpas (-opat) 1. cﬁxmuat(-opat)
4:21 xBPS6PT5C*WLpcb J1q 8sa midreve pot
yuvat 1. yuvat mioteve pos(A Byz read mioreudov)
§:25 % B P66 P75 C* W 053 565 A amavra 1. navra
§:39 KBP5C*Lbobe ff° 1qrl a 1. oga
8:52 X BPT5 P66 C*WoB3aurabc £ 1 rl vg
om. O Xp1OTOg -
4:51 x B P75 P66* A C W maig autou 1. utog oou
(TR = naig gou)
8:53 u* B P75 C 0125 053 1 itPl om. ev ante exervq
§:53 RBPTSP6SACLpcaurabec £f2 vg om. ort
Something further should be said aboﬁt this l1ist. First,
only two of these (4:52, B:51) are significant readings, in
the sense of indicating possible close textual relation-
ships. Secondly, in each of these instances except 4:51
the reading of D 1s also supported by the entire Byzantine
tradition and the TR. Moreover, in these remaining eight,
where its Greek text may be determined, the more important
MSS of the 01d Iatin version also support the so-called
"Neutral® reading.
| What this seems to suggest, therefore, is not so
such that R is Joining the Neutral tradition, but that D is
here conforming to the Byzantine. The fact that there are
similar readings where R and D read with the Neutral tradi-
tion against most of the later MSS (4:46 om. o Inooug;



u,so__!

.thT om. aurov; 4:50 om. xai or be) would seem also to |
point to such a conclusion., Here, then, we have instances |
of "early" against "late" readings, rather than Western
.against Neutral; and R has the "early" reading, while D has
the "late," ‘
It is true that in this chapter there are two places
'1n which R fails to join D in what has been called a West- -
ern reading (4:3 add ynv; 4:49 om. pou); but what one 1is
to classify as Western in this section of John now bécomes
a problem. For example, what does one call the omission of}
outrwg in 4:6, where neither R nor D join a aur b e ££2 31 |
rl, supported by X 565 69 124 788 pc? | ;
What this all seems to say 1s that N and D are ’
‘definitely related, but that the textual tradition to which
they belong lacks the homogeneity that 1is found in the
tradition of P75 B (or that R or D, or both, have suffered
‘conformation to another textual tradition). This is fur-
‘ther demonstrated when one investigates the singular read- ;
gings of our chief MSS in this chapter. f
4, The one other point at which & and D show marked
simllarity, though not agreement, is the number of singular

36

-readings each has. The number of these has already been -

‘given (see above, p. 31). What is significant is that of
the 25 singular (or nearly singular) readings of R, there

36These are also listed in Appendix I.
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are 12 which have 0ld latin or 01d Syriac'support.
Similarly, of 21 singulars in D, 12 have 0l1d latin or 01d
'Syriac support. The one other MS with a large number of
singulars is W, which has 16, with 5 having 01d latin
support.

This does not say too much in terms of direct
relatedness, but it would seem to indicate that R and D
both are members of an uncontrolled textual tradition and
ﬁre under the same influence as, or have been influénced
by, the older versions. Moreover, if one has been accus-
tomed to speaking of D and OL agreement as Western, one
perhaps should be prepared to do the same with R and OL
agreement, at least in John 4. !

It would seem clear, therefore, that on the basis
both of counting and of weighing variants, one must agree
with Boismard that, in this chapter pf John at least, ®
18 a Western text. The problem now is, what 1s the extent

‘or R as a Western text in John?
‘ V. CODEX SINAITICUS IN JOHN 1-9

A A chapter by chapter application of our method over
the remainder of the first nine chapfers qf John indicates
that a similar relationship between R and D exists through
chapter 8. At chapter 9 the picture alters completely.
The graphic demonstfation of_this is found in Tableé III

- and IV.
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Table III shows the percentage of agreement oﬁer
chapters 1-8 at 320 points of variation. Because D has a
large lacuna at 1: 16-3 :26, no statistics are 1ncluded from
this section. The significance of R for this section will
be suggested below.

It will be noted that the percentage of total agree-
ment between K and D is somewhat lower than in chapter 4.
But 1t 1s also true that the percentage of agreement with B
is_considerably lower. The reasons for this are that in
chapter 5 K temporarily lacks its close relationship with D
(aropping to 37.8% at 45 units of variation), whereas R
happens to be closer to B in chapter 4 than in any other of
the first eight chapters (dropping to 21.4% in chapters 6
and 7 at 150 units of variation). Over the entire section
Rhas a 28% higher agreement with D than with B.

Table IV shows the percentage of agreement in chapter
9 at 51 units of variation. There is no doubt that here &
is once again in the Neutral tradition. A chapter by chap-
ter analysis for the remainder of John reveals that R stays
in the Neutral tradition throughout, in the sense that it
is more closely related to the Neutral witnesses than to
p.37 To be sure, it still has some Western readings, but
they are now the excepfion rather than the rule. What is

n37Cf the statistices for John 11 in Colwell and
Tune, 'Quantitative Analysis,” p. 31.
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-important, however, 1s that X 18 never as closely related to
B as is P75, and often 1t is not as closely related to P75
B as 18 C or L. For the most part its departure from P75 B
is less in the direction of D than in that of those wit-
nesses which compose the Byzantine tradition.38

John 1-3. In this section D has a large lacuna,
but on each side of that lacuna X and D are clearly related.
In 1:1-16, at 9 points of variation, there are the follow-
ing numbers of agreeaent:

™| P66 F[5 B x# x¢ 3 v D W
™ - T T 5 1 6 8 T 2 6
P66 7 - 7 5 3 6 6 7 5 L
P75 7 7 - 7 1 6 8 7 3 5
B 5 5 T --1 5 6 T 2 =2
B i 3 1 1 - - o0 2 7T 2
e 6 6 5 5 - - 5 8 & 4
A 8 6 8 6 0 5 - 6 2 5
c 7 7T T T 2 8 6 - 3 4
D 2 5 3 2 7 4 2 3 - 3
v 6 4% & =2 2 & 5 4 3 -

381n chapter 13, for example, X has a 41.4% relation-

ship with B, 43.2% with D, 48.3% with TR, and 51.7% with A.
Almost all of its readings with D are also shared by A and
the Byzantine tradition. C, on the other hand, has a 72.5%
relationship with B and a 43.1% with A; and L has a 69%
relationship with B and 2 41% with A.



- In 3:26-36, at 7 points of variation, there are these
agreements (C reads at only one place and 18 not included)

TR P66 P75
=R - 5 2
P66 4 - 5
P55 2 5 -
B 5 6 &
3 2 1 3
x¢c 2 1 1
A 7 y 2
D 3 1 1
W 5 5 3

B

o

5

& N

R*

H W RN

u N

2

3
2

A

3
5

WD e N &

D

W W & e e W

3

|

W W, W Ny wwunu

"

This indicates that on both sides of the lacuna,

Kk 18 the closest companion to D, and vice versa.

The ex-

tent and nature of singular agrgement against all other

Greeks over these sixteen units of variation is similar to
that of chapter 4.

1:4

1:15 ¥ DD om. Aeywy
3:31 Ri Dabdbjlq obdbewv]d, oav

R D it 8y¢-P eoriv 1. nv
1:13 R D om. ex2 |

Besides these there are four other significant variants

where X and D are Joined by a few Greek witnesses against

all the rest.

1:3 R¥ D P66 A 71 oubev 1. oude ev

1:6 ®* D* W add nv ante ovopa
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3:31 X*DP751565abe £ ¢ 1 rl sy sa onm. cn&vw‘
navTwv €oTiv ' " ;
3:32 xDXA2228565pcabe £f2 J1 rl sys-¢
om., TOULTO
At only one point (3:34 om. o 6eog) in these sec-
tions does ¥ join what appears to be the strictly Neutral
tradition against D. And again X 1s Jjoined by the strength
of the 0ld Latin (b e £ 1), while D reads with A and the
entiré Byzantine tradition. f
One should be prepared, therefore; to regard R as
the leading Greek witness to the Western tradition in the
section 1:16-3:26, where D is lacking. The following
.readings seem to be significant in this regard:
| 1:18 Ra & om. o wyv i
1:20 N e 1 sa om. xas wpoloynoev é
1:21 RWabe £f2 1 rl add maliv post avrov |
1:25 R a e sy¢ om. nat‘npmrncav avutTov
1:28 R P66 a b e rl eyevero ev Bnéavia 1. ev Bndavia
€YeveTto
1:28 R sy® add nmorapou post Iopdavou
1:32 Rabe rl sy3+C w¢q meptoTepav xaraBaivov 1.
naraBatvov wg meptorepav '
1:32 R¥* e om. Aeywy
1:32 R Wbegqrl pevov l. epetvev
1:34 R* 77 218 b e rf2 syS-¢ (a sa) o exdextog 1.

0 Utog



1:47
1:47
2:3

2:6
i . 2311
2:12
2:14
2:15
2:15
3:1

3:5
3:8

| 8
R 124 aura b £f2 1l tdwv « o« » wat 1, ctdev

R#* a tou Nafavanl 1. autou

RiAa b £f2 J rl (e 1 syhm8) otvov oux etxov ott
guveteleodn O O01vOg TOU Yapoue* etta 1, uotepn-
oavTtog otvou ’
R* 13 346 a e r! arm om. xetpevar |
R¥ (P66* £ q) add mpwtnv post Faktlatag (P66* £ q
ante apxnv) ‘
R 245 249 440 1010 aur a b e ££2 1 bo? om. xat
ot padnrat

Rafq xat ta mpoBara wat Boag 1., Boag nat
frpoBata %
R* abe ££2 §1qrl emotnoev o . . wat 1. xat
nétnoaq -

XN* 3 e 1 q om. T€

N* aur b ¢ £ £f2 1 vg ovopart l. ovoua autw
R* pc e rwv oupavwv l. Tou 6eou

R aur a b e £f2 rl 5y8+C add tou udarog xat

_ante TOU Tveuparog

The full extent of this witness is lessened somewhat

when one considers that X lacks at least one important

Western reading in this section (3:6 add ort ex 7n¢ capant

‘eyevvnén and ort ex TOU mMveuparog eativ), and that it Joins

‘the Neutral tradition without Western support in three sig-

nificant readings (1:18 6eog 1. viog; 3:13 om. o wv ev

Tw ouvpavw; 3:16 om. autou). But the nature of many of the



the Western tradition for the most part.

John

-8.

in this section is as follows:

P66*
p66¢
P75

R#*

z v aQ »

Chapter 5

R
31.1
35.6
35.6
30.2
28.9
17.8
lac.
37.8
35.6

As indicated above,

D
40.0
20.0
20.0
16.3
15.5
37.8
33.3
Ly .y
lac.

33.3

Chapter 6

R#*
35.2
52.5
50.8
29.9
23.9

29.0
28.9
51.1
31.6

D
34.1
36.1
34.4
26.0
25.0
51.1
4.3
32.3
34.2

2905

Chapter 7

N#*
30.6
61.3
58.9
19.7
17.8

lac.
lac.

58.1
19.4

D

33.9

45.2
40.3
13.1
20.9
58.1
51.6
lac.
lac.

33.9

, 59
readings in the l1ist above indicates that X is a member of

)

The percentage of agreement for R and D

Chapter 8

K‘I’
5l .2
35.4
41.7
35.4
37.5

lac.
46.7

wo3
lll.?

D
39.6
41.7'
43.8
33.3
33.3
58.3
52.1
lac.'
30.0

37.5

the relationship between ® and D

18 less 1n chapter 5 than elsewhere in John 1-8. However,

‘a glance at the above percentages shows that the decrease

'in R D agreement is not in favor of agreement with another

'MS or textual tradition.

between R and the others remains much the same, and it

The percentage of agreement

‘continues to agree more with D than with the others, though

not by as much.

An examination of the variants in this chapter
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1nd1¢at¢s that many of the phenomenon noied in chapter 4
are found here as well, but not in such quantity. D and R
have only four singular agreements:

5:13 &* D* ¢veudgev l. e€Eeveuoev

5:18 RDoO53abefl om. ouv

5:19 XDabl notert oporwg 1. opotwg motet

5:32 X¢ Dauraeq sy otbdare 1. otda .

Besides these there are two other readings where
kR and D reflect a common textual tradition.

5:2. The name of the pool where the impotent man
was healed has three basic variations, with some spelling
differences within the three:

Bnélasa & 33 b 1 £f2
BeAlaa D a rl
Bnlada Le

Bnfeoba A C Byz pler TR £ q
Bnoéecba N

Bnéoatda P75 B W 0125 aur ¢ vg bo
Bnboatba P66 sa

kthis is a case of "triple variation,"” where there is a
clear Western, Neutral, and Byzantine tradition.

5:9. After the xat which begins the second clause,
Rabe sy add nyepdn xas and D A ¢ ££2 add the participle
erepbetg, Agaln, one has agreement in witness without
identical readings.

On the other hand, there are only two readings where
R Joins the Neutral tradition against D, and without the

support of the early versions: )
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5:12 P66 P75 B K C* L sa om. tov xpaBarov gou ‘
5:17 P75 B ¥ W 1241 om. Inocoug
Clearly, therefore, X 18 not leaving its relation-
ship with D in favor of the Neutral tradition. The real
cause of this lessened relationship appears to lie in three
factors: (1) It will be noted ihat in this chapter alone,
of the first eight chapters of John, D 18 closer to another
MS (A) than to B. D appears to have been influenced more
by the Byzantine tradition in this chapfer than elsewhere,‘
and this accounts in part for the decrease in its relation-
ship to X. (2) & is simply less Western here than else-
where. D, for example, reads almost alone with the 01d
Iatin at the following significant places:
5:3 add napalurixey post Enpemv
5:9 om, €V exctvn TN fuepa
5:13 aocBevevy 1. tabetg
5:20 ayana 1. gtlet
5:20 deruvuoivy 1. betfet
5:37 nunapruper 1. ueuﬁowonxev
%, on the other hand, has only one significant reading of
this type (5:25 ¥* a b. om. xat vuv eogriv). (3) A look at
the 45 variation-units in this chapter reveals that the
ma jority are of the "less significant” type (word order,
add/omit the article, conjunctions, pronouns, etc.). More-
over, within these less significant variants there is a

greater mixture of agreement among the early witnesses than
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one finds at those places which appear to be more signifi-
cant.

~ It bas seemed to the purpose of this study to find
reasons for the decrease in X D agreement in John 5, be-
cause it is immediately clear that in chapters 6 and 7 one
has again a relationship similar to that found in chapter 4.
The statistics alone seem strong enough to demonstrate

39 an exaxzination of select readings confirms it.

this;
In the following 1list of variants, R and D have
singular agree=ent, or are joined by a very few Greeks
against all the rest. It will be noted that many of the
readings (e.g., 6:11, 17, 19) clearly indicate textual
relatedness, rot simply the results of coincidental scribal
errors. i
6:3 x* D 124 565 pc a aur ££2 1 angllev 1. avnlbev
6:3 B¥* D P66 9 63 71 exalelero 1. exadnro |
6:5 EDE6S* Baaurbec £ £ff° 1 rl vg oxlog molug
| 1. wolug oxlog
6:7 B* D 1424 anoxpiverat 1. amexpifn
6:11 2 Dabeqrlsyc-P cuxapiornoev xats ebuxev
1. euvxapiornoag dSi1ebwxev .
6:14 ¥ DB8Maaurbd rr2 1 rl etg Tov woopov epxo;zevoq-

. 1. €PXONEVOG €1C TOV XNOGHOV

BQIbe sudden increase in ggreement between P66 and
E is the result of a change in P66, not X. (See Chapter
III, pp. 94 T,



6:17
6:17

6:19
6:22
6:22
6:27

6:33
6:37
6:46
6:64

- 6:66

6:71
7:1
733
7:6
7:8

T:10
7:12
7:17
7:26

63
X D warelaBev Be autoug f| ownoTtia 3, Xat oxorta
nbn eyeyoves
(%) D 80 a syPal (o) Inocoug mpog aurtoug
1. npog avroug o Incoug
K%® D 106 1321 2145 (=latt) oradta 1. oradioug
RDPB 42 bec 2 rl vg eidev 1. etdov (or'zbwv)
R Doga sy rou Insou 1. aurou (or omit) |
®De rr2 3 ayc 61dwoty vpty 1, uptv dwoet
(ppcabdbflqrl dwoer upiv)
R D @& add o post aprog
k¥ D 280 (a e) b 8y°°® om. cfo
X* Dabe rl 6eov 1. marepa
R D 1604 abeqrl ef upov etoty Tiveg
1. €10ty ek upwv Tiveg i
RDP66 @ ppcaurbe £ L2 J1 vl add ouv |
post Tourou
R* D KX om, tov ante Ioubay
x* D P66 pcaurabece £ £f2 1 rl 575 ¢ om. xat
R#=EDB8GU XA pc it vg om. govu |
R* D W 047 106 1200 e sy¢-P om. ouv i
XDKMIOpeaurabec e £~ vg bo 5y¢ oux 1.
outw ;
RDpcaberl s3°°¢ om. wg |
R D P66 33 it vg sy° tw oxdlw 1. TOo1g oxloig
R D P66 om. Tou j
RDA4g 108 auradbe £ qrl vg sy®-P ugrt L pnnore



T7:29
T:31

T:31
T:32
7:32

7:35
7337
7337
7:46

T:47
7:48

R D P66 131 anéoralxev 1. aneoretlev

R D P66 mollot be enmtareusav ex tou oxAou
1. ex Tou oxlou be TOALOt emtoTevcay

(Byz TR mollot be ex Tou O0x\ou emidreuvoav)
RDO8ogace £f2 vg sy°°P notet 1. emotnoev
X D P66 pc ¢ e add pe post nrovoav

R D P66 0 umnperag ot gaptoatot xat ot apXtepets
1. 01 apxtepet§ xat ot @PaApPtoaAtot UNNPETA§
XD24g aurabece £f2 1 rl vg sy°C om. npetg
R D P66#Vvid g % 69 pc it vg expalev 1. expafev
N* D P66% b e om. mpog pe

X* D P66% outw¢ avlpwmog elalngev l. elainoev
obqu avépwnog (Byz TR outw§ elainoev avdpwnog)
RDAr33pcace rf2 sa om. ouvy

R D mwiogtrevet 1, emtoOTeEUCEV i

The demonstration of this relatedness 1s further

reflected in the small amount of agreement R has with the

:strictly Neutral tradition against D. I note the following:

6:10
6:47
6:58
7:20
T:49

P75 BR L N a sy¢© om. %¢ or ouv post eimev

P66 PTS BRCWULT J om. etg epe pPost miogrevwy
P66 P75 BR C W L T bo om. upwv post marepeg
P66 P75 B RW L T X 33 213 1241 om. xat etmev
P66 P75 BRWTNX 33 enapatrot l. emixaraparot

Again, as in chapter 4, all of the data point to a

‘relatedness within an uncontrolled, or non-homogeneous,

textual tradition. Besides the fact that in chapter 6,
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where R and D have so many significant singular agreements,’
they have only a 51% total agreement, there are three other
rimportant factors which point to "relatedness within an
uncontrolled tradition."

1. There are at least five instances in chapter 6
where R and D reflect the same textual tradition, but not
with identical readings.

6:1. D 8 249 2145 b e r! J add ei¢ ra pepn after
Faltlatag, reflecting a textual tradition which placed the
feeding of the rive:fhousand on the Western side of the
lake, near the city of Tiberias. This same tradition,
though not read by R in verse one, 1s picked up'in 6:23
only by X. In place of tou Tomou, 1t reads ovang, which
results in a reading: "Other boats came from Tibérias

which was near where they ate . . ."uo

6:23. X and D alone read a genitive absolute for
the indicative of the rest of the MSS.

€enelfovTwy OUV TWV TAOLWY R 1
allwv miotaptwy exfovrwy p =bJdr sy°©
alla (de) nréev mrota(=-apta)  Pler

6:25. K D and 28 alone of the Greeks change yeyvovag
to a form of epxopat (R 28 ni@eg; D einiudag). It is
possible for this to be coincidental; but the difflculty

uoThis is one of the readings selected by Boismard
.to substantiate his R D texttype. See supra, p. 25.
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among the versions in rendering yeyovaq here without
resorting to the verb "to come," seems to indicate that R
and D are a part of this tradition. This looks strongly
1ike versional influence on the Greek at this point.

- 6:61. eyvw ouv . . .nat R* (8) o
wg OUY eYvw D

¢1dwg Se¢ Rell
tdwv Oe C

6:71. The "surname" of Judas has the following
variations:
Ionaptwrou P66 PIS BCW L G33 pc ¢
Iowapiuwrnyv Byz pler TR
Ixaptwd Daur a b £f2 3§ prl
ano Kapuwrouv R# 8 ¢ g
There 1s no textual relatedness between D and K at this
point, where Codex Bezae épparently is under the 1nf1ﬁence
of the Iatin spelling. But X* @ o indicate that the name
is not a surname but a town from which Judas came, as in
"Philip of Bethsaida." What 1s significant 1s that K here
;appears to reflect a'Western‘tradition;'for in the four
other occurrences of this name in John (12:14; 13:2, 26;
14:22) D alone (joined by e at 13:2) reads amo Kapuwrou.
Since it 1s argued in this paper that R 1s no lqnger West-
ern somewhere after 8:38, i1t seems clear that it is
reflecting the Western tradition here, a tradition»reflécbed
by D in every other occurrence of the name in the Gospel.
2. The number of instances in which eéch is the

‘'only Greek witness (or nearly so) to read with the 01d
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latin or 014 Syriac remains at a very high level. R has 18
in chapter 6, and 8 in chapter 7. D has 19 in chapter 6,
and 6 in chapter T. Many of these are quite significant
readings (e.g., 6:15 Raurac £f° 1 j vg 8y° peuyet
1. avexwpndev; 6:24 D b ff2 1 rl exagov eavTotg miotapta
1. eveBnoev [xat) autrot et¢ ta mwhotapta). |

3. The witness of P66 in these chapters also seems
significant at this point. Through chapter 5, there are
only four places where P66 might be considered to be pick-
ing up a Western reading (1:3 oudev 1. oude ev; 1:58
eyevero ev Bnlavia 1. ev Bnlavia eyvevero; 2:11 add npwrnv;
§:1 Inooug [p66xvid] 3. xuptog). In chapters 6 and 7
there 1is a sudden increase in this strain (see 6:3, 5, 66;
7:1, 12, 17, 29, 31, 32, 37, 37, 46). What is significant
for the Western text here is that along with these there is
also a sudden increase in the number of instances where P66
reads alone, or almost alone, with either X or D. 1In
chapters 6-7 there are 15 such agreements with X, and 8
with D.Al The fact that such agreement should increase at
the very point where its number of Western readings also
increases, seems strongly to suggest that the textual tra-

dition to which P66 is here witnessing lacks homogeneity.

Bpes v 6:7, 58, 64, 64; T:3, 13, 23, 28, 30, 32,
39, ﬁo, 45, 46, 50. P66 D 6:10, 40, 57, 62; T:12, 14,
35, h2.
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The importance of noting this lack of homogeneity in
the Western tradition is that one must broaden hig perspec-
tive for finding this tradition in John. Although D is
undoubtedly 1ts leading representative, it 18 not neces-
sarily a "pure" representative. If the long addition by
Da rfl in 6:56 1is Western, so also is the gecuyet of N aur
ac 12 J 1 vg s83° 1in 6:15. Moreover, singular agreements
between R and P66 (e.g., 6:64 nv o peldlwv auvrov
napadidovat 1. estiv o mapabwowv autov; cf. a e q) probably,
2l1s0 represent this tradition--at least in these two chap-
ters.

The End of the Western Text in RX. As noted above,

there 18 po question that in chapteg 9 R 1s no longer a
witness to the Western tradition (except perhaps at infre-
quest readings). This is demonstrated not only by the
statistics of agreements (Table IV, p. 53), but also by its
sudden lack of singular agreements with D. There are three
. In chapter 9:

9:19 x* D sy¥ add e: ante outog
9:35 x* D syS-P add xai ante nxoucevy
9:40 x* D63 253 aurbece f ££2 1 rl 558 bo
om. ravra
P66, by way of contrast, has six such readings with D, and
only one with X, where it is also Joined by W (9:9 om. ott).
Moreover, there 1s 2 sudden decrease in singular readings

in 8 (10, with only 2 having 01d lLatin support); at the



69
same time, there is a like increase of such readings in D
(35, with 15 having 01d latin support).

But since this anmalysis has been using the rather
arbitrary device of chapter divisions, the question remains
as to whether one can locate the exact place where R drops
its close relationship with D. In spite of the continued
high percentage of agreement between R and D in chapter 8,
there are indications that the break takes place within
this chapter. Tre following considerations seem to point
to some place after verse 38 as this point of departure.

There are six places of singular, or nearly singular,
- agreement in the chapter, but they all occur between
verses 12-28:

8:16 »* D sy5-¢ om. marwp

8:19 & (D) pc b 2dd xat einmev post Inooug

8:24 XD gpe om. pot

8:25 B D pc etwey ouv 1. xat etmevy or J—

8:27 ® D63 2aurce ££2 1 add rov 6ecov post elevev
8:28 R D 28 106 add maliv

Beyond this point there are a number of instances
where R and D agree with the Byzantine tradition against
most of the early MSS. The last significant place where
this occurs is in verse 38, where it happens three times:

R D Byz it pou '
P66 PISBCE¥ LT X 1 onit .

X* D P66 N Byz it vg cwpaxate
PIS BCW LEX X @ 33 pc £ bo nxouoare
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KDCNByzitvg vaev- .. §
P66 P75 BW L T 13 omit ) : : :
Finally, D has 23 singular readings in this chapter,
9 of which have 0l1d Latin and/or 0ld Syriac support. More~
over seven of these latter occur after verse 38. N on the
~ other hand, has 15 singular readings, with two having 014
Latin support, but none of the latter and only two of the
former occur after verse 38.
This evidence, coupled with that of chapter 9,
suggests that even though one may not have certainty as to
the exact point, the end of XK as a weétern‘witness in John

is circa 8:39 fr.

There is one further factor which points to the fact
that K 1s a Western text in John 1:1-8:38, and that is the
matter of the correctors of X, Without regérd to which, or
how many, correctors are involved, the direction of éhe
corrections is quite significant. | |

It will dbe noted from the various tables of this
chapter that the correctors in chapters 1-8 always decrease

the amount of agreement between R and D while at the same

time they always increase-~and substantially so--the agree-

ment between R and every other MS. On the other hand, in
chapter 9 the corrector increases the agreement with D as
well.

This clearly indicates that the first hand of R in
chapters 1-8 is closely related to D and that the direction
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of correction is almost always away from D rather than

toward it.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

From the evidence presented in this chaptér, the
.following conclusions are singled out because of their
significance for the remainder of this study.'

1. It has been argued that a valid method of
analyzing MS relationships must be based on statistics
which try to cover the total améunt of variation, not
simply variation from a given norm. Moreover, a total
method in this regard must also.weigh, as well as count,
variants. A method on these principles was presented, and
when it was applied to the major MSS of the first five
‘centuries, there were the following important results:

2. Although it was not the major emphasis of this
chapter, the statisfics alone confirm the very important
;conclusion of Porter, that the Neutral texttype existed in
a relatively pure form in P75 at least by A.D. 200.%2 Not
only do P75 and B have a consistentlﬁ high relationship to
each other, but it is also consistently higher than any
other two MSS have with each other (including A and TR).
To speak of P75 as a2 "mixed" text would seem to press the

U2g0e especially, "Papyrus Bodmer XV," pp. 374-376.
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definition of that term beyond recognizable limitations.l3

3. Codex Sinaiticus 1s a leading Greek representa-
tive of the Western textual tradition in John 1:1-8:38.

The significance of its witness at any point of variation
in this section of John should have this conclusion in view.
Moreover, any further study of textual relationships in
John, in which R is a part of tﬁe consideration, should
also proceed with this conclusion in view.

4, Perhaps the most significant thing about the
Western character ;f X in John 1-8 is that it points up the
lack of homogeneity which exists within this tradition.

The facts here presented seem to indicate that there is an
uncontrolled tradition to which certain MSS bear common
witness, but that this tradition is not fully represented
by any single MS or combination of MSS in the way in which
P75 and B represent the Neutral. !
_ Each of.these conclusions is important as we now |
turn to the examination of P66 and P75 and their signifi-
cance to the fext critic in the search for the "original"

‘text. | |

43See, e.g., Metzger, Text of the New Testament,
pP. 255. '



CHAPTER III
AN ANALYSIS OF THE TEXTUAL RELATIONSHIPS OF P66

It was observed in the preceding chapter that the
diacovery of a new MS presents the text critic with a three-
- £fold task: (1) to describe the find and to determine its
date and provenance, (2) to locate it in the history of the
MS tradition, and (3) to evaluate its role in the search
for the "original” text of the NT.

The purpose of the present chapter 1s to attempt an
analysis of P66 in terms of task (2). Since such an
analysis must proceed with fbrmer studies in view, a brief

discusslon of these studies is in order.
I. PREVIOUS ANALYSES OF P66

Because of the extensive nature of its text and its
early date, P66 was hailed--and rightly so--as the most
significant textual discovery for the NT since the Chester
Beatty papyri. As a result, it was>afforded a consliderable
amount of attention within the first two years after 1its

.-..73 S



publication.l

Most of this attention took the form of notices and
preliminary evaluations as to its importance. Others were
concerned with its witness at various specific readings.2
" Our present concern 18 with the more significant of those
studies which attempted to present some form of analysis of
the textual data of P66.

Before noting these studies, however, a word is in

order about the editio princeps itself. Professor Martin

shogld have been, and was, commended for the speed with
which he mage an edition of the MS available for study.
The first edition, which included John 1-14, apbeared late
in 1956. This was followed in 1958 by a Supplément, which

included the fragments of chapters 15-21. With the help of
others, further fragments were ldentified, and a corrected
and enlarged edition of the Supplément appeared in 1962.3

Of still greater importance was the appearance of the

11n 1957 and 1958 there appeared at least thirty-
five notices and studies. P75, by way of contrast, within
the first two years after 1its publication received the
attention of only about seven studies or notices not count-
ing Porter's dissertation.

25ee especially, J. Ramsey Michaels, "Some Notable
Readings of Papyrus Bodmer II," BibTrans, VIII (1957), 150-
Robert W. Funk, "Papyrus Bodmer 1l and John 8:28," HTR,
11958), 95-100; Edgar R. Smothers, "Two Readings in
Papyrus Bodmer II," HTR, LI (1958), 109-122.

3Further corrections to this edition were noted by
the co-editor, J. W. B. Barns, in Muséon, IXXV (1962),
327-329.
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entire set of photographic facsimiles with the 1962 edition
of the Supplément.

The chief criticism of Kartin's edition was that he
collated it with Souter's Greek Testament. This fault was
corrected by a new collation against Nestle's text (22nd
edition), presented by Kurt Aland.} The other fault of the
editio;princeps was the failure adequately to have noted

many of the corrections of the papyrus.5

Because work could not be done directly from the
photographs, all studies prior to 1962 contain some errors
in détail,’none of which, however, seriously impairs their
general conclusions. Moreover, all of the studies of the
first two years--and m&st of the important ones appeared
during this time--were limited to chapters 1-14 of John.
But again, the appearance of the later fragments, although
adding further gdata, did not noticeadbly affect general
conclusions.

' As noted in the preceding chapter (supra, p. 20),
the majority of studies suggested that the closest textual
arffinities of P66 lay with the Neutral tradition in general,
and with Codex Sim2iticus in particular. The relationships
suggested by Floyd V. Fillson, based partly on the work of

Aland, more or less represent this point of view: "There

u"Ein erster Bericht," cols. 168-175.
Ssee supra, p. 14, n. 24,
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i1s some degree of kinship with Codex Sinaiticus (Aleph). !
e « o there is no striking agreeaent with Codex Vaticanus
(B). There seems to be some kinship with Codex Bezae (D),
but it is pot close."® 1

The fact that P66 apparently failed to be an obvious
ancestor of any of the later uncials called forth the con-
clusion that 1ts text was "mixed.” Martin, on the basis of
his collation, suggested that it occupied a2 "position inter-
mfdiaire . . . par rapport aux principaux manuscrits.”? '
Aland concurred: "Er fugt sich nicht in die mit dem 4.
Jahrhundert beginnende Scheidung der Textfamilien ein,
sondern reprasentiert die fluktuierende 'Variantenmengung®
der Zeit davor."S | o

In a similar vein, A. PF. J. K1ijn, who approached
the MS with the question of the origin of B in view, con-
cluded that "in P66 we are again [as in P45] dealing with a:
mixed text-type."® In his judgment, however, it 1is less
"mixed" than P45, and his final conclusion was that "we
find on the whole a relatively s=211 number of non-neutral

readings: thus P66 may be called neutral, in a ‘'non-pure!

G"A ¥ew Papyrus Manuscript of the Gospel of John,"
Ba, xx (1957), 61. ;

7Papjrus Bodmer II, p. 149. ‘ %
8a

Ein erster Bericht,"” col. 179.
9"Papyrus Bodmer II," p. 331.
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way, like the witnesses of this text such as X, C and L"
(p. 333).

It 18 probably this problem of “"mixture"” which has
made the analyses of P66 appear to be so contradictory. It'
has already been noted that at least two early studies
found the closer affinities of P66 to be with B rather than
® (supra, p. 15).

, M.-E. Boismardl© and W. Hartkel!l took a quite differ-
ent stance to account for the "mixture.® Both posited an
hypothesis that the scribe had two Vorlagen from which he
made his original copy. Hartke, on the one hand, suggested
that the scribe copied from a basic text (an archetype of
W), but with constant referral to another text which had
been imported from Rome. Boismard on the other hand, con-
cluded that the scribe followed one Vorlage (a Neutral text
close to B) and then the other (a Western text similar to
R®) 1in clearly defined sections., Although Boismard's study
was limited to John 7-9, he attempted to support his hy-
pothesis by noting ten readings throughout John 1-14‘where '
the considered P66 to have conflations of readings from the

two Vorlagen. He concluded his study with a list of

10"1e papyrus Bodmer II."

1lrpeperkungen zu Papyrus Bodmer II," Forschungen
und Fortschritte, XXXII (1959), 122-126. This article was
not available to me. Cf. the summary in Porter, "A Textual
Analysis," pp. 142-143, .
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forty-nine readings previously unknown in the Greek MS |

tradition, for which he elicited support from the versions

and Fathers; especially Tatian.

| A study by H. Zimmermannl? attempted to note the

significance of P66 for the history of the text of John. A

part of this study investigated the relationship between

P66 and R. He based this relationship first of all on some

common readings, but his major conclusion was that P66

shows substantially the same characteristics which consti-

tute thé pecullarities of R. He concluded that, like R,

P66 is chiefly Neutral, with a profusion of Western read-

ings, often under the influence of the OL. In P66 one has

"damit zeichnet sich eine Entwicklung ab,‘die etwa 200

Jahre spiter im Sinaiticus noch weitaus starker ausgeprigt

ist" (p. 225). | , |
On the basis of his conclusion that P66 has a

basically Neutral text after the fashion of R, Zimmermann

further concluded that the essentials [Hauptsache] of the

Neutral text existed in Egypt before 200 A.D., and that it
can no longer be maintained that this texttype 1is the
product of a fourth century recension (p. 225).

' C. L. Porter's unpublished dissertation presented a
.significant attempt to define the relationships of all the
early MSS to one another. Since he had the advantage of

12"Papyrus Bodmer II."
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‘fhese earlier studies, and siﬁce his analysis was attempted'
along new lines, several of his conclusions about P66 are
iorth noting.

The first part of his study offered a table showing
the percentage of disagreements between P66'§nd the other
early MSS. For the major MSS the disagreements with P66

were as follows:

P45 - 55.2% ?
P75 - Eo 8%
R - 27 3% g
B ~ i
W - 47, 9% :

But since this table pointed out no significant
close relationships, Porter turned to an analysis of the
agreements of P66 with one of the other early MSS against
the rest. P66 had more of this kind of agreements with R
(79 instances) and W (62 instances); he therefore concluded
that P66 is more closely related to these two than to any
other MS, (There were only 7 such instances of "agreement"
with P75, and 11 with B.) On the one hand, he noted: “The'
;text of P66 is not a part of the history of the text found
in Codex Vaticanus,” nor is there any "clearly . . . close
textual relationship" between P66 and P75.13 On the other
hand, "the text of P66 is a part of the same textual stream
out of which Codex Sinaiticus flows" (p. 150). His final

conclusion, therefore, was that "the text of P66 is not a

1374 mextual Analysis," pp. 152-153.
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‘mixed' text. 1Its text is best described as one which lies

in the higher reaches of the stream from which Codex
Sinaiticus and the Washington Codex later derived."14

Besides these attempts to place P66 in the history
of the MS tradition, there have appeared three other studies
which tried to analyze some of the individual characteris-
tics of the text with a view to indicating its significance
in the search for the original text of John.

The first of these studies, and one which broke new
ground in the analysis of the MS, was J. Neville Birdsall'’s
Tyndale New Testament Lecture for 1958.15 He first
reviewed some of the former studies and rather sharply
criticized them for discussing and defining "such early
.evidence as this [P66] by standards of later witnesses"

(p. 7). Especially singled out for criticism were Kiijn's
terms "less mixed" and "neutral in a 'non-pure’ way."

| ‘Birdsall then offered a brief analysis of the text
of P66 in John 10-11 in which he concluded that textual
analyses of such early MSS as P66 and P45 which are based
on relationships with later MSS lead only to an impasse.
"We must emphasize . . . that in fact the papyrus texts are
not contaminated varieties of the later texts which we know
already or mixed texts made up as it were of later texts"

8144., p. 154. Italics not in original.
15The Bodmer Papyrus.
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(p. 10).
He then proposed a new method for assessing P66 by
_which 1ts "worth™ and its "nearness to the original" may be
evaluated. Th;s method was based on grammatical and exe-~
getical criteria derived from various studies of Johannine
grammar. On the basis of such criteria Birdsall concluded

"that the papyrus probably preserves a number of original

readings but also displays a marked tendency to smooth over

Eertain harshnesses in the original text" (p. 13). His
final conclusion was that "in an acceptable sense . . . this
18 a very 'mixed' text. It is a mixfure of good and bad,_
of primitive and recensional" (p. 17). |
Aloﬁg similar lines the present writer offered an
énalysis of the many corrections in P66.16 It was sug-
gested that the significance of the corrections lay not in
the kinds of textual tradition with which they tend to
agree, but rather in the kind of scribal-or recensional
ﬁctivity which they appear to demonstrate. The conclusion
:of the study was similar to that of Birdsall, namely, that
:the direction of most of the corrections was toward a
‘smoother or easier text, not necessarily toward a ceftain
textual tradition.
| E. C; Colwell offered a further étudy along this

16"mme Corrections of Papyrus Bodmer II and Early
Textual Transmission," NovT, VII (1965), pp. 247-257.
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1ine in which he analyzed the scribal habits in the early

papyri by indicating the kinds of "editorializing” one
f£inds in their many singular readings.lT Colwell's major
conclusion about P66 1s that the scribe editorializes--as
well as copies--"in a sloppy fashion" (p. 387).1 All three
papyri--P45 P66 P75--"show that scribes made changes in
style, in clarity, in fitness of ideas, in smoothness, in
vocabulary” (p. 382). But in contrast to P75, where "the
scribe's impulse to improve style is for the most part ‘
defeated by the obligation to meke an exact copy” (p. 386),:
the scribe of F66 1s careless and ineffective: "He uses up
his care, his concern, in the production of beautiful let-
ters” (p. 382). |
The major concern of the next chapter 1is to 1nd1cate’
the role of PSS in the search for the original text of John.
along the lines laid out by these last three studles. How-
ever, before that analysis 1s attempted, this present chap--E
ter offers still another look at P66 in terms of 1its |
textual relationships. The chlef reason for such an
analysis is not simply to look for a "way out" of the ambi-
guity of the conclusions of previous studies, but to offer |
a point of départure for the investigation of textual
characteristics which follows. ;

17" Scribal Babits in Early Papyri: A Study in the
Corruption of the Text," The Bible in Modern Scholarship,
ed. J. Philip Kyatt (Nashville, 1965), pp. 370-359.
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II. TEXTUAL REIATIONSHIPS OF P66

In the following discussion of P66, at least three
conclusions from the preceding chapter are of importance:

1. The affinities between P75 and B are such that
one may now speak of the existence of the Neutral texttype
in a relatively pure form at least by the end of the second
century. This does not necessarily mean that this texttype
is either "peutral” or “non-recenéional," since it may ha#e
developed in the second century. But Aland's expression
about a "4, Jahrhundert beginnende Scheidung der Text- |
fami11en"18 is definitely not true of the Neutral texttype.
Furthermore, the existence of a clearly-defined texttype at
such an eérly date means that 1t is not necessarily incor-

rect to speak of any other known text as "mixed" as long as

it is seen to be "mixed" either toward or away from this
texttype. ' 5
' 2. Codex Sinaiticus is first of all a divided text
in the Gospel of John. In chapters 1-8:38 its text is
basically Western; thereafter its text is basically Neutral.
Furthermore, in terms of its basic witness 1n each section, |

[}

18"E1n erster Bericht,™ col. 179. Aland has contin-
ued to maintain this position in spite of the evidence of
P75. See especially "The Significance of the Papyri for
Progress in New Testament Research,” The Bible in Modern
Scholarship, ed. J. Philip Hyatt (Nashville, 1965),
PP. 336-337. For the discussion of this entire question,
see Chapters V and VI of this study.
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it 1s probably correct to call it a "mixed” text. While
this is easily to be seen 1in its Neutral section, where it
is a'secondary witness to the text of P75 and B, the ques-
tion of mixture 18 more difficult in its Western section,
where R itself is the earliest Greek witness to this tex-
tual tradition. The question remains, by what standard one
measures "mixture.” _ i

3. The tentative conclusion that the Western text
represents a8 non-homogeneous tradition, composed of read-
ings found in various scattered witnesses, reflects a
proposition formerly made by E. C. Colwell in his study of
the origin of texttypes: "The so-called Western text . . .3‘
is the uncontrolled popular text of the second century. It‘
has no unity and should not be referred to as the 'Western |
text.'"19 He also noted that any "texttype 1s a process,
not the work of one hand" (p. 136). If this be true of the
Neutral, it is a process which had, for all practical pur- |
poses, culminated by the end of the second century. But it
does seem to be true of the Western and Byzantine tradi- ‘
‘tions. Therefore, ;t is probably valid to speak of a
"nixed” text in the Neutral tradition. But one is not to
‘consider the mixture as from another clearly defined text->:-
type. It 1s rather a mixture of readings, some of which
are a part of the Western tradition, and others a paft of

__ 19"origin of Texttypes," p. 137.
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the process which later emerges as the Byzantine tradition,

‘ A chapter by chapter breakdoﬁn of the percentages of
ggreement between P66 and the other early Greek MSS is

found in Table V.2® Examination of the Table indicates

that P66 is clearly a member of the Neutral tradition in
chapters 1-5. In chapter 6 a shift takes place toward K

in particular and the Western tradition in general. This
remains as a pronounced feature in chapter 7. Thereafter,
P66 reflects no clearly defined relatedness, either to a
single MS or a textual tradition, although in general 1t is
closer to the MSS of the Neutral tradition than to either D:
or the Byzantine tradition (A, TR). The clear indication ‘
of theée general statements will be found in Table VI,

where some composite percentages of agreement are listed.

An examination of the nature of the relationships within
these sections further substantiates the statistical data.

é John 1-5. 1In this section P66 has its closest = |
frelationship to the three major Neutral witnesses, P75 B’c.:

The reason for its closer percentage of agreement with C

5 2°It will be noted that the percentages are only
tabulated through John 14. There are several reasons for
this. 1In the first place, P66 is fragmentary in the re-
maining chapters of John. Secondly, P75 is entirely lack-
ing after chapter 14. Finally, only B and R of the early
uncizls do not suffer major lacunae in these chapters., The
analysis of P66 after chapter 14, therefore, must be more
specifically indicated, such as in the discussion below of
chapter 19, pp. 113 ff.



*f] x09dBy0 UT PepnTout oIoFoloys oseM godequooxod osey) °*f xogduoyo
AP LIS mnE I LR LI S i |
Auv U BUPREMOO J0F POSN BIUTTIRA TBI0% OY3 FIPY UTY3 S5OT SPEOX S Oy3 JO 60 oXeyM IFION |
L€ S°lE  6°TH. 6°C€  2°6W L°SW  L°9N 6°gN 6789 9709  £°g% €°gf 9°T€ §°6€ M |
6NN g2 €°07 2°ST  M°ME T°9E  0°02 0°02  Q°CE @°EE  °OBT OB  °OBT °0BT Q!
@S Z'ST  CONT WT g€ €' L'99 IS @'SL €969 T ‘0N GGy &SL D
"OFT coPT  toWL oD @19 6°S5  6°9N L 909 L°SS  B'FM T'U  SE S
f°se €°€€ T°99 8°fMS  9°09 .L°SS WM 2teM 26 2téM MUTE €°ME 9°28 2°€9  oN “
LT W 685 €19 §0S 626 9°%C 9%6C  O°TE T A°Sz 9°902 '€ WU 4N |
TS 265 €00 €% L°SS 261 S'SL T'IL 2tlg 9709 829 §'29  0°05 UM g |
T°8S 0°6M  S°LM MME 0°9M 0°9%C  MNL L°69  S*OL 9°S9  9°%9 8°29  2°€9 2°€9 Sl
0°€§ 0°T§  0%05 €°ON L°S5 6N 0S5 T'IS  9°S9 9°09 OO @°M 6 LM L
099d #99d  099d 5994 099 #9093 ¥9 99 x99d 099 #9d o9 #H9d
g *dvyo L *dyp gedeyg G edeyp n *deyp €=z *deyp . T *dey

SSH XITYVE UIHIO GV 99d NIWAIEd
LNDETOY D SIOVLIEOUIL YAIIVHD X4 UTIIVHO

A IHVL



6°SS 6°SS
M 0°05
S*MS S°aM
o'l T
9°0L L°f9
9°0L L°M9
- 2°Th 0°0S
8°6€ 9°55
625 0°Ln
o9  399d
T ey

T°19 L°€S
L€ €9
o°NE 6°1€
L°€S N'Mm
6°6t 6°6¢
€9 9
e°SE MM
*0UT  °0uT
T°19 L°€S
0994 %99d

€T °deqo

o°Ni o0°9%¢
L°gE 6°2N
*oBT °OBT
0°0¢ 0°Te
o°2h o°ne
0°2s o°if
o°ght 0°05
0°Tq 2°9M
0°2h 0°0f
099d  %99d
2T *deyp

0°5s Ss°Lh
R
gem €°LE
9°en 6°gt
g6l gLy
g°Th €°of
g°se 8°T
gLl Ten
AN QA
2°es L°os
099d #99d

TT *dsyp

(porupquoo) A FIAVY

g°se 9°ce
g°ss 0°0s
LezE €°e
eovT 0BT
0°05 0°95
M e
AL U A
8°ss 2°mM
N°59 ¢°es
9°65 9°65
099d 994
0T °deyp

€o€C €262
€05 €°5¢
*oBT °*0BT
g°05 0°9M
g8°gs 6°1s
0°6N T°SN
0°15 0°67
o*6 0°14
2°6€ €°5€
099d %99d
6 *deyp

St



HS

" TABIE VI

SOME COMPOSITE PERCENTAGES Cff AGREEMENT

BETWEEN P66 AND OTHER FARLY IMSS
NOTE: The figures represemt: numbexr of variation-umts/xmmbm'
of agreements(percentage of agreement)

PE&H
179/92 (51.L)
178/116(65.2)
179/109(60.9)
179/65 (36.3)
179/85 (L7.5)
179/83 (L6.L)
112/77 (68.8)
122/35 (28.7)
179/9L (52.5)

John 1l=5

P66C

179/9% (52.5)
178/123(68.7)
179/116(65.2)
179/58 (32.L)
179/82 (L5.8)
179/89 (L9.9)
112/79 (70.5)
122/35 (28.7)
179/92 (51.L)

John 8-1l

P6GH

361/168(L6.5) -

257/125(Li8.6)
361/174(18.2)
360/160 (Ll L)
360/157(Li3.3)
32l/143(Lk.1)
159/59 (37.1)

359/150(11..8)

360/155(:3.2)
T1/26 (36.6)

pééc

361/185(51.2)
257/129(50.2)
361/175(1:8.3)
360/176(447.2)
360/168(L6.7)
32L/15L(L7.5)
159/67 (L2.1)
359/151(L2.1)
360/173(1i8.1)

71/30 (h2.3)

John 6-7

P66H
123/55(1k.7)
112/39(34.8)
123/51(41.5)
123/70(56.9)

123/69(56.1)

34/19(55.9)
38/11(36.9)

123/50(L0.7)

123/L9(39.9)

poéc

123/65(52.9)
112/52(L46.L)
123/59(48.0)
123/67(5k.5)
123/78(63.L)

34/21(61.8)

38/16(L2.1)
123/L6(37.L)
123/56(L5.5)

John 11l

P66*

663/315(Li7.5) .

547/280(51.2)
663/334(50.L)
662/295(Li}4.6)
662/311(47.1)
537/2L5(L5.6)

309/150(L8.5)

60l/235(38.9)
662/298(145.0)

P6se
663/3LL(51.9)
Sh7/304(55.6)
663/351(52.9)
662/295 (Ll .6)
662/328(1L9.5)
537/264(L9.2)
309/162(52.L)
60l/232(38.L)
662/321(Li8.5)
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is easily explained. P66 fails to read with P75 B at six
significant variants where they agree almost alone (1:13; ‘
4:11, 42, 52; 5:11, 19).21 , |
’ The closer relationship of P66 to P75 than to B is
‘also easily explained. P75 and B have their least close
relationship in John 1 (68.4%), and where they disagree,
P66 more often sides with P75 than with B. 5
t There 18 scarcely any significant relationship ‘
between P66 and the Western MSS in this section. There are:
six instances where P66 and K read alone (or almost so) |
among the Greek witnesses: o

1:28 P66 X* a b e rl eyevero ev Bnlavia

1. ev Bnéavia evyevero
1:33 P66 ® » add Tw ante ubdbart
2:11 P66% (8*) £ q add npwrnv

4:23 P6E6* R* 254 aurw 1. autov

5:6 P66% R 053 1321 sa e om. ndy
‘ 5:25 P66 X* om. ot ante axovoavreg
But of these only 2:11 1is significant in terms of estab-
élishing textual relationships. The final three are g

‘ 21Whether P75 B or P66 C et al. are the best repres-
entatives.of the Neutral tradition at these points is a
further question which is not at issue here. (However, see
infra, p. 121, n. 3.) Furthermore, it is my observation
that Codex C deserves a closer examination in John as one
of the "purer" representatives of the Neutral texttype.
This 1s especially true in the chapters where P75 is lack-
ing. C here appears to have a much closer relationship to
B than does R. See supra, p. 55, n. 38.
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corrected either in P66 or X, or in both, and each instance
probably reflects independent agreement of a "scribal
error” type of reading.
, There are two instances of singular agreement with D,

4:15 P66* D Ji¢nom 1. Siyw

5:18 P66 D sy° ot Ioudasot elnrouv aurov

| 1. elntouv aurov ot Ioubatos
‘and a single instance of agreement with W and the OL (1:17
add de¢). 1In addition, P66 haes two readings where it 1is
Joined by a combination of Western witnesses:22

1:3 P66 R D A pc oudev 1. oube ¢v

h:1 P66+#vid x D @ A ) 565 pc 1tPl vg sy o Inooug

l. © nupiog
Only two (2:11 and 4:1) of this entire group of
readings are of any Significance in terms of textual
relationships. .
The lack of a higher percentage of agreement with

fthe Neutral MSS, therefore, does not appear to be due to an
fappreciable mixture of Western readings. It seems rather

‘to be the result of two other factors: First, P66 is not

‘ 2qhe reading of o Incoug for P66* in h :1 1s not
selr—evident it 1s not s0 noted in the editio princeps,
nor in the articles calling attention to corrections missed
in the edition (see supra, p. 14, n. 24), But the correc-
tion seems quite certain. One may observe how unlike every
other kappa on this page is the kappa of the ¥g. (Note
also the kappa in the %X€ on the following page in v. 11.)
Moreover, the downstroke of what 18 now a kappa 1is
identical to the iota of 1¢ directly beneath it.
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'cloaely related to any individual MS of the Keutral tradi-
tion. It was noted above that it fails to follow P75 and B
in readings where they show a very clear textual relation-
ship. Secondly, and more significantly, 66 varies froa
the Neutral tradition in a considerable mzder of readings
of the type which are often supported by the bulk of the
Byzantine tradition and which frequently find their way
into the TR. The best indication of this is seen by exanm-
ining the instances in John 1-5 where P66, supported by
several or the majority of laier uitnesses,‘differs from
P75 B: (In each instance the reading of P75 B and support-
ing witnesses is given first and that of F66 and supporting
witnesses is found below.)

1:13 eyevnénoar P75 B®* A A 69% 247
eyevvnénoay P66 D C W L pl1 TR

1:32 g PTSBRACVW LK 083 pm
woes POO P K @I M Byz TR

1:35 Imavvyng P75 B L 28
o Imavvig P66 R A C

1:46 o ¢1\inmog P75 B P66C
®i1limmog POE6F R

A
1:49 pBacileuvg €t P75 B
€1 0 Bactleug P66 R

2:15 Tta xeppatre P75 B P66C
TO XEPPA P66* R A N

3:20 omit R A W O33 Byz TR
-oTt movupa eortv P66 P36 P63 L 8 A ¥ 33 1241 ¢ pe

o P75 B K& A ¥ 083 Byz TR
ov P66 CDW LN 8 pa

o
V&



4:11 omit P75 B sy®
nyurn P66 ACDVWL O ¥ 083 Byz rell TR
exeivn K&

B:1% diynoet P7SBRADL Y 083 pa
diynon P66 W X Byz TR

8:30 cEnrbov P75 B A 8 Y pler
efnléovy ouv PSSO R W N A pmn TR
xat e¢fniéov C D

3:39 «a PITS BR C L pec
oca P66 A D wxer083Byzm

§:42 v¢ P7SBACV L Y 083 Byz TR
de¢ PGGDREApc

4:42 <nv \aliav oou P75 B
TTqv onv Aaliav P66 AC W 8 Byz TR
‘v OoNnY paprupiay K¥ Db 1

§:50 ov P75 BAC L O Y 083 pe
w PGéDHNByzm

4:51 omit P75 B L N 083
xat anqyyetlav P66 A C W (X D) Byz TR

§:52 ¢exectvyv P75 B :
nap autwy P66 R A C D W L rell TR

4:53 marnp PISBRADVWIL @8 ¥ Byz TR
watnp auvrou P6ES C N 0125 ¢ pe
§4:53 exetvn P75 B X C pe

€V exe1vn PGSADHLG!’Byzﬁi

5:11 o¢ ¢ P75 B A
o b P6ORCWL pm
omlit D Byz it TR

5:17 o be P75 B R W 1241
o 8¢ Incsoug P66 AC D L N 8 Byz TR
5:19 omit P75 B

o Inooug P66 R D A W rell TR
5:37 exetvog P75 BR W L pc
autrog F66 A N 8 Byz TR
€XELVOG aurog D

It will be readily observed that the maJority or
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these are of the "less significant” type of variation. o
involve the addition/bmission of the article with propér
names; two involve the addition or alteration of conjunc-
tions; two others involve the attraction of relative pro-
nouns; in three the subject has begn added; one 18 a change
from the future indicative to the aorist subjunctive in an
emphatic negation; another adds ev with the dative of time;
another is the addition of the possessive pronoun; and
three reflect alternative words 6r spellings for similar
expressions, %

This does not mean, of course, that P66 is a "Byzén-}
tine" MS. 1In chapter 1 alone there are 28 places where P66‘
reads with P75 B against the Byzantlne tradition, and many
of these are significant variants (1:18 6ecog 1. viog; 1:27‘
om. autog eatTiv; 1:27 6m. og eunpoaeév pou vevovev; 1:30
uttep 1. mept; 1:37 position of auvrou; 1:39 ovesbe 1.
1dete; 1:41 mnpwrov 1. mpuwrog; 1:49 amexpifn aurw Nabavani
1. aﬁexpten Nafavanl xat Aeyet aurw; 1:51 om. anw aprt).
But the foregoing 1ist does indicate that the 5reatest
amount of mixture in P66 is of the "Byzantine type" of
reading. A ;

It will be further observed that the great majority |
of readings in this l1list are clearly secondary<to P75 B
(on the basis of the criterion, "Which reading best explains
the existence of the other?"). And almost always the varia-

tion 1s in the direction of a smoother, easier, or fuller



o

. e A a0

text.

A clear example of this kind of variation, where P66!
has a "Byzantine type" of reading but is not necessarily
related to the Byzantine MSS, 1s 5:11. The o be of P66 R
C W et 2al., appears to be a half-way house between the
probably original oc %e of P75 B A and the full Byzantine
resolution--the elimination of the relative or substantivall
- article altogether.23

Apart from chapters 6 and 7 (and to a smaller degree
chapters 11 and 12), this kind of "mixture" appears to be
the chief reason in P66 for variation from the Neutral
tradition in the remainder of the Gospel of John. |

John 6-7. As suggested in the preceding chapter |
(supra, p. 62), there is in P66 a definite increase of
readings frbm the Western tradition in these two chapters,
The clear indication of this is the sudden increase of

instances where P66 reads alone (or nearly so) with either

23The cholce of og b¢ as original rests chiefly on
the canon ardua lectio potior. "John" never elsewhere uses
the relative in this manner, and he rarely so uses the
article. The only instance of o b5e¢ with anoxpivegfar , 1f
P75 B R W may.be trusted, is in 5:17. (Here P66 rell com-
pensate by adding the subject Inooug, a form which occurs
but eight times in John. In every other occurrence of
anoxpivecs@at in the gospel, the verb stands first and 1is
followed by the subject, when expressed. Therefore, a
scribe would scarcely change o b¢ to oc be (even by error),
and the addition of either would be wholly out of keeping
with Johannine style. See the more detailed discussion of
this variant in Chapter VI, pp. 240-241.
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R or D, or with both together, against the rest 6r the |
textual tradition: : | ;
: 6:7 P66 R e add ouv p. amexptén

6:58 P66* R* xaraBaitvwv 1. xaraBag

6:64 P66 R am apxng l. €& apxng

6:64 P66 Raeq Ttig nv o pellwv aurov mapadibovat
1, T1¢ eoTiv O mapadwowv aurov .

7:3 P66 R 28 185 sy® ot adelgot aurou npoq’anov
1. mpog avtov ot abelpot aurtov :

7:13 P66 R 544 q mept autou elalet 1, elalet mept avr.

T7:23 P66 R @ add o ante Mwuoewg ‘ : é

T:28 P66 R 544 ainéng 1. ainfivog

7:30 P66% R saP¥ o1 be elnrouv 1. elnrouv ouv

7#32 P66\R @ sa bo Taura mept aurou 1. T, aurtou faura3

7:39 P66 R 157 249 aur ¢ ££2 1 qQ elevev 1. etmev i

_ 7:45 P66 8% e rl Aevousiv 1, etmov . ;

5 T:46 P66* % sy® wg outog Aalet o avépuwmog (D om. o |

avépuwrog; Byz TR om. lalet; P66¢ P75 B W L pe

omit clause)

; 7:50 P66 R £ (e @) etmev b¢ 1. Aevet !

f 6:10 P66 D vac it ouv 1. b¢ (A W Byz TR) or omit |

(P75 B & L N) o
-G;HO P66 D A A pc b sy om. eyw ‘ ;
6:53 P66 D a ToO atpa aurou minTe 1, M. AUTOU TO atpa

§ 6:57 P66 D @ pc amegralrev 1l. amectetdev

e e D e mim e e e e e———— © e s e L e e s mm e - i m e S e A e e Y ——— e a—— i s .
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6:62 P66 D' ® omou 1. ou

7:12 P66% D e syC om. molug

T:14 P66%* D 6 565 \ ¢ uecalouong l. pecouong

T:42 P66 D U \ ¢ 124 157 om. Tou

6:3 P66 R D @ exabelero 1. exadnro
6:5 P66% R D 6 it oxlog moiug 1. molug ox\og
6:66 P66 R DO goppecbe £f1 add ouv
7:1 P66 x* D 248 314 892 it omit wat
7:13 P66 R D 33 it vg sy°:P 1w oxAw 1. totg oxlotg
7:17 P66 R D omit Tou
7:29 P66 R D 131 ameoralxev 1. aneoTetlev
7:31 P66 R D mnollot Be emicreuvoavy €x Tou oxAou
l. ex TOoU OxAou be mOANOt emiOoTeEvLOAV
7:32 P66 R Dpec c e add de p. nrousav
7:32 P66 R D umqpetag ot Qapidatos xat Ot apXtepets
1. Ot apxtepetg nai ot 9aptoaiot unnpéraq
7:37 P66*Vid x D@ 1 22 69 pc 1t vg expalev l.expaEev
7:37 PG6* x* Db e om. npog pe
T:40 P66* R D (it) avrou Twv loywv TOUTWYV
1. Twv loywv routwvy (TR rov Aoyov)
T:46 PO66* x* D ourwg avlpwnog elalnoev l. €lalnoev
ovtwg avlpwnog (Byz TR OuUTwS €laindev avOpurog)
: Although most of these are the less significant of
‘the Western readings in these two chapters (one-third of

fth,e_m involve word order alone), they are of such quantity
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_ that there can be little question that P66 here has a
strong mixture of Western readings.

‘ However, along with this influx of Western readings
into its text, P66 continues to have a steady mixture of
the "Byzantine type" of reading:2% (Again, only those
‘readings are cited where P66 differs from the Neutral
tradition, usually as represented by P75 B, and is supported
.by a majority of later MSS.)

6:2 edempouv PGE6C P75 B A DL 8 ¥ N 053 pe

cwpwvy P66*% X Byz TR
8ewpouvreg W

6:10 wg PISBRDWUL 59
woet P66 A & Byz TR

42 ouxt P75 BT
oux P66 RACDWByz TR

6

6:89 ev To epnpw to pavva BC TW Db ¢

D e
TO pavva ev tw epnpm P66 % A L Byz itPl TR

6:55 aindncl® PE6C P75 BC W L pm
ainduwg P66* X*# D 8 Byz TR

6:57 Lnoer PTSBRCLTXNEK pe
Inoerat P66 W Byz TR
In Db q

6:58 Incet PISBRCWLT
Inoetrar P66 D K M

1
6:71 napadibova: auvroy P75
autov napabibovai P6ES
(x*

T:3 6ewpnoouvaty P75 B
S6ewpnowoty P66 8 X Byz TR

25 me of the "Western" readings given above are
also of this type. Cf., e. 2., the five instances of the
addition of a conJunction (6:7, 10, 66; 7:32, 50).



7:12 allos be ggsve'ruxxitplm
allot X D L Byz pler

7:16 Incoug B x 33
o Inctoug P6ODLTW®E Byz TR

7:29 ervw P75 BW L T Byz

" eye be P66 X DN XA 33 pn TR

T:39 o PISBEKKSUV p pec
ov P66 x DWW L Byz TR

7:39 omit P66C PTS x TKE 8 ¥ 0 42 91 arm
aytov P66* W L N Byz ™™
ayiov bebopevov B 053 254 e q syrel.h

aytov ew aqurotg D f _

T:81 o1 be P66C PTS BW LN T X 8 33 A 565 1tPl
a)los P66* & D Byz rl sy
allor 6¢ 71 485 543 pm TR

7:42 epxeras o xpiorog P75 B W L T 33 1071 . ¢ vg
© XptoTog epxerat P66 KR D N X Byz itPl 1R

As in chapters 1-5 the majority of these are of the
less important type of variant, and they ag2in are chilefly
secondary to the readings of P75 B. This strain of read-.
ings, therefore, continues much the same in these two
chapters as in chapters 1-5 and, as will be shown later,
continues with varying degrees of frequency throughout the
Gospel,

These two 1lists clearly show that the basic reason
for the sudden shift in the percentage of agreenents which
P66 shows in John 6 is the result of mixture from the
Western textual tradition. (Note how often even in the
second 1ist P66 agrees with & or D or both against the
Neutral MSS.) In order to gain a clear perspective both of
the full extent of this mixture, as well as of the nature
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of the relationships between P66 and individual MSS, a

comparable 1ist of P66 x and/or D singular agreements for

the remaining chapters of John is helpful:

8:23

8:24

9:9
11:14
11:35
12:18
14:15
16:15
16:24
17:12
17:23
19:3
19:15

8:35
8:39
8:42
8:44

8:&8

8:53
9:10

P66 x* 1574 ouv 1. wat |
P66 ® 140 244 348 pc a e om. ouv
P66 & W 1t oam. ott

P66 u* oa. o ante Inooug

P66* x* om. o ante Inooug

P66 ® aurov touro 1. ToUTO aurov
P66 ® 33 pc tnpnonre 1. tnpnoere or TRpndare
P66 x* omit verse

P66 X* W atrnoaofe 1. atretre
PE6* x* sy om. w{oug) bebmwag pot
P66 ®W 1 xat 1. tva {or xar tva)
P66 R Baotleu 1. Baotleug

PO6% R W ot be €leyov 1. expauyaday xat eXetvyot

P66 D 070 pc a £f° vg add be

P66 D e add ouv

P66 Docef £ff21q oul, ovdbe

P66 D T 053 alnbeta oux eortvy l. Oux €0TLY
alnfeta

P66 D L 0124 pc aur ¢ r1 qpetg Aeyopev

1. leyopev nuerg

P66®* D a ottt 1., ooTtg

P66 Db rl bo etmav 1. elevov
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9:18 P66 D X pc ouv 1., ortou '
9:19 P66 D ennpwrnoav 1. nparnoav

9:27 P66 D a e rl 6elcre maliv 1, maliv Gelere !
9:28 P66 Dle 053 pé abe 2 VE exeivou et :
l. et exetvou
9:38 P66 D it nlfov €1 TOV XOGNOY TOUTOV
l. e¢t¢ Tov xoopov rourov nléov
10:4 P66 D 8 124 700 b ¢ £f2 1 q aurou TNV Pavny
l. Tnv ewvnv autou | |
10:10 P66 D £f2 om. wat MEPLOCOY €XTPEY
10:16 P66 D add b¢
11:7 P66 D P45 435 etta 1. emetta *
11:28 P66 D W add ort
11:30 P66 D Inooug einiuBet 1. einlubet Inooug
11:32 P66 DX 579 pc 9 p r! om. aurm
11:33 P66 D P45 ouveiniuborac 1. ouvelbBovrac
11:37 P66 D it etmov € avtwv 1. €f autwv etmov
11:45 P66 D P45 a b £ rl ewpaxoreg 1. xat 8eacapevol
11:51 P66 D om. exetvou '
11:52 P66 D P45 eoxopmiopeva 1. dieonopmiopeva
12:2 (P66) D om. 0 ante ¥apla
1 12:3  P66% D 1194 b c e ££2 rl om. vapbou

12:19 P66* D 579 1241 a ¢ e auroug 1. cauroug \
12:26 P66 DW X 1093 pc abecerl eywmetpt 1. et evﬁ
12:30 P66 D it nAlev 1. yveyovev ’ E
>12:31 P66 D BAnénoerat 1. exBAndnoerat



12:31
12:40
13:10
13:34
15:7
15:8
15:17
15:24
b 16:21
17:10
17:14
18:9

10:25
12:32
15:13
- 18:10

101
P66* DW b £f2 1 rl vg om. TouTou
P66* D a e £ 1 add pun ante vonowotv
P66 D @ 235 s8yS add povov
P66 (D) pc 1t add eyw
P66 D e om. upty
P66 D 254 pou 1. epot
P66* D e om. tva .
P66 D it om. xat
P66 D 248 it syS nupepa 1. wpa
P66*Vld D ¢doZacag pe 1. deboEaopa:
P66* D * 69 om. Xabwg « « « XOGPOU
P66 D © 42 122 edwxag 1. deduwxag

P66 R D om. autoig

P66 ®* D 56 it vg mavra 1. mavrag

P66 X* D* 8a b c e ££2 om. Tig

P66 & D 242 it ®oulov tou apxtepewg l. Tou

apxtepewg douvlov

At least two important conclusions may be reached

from the foregolng sets of 1ists:

1.

In contrast to chapters 1-5, a much greater part

of the variation in P66 from the Neutral tradition in chap-

ters 6-20 is in favor of a mixture of Western readings.

fThese are more abundant in chapters 6-7, but remain in

varylng degrees throughout the rest of the Gospel (espe-

,;cially in chapters 11-12).- A sufficient number of these
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'reddings are of such significance as to indicate that a |
mixture of patently "Westerh" readings is involved
(cf. 6:64; T:40; 11:45; 12:30, 40; 13:10; 16:21).

2. The nature of the relationship between P66 and
X is more clearly brought into focus. It is probably safe
:to say\Fhaf a significaﬁt relatioﬁship between thése two
MSS exists only in John 6-7. The only important unique
égreement they have after thesé chapters is the common
omission of 16:15. But rather than to explain this in
terms of textual relatedness, as does Porter,25 it seems
more likely that this is an independent case of homoi-
oteleuton, the kind of error to which the scribes of both
MSS are commonly addicted.

Furthermore, the relationship which does exist
between P66 and X in John 6-7 18 to be explained in terms

of a "mixture" of Western readings in P66, in a section

where & 18 already a decidedly Western text.26 The lack of

: 25%) Textual Analysis,” p. 150. Apart from his 1ist
of "agreements against the rest” (see supra, pp. 32-33),
this 1s the one reading he singles out in the entire Gospel
as &n argument for relatedness.

26porter ("A Textual Analysis," pp. 149-150) ob-
served the increase of agreements between P66 and R in chap-
ter 7, but as to the reasons for this phenomenon, he con-
cluded: "There 1s not enough evidence available to reach a
decisive conclusion," (p. 150). This hesitation is proba-
bly the result of his methodology. The data seem clearly
in favor of his first alternative: "It might be taken as
an indication that cither the text of P66 or the text of
Codex Sinaiticus changes in chapter seven." It is the text
or P66 which changes. ..
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'any close relatedness beyond this point is due to the fact
that, in spite of a continuing mixture of Western readings
in P66, & 1s no longer Western.27

Something’should be said at this point about
Boismard's hypothesis that the mixture in P66 is the result
‘of the scribe’s having followed two Vorlagen in clearly
defined sections. Aithough the MS as it now stands appears
to indicate that two Vorlagen were used, the second one
probably was not used for the original, but for corrections:
only.28 z

There are at least two reasons for finding a hypoth-l
esis other than Boismard's for the mixture in P66. 1In the
first place, Boismard himself qualifies his hypothesis by
noting that "méme quand 1l adopte 1'un des textes, P [p66]
garde des traces du texte concurrent, dans une proportion
vplus ou moins forte."29 Either this is the case, or else
the two Vorlagen were themselves mixed texts; for clearly-
defined sections of Western text simply canﬁot be found.

In the second place Bolsmard 1s correct in looking

. 27In chapters 9-21, where P66 and X are both basic-
ally Neutral with varying degrees of mixture, each has a
closer relationship to B than either has with the other.
In the numerous instances where either MS varies from B,
each does so more often without the support of the other,
than they do together. -

28g5ee infra, pp. 167 ff. for the discussion of the
‘corrections.

29"1e Papyrus Bodmer II," p. 389, n. 1.
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for evidences of conflation, and one éhould expect these,
if his hypothesis were valid. waever, his 1ist of ten
such readings is less than convincing. Three of thea are

'the result of errors in the editio princeps (4:15; 6:58;
11:2). In 4:15 tﬁe original reads bi¢noes with D, not
:bztmcu (as Martin). The e of the present text is clearly
‘secondary,‘and traces of the n are still to be seen under
it. The reading in 6:58 was simply & transcriptional error
‘on the part of the editor. In 11:2 the original text of
P66 reads n¢ xai adelpog v Aalapog aoSevev . Even if this
is a contamination of the "Frater eius erat ille lazarus
qui infirmabatur® of the Liége MS of the Diatessaron and
‘the Sinaitic Syriéc, the present text is not a conflation
of two MS traditions, but a correction from one reading to
another. |

The rest of Boismard's "conflate® readings are
’equally dubious. One wonders, for exaxple, how "Westerm™
:18 the addition of Inooug in 6:61, which 1s supported only
by Nonnus and one MS of the Ethiopic version, or the ovu p
- apnacy of 10:28, where D is8 supported by X, L, and X. The
"doudble oudev: in 8:33 may be explained as a conflation of
two MS tra'ditions, but how does one explain the similar
repetition of Inoouc (without correction) by A in 2:13 or
-of the oux exere by R¥ in 5:32?’ Furthermore, it should be
noted that where the scribe does create a conflate reading

in his corrections (14:14 toutro ¢yw), the one reading (eyw)
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is not strictly Western, where it 1s read by D k ¥ Q and
the entire Byzantine tradition, and the other reading
(rouro) 1s supported by A and ¢ q rl vg as well as by P75
BLYetal

Although his work is helpful in meny ways,
Boismard'!'s major hypothesis seems to fzll short of clear
demonstration. The change .in P66 is probably to be
accounted for in terms of a mixture which existed already
in the Vorlage from which the scribe was mking the origi-
nal copy. Purthermore, except for chapters 6-7, the
greater amount of mixture in P66 is not from readings of
the Western tradition. |

As will be shown in fhe analysis of the rem2ining
chapters of John, P66 retains a higher mixture of ¥Kestern
readings than appears in chapters 1-5, but the iIncrease or'
"Byzantine-type" readings i1s a much more significant factor.

John 8-9. Table V (pp. 86-87) indicates that in
.these two chapters P66 has no close‘relationship to any
‘single MS, although it is closer to the Neutral HSS than it
is to D. An examination of selected readings suggests that
the basic pattern of relationships is similar to that of
chapfers 1-5, not 6-7. The chief difference is the in-
crease in the number of variants where P66 reads alone (or
almost so) with D among the Greeks (twelve instances; see
the 1ist on pages 99-100}. Besides these and the two
“agreements with & (8:23,24), there are two other readings
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which may reflect the Western tradition:30

9:18 P65% @ 565 660 it bo om. rou avaBletavrog

Q:27 P66 22 aur b c e ffall om. oux

It 1s at once clear, however, trat the relatibnship

of P66 to the text later found in D is slight indeed in
comparison with chapters 6-7.31 Even in the sections where
Boismard considers P66 to be following a Western Vorlage
(9:18b-19 and 9:26b-39), the relationship is so slight that

30Bo1szard, "Le Papyrus Bodzer I1I," pp. 386-337,
also includes as "Western' the omission of autoig¢ in 9:30,
as well as the toutro 1. ev rtoutw arnd the unique word order
xat einey o avépenog l. 0 avdpwrog xat etmevy, But the
methodology here seems open to questiocn. Boiszard recon-
structs the "Western" reading froam four separate readings
variously found in D, Nonnus, Tatian, and some of the ver-
sions, but supported in toto by norme of them.

The "agreement™ of P6b and D in omitting auroig
seems doubtful, since P66 does so in an altered word order.
It would seem also that the reconstruction of a "Western"
reading so scrambled 3s the one BDoiszard presents must take
place at a more significant point tzan at one of the Jonan-
nine formulae for introducing direct discourse. Cf. Klign,
"Papyrus Bodmer II," pp. 329-330, where he argues for P66 D
relatedness from a similar variation in 1C:34. Klijn here
has misread D, and Birdsall, The Bzd=er Papyrus, p. 15, has
correctly offered that "we have here . . . independent
attempts at assimilation"” (although Birdsall, too, has
incorrectly cited D). Relatedness at a point like this
must be found in MSS which clearly agree, such as the
unusual (for John% formulation, amexp1én xat eimnev (o)
Inqooug, of P75 B (L 157 1321) at 12:30.

31or the twelve "singular" agreements, five involve
word order, two add a conjunction, one involves a compound
verb form, two are shorter forms of similar expressions,
one replaces an imperfect with an zorist, and one involves
a correction in P66 of the kind which indicates a scribal
error rather than a change to another textual tradition.
These are scarcely the kind of readings on which textual
relationships may be built.
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_he must use Tatian, the Fathers, and varlous readings ffdm.’
the versions to find readings to support his theory. But
however slight this relationship may be, it 18 greater here
than in chapters 1-5. | '

The fact that P66 1s still basically Neutral may be
seen in the number of readings it shares with this tradi-
tion against most of the rest: ‘

8:19 av ndeitre P66 P75 P39 BWLNTX Y 33 pc 1tP!

nbettre av R 6 Byz ;
noeire = D 205n e £f2 |
8:23 toutrou Tou xoogpou P66 P75 BW T 13 124 1010 1293
TOU XOOHOU TOUTOU X DL®6eNX Byz TR
8:25 etnev P66 PIS BW L T X 8 A 69 124 pe

etev ouvy R D 249 892 1241
xat eimev N Byz TR

8:25 Ingoug P6E6* P75
o Inooug P66C R

B
DWLG@8N
8:28 omit P66 BW L T 1 565 1241 .
autotg P66C P75 X DN X 8 Byz TR !
8:28 ort P66 P75 B sa b
omit R DWLTNX®6 Byz TR

8:34 Inooug P66 (P75) B 0141
o Incroug R CDWULNXB® Byz TR

i 8:38 a eyw P66 P75 BR C W 565 bo :
i eyea DLNX® pe i
o ¢eyv o Byz TR - %

8:38 marpt P66 PTS BC WL T X 213 rl 1 vg
marpt pou R DO ¥ N Byz IR
8:38 7Tou matpoc2® P66 PTS BR CW LT X K 8 565 pe
Tw TaTpt D N Y Byz TR :
8:38 omit P66 P75 BW L T j
vpav X C D 8 N Byz TR i
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8:52 e¢tnav PEEBRCWB579 abe rl
etnav ouvvy P75 D L N X Byz 1tPl TR

9:4 qpac . . .npag P66 P75 ®* W L sa
NHAS « « o He€ B D 0124 bo
C€Ue .« . . € A C 6N Byz TR

9:6 aurou . . . P66 P75 B R I 8 A 33 565
QuUToOU . . « TOU TUPAOL A 579
QUTW .« « o QUTOU DN
s ¢« s « o o TOU TUPAOV C W X Byz TR

9:9 allot eleyov P66 P75 B C W L X 33 1241 pec
allot be eleyov R 124
allot B¢ A 8 Byz TR
eTepot de D

9:9 ouxt, alla P66 PTS B RC WL X (8) ¥\ 33 pc
ott A D N Byz TR

9:11 o avépwnog¢ o Aeyopevog P66 B R A\ 33
avlpwnmoc o AeYopevog P75Vid c e 565 579
avepwrog Aeyopevog A D W ¥ Byz TR

9:14 ev n nuepa P66 P75 B X W L X ;3 abec ffe
oTe AD®6YByz TR 1tP

9:20 omit
aurozq

A

9:20 ouv P66
be AN

onit DWL

P75 B 8 W L X 33 pe
Byz TR

R

pm '
UXIOXog 33 pc TR

P66
Dey
P75 B
EFH
8 G
9:23 enepwrTnoate P66 P75 B

R W
cpwrnoarte L X N Byz TR
cpwTaATE D

S B XRWL 157 1241 pe
N 8 Byz TR
X L N X 33 1241

9:24 outog o avlpurog P66 PT
0 avdpwrnog outog A D X

9:30 To0 @auvpactov- P66 P75 B
@aupactoy A D W Byz TR

9:36 xat Ti¢ eoTtv, €9n, xupte P66* P75 B W
Xat T1¢ €aTiv, xupte P66C D X Byz
TLG €0TLYV, nupte A L pc TR
AUPLE. XAT TIG €0TLV )

43 Inooug P66 P75 B
o Inctoug R A DW L Byz TR

9

(1]

. e s o ot e =
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ments with D, P66 here shows a considerable number of

‘textually significant readings.

A
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It will be observed that, in contrast to its agree-

As in chapters 1-5, the chief cause of "mixture" in

of reading. I note the following:

8:14

8:16

8:38

8:41

8:51

8:54
8:55
8:55

8:58

1 paprupta pov ainéng eariv PT7
ailnéng estiv n paprupta pouvu  P6
ainétvn pou eoriv n paprupta D

alnéivny P75 BD W L T X 33 213 892 1241
alnéng P66 R 8 ¥ N Byz TR
dixata 544

B W P39
R6 ¥N

axovcare P75 BC WL K X @ A ¢ 33 pe
ewpaxatre P66 X* D N ¥ 070 Byz TR

einav BNWLTO70 1 713 1321 bo it

- ewtmav ouv P66 P75 C D N X 8 Byz TR
DWILX 33258 1241

TOV €HOV AOYOV P75 BR C
Tov Aoyov tov epov P66 N 8 Byz TR
bofaow P66° P75 BR*¥* CDW 8 )\ ¢ 713
boEalw P66* A L N X Byz TR -
xav P75 BRXR D W 1170
xat eav P66 A C L N X 8 Byz TR
upty P75 B A D W A 565 157 52 254
vpev P66 X C L N X ® Byz TR

Inooug P75 B C 579
o Injgoug¢ P66 R ADW LN X Byz TR
EXELVOG PIS BCDW UL Byz TR
exetvog be P66 X* AN X 33 pm it

xat etmav P75 BX WL X2\ 33 565 pe
etnav ouvy P66 D Byz TR
etnav A e 8a bo

Blemet aprt P7TS BRDW LU 33
aptt Blemer P66 A N Byz TR

o
B

John 8-9 1s the tendency in P66 toward a "Byzantine-type"

141 pe
yz TR

s
v
[}
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9:26 omit P75 B x* D W itP1
naltv P66 A 6 Byz £ q TR

9:28 wat elotbopnoav P75 B X* W sa
elotbopnoav ouv 69 pec TR
ot de elotbopnoay D L N 8¢ @ 33 565 pe
elotdopnoav P66 A X Byz pler

9:35 omit P75 B R* D W e
avtw P66 A L Byz TR

Again, the readings of P66 appear to be generally secondary

to those of P75 B et al. While these.are not the kinds of
}eadings whereby one establishes textual relationships,
they do indicate the tendencies in P66 toward a smoother
and fuller text. 32

John 10-14. What has been noted of P66 in John 1-5

and 8-9 increases in chapters 10-14, The amount of mixture

from the "Western" tradition is slightly higher in 10-12
than elsewhere (except 6-7), but the largest number of
jvariations from the Neutral MSS are the result of "Byzan-
ffine-type" readings. There are, for example, in these
chapters sixteen instances in which P66 adds a conjunction
to remove asyndeton (10:12, 16, 19, 21, 31, 32, 39; 11:22,
;32; 13:2, 22, 23, 25, 26, 28; 14:7), as compared to two

{
.

i

2mis 1s true even of 9:28, where one would usually

argue that asyndeton best explains the divergence of con-
Junctions. Such seems not to be the case here. The full
reading of P75 B et al. 1s xat elotdopnoav aurov Xxat etmnev,
One would have difficulty explaining how a scribe should
have preferred the paratactic wat . . . nat to any of the
other alternatives.
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‘such instances in chapters 1-5.33

. There 1s also, again in contrast to chapters 1-5, an
increase in the number of more significant variations from
the Neutral MSS. In each of the following variants P66 1s
now the earliest witness to the reading of the Byzantine

tradition:

10:26 omit P66C PT5S BRW L 8pmc vg
xa6w¢ ei1moy upty PES* A D YX Byz aur a b e TR

11:29 nyvyepfn . . . . Mpxero P75 BRCWILX33ab
eyetperat . . . epxeratr P66 P45 A 6 B{Z ™
nYepdn . . . . €epxerat Daurce fr

11:31 bdoEkavres (P7S) BRXCDW L X X ¢ 700 pc
Aeyovreg P66 A 8 Byz it vg sa TR

11:32 npog Toug mobag P75 CDLX Y 33 579 85

B X
€1 Toug mobag P6S A 8 Byz TR
A

11:57 evrolag B X W M 065 1 28 565 579 pec
evrodnv P66 A D L ® Byz it vg TR
12:1 omit BXWULX?2I32acerl sasy?
o reOvaueg P66 A D 8 065 Byz aur b £ £f2 1 TR
12:6 exwv P7TS BRDVW L Q 8 33 565 579 832 vg
) e1xev, xat P66 A 065 X ¥ Byz it TR

- 12:22 . . . epxetrat . . . xai PTS BA Lase
: . W2t MAAIV . . « - « - . PE6* D W Byz 1tP1 TR

XA! NAALV €PXETAL . . Xt N 157
omit F66C 8 ¢ sa

13:2 +yivopevou B R* W L X ¥ 579 1241 pc 4
: yevopevouv P66 A D 8 Byz itPl vg TR

33The figures at this point include only those
instances where P66 is joined by at least one other
important MS and usually by the Byzantine tradition.
Excluded are singular readings and corrected readings.
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13:12 wxat avenegev B &x® C* W
xat avanecwy P L ¥ 33
avanecwy D 8 Byz vg TR

13:18 riva¢ B X C L M 33 892 1251 pc
oug P66 A D W 8 Byz TR

13:18 gpou B C L 127 213 249 692 1071 1093
per epouv P66 8 A D W Byz it TR

13:26 {episam e « o« xat bzce B D L 213 713 12%1 sa bo
ep)Bayag . . , embrow PSSO KA DB ¥ Ejz TR
bwow epBavag ¥

13:26 2AapBaves xat B C L M X 33 213 1071 12%1 1321
omit P66 B ADVW 8 Byz 1t vg ™

15:4 ™mv odov P66°BBCHLQ13§157a
xas rnv odov oibare PES* A D 8 N Byz itPL vg TR

18:5 oibapev Tnv obov BC* (D) abe

Suvapeda Tnv obov eitbevar F66 (R) A W LQ Byz TR

14:14 touto P75 B A L ¥ C50 33 124 pec crgzrl
eYw P66* X DWQByzauradf =™
eym toutro P66C 1241

14:16 1 P75 B X L Q X 33 it

pevn P66 A D W Byz TR

Again, this 1ist does not mean that P66 is the fore-
rummer of the Byzantine tradition. It shares meny of these
readings with the OL, and the TR here may simply reflect
‘the Western tradition. But the chief characteristic of the
majority of them 1s that they are secondary to the Neutral
reading. Even von Soden, who includes more "Byzantine"
readings than most of the critical editions, reads with P66
here only at 11:32 and 14:5. (He adopts the conflate
reading at 12:22.)

John 15-21. The nature of the textual relationships

of P66 in this section is more difficult to determire. Not

-
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only is P65 fragmentary, but P75 is totally lacking, and C,
W, and D suffer major lacunae. However, the list of agree-
ments with D 6n pages 99-101 indicates that the aixture of
Western readings appears to be in about the same proportion
as in chapters 8-14. The amount of variation in favor of
"Byzantine-type" readings appears to be much like that of
chapter 9.

A direct examination of P66 in chapter 19 indicates
‘that P66 is still basically Neutral, and within that tradi-
tion it 1s more closely related to B than to . This is
made clear from the following lists of readings: (An ¥ in
front of the verse indicates that P66 shares the reading
of the m.)3* |

1. Variants where P66 agrees with B R against the

Byzantine tradition.

B 19:3 om. xat fpxOvVTO MPOG AUTOV
19:3 ebdidoocav 1. edbibouy
19:7 om. fNuwv post vopov
19:7 wov 8eovu eautov 1, €aUTOVY ULOY 8eov
19:11 war epou oudeptav l. oudbepiav war epou

19:11 Obedopevov got 1. oot bdedbouevov

| 38) 1s lacking in this chapter, but the amount of
agreement between P66 and D on each side of the lacuna 1is
‘much the same, so that one may assume it would be here as
well. The advantage of using this chapter for the analysis
is that the relationship of P66 to B and R may be clearly
brought into focus.




19:12
-19:13
19:17
19:20

19:29
19:31

19:34
19:35
19:35
19:40
19:81

2.
Byzantine
19:17

19:35
19:39
19:39
- 3.
#19:1
19:4
;19:4
*#19:6

B 114

o tdlarog elnret 1. ;Lnrct o litdatog

Bnuarog 1., Tou Bnpartog

cautw TOV araupov l. TOY OTQAUPOV aAuUTOU
EBpatort, Pwpatort, ErAnviort 1, EBpatort,
BEAnviors, Popaiort _

OTOYYOV OUY HeCOOY TOU ofoug 1. ot be minocavreg
onoyyov ofouvg, xat

emet o . . NV, tVQ . .‘. oaBBatw 1. tva . . ;
caBBatw, €Met « . o NV

efnllev euvbug 1. evbug eZnibev

xat vpetg l. upetg

MIOTEUNTE 1. MICTEVANTE

obovioig 1. ev oBovtioig

v Tebetpevog 1. €eTedn

Variants where P66 agrees with members of the
tradition against B R:

TOoTIOV Xeyopevov xpaviou 1. Tov Aeyopevov
Xpaviouv tomov

€0TIV autou l. QUTOU €0TLY

ntypa 1. eiiypa

woet 1. wg

Variants where P66 agrees with B against N:
elaPev « « o %xat 1. AaBwv

xat e€Enidev 1. e&nieev (TR cEnA0ev ouv)

efw o HNidatrog 1. o Mtlatrog ekw

om. autrov Post oraupwoov

y
b e

it e e s ot ¢



#19:10
19:12
19:23
19:27
19:28
19:28

#19:28
19:29
19:33
19:35
19:38

#19:38
19:38
19:39

#]19:39

*19:40

h,
19:3
19:4

119:7

19:15

*#19:16
#19:21
#]9:31
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ouv autw 1. auvtw

expauyacav 1. eieyov (TR expalov)

OoTe eoTavpwoav 1. Ot Ooravpwoavreg

0 padnrtng aurny 1. autnv o paénTng

Incbuq ctduwg 1, ctdwg o Inooug

n0n mavra 1. mavra ndn

Tedewdn 1. mAnpwon

oxevog 1. add de (TR add owuv)

no6n autov 1. autov 100

Xat e€xetvog l. xraxetvog

amo 1. o amo

nAfev . . . nNpev 1. nléov . . . ﬁpov

to gwpa avrou 1. auvrov (TR To owpa tou Inoou)
avrov 1. Tov Inoouv

pepwyv 1. exwv

egTiv 1. nv

Variants where P66 reads with R against B:
Baotleu 1. 0 Baotieug

oux 1. oudeptav

om. autw

ot bde eleyov 1. expauvyagav OUV €XELVOL

(TR ot be¢ ewpauyaocav) |
annyayov 1. omit

etpt Twv Ioudatwv 1. twv Ioudatwv etpt

EXEtVOU 1. exetvn

. e . o o g e s
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III. CONCIUSIONS

: From the foregoing analysis one may make the
‘rollowing conclusions about the textual relationships of
P66:

l. P66 1s a basically Neutral text.

2. P66 has a closer relationship to P75 and B than
to the other MSS of this tradition.

3. P66 as a whole is closer to this tradition in
John 1-5 than thereafter. | '
_ 4, The greatest amount of variation from this
.tradition in John 1-5 has tendencies toward a "Byzantine
type" of reading.
| 5. From chapter 6 on, there is an increase in the
:amount of mixture from the Western tradition, the greatest
:amount of this mixture appearing in chapters 6-7. ;
| 6. The greatest amount of variation in chapters '
8-21 is the result of an increase of “Byzantine-type"
freadings. This 1s the chief reason for 1its less close
:relationship to the Neutral tradition in these chapters.
! 7. The alleged close relationship between P66 and
R exists only in John 6-7, and is the result of agreement
in readings within the Western tradition. When R becomes
a basically Neutral text, in chapters 8:39' ff., P66 is
‘more closely related to P75 and B than to R.

8. Although a direct relationship between P66 and



| 117
® does not appear to exist in John 8-21, the observation of
Zimmermann seems to be valid for this section of John,_ |
namely that P66 shows substantially the same chéracteris-
tics which constitute the peculiarities of X (supra, p. 78).
In view of these conclusions, it seems correct to
refer to P66 as a mixed text. It is basically a witness to
.the Neutral tradition found in its contemporary P75. But
it varies from this tradition in a profusion of readings
:from the Western tradition and other, chiefly secondary,
readings of the type found later in the Byzantine tradition.
Contrary to Klijn's critics, it seems to this writer that |
his description of P66 as "Neutral in a non-pure way" 1s'.v

altogether fitting.



- CHAPTER IV
TEXTUAL ARD SCRIBAL CHARACTSRISTICS OF P66

One of the most important questions in the search
for the "original” New Testament text is to determine the
pature and amount of editorial activity in the MS tradition.
While 1t is true that a certain pu=zber of wvariants have
come into the tradition as "errors® on the part of scribes,
and therefore are the result of “non-editorial” activity,
it 1# also true that a2 large part of the varlation is the
result of scribes' choosing to add, delete, 6r alter cer-
tain words. How many variations in a given MS can be
attributed to either of these processes and how many are
‘already in the scribes' exemplars is not at all easy to
determine. But since most important variations are proba-
bly the result of "editorial™ activity, the search for such
activity in the earlier MSS is of great iz=portance. \ |

It is here that P66 may prove to have its greatest
value. Its importance at this point is the result of two
factors. In the first place, if our analysis in Chapter
iII is correct, P66 1is an early witness to a distinct

118
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textual tradition (the Neutral), but it 1s so as a “cor-
rupted” or "mixed" member of that tradition. It is there-
fore possible to indicate in son= measure the pature of its
text by indicating the general ctaracteristics of its
variation from its basic traditlon.

Secondly, P66 1s the eariiest New Testazent XS in
~existence in which editorial activity in the foram of major
corrections to its text has taiex place. Since most of the -
corrections are prbbably by the criginal scribe, and ==2any
from another than the original Yorlagg,l one can determine
to some extent the nature of the "editorial” activity.

It 1s in the pursuit of these textual and editorial
characteristicé in P66 to which this present chapter 1is
devoted. The results of our amzlysis, ;r valid, should
have at least three important ccosequences for KT textual
criticism: (1) It should enzblie one to evaluate the gen-
eral worth of P66 as a whole in the search for the “origi-
?nal" NT text. (2) It should fu—tker enable one to eveluate
P66 as "external evidence” for any given reading. (3) It
should give information as to at least one kind of recen-
sional activity which existed (rresumably) in EZgypt at a
very early period in the transzisslon of the Kew Testz=ent.

lmese two conclusions atout the corrections of P66
have been set forth by the present writer in "Early Textual
Transmission.” Cf. the discussion infra, pp. 167 ff.
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I. TEXTUAL TENDENCIES OF P66 WHERE IT DISAGREES
WITH ITS BASIC TEXTUAL TRADITION

In the pfeceding chapter it was noted that J. N.
Birdsall broke new ground in his analysis of P66 by attempt-
ing to assess 1ts nearness to the original KT text by means
of grammatical and stylistic criteria (supra, p. 81). The
present study proceeds along the lines he laid out, with
one significant difference. In the present'étudy the
attempt has been made to assess P66 both in terms of its
relationship to its own textual tradition as well as to the
Johannine original. Therefore, instead of cataloging
certain Johannine usages and examining P66 as a whole in
their light (per Birdsall), I have chosen to examine pri-
marily those readings in P66 where it varies from its basic
tradition. These readings have been classified and exam-
ined accbrding to their frequency, with an eye for the
tendencies exhfibited at these points of variation.2
. Some words of caution are necessary here. In the
first place it is not always possible to aécertain the
Reutral tradition. For the most part P75 ﬁ agreement has
been considered the safest clue. Where these two divide,
or where P75 is missing, the tehdency has been chlefly to

2This means that P66 will almost always be seen
where it differs from the Neutral tradition. It should
always be borne in mind, however, that P66 is basically
Neutral and more often shares readings with the M3SS of
this tradition than agalnst it.
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follow oneiér the other wherevit is supported by two or
ﬁore of the witnesses to this tradition (usually C L T W; .
sometimes X Y 33 579). It is acinowledged that this often
involves guesses. A study of the Neutral texttype along
the Zines lald out by Colwell is needed.3 In the absence
of such a study, and for the purposes of the present paper,
the procedure followed seems adequate.

In the second place, the decisions made here as to
whether P75 B or P66, where they differ, most likely pre-
serves the original text of John may often be open to
question. For the most part the general canons of internal
criticism have been followed, askiﬁg usually which reading
best explains the existence of the other. Often this

i
H

decision is brought before the court of "Johannine usage."
But a real difficulty sometimes emerges here. 1Is that read-
ing to be considered original which best fits Johannine |

! t
: 3" rhe Significance of Grouping of New Testament
Manuscripts," NTS, IV (1957/58), 91-92. The position taken
in this study is based on the rather common assumption that
B is the leading representative of this tradition. One
could argue, of course, that the so-called "secondary" wit-
nesses to this texttype are its "best" representatives.
However, a collation of these MSS with B shows that most of
their disagreements with B are usually in conformation to.-
the Byzantine texttype. Moreover, an analysis of the dis-
agreezents on internal principles shows that the other MSS
have the majority of secondary readings. If the Neutral
texttype, as Zuntz (The Text of the Epistles, pp. 271 £f£.)
has argued and as is usually assumed, reflects 'Alexandrian
philological know-how," then P75 and B are easily the best
representatives of this texttype. P75 B agreement as the
first clue to the Neutral tradition seems also to be
verified by the analysis in Chapter V of this study.
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‘usage, because the reading is Johannine, or 1s that reading
to be considered original which deviates from the Johannine

norm on the basis of the canon, ardua lectio potior? 1In

:some instances where Johannine usage seems fixed, variation;
is simply too difficult to be original (e.g., the singular
word order uptv Aeyw of B at 10:1, T7; 13:21, or the single
apnv of A @ at 3:5, in the apparently "fixed" formula aupnv
:aunv Aevyw upty [cot]). But in instances where Johannine
hsage is not so "fixed" two general tendencies of judgment
have prevailed: (1) Where Johannine usage differs from
more common Greek usage, that reading 1s probably original
.which is most 1like Johannine usage, on the basis that at
such a point scribal "editing" would tend toward the more
common usage. (2) Where Johannine usage is not necessarilyi
'un-Greek," that reading is often to be preferred which 1s
~less like Johannine usage, on the basis that at such a
;point it 1s the more difficult reading.
| " With these cautions and guidelines in view, the
;following analysis is offered; it is based on 376 readings
iin P66 where it varies from the Neutral tradition. This
lincludes 98 readings where P66 reads alone (or nearly so)
famong the Greek MSS, but it excludes such items as orthog-
raphy, 1tacism, and obvious errors. Also excluded are the
‘217‘read1ngs which have been corrected and which will
receive special attentiqn in a following section.

Word Order. The single most frequent cause of
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variation in P66 from its basic tradition is the transposi-
tion of words. Thete are at least 78 such occurrences in
the MS, 22 of which are singular to P66. Although there
are seven such singular readings which have been corrected,
the large number of these readings, both singular and
otherwise, seems to indicate that the scribe tended to show:
a general lack of concern for the order of words. To be
sure, many of the 56 transpositions which P66 shares with
at least one other ma jor MS are supported only by MSS of
'the‘Western tradition. But for the most part there seems
to be no clear pattern of influence of one textual tradi-
tion on another.u What may be more significant is that
Nestle-Aland (25th edition) reads with P66 against the
Neutral at only four of these 78 places (8:14; 11:44; 12:30;
14:20).5 |
| Since Greek word order is very free; it is not

:
.
i
!
:

falways easy to determline at any point which reading 1is

i

imore likely to be origina1.6 But an examination of some of

5 4P66 shares 28 of 46 transpositionsvwith D; 23 of
56 with R; and 21 of 56 with the TR.

: SThis of course may only mean that a text like
Nestle-Aland i1s under the dominance of the Neutral tradi-
tion. : .

: 6The latest study of Greek word order is that by :
Kenneth J. Dover, Greek Word Order (Cambridge, 1960). This
work deals only with classical Greek. A study of-this type
for the koine period would be helpful. Without such a
study, one must rely on what is available in the Grammars
and on what may be detérmined to be Johannine usage.
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the transpositions in places where Johannine style may be |
determined indicates that for the most part P66 appears to
"be picking up secondary readings. .
: 1. Position of subject and verb. Thirteen of the |
K 1nstdﬁces are transpositions of the subject and verb,

;nd in five of these, the nominative personal pronoun 1s
1nvolved.

Nigel Turner has observed that in the NT personal
bronouns are often inserted where they would be unnecessary
in classical Greek.! This is particularly true of the |
nominative, which in classical Greek was usually not em-
ployed except for emphasis or antithesis. This principle
i8 not strictly observed in the NT, particularly not in
John, who uses the nominative personal pronouné more fre-
quently than all the‘Synoptists together.8
- Where the nominative pronoun does occur in John, 1t
Elmost invariably precedes the verb. This 1is especially
‘trUe of eyw (approximately 129 times), except for the five
occurrences of the phrase omou etpt eyw (7:34, 36; 12:26;
14:3; 17:24). In 12:26, P66 and D read eyw etps and P66

| Tsyntax, Vol. III of A Grammar of New Testament
Greek by James Hope Moulton (Edinburgh, 1963), pp. 3, 37-38.

8A great part of John's usage does involve antithe-
sls, but there also seems to be a free use of the pronouns
where neither emphasis nor antithesis may be observed. Cf..
the discussion in Edwin A. Abbott, Johannine Grammar
(London, 1906), pp. 295-298.
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does 80 singularly in 17:éh. P66 is here conforming to the‘
far more common eyw etpt, and is clearly secondary.

With the pronouns ou, nuetg, and uvpetg there are
only eleven out of some 141 possible instances where the
Nestle-Aland text reads the personal pronoun following the
verb, At four of thése the ma jor MSS show textual varia-
tion (6:30 motetg gu; B:48 Aevyopev npeig; 12:34 levetg ovu;
18:20 yvwceoBe upetg)., The seven occurrences without
variation indicgte that this order is not & scribal error,
but an occasional Johannine usage. Of the four readings
with variation, P66 has a lacuna at 6:30, but reads against
the Neutral tradition in the remaining three: with the
pronoun first at 8:48 and 12:34; with the pronoun second
~at 14:20. '

Except for 14:20, therefore, where P66 perhaps reads
the original order, there seems to be a tendency in the MS
to harmonize with more prevalent usage. 3Such harmonization
is probably a secondary procedure.

On internal grounds alone one cannot decide in other
instances where P66 has a transposition of subject and
verb, except to note that there is a tendency to read the
subject before the verd (5:18; 7T:42; 8:kk; 11:21, 30; 19:1;
only 7#35 reads verb-subject).9 Furtherzore, there is one

9¢ce. the discussion in Turner, Syntax, p. 347, n. 2,
where he notes that "the normal order It tne ancient Greek
was Subj.-ObJj.-Verb (SOV). . . . Some XT books approach
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of these which seems clearly to be secondary. At 5:18 PG5
and D read ot Ioudatot ¢Inrouv autov anoxreivas for the
elnrouv aurov ot Iouvbatos anoxretvat of most of the rest.
If the reading of P66 D were original, it would be diffi-
cult to explain the unusual order (verb-objfect-subject) of
P75 B rell. /

2. Johannine "Variation." Two others of the
subject-verb transpositions are involved in another markec
characteristic of Johannine style--his fondness for "varia-
tion." This has been described by Abbott as “the habit of
repeating the same thing (or representing his various
characters as repeating the same thing) in slightly dis-
similar words and with slight dissimilarities of order.™

Although this "variation” may take several forms, 1t
usually involves a change of word order such as AB EA or
ABC CBA. A good exampie of this characteristic, both in
word order and in slightly different words, is 1:48-50, ovre
umo TRV ouxqY €180V g€ . . . €1bOY Oe uNORETE TG OUXNG. |

Abbott has included a considerable 1list of instances
of such "variation” in John. Although his list is not

this standard, but on the whole NT is closer to the Hebraic
order (VSO) and towards the subsequent tendency of M odern
Gr eek (SV0)." The tendency here in P66 to read the order
SVO appears to be a step in the direction or this "“subse-
quent tendency” of Modern Greek.

10Grammar, p. 401.
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!necessarily complete, 1t serves as a convenient guide
against which one may check the tendencies of P66. An
examination of the entire 1list reveals that the majority
occur without textual variation, thereby indicating that
this is a true characteristic of the Fourth Gospel.

I Of our 76 transpositions, there are seven which are

~ found on Abbott's 1ist. 'In six of these P66 has a reading
ihieh tends to eliminate this feature of Johannine style:
(The underlined portion indicates the point of "variation.”)

1:49 P75 B ou et o vuiog Tou 6eou, OU Bagtleug et TOUL
IopanA.

P66 Ou €1 O U10g TOU 6eOU, OU €t O Badileug TOU
Iopank.

- 6:31, 49 P75 B Ot marepeg fuwv TO paAvva €payov _e€v_Tn
- ee !IE L J - L J

Ot NATEpEg VNEY €9ayov €Y TN _eprnur 1O
pavva . o .

P66 Ot TaTtepec NUMV TO uavva €3ayov_e€v_T7q
! EOTUW o o o
i 01l mMatepeg VLY €9aYOV_TO_pavva ev Ty

P 7:h1-2 P75 B pn vap ex g Taltlatag O_YP1OTOS €pYETCHS
; OUX 1] YPQPT EITEY OTL €X « +» « €PYETAl O YDO1OTOLS

P66 pn vyap e€x 1ng Falilaiag © YptoToc epYeTati;
OUX f| YPADPY €ITIEY OTt €EX . « o+ O YPLOTOC €DYETAl;

- 8:14 (cf. 5:31-2) P75 B etnmov ouv autw Ot 9. Lu mept
: CE€auUTOV HaprTupetge 1 uapTupta CoOU OUX €CTLY ainénge
anexptbn Inooug . . . Kav evyw paprupw mept epauvrtov,

alnéng egriv N papruvota nou.

f P66 etmov ouv autw ot @. Lu mept
CE€auUTOVL papTupetge N _LapTupta COU OUX €0TIY alnénge
{ anexptn Inooug . . . Kav eyw papTuUpw Mept €HAUTOU,

n_haprupta pouv alnéng eoTiv.
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| 9:28 P75 B ZLu pabnrng et exetvou, fuet¢ de rou Mwugewg
eguev paénrat.

P66 Lu paénrTng exetvou et, npetg de Tou Mwugewg
sopey paénrate.

11:29-31 P75 B (nrep6n) tayu xat {npXeto) mpoOC QUTOV o« o« o
tdovreg Tnv Maptap otrt Tayewg avearn wat efnidev.

P66 (eyetperat) tayu wat (epxerat) mpog aurov . .

tdovrteg Tnv Maptav oTt avedrn Ttayewg nat e€Enkbev.

At s8till another point P66 keeps the variation, but
reads the exact opposite of the Neutral order:

8:51-2 P75 B eav Ti¢ TOV_€UOV AOYOV TNPNON, « « « XNat
ou Aevyetge Eav T1¢ TOV _AOYOV LOU TNPNON o « o

P66 €av T1¢ TOY_AOYOV TOV eloVv TNANGf, .
xat ou Aeyetge Eav Tig BOU TOV _AOYOV TNpnomn

There is one other such variation, not included in
Abbott's list, where P66 has a reading which seems to
violate this feature of Johannine style:

15:9 P75 B wabwg nyanndev je o marnp, xayw uvuac nyannoa.

P66 xabw¢ nyanndev pe O warnp, Xayw nyannoa upac.

It will be observed that in most of these, the
;variant reading in P66 occurs in the second portion of
John's "variation."™ This seems to be a good indication

. that secondary processes of harmonization are at work.11

1lanother set of variants on this point occurs in
the three occasions in John 7 where the peo 1e are speaking
or murmuring “concerning Him" (7:12, 13, 32 .
P75 B wat YOYYUOROg§ Mept aurou nv nokug « o o

oubetg PeVTOt mappnoia €Aalet Mept QUTOU o« o

e o« « YOYYULOVTOG MepPt AUTOU TauTa
P66 Xa{ YOYYUOHOG 1V _TEpt QUTOU TOAUS o o o

oubetg RevTOt mMappnota Mept QUTOU elalet « o
e o o YOYYULLOYTOG TaQuTa TWEPt AUTOU
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} 3. The “vernacﬁlar possessive." Another character-
istic of Johannine word order is what Abbott has called |
z"the unemphatic precedent possessive atrol, or 'the ver-
nacular possessive.'"12 This means that there is a tend-
ency in John for the possessive pronoun to precede the noun
as against the more common Septuagintal form where it
usually follows. John thus uses the possessive twice as
often as all the Synoptists together. :
‘ In our 1list of 78 transpositions, six involve the |
possessive pronoun. At five places (1:27; 6:53; 9:21;
12:16; 18:10) P66 reads against the Neutral tradition in
adopting the more common order of placing the pronoun after
the noun. Only at 10:4 does it read the "vernacular pos-
’sessive" against the Neutral tradition, where it is Joined
by D © 124 700 b ¢ £f2 1 q. | ;
: It would appear, therefore, that P66 at this point |
ﬁas a tendency away from Johannine style and toward a more

common form of expression. Again, this probably indicates

a secondary process.

i
¢
!

These readings may have no relationship one to the
other, and probably should be judged individually (which
Judgment is suspended here because there seems to be no
criterion by which to judge on internal grounds alone).
But it is curious that textual variation should occur at
each instance of this similar expression, and that each
set of readings should tend to keep a form of "Johannine
variation."

2grammar, p. 416.
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! 4, Partitive Phrases, In Abbott's discussion of
partitive phrases in John, he notes one characteristically
Johannine feature which involves word order, namely, the
use of the partitive genitive, with or without €x, before
the governing word.l3 Abbott 1ists twelve such occurrences
in John. At two of these P66, with other MSS, inverts the

word order to a more common form: i

6:64 al\a eiotv eE upwv Tiveg ot P75 B C W pler
alla €10ty Tiveg ¢ upwy o1 P66 T S pe

7:31 ex Tou uxlouv de molrot emtaoteuvgav P75 B L pe
moAlot de enmtaTeugav ex Tou oxiAou P66 R D
nollot Be e€x TOu OXAOu emtgTeusav Byz TR

The same thing occurs in P66 at 7:40, but has been correc-
ted to conform to the Neutral tradition. P66 here 1is
clearly picking up secondary readings. E
5. There are a number of transpositions where the
reading of P66 appears to bring the elehents of a sentence

into more loglcal Juxtaposition.l# A1l of these are

b

\ 13pbbott, Grammar, pp. 89-90. Cf. Eduard Schweizer,
Ego Eimi . . . Die religlonsgeschichtliche Herkunft und
theologische Bedeutung der johanneischen Bildreden,
zugleich ein Beitrag zur Quellenfrage des vierten Evangel-
~iums (GSttingen, 1939), p. 92.

14yhat one considers "logical," of course, may only
be a value-judgment; for word order 1in Greek indicates
emphasis. However, emphasis sometimes appears to separate
- elements which normally go together. Cf. F. Blass and
A. Debrunner, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament, 10th
German ed., trans. and rev, Robert W. Funk (Chicago, 1961),
par. 473. Where such separated elements are brought closer
together in variant readings, one may assume that the read-
ing where such elements are separated gave rise to the
other(s) and is therefore more likely to be original.
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probably secondary, as they are less_likely to have given
rise to the alternative reading:

:1:28 PZS B ravra ev Bnéavia evyevero nepav touv lopbavou
: P66 Tauta eyevetro e€v Bnéavia mepav tou Iopbavovu

9:38 P75 B eyw €1¢ TOV X0Opov toutrov fléov
P66 eYw Nl6OV €1g TOV XOOHOV TOUTOV

11:17 P75 B Tecgapag nbdn nuepag
P66 ndn tegoapag nuepag
Byz TR rteooapag nuepag ndn

12:18 P75 B nxoucav TOUTO QUTOY TMEMOLMXEVAl TO CNUELOV

P66 nXougayvy QuTOY TOUTO TMEMOINXEVAl TO ONUELOY
17:5 B R C etxov nmpo Ttou TOV XOOHOV €tvat wapa OOt
P66 €1XOV Tapa oot WPO TOU TOY XOOPOY etvat

18:38 B LX eyw oudeptav €uptoXw €V autw atriav
P66 €YW OUdEHIAY EUPLIONW ALTIAV €V AQUTW
Byz TR eyw oudeptav atrtav euptoxw €v aurw

19:35 B R L alnétvn autou eogttiv 1 paprupta
~ P66 aindivn €0TIV AUTOU 7 paprtupta

By the same criterion, however, there are some
readings where P66 may preserve the original. This is
especially true of 19:4 (cf. 18:38 above):

E oudeptay aittay eupioxm ev autw B 1 33 73 138
' attiav e€v autw oudeptav euptoxw P66 W L X Y pe

_ev auvtw oubeptav attriav euvptoxw DSUPP Byz TR

oubeptav e€v auTw aiTiav €upioxw A ‘

attiay ouvux €uptoxw R#*
There Seems no valid reason to choose the reading of B
‘here, except on the basis of "Johannine variation"--as a
variation from 18:38. But P66 also involves "variation"
and seems much more difficult to derive from the reading of

B than vice versa.

One may conclude, therefore, on the basis of an
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examination of word order variants in P66 in 1light of
Johannine style that P66 probably preserves some original
readings; but for the most part where it varies from its
basic trédition, it tends to pick up secondary readings.
Moreover, most of these secondary readings create an easier
text or more common Greek style. P66 seldoa waries from
the Neutral tradition foward a more difficult text.

Conjunctions. The second major cause of variation

in P66 from the Neutral tradition is the additicn/omission/
alteration of conjunctions, I note 50 such instances, ten
of which are singular readings in P66. Of the 50, six only
are odissions in P66,15 nine involve an alterrative con-
Junction,ls and the remaining 35 involve the elizmination of
asjndeton in P66.17

The Johannine characteristic of asyndeton has often
been noted.18 Schweizer, in his discussion of Jchannine

characteristica, tried to define the term more shkarply, and

i1so0lated 39 cases of what he considered to be true asyn-

detic sentences in John. However, the amount of wvariation

157.1, 12; 8:24; 9:28; 13:26; 14:19.

164:42; 7:28; 8:23, 25; 9:12, 28; 11:5%; 13:26, 29.

IT3:17; 2:16; 3:18; 4:30; 6:7, 10, 66; T:29, 32, 50;
8333: 35, 39, 413 9:9, 23, 29; 10:12, 16’ 19, 21, 31, 32,
39; 11:22, 32; 13:2, 22, 23, 25, 28; 14:7; 16:33; 18:31, 38.

18Abbott, Grammar, pp. 69-73; Schweizer, Eco Eimi,
pPp. 91-92; Blass-Debrunner-Funk, Greek Graz=mar, p&r. 402.
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in the MS tradition throughout John indicates that it is
much more extensive than this. Abbott has given the
following description of Johannine style at this point:19
John abounds in instances of asyndeton of the most
varied and unexpected iind, too numerous to quote,
especially with an initial verb . . . ; with azoy form
of the pronoun "this™; with the conjunctions "if™ and
"even as™; with an adverbial phrase . . . ; with a2
participle with the article. . . . There is hardiy any
part of speech, or word, that might not come at tke
beginning of a Johannire sentence without a conjuiction.
He concludes his discussion with a long list of such
instances with an attempt at classification.
A check of P66 against Abbott!s entire 1list irdf-
- cates that for the most part, the MS tends to keep Jcan-
nine style.ao However, the 35 instances where P66 reads a
conjunction against the asyndetic Neutral text further
indicates that a secondary process is also at work.2l
Moreover, an examiration of the six instances xhere
P66 reads without the conjunction indicates that here, too,
it is usually secondary.

The reading at 9:28 has already been judged to be

19¢rarmar, p.'69.

20mm s may also be shown by contrasting P66 with A
and another of the later 3Bjyzantine MSS, Foo far more often
reads with B than against it in preserving asyndeton.

2lce. Birdsall, The Bodmer Papyrus, o. 13. “In
respect of the stylistic criterion of asyrdeton we m=y con-
clude then that the papyrus probably preserves a nuzter of
original readings, but also displays a marzed tendenc; to
smooth over certain harshnesses in the original text.
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secondary (supra, p. 110, n. 32). Another instance (1&:9)°’
is singular to P66. Since the scribe probably copied by ;
syllables,22 a singular reading such as this, which
involves only a syllable, 1is suspect as a mere scribal
lapse., Another instance (13:26) involves the elimination
of ouv in the formula amoxptveras [ouv] Ingoug. Since
John's ordinary style at this point 1s to read without the
conjunction, the ouv of B C L X pc 18 perhaps more difficult
to explain than its absence in P66 pler. The elimination
of xat in 7:1 is not so much a case of asyndeton as it 1is
the elimination of a xat froa the beginning of a sentence
which clearly starts a new section in John. Here one
should expect asyndeton, and the xat 1is the more difficult
reading. . i

At only one point 1s the decision more diificult.

In 7:12, for the second division of the crowd, P75 B W 8 pc
TR read allot d¢ and P66 K D L pler read a\lot. The prob-
lem here is whether the absence of &e¢ 1is secondary and to
be explained as conforming to a Johannine habit when indi-
cating various divisions of crowds (cf. T:41; 9:9, 16;
10:20, 21; 12:29) or whether its addition is secondary and
to be explained from the preceding pev, thereby improving
the style. Probably the omission here is the more diffi-
cult reading and is to be considered original (WH put it in

22ce. Colwell, "Scribal Habits," p. 381.
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brackets). o
‘ The instances of alternative conjunctions are also
probably secondary. Three of them are singular to P66 .
(7:28 de 1. ouv; 9:28 vap 1. be; 13:29 be 1. vap). Another
two involve a pair of alterations (8:23,‘25'eXeyov ouv
o o« o« wat €leyov l. xat €Xeyov . . . €leyov ouv), the sec-
ond of which is singular to P66. The 8¢ for e in 4:42 is |
the result either of a misreading or of the substitution of |
a more common for a less common word. The ouv 1. xat in |
8:23 and 9:12 is to be explained as a secondary conformation
to a more characteristically Johannine mode of expression. ‘
It may be concluded, therefore, that in the varia-
tions involving conjunctions, P66 has a tendency to bickAup:
secondary readings, and for the most part these readings |
again, as in transpositions, create an easier or smoother
text. ' ;

Variations in Verb Forms. Sixty-one items 1in our

iiist of variations involve verb forms of various kinds. As
with the transpositions and conjunctions, the majority of
‘these, when such can be Judged, show secondary processes to:
be at work in P66. i
’ 1. Tense and Aktionsart. Twenty-three of the 61

variations of verb forms involve tense and Aktionsart.

'Although a2 decision based on Johannine style, or other
internal considerations, 1is not self-evident in many

instances, there are some which seem'quite clear.



é ' There are six readings where P66 has a perfect for ,
.thelaorist found in the Neutral traditioh. Three times the'
change 18 from aneoretlev to ameoraixev (6:57; T7:29; 8:42).’
Of this verb, Abbott has noted: " ’AmooTéAlw 18 mostly
(15 times) in the aorist, when applied to God as sending
Christ."23 The three readings of P66 are a part of these |
15, and are therefore probably secondary.

The same 18 true of the reading of eEeinluvba for
enléov at 8:42, Abbott notes of epxopats or efepyonats
that they "are used for the most part in the aorist . . .
to describe the Son as coming‘(or being sent) from the
Father, but in the perfect to describe His having arrived
in the world" (p. 334). Since the context here 18 eyw vap
ex Tou Ocou eEnlfov, the singular reading of P66 1s most
1ikely secondary. In fact, 8:42 is the reference Abbott
chose to 1llustrate this usage. i
‘ There are four places where P66 changes an imperfectj
‘to an aorist (9:10, 12; 11:13, 37). Although judgment is |
'difficult here and must finally rest on whether Johannine

;Aktionsarten are meaningful, it 1s perhaps significant that
P66 only once (7:30) varles from the Neutral tradition in

.reading an imperfect for the aorist, and here it 1is most

23grammar, p. 332.



1tkely the result of a scribal slip.2%

There are two interchanges of the future and present
(8:36; 15:21). Again, Judgment is difficult, except to
Anote that these are singular to P66. Perhaps it is signifi;
cant that both changes occur in a logion of Jesus, and in
‘each case the reading of P66 1s more "existential" for the
scrive's contemporaries. "If the Son therefore frees you,
you are indeed free." "But all these things they are doing
to you because of my name." §

There are nine'other readings which involve Aktion-
sart in moods outside the indicative; and in every instance
P66 reads an aorist for the present of the Neutral tradi-
tion. There exists no full study of Johannine style at
this point. However, there are indications that John uses

Aktionsart meaningfully.25 A clear example 1s the tva

Yvaote xat ytvwoxnre Of 10:38. The same 1is true of the
imperatives in 2:16, apare . . . , pn notetre. (Cf. also,
‘the imperatives in 5:8). |

| Turner haé noted that eav with the present subjunc-
jtive is common in Koine Greek and usually indicates mean-

ingful Aktionsart, i.e. it "denotes a hypothesis which can

) 2"ene8a1kev 1. eneBalev. The scribe made an iden-
tical slip at T:44, but corrected it by rubbing out one 1.

25cf. Abbott, Grammar, p. 369: ". . . John, more
than many Greek authors, utilizes the shades of difference
between the aorist and present subjunctive.”
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oceur over and over again” (p. 114). Of ecav with the
aorist, he says: '"This represents a definite event as
occurring only once in the future, and conceived as taking
Place before the time of the action of the main verb"
(ibid.). Por the most part John appears to keep this
meaningfulness in eav-clauses. However, such does not
always seem to be the éase. _Abbott has correctly observed
.that in John's repeated use of eav with the present, which
is more frequent than in the Synoptics, "it is not always
easy to perceive the difference of meaning" (p. 371).

P66 four times reads an aorist subjunctive for the
present of the Neutral tradition in eav(orav)-clauses
(6:62; 7:27; 14:13; 15:4). In two of these the aorist 1s
clearly the more logical Aktionsart. In 6:62 their "seeing

the Son of Man ascending where he was formerly" is scarcely
"meaningful™ as a repeated occurrence. The same is true of
the "coming of the Christ" in 7:27. The more "logical”
aorist of P66 in both of these instances is almost certainly
secondary. On the other hand, the "meaningfulness” of
;Aktionsart in 14:13 and 15:4 would appear to be able to go

either way.

Two others of the variations of Aktionsart involve

the imperative (10:38; 16:24). 1If our early witnesses are
to be trusted, John has a particular avoidznce of the
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aorist imperative with miorevetv.26 The miorevoare of P66
in 10:38 therefore is prbbably secondary. So also 15 the
aitnoacde of P66 in 16:24, which is a much easier reading
than atreite,

According to Abbott, whose judgment seexzs well-~
founded, John in iva-clauses seems to make a “"deliberate
discrimlnatiqn,in his references to the begimning and the
permanent deielopment of 'believing'” (p. 381). V¥nether or
not this may be styled a thannine characteristic, it is
certainly a characteristic of the Neutral tradition, which
reads tva mioreunre with "meaningfulness™ (i.e. as the
"permanent development of believing") at five places (6:29;
13:19; 17:21; 19:35; 20:31). P66 is lacking at 6:29, but
is faithful to its basic textual tradition in the latter
three. At 13:19, however, it reads the aorist, which is
secondary to its own tradition, and probably also to
John.27

In 13:37 P66 reads the aorist infinitive axolouénoat

260¢. the discussion in Abbott, Grammar, pp. 319-320.

27D and the Byzantine tradition read the aorist at
all times. The present subjunctive at these points seezs
to be preferred on the grounds that the aorist is the =cre
common reading, and scribes are more likely to have changed
toward a more common form than away from it. It seess less
likely that a second century scribe should prefer a less
common form and thus create "meaningful" Aktionsart (the
Eresent sub#unctive at least has the possipility ol beilng
meaningful”) than that he should prefer a more cozwon
expression, thereby disregarding what for the author =ay
have been "meaningful.”
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for the axolouéc:v of B and C. There can be little ques-
tion that deliberate alteration 18 involved here. In verse.
36 Jesus has already said, onou umayw ov bduvasas pos vuv
‘axoloudnoat, awxoloulnoetg de uvdrepov, The question is

whether B and C “improve" Johannine Aktionsart because of

the "propinquity of apt1"28 (if so, why here only and not
in v. 36?), or whether P66 and most other MSS fail to see
what is perhaps a subtle use of Aktionsart and conform to

the first occurrence of the word. If B i1s at fault here,
this is assuredly "scholarly” revision, and to the degree
that it 1s less “scholarly,” P66 1s here secondary to its
vasic tradition.

The opne other variation of Aktionsart 1s the reading

vevapevou [sic) 1. vyivopevou at 13:2. Whether the foot-
washing took place after or during supper can hardly be
decided on intermal grounds, unless the "dipping of the
sop” in v. 26 indicates that dinner was still in progress.
Whatever may be the Johannire original, P66 is clearly
secondary toAité basic tradition, being the only early MS
of this tradition which reads the aorist participle.

2. Voice. There are five places where P66 differs
frod»the Neutral tradition in the voice of verbs (not
including 16:24 above, where tense is also 1nvolved)(

28por this argument, see H. C. Hoskler, Codex B and
Its Allies, pp. 351-352.
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- hree of these involve the future of law (6:57, 58; 11:19),
which in the NT is far more common in the middle, and 1s
usually universally so attested in the MS tradition. In
John, however, the Neutral tradition, often with a few
others, almost unanimously supports the future active at
5:25; 6:57; 6:58; 14:19 (only P45 reads the future active
at 11:25). At 5:25, where P66 is adhering more closely
to its basic tradition, it also reads the active. 1In the
qther three instances, however, it reads the middle with
the majority. The future active of this verb is probably
&8 Johannine feature, since the Neutral MSS do not make a
point of changing the ﬁiddle to the active in the other
writings of the NT. P66 therefore is clearly secondary at
this point.

Although Abbott tries to show distinctions between
the active and middle of airetv in John, his distinctions

i

do not seem to hold true.29 If the middle is used to mean

"ask earnestly,” one may well question the undisputed
occurrences of the active in 14:13, 14; 15:16; 16:23, 24.
The middle occurs only three times in John, twice with
universal #S support (15:7; 16:26), and once (11:22) where
only P45, P66 and W read the active. This latter may be

only a scribal slip (the addition of a o), but it 1s almost

-

certainly secondary.

29Grammar, pp. 389-390.
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John uses the verb amoxptiveo@at approximately T4
times in the aorist, and almost always in the aorist
passive, with l1little textual variation. The aorist middle
occurs at 5:17 and 5:19 in all major MSS except D and W.
At 18:34 P66 and several others also read amexptvaro. On

the basis of ardua lectio potior, P66 here may well pre-

serve the original reading.

3. Mood. There are four readings in P66 where it
differs from the Neutral tradition in the mood of the verb,
and in all four cases P66 has a secondary reading.

In 4:14 and 10:5 (where it is Joined by P75) P66
reads the aorist subjunctive for the future indicative in
an emphatic denial. This is probably secondary 1in the
interest of better Greek. The same is true of the aorist
subjunctive for the future indicative in the tva-clause 1n
3:7. It is difficult to explain the origin of the indica-
tive, if P66 has preserved the original reading. In 6:64
the alternative tig nv o ﬁeXva autov in P66 R for the ttg
:eartv o naquwcwv avtrov of the rest appears to be in the
interest of easier Greek. (The future participle is rare
in the New Testament.) Again, to explain the reading of ;
the majority as derived from that of P66 would be difficultE
indeed.

4, Parataxis. Although parataxis is not as common i
:1n John as in Mark, it still occurs often enough to make it
one of the marks of Johannine style. P66 has two readings
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where the parataxis of the Neutral tradition is broken:

13:12 OTe Oouy evivevy . . . Xat elaBev ., . . XAt avenesev
naitv, etnev B (K) C W

oTe OUY eviYevy . . . €elafev . . . xat avaneowy 2
nailiv, einev P66 A L Y pec ;
0Te Ouv eviyey . . . Xat elaPev . . . avaneowy

naiitv, etnev D 8 Byz TR

13:26 Bayw to Ywptov xat dwow aurw B C (L) pe
f Bayag To Ywptiov emtdwow P66 & (D A) Byz TR

}66 is probably secondary in both cases, especially 13:12, .
where the participial construction improves an otherwise
Eumbersome sentence. | !

Possibly the omission of AaupBavet wat in 13:26 is
also an elimination of parataxis; but it is probably noth-
ing more than an omission of an unnecessary redundancy.30’
(Cf. the singular omission in P66 of umgyov . . . xat in
12:11.)

At one other point P66 preserves a paratactic
'construction, which 18 participial in the Neutral tradition
(12:6 etxev, wat 1. exwv). On the basis of stylistic con-
siderations P66 may well preserve the original at this
point. -

In variations involving verb forms, therefore, much

, 30c, K. Barrett, The Gospel According to St John

Iondon, 1962), p. 373, suggests that the AapBavet xat
"may have been added to recall the notable action of Jesus
at the last supper, repeated in the Eucharist, of taking
the bread before distribution.” But by the same token, it
may have been omitted because the action here, which pre-
cipitated the betrayer’s foul deed, seemed too closely
related to the eucharistic action.
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the same kind of process appears to be at work in P66 as in
}egard to other grammatical points: P66 sometimes pre-
:serves what appear to be original readings, but at most
pléces where it deviates from its basic textual tradition,
}t does 80 in favor of an easier or smoother text.

| Personal Pronouns. In our list of 376 variants

ihere are 21 which involve the addition/bmission of per-

| }onal pronouns, It has already been noted that John has a
}ather "un-Greek" proclivity toward expressing the personali
pronouns in the nominative. There are five instances where
P66 omits the nominative pronoun.(6:40; 7:36; 8:42; 13:33;
14:4), and a single instance where it is added (13:34).

?66 here seems to show a tendency away from the Johanninev
?oward a more common Greek idiom. : ;
|  On the other hand, there 1s a tendency in P66 to add
the possessive pronoun (e.g. 4:53; 13:22; 18:11; 20:17, 30).
Each of these involves marnp or paénrat. An omission in
‘such instances would be less easily explained than an
ﬁddition in the interest of a fuller text.

§ The other instances of addition/omission of the per-
;onal pronoun involve the direct or indirect object. P66
reads the pronoun at five places (1:38; 9:35; 12:47; 13:36;
ih:?), and is withoué i1t in six others (7:34, 36; 10:25;
f11:32; 13:26; 15:7).31 The readings of P66 at 12:47 and

v
i

317nis may also be true at 15:22 where the text
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13:26 seem clearly secondary. In 12:47 the pronoun 1is
added to "f111 out" the sentence; in 13:26‘the omission
removes a "Semitic" redundancy.32 But there seems to be no
clear tendency in P66 at this point, and each instance must
be evaluated on its own merits. Moreover, the decision
,'will often be made on external grounds,xsince the Fourth
Gospel itself appears to show no special tendencies at this
point .33 '

The Article Before Proper Names. There are 19

variations in P66 which involve the addition/omission of
the article before proper names. In ten instances P66
reads the article against the Keutral MSS (1:35; 6:7, 43;
7:16; 8:12, 58; 9:35; 11:18; 13:29 bis); there are nine
instances where P66 is anarthrous (6:70; 9:28, 37; 11:14,
25, 40; 12:2; 14:9; 18:38), not counting nine other places

appears to read apapriag without auvrwvy. But there 1s an
interlinear lacuna directly following apapriag. At the
lower part of the lacuna there scem to be clear traces of
an interlinear addition of the aurwv. Thils reading is
therefore included 1n the discussion of corrections.

328ee Barrett, The Gospel, p. 373.

33A check of the remaining nine points of variation
against the critical texts of Tischendorf, Westcott-Hort,
von Soden, and Nestle-Aland is interesting. Westcott-Hort
read with P75 B against P66 at all nine. points.
Tischendorf and Nestle-Aland read with P75 B 1n every case
but 7:34 and 36, where P75 B are almost alone. Von Soden
reads with P66 Byz against P75 B at 7:34, 36; 9:35; 13:36;
15:7. In the other four instances P66 is supported by a
very few other MSS. It would seem that the editor's pro-
clivities toward certain MSS and MS traditions are in '
evidence here.
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where the article was originally omitted, but corrected by
later addition. To determine the tendencies of P66 at this
point is a little more difficult, for here in particular
one is not always certain of Johannine style. Eowever, it
has often been suggested that P66 tends to support the -
Neutral tradition with a very high level of agreezent.3%
It has often been noted that proper nanes, espe4
cially Incoug, are perhaps more often anarthrous in John
than elsewhere in the NT; but until recently there has been
no detailed study of this usage in the Fourth Gospel.
Blass-Debrunner-Funk, 32 von Soden,36 and Abbott37 have
short sections but they only give general directicns as to
usage, nothing definitive. J. H. Bernard observed that
Inooug 1s frequently anarthrous in certain idioxetic

34This was first noted by Martin in the editio

rinceps, p. 144. Cf. Smothers, "Papyrus BodmeTr i1,
PP. 39, and Birdsall, The Bodzer Papyrus, rg. 15- -16.
Cf. also Richard C. Nevius, "Txe Use of the Defirnite Arti-
cle with 'Jesus' in the Fourth Gospel," NTS, XII (1965/€6), .
82-84., The work by Nevius is the most important zttempt
thus far to deal with this question. Unfortunately, how-
ever, he fails to consider tre evidence of P75. E2e has
also incorrectly cited the evidence for P66 B agreeczent.
He has suggested that P66 agrees with B in omitiing the
article at five places where B had no previous sucrort
(p. 84). However, the inclusion of 10:34 in this list is
qQuite misleading, since P66 has a complete changs of word
order and B is supported by F45 and W. P75 also supports
P66 and B at 9:41.

35Greek Grammar, par. 280.
36pie Schriften, I:2:319.1.

37grammar, pp. 57-58.
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constructions, but his hesitance at this point is revealed
in his conclusion: "Where the article 1is missing before
’In. the text always calls for scrutiny."38

Much of the difficulty here has been due to the text
of B, which 1s anarthrous in John far more often than are
the other great uncials--so much so in fact that the anar-
throus Inocoug in John has often been considered to be the
anarthrous Incouc of Codex Vaticanus.39

Recently R. C. Nevius has offered a more detailed
study of this usage 1n the Fourth Gospel, in which he noted
that P66 often tends to support B.40 He further suggested
that the frequent occurrence of an anarthrous text in other
early MSS is perhaps a significant clue to Johannine style.
His final conclusion seems quite important: "The larger
number of these instances [of anarthrous readings] seems to
preclude any retional explanation, other than that we are

here confronted with a subtle style which I think must be

38A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel
According to St. John (Edinourgh, 1926), I, 43.

391bid. cf. Abbott, Grammar, p. 57, n. 2, who notes
that his "statistics" are doubtful owing to . . . the weak-
nesses of B on this point." H. C. Hoskler, whose antago-
nism toward Hort makes him incautious, charges: "This
perpetual slurring of the article before Inocoug, sometimes
by R, sometimes by B . . ., 1Is not conducive to a2 high
regard- for the care and respect we should expect in these
two great manuscripts of antiquity, before whoam the schol-
ars of the world to-day bow down and worship"” (Codex B, II,
259, n. 2).

hoSee supra, p. 146, n. 34.
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traced ultimately to the author of,the:Fourth Gospel ratherA
than to the scribe of Codex Vaticanus" (p. 85). 5

Nevius, however, bases this conclusion chiefly on
statistics of a rather general kind. Apart from his sug-
gestion that some anarthrous readings may be the result of
the beginning of lections, only the anmexp1dn Inooug idiom
was isolated in terms of suggesting clues to Johannine
style. |

In order, therefore, to evaluate the text of P66 at
this point, an attempt to discover Johannine style is here
offered. Although the'following study 1s limited to Inooug
in the nominative, this is by far the most common occur- |
rence of a proper name in John (approximately 195 instan-
ces). The results of this study, therefore, should offer
guidelines for a total study of the article before names.

The most frequent occurrence of Ingoug in John 1is in
constructions which introduce diréétAdiscourse (approxi-
‘mately 99 times). The Johannine idiom at this point has
two basic forms, with some variable patterns within each:
‘aneupten Inooug -nat etmev aurotg and Aeyet (etmev)
auvrw(-n, -ot¢) [0] Inooug Although the second formula is
more frequent, there appears to be no set pattern as to
yhen one is preferred to the other. Apart from an occa-
sional longer formulation involving introductory sentences

‘with participial constructions (e.g. 1:42; 7:28), these two

basic forms account for every occurrence but three where
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proper names are found in introductory formulationstin

John.ul

In the twenty-fifth edition of Nestle-Aland,*? there .

ére 14 occurrences of the full idiom amexp1én Inooug xat
cinev auxotq.u3 In 12:30 (where the auroquis lacking) the
form is broken in P75 B L 157 1321 to read amnexptén xat
-¢tmev Inooug, In the 13 remaining occurrences, B has an
anarthrous Inooug¢ in all but 6:29, where P66 has a lacuna
and P75 1s anarthrous with X W pler. P66 is extant at 13
instances (including 12:30) and is anarthrous in all but
6:43.44 P75 1is lacking only at 13:7 and 20:28 and is
anarthrous 1in every instance where it 1s extant.

There can be little question, therefore, that the
basic Neutral tradition has an anarthrous Inooug with fhis
idiom. That the idiom 1skalso Johannine, not simply

: 418:12 naltv ouv autot§ elainoev o Ingoug Aeywv;
12:23 o0 be Inooug amoxptverat auvtotg ieywv; and 12:Zh
Inoovug de expafev nat eimev, Cf. 5:17 where P75 BR W
1241 omit Inooug. : A

i uaThe'use of Nestle-Aland here does not mean to
imply that this is the Johannine original. It is simply a
useful tool from which to start the discussion. ’

u3l:48, 50; 2:19; 3:3, 10; H:iO, 13; 6:29, 43; 7:21;

8:14; 12:30 (om. auro:qs; 13:7; 14:23. There are three
other occurrences with another name than Incoug (3:9, 27;
20:28) and seven others with a common noun, pronoun, Or no
sgbjegt expressed (4:17; 7:52; 8:39, 48; 9:30, 34, 36;
18:30). .

44p66 15 also anarthrous at 10:34 where it reverts
back to amexpt Oy Inooug xat eimev auroic from the "broken"
formulation anexp1on auvrtoig o Inoovug.
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Neutral, is perhaps demonstrated by the lack of consistency

with which the other early uncials read the article. W
freads the article only at 7:21 (and 6:43, where it is pre-
.ceded by ouv). R reads the article at four other places:
1:48; 2:19; 3:3, 10 (it breaks the form at 8:14); and D at
two others: 4:10; 8:14 (as well as at 6:29 with B, and
6:43 and 7:21 with W). All of this seems to indicate that
this is the idiom of John, and that later scribes, finding
§1t peculiar, tended rather indiscriminately to conform to
the more common usage of the article with Inoouq.us

‘ This 1s further confirmed by an examlination of the
1diom in the instances where it is "broken" into two other

basic patterns: amexpi16n Inooug and amexptéq aur(otg)

[o] Incouq.us

: 45c¢. the conclusion of Nevius, "Definite Article,”
p. 85: "Indeed, if anarthrous style were a personal idio-
syncracy of the scribes of D and B, one might expect to
find more consistency 1n thelr omissions. There may be
‘'some personal preference reflected here, but a case could
.equally be made for other manuscripts adding the article
in a belief that proper names naturally should have the
‘article."

i

form and the others "broken" patterns seems to be supported
by the fact that the MS tradition tends to go toward the
former from the latter, but seldom vice versa. P66, e.g.,
reverts to the apparently basic form at 10:34 and 18:37,
but never goes the other direc¢tion. Various uncials add’
Xat etmev f vtotc] at 3:5; 8:19, 49; 9:13; 13:38; 19:11.

On the other hand, the omission of these words 1in instances
where almost all MSS read them occurs only at 3:3 and 12:30
in singular readings of R, and 1n 13:7 in a singular read-
‘ing of Codex 33.-

This direction of change 1s quite opposite the

uGThat anexpteq Incoug xat etmev aurotg 1s the basic
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The use of the article with amexptén Inocoug is |
almost identical with that of the basic form. There are 14
,occufrences of this pattern (including amexpi1én Ingoug autw
at 13:8 [B A ¢ L] and anoxpiverar Inooug at 13:38)."7 B 1is
anarthrous in all but two instances (3:5; 18:37), including
F19:11 where 1t adds autw after armexpt1®n. P66 i1s extant at
:eleven places (lacking 18:8, 37; 19:11) and 1s anarthrous
in each instance, including 13:8 and 13:36 where it reads
anmexp1én aurw Incgoug and 18:34 where it reads amexpivaro
for amexptén. P75 has text only at six places (3:5; 8:19,
49, sh; 9:3; 11:9) and 1s always anarthrous.
| P75, therefore, 1s consistently anarthrous whenever
.Inaoug immediately follows the verb. P66 reads the article
once (6:43), plus one other instance where it omits the
avrotg of the other Neutral MSS (10:25). B reads the
article on three occasions (3:5; 6:29; 18:37).

The probability that this 1s a Johannine, not simply
& Neutral, phenomenon 18 again demonstrated by the incon- |

‘sistency of the other early MSS. W, for example, which

!
!

"Atticizing" tendency for which G. D. Kilpatrick has argued
"in regard to this idiom (see "Attlcism and the Text of the
Greek New Testament,"” Neutestamentliche Aufsitze, ed. _
J. Binzler, et al. [Regensburg, 1963], p. 1206). As far as
the Gospel of John 1s concerned, Kilpatrick has apparently
. missed the tendency of variation. Cf. the discussion

. infra, pp. 236-239.

- 473:5; 8:19, 49, 54; 9:3; 11:9; 13:8, 36, 38; 18:8,
3“: 36: 37; 19:11.
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reads the article at 8:19; 13:38; and 18:34, is anarthrous
at both places yhere B i8 not. Codex Sinaiticus, which
reads with W against B at 8:19 (but not at 18:37), also
adds the article at 8:49 and 8:54. R also has the most
difficulty with the shortened formula, adding xzt etmev

at 8:19 and 8:49 and the'pronouﬂ after amexpi2q at 13:36;
18:34; and 19:11, where in each instance it also adds the
article. |

: We may conclude, then, with a high degree of proba-
bility that the anarthrous Incoug when it immediately
follows amexptdn is a Johannine idiom, and that P66 at this
point is faithful to 1tsvbasic textual tradition as well as
to the 6rigina1 text of John.

When this basic formula is "broken,” however, by the
‘1nsertion of either a pronoun or a conjunction (or both)
between anexp10n and Inooug, Johannine style is a little
more difficult to ascertain. In Nestle-Aland there are
twelve such readings.’® B, with P75, omits o Ingoug in
5:19. Otherwlse it reads the article only at 6:26; 6:70;
and 10:32. In each of these three instances tke whole MS
tradition reads o Ingoug, except & at 6:26 and P66 at 6:70.
Moreover, in its eight anarthrous readings B is singular at
10:25 and 13:26, is joined by R alone at 7:16, by P66 alone

" 485:19; 6:26, 70; 7:16; 8:34; 10:25, 32, 34; 13:26;
16:31; 18:20, 23.
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at 8:38, and by P45 W alone at 10:34. There is therefore
in B a clear tendency to be anarthrous even when the idiam
18 "broken.”

P66 again generally supports B. It has lacunae at
6:26 and 18:23, omits aurtoig at 10:25 and ouv at 13:36, a=d
reverts to the basic idiom at 10:34. Of the remaining
seven instances it reads the article at 5:19 (with all ¥<3
except P75 and B which omit Inooug), 7:16 (against B x),
and 10:32 (with all known MSS). It has a singular anar-
throus Inooug at 6:70 and Joins B at 8:34; 16:31; ard 1B8:2C.
Moreover, in two other instances where it reads this for-
mula (13:8; 13:36) it is also anarthrous.

P75, on the other hand, reads at only four instarces
(6:70; 10:25, 32, 34) and has the article in each instance.
(It reads amexpi6n Inooug at 8:34.) However, the value of
its witpess here 1s quite limited, since 1n two of these B
also reads the article (6:70; 10:32) and in one of the
other two B is singular (10:25). _

The graphic ﬁresentation of this discussion is fo=d
in Table VII. It will be noted that P66 and B are alone iIm
their tendency to be anarthrous with this "broken” pattemm.
However, the anarthrous Inooug does occur occasionally in
the other MSS. The problem is whethér ope is here geali-g
with a strictlj Johannine idiosyncracy or that of the
scribes of P66 and B. Abbott has suggested that "perhars

where altoi¢ or adtr$d 1s inserted, referring back to the
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person spoken to, a corresponding 8 is more often inserted

to refer'back to Jbsus.“ug However, we shall suspend Jjudg-

ment for a moment on this point because a similar problem
arises when one examines the other basic idfom, Xervet
avtrotg o Inooug, which 1s identical to the "broken"
anexptén formula exéept for the verb.

This basic form occurs 36 times in John.”C There
ﬁre seven other instances where the pronoun 1is preceded by
uv,sl four others where ouv or ouv malty occurs without
the prondfm,52 and four others where the pattern has been

"broken" to eimevy ouv o Ingoug mpog aurov.23 There are
only four occasions where ieret o Inooug appears without a
conjunction or prbnoun 1ntervening.54 On eight other
occasions the simple form Aeyvyet auvrw without o Inooug
appears, and in all but two (1:51; 21:16), various MSS add
o Inooug (the TR so reads at 4:16; 6:21; 18:5).

An examination of Table VII, as well as an investi-
gation of particular instances, indicates that the basic

ugcrammar, P. 57, n. 2.

501:43; 2 4, 75 4:7, 17, 21, 26, 34, 50; 5:8; 6:35;
8:25, 39, 42 58; 9:37, 41: 10:6; 11:14, 23,725, 40, 4
13:10, 29; 1k: 6 ’93 20715, 16, 17, 29; 21:10, 12, 15, 17T, 22.

216:32, 53; 7:6; 12:35; 13:27; 20:21; 21:5.

327:33; 8:28; 10:7; 12:7.

534.48; 6:67; 8:31; 18:11.
546 1105 9:38 1 39, 13: 31.
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.Johannine form is to read the article before Ingoug. The
article before Inooug occurs without MS variation at 2:4,

T: 4:7, 34, 50; 5:8; 6:32, 35; 1é:35; 21:15, 22, On twelve
other occasions an anarthrous IﬂOOU§ is singularly attested‘
(1:43 &*; 4:21 8; 4:26 A; T7:6 8*; 8:39 B; 10:7 B; 11:23 A;
'11:25 P66; 12:7 P66*; 13:10 B; 21:10 B; 21:12 B). _
» It was with respect to this idiom in particular that
B was considered to be at fault. Abbott suggested that the |
pecullarities of B here were probably the result of a con-
fusion of the final o of autoig with the article,>? which
in the uncials are so similar. This, however, cannot be

the explanation for the same phenomenon in P66 and P75.

P75, for example, which reads the idiom at 30 places,

varies from B only at 6:53; T7:35 (P75 singular); 8:39 (B
singular); 8:42; and 10:7 (B singular). At 6:53 and 8:42

B is Joined only by P66. The other four anarthrous read-
ings in P75 (8:25, 58; 9:41; 11:44) are all supported by B.
This means, therefore, that although they do not entirely |
agree, P75 and B both witness to a similar phenomenon,
which 1s not a pecullarity of Vaticanus alone.

The witness of P66 further confirms this. P66
shares 37 readings with B, of which six are anarthrous
(6:53; 8:25, 42; 9:41; 20:15, 29). It reads an anarthrous
Inooug against B at seven other points (9:37; 11:14, 25,

55Grammar, p. 57, n. 1.

e e e s i b e e = e e A g ot st
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40; 1257; 14:6, 9), and has the article where B is anar-
throus at seven others (8:39, 58; 10:7; 11:44; 13:10, 27,
29). Although this does not amount to full agreement, it
does point to a similar phenomengn occurring in both MSS.
'It is also interesting that this phenomenon does not occur
in the Neutral traditlon until 6:53, and thereafter occurs
in earnest from chapter 8 on.

Of the Johannine use of the article before Inooug
in constructions introducing direct discourse, we may make
the following general conciusions: ' | E
A 1. In the idiom amexpt18n Inooug xat etmey auToLg, |
lit is the Johannine habit to have an anarthrous Incoug
when the noun immediately follows the verb. This does not
mean, of course, that it is an ironclad rule.

2. In the anexpt16n Inoovug idiom, where the vérb and'
noun are separated by the insertion of a pronoun, and in
’the xevet avrwe (o] Iqobuq idiom, the Johannine habit is to
read the article before Inooug, with occasional lapses to
an anarthrous reading. It does not appear that any pattern
may be established as to when the reading 1s anarthrous.
| The other 93 occurrences (as counted in Nestle-
Aland) of Ingoug in the Fourth Gospel are not as easily
classified. However, the above analysis indlcates that a

clue may be found in terms of word order.5® The 93

56Cf. E. C. Colwell, "A Definite Rule for the Use of



6§currences were accordingly classified 1n£o threé basie
word-order groupings: (1) where Inooug precedes the verb
(26 times), (2) where Inooug immediately follows the verb
(42 times), (3) where Ingoug follows the verb, but 1is
separated from it by other words (25 times). An analysis
of the readihgshin these groups yields the following
results. - é
1. In most of the places where Ingoug precedes the
verb,57 the Johannine usage is clearly discernible. On
seven occasions it appears at the beginning of a sentence
with the common Greek 1diom,'o be Ingoug or o ouv Inooug ,
On every other occasion Incoug is anarthrous in the Neutral
tradition and usually is so in the entire Greek tradition.
It is always anarthrous when it is the first word in a
sentence and is followed by the conjunction (6:15; 8:59;
11:33, 38; 12:44; 18:4; 19:26). On nine other occasions,
it is the first word in a ort-clause. The MS tradition
here, although not unanimous, 1is overwhelmingly in favor of

i

i
|l

the Article in the Greek New Testament,” JBL, LII (1933),
p. 13, where he suggests that his "rule" was discovered on
the basis of word order.

57This means participles as well as maln verbs. It
was found that when Ifqooug 1s used with a participle and a
verb, and the particliple precedes the verb, usage of the
article with Inooug appeared to be controlled by its
relationship with the participle rather than the verb.
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.the anarthrous usage as Johannine.58 On three other

occasions Inooug 1s accompanied by the intensive avrog
(2:24; 4:2, 44), Except for 2:24, the MS tradition is
strongly in favor of an anarthrous Ifoouqg here as a Johan-
nine idiom. Itlia interesting to note further that when;
ever any of the major Hsé invert the word order from verb-
sub ject to subject-verb, they invariably keep the Johannine
1diom. Thus P66 D read Incoug elnlubet for einlubes o
Inooug at 11:30; D Inocoug cpellci for epellev o Inooug
at 11:51; A L X 33 pc Inocoug epxerat for epxyerat o Inooug
at 12:12; and P66 B‘chouq e1dwg for ei1dwg o Ingoug at
19:28.

This means, therefore, that except for the common
o d¢ Inooug i1diom, Inooug 18 anarthrous in John when 1t
precedes the verb. P66 at this point conforus both to the
Johannine idicm and to 1ts basic traditlon, except at 4:47,
where the scribe rubbed out an original o, apparently
correcting his own error.

2. In the 25 1nstan§es where Inooug follows the
verb, but 1s separated from it by another word, the article

is read without varlation in the majority of instances.

58In two of these (20:14; 21:4) Inooug 18 the
predicate noun. The usage here, therefore. conforms not
only to this Johannine habit, but also to Colwell's rule"”
that proper names are anarthrous when they are predicate
nouns. See "Definite Rule," p, 20. This also explains the
only instance (6:42) where Inooug 1s anarthrous without MS
variation, when it follows the verb.
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#* 1s singularly anarthrous at 6:5 and 6:61, L at 6:17, D
at 11:4, and B at 5:14 and 19:5. Besides these, B is
anarthrous in the following four instances:

6:3 P66 B X* DW avnléev be €1 To opoc  Ingoug

A L rell avnibey be e1g TOo 0pog o Inooug
12:1 P66 B 13 124 ov evetpev ex vexpwy Ingoug
[ 4 oY cyeipey Inocoug ex vexpov
ADVWYULpa OY eyetpey ex vexpwy o Incoug
8 X Byz TR OV EYEIPpEY €X YENPWY
19:30 B W elaBev 1o ofog Inooug
.AB® LByz TR elaBev 10 0%0g¢ o Incoug
3 claBev 10 0fo¢g
21:1 BZC epavepmoevy eaurtovy naltvy  Inooug
A &; N Byz TR egpavepwoevy eauroy malty o Incoug
D (K) pc TallyY €9aAYEPpTOEY €auUTOovY

' %This means that, as elsewhere, P66 tends to support B in
its anarthrous readings (failing to do so only at 5:14).
P75 has lacunae at each of these instances, except 5:14
where it supports P66. The Johannipe habit seems quite
clear here: VWhere Inooug 1s separated from the verb, the
author almost always reads the article. However, the
strong Neutral and Western evidence for an anarthrous
Inooug at 6:3 may indicate that the author himself occa-
sionally deviated from his nomal pattern.

3. Mbre difficult of solution are the instances
where Inooug irmediately follows the verb. Whereas there
is only one instance where all HMSS are anarthrous (6:U42,
where it is a predicate noun), there are ten where all
agree in reading the article (2:22; &:58; 5:6; 6:1; T7:37;
g:14; 11:30; 19:28; 20:2; 21:25) and seven others where

i



161
only one MS is anarthrous (7:1 B; 10:23 B; 19:20 X; 20:26 W;
20:30 D; 21:7 D; 21:20 D).

It will be noted from Table VII that B has more
anarthrous readings here than any other MS. However, many
of these occur in the later chapters’of John, where P75 1is
lacking and P66 has mani lacunae. P75 and B share 20 read-
ings where Inooug immediately follows the verb. Of these
they share six anarthrous readings (5:1; 7:1%4; 9:35; 11:32,
51; 12:16). P75 and B disagree three times where the
latter is anarthrous (1:47; T7:1 sol; 12:36),.and once where
the former 1s znarthrous (7:28). é

Much the same situation prevails between P66 and B.
They share nire anarthrous readings (5:1; 7:14; 11:32, 46,
51; 12:16, 36; 13:21, 23); they disagree once where P66
is anarthrous (11:35) and four times where B is anarthrous
(1:47; 7:1 sol; 9:35; 10:23 sol). Both this high level of
'agreement at a rather insignificant point and the frequent
instances where P66 P75 B are Joined by other than Neutral
MSS seems to indicate that, although Inooug with the
article 1is the more typi;ally Johannine pattern, an occa-
sional anarthrous Inooug¢ when it immediately follows the
verb belongs to the author and not to the scribes of the
Neutral tradition.

‘ It should be noted by way of conclusion to this
discussion that, although P66 does add/omit the article
sometimes at variance with the Neutral MSS, for the most
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part it adheres quite closely--almost rigidly--to its basic
textual tradition. Moreover, in so doing it 18 generally
in keeping with Johannine style. In fact the witness of
P66 may be Qery important for the discovery of Johannine

style at this point, since this 1is one of the few points of

grammar where P66 fails %o pick up a pattern of secondary
readings, in the sense that it fails to read the much more
common Greek idiom of using the article before the proper
name,

Miscellaneous Varlations, There are a few other

points of Johannine grammar where variations in P66 may be
checked, and where 1its 1idlosyncracies may be noted.

At three places P66 reads the attracted form of the
relative pronoun against the Neutral tradition (4:5, 50;
7:39). It fails to do so at 2:22. That the non-attracted
form is not merely a Neutral phenomenon is certain in that
the Neutral MSS do not freqQuently so read outside of John.
P66, therefore, is probably again picking up secondary
readings, both in terms of its basic tradition and of the
Johannine original.

Another Johannine characteristic is the use of ex
with the genitive for the partitive genitive.59 At this
point P66 has a good record with respect to the Neutral
tradition, eliminating the ex only at 12:9.

see schweizer, Ego Eimi, p. 92.
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P66 shows several non-Neutral probensities where !
variant spellings are involved. It seems to have a tend-
ency to read oube ev for oudev (3:27 with P75 B; 5:19, 30;
but ef. 1:3). It favors woet for w¢ (1:32; 6:10; 19:39),
oubeme for oumw (7:8, 30), and prefers the declinable form
of papta to paprap (11:19, 28, 31, 32, 45; 20:11; it has
been corrected, 11:32 and 20:11).

Among its non-corrected singular readings of all
iinds, there are many (besides those noted in the above
sections) which seem to involve the secondﬁry processes of
smoothing out, harmonizing, or of being "more 1nstruct1ve."l

The following are but a sampling: !

1:50 P66 reads umo Tnv ouxnvy to harmonize with

v. 48.
6:61 The redundant Ingoug is probably a careless

vharmonization to the ordinary Johannine etmev avtotg Inoous.
6:69 The singular (with sa) o Xptorog o aytog Tou ’

geeou is probably a partial harmonization to Matthew, which

‘later scribes took the whole way. | ;

? 10:16 oguvayayetv is more expressive than the

ayvyarety of the rest.

' 11:20 The addition of eaurng seems to be a curious

emphasis on the fact that Mary remained at home, while

Martha and Jesus wefe outside the village.

| 11:27 The addition of ntoreuw appears to be in the

Ainterest of a more direct answer to Jesus'! question.



164 ]

13:5 nodovintnpa is a more expressive--and accu-
rate--word at this point than vintypa.

13:33~4 The addition of the non-Johannine winv and
the mark of punctuation before it, 1s clearly in the
interest of making better sense of the text. |

15:13 The Tnv cabroﬁ for aurtou is probably for é
emphasis, .

There are a number of other variants in our 1list,
which often ihvolve considerable differences of meaning in
the text. Out of some 26 that have been so assessed, only
one (16:27 6ecou 1. matpog) has found its way into the
Nestle-Aland text. While this 1is not a sure criterion as
to whether a reading is original or secondary, an examina-
tion of these variants on the basis of "critique ration-
helle," seems to support the Nestle-Aland text against
P66. A few instances follow, in all of which P66 1s the
earliest Greek witness to the text of the TR. (The reading
of P66 TR is always given first.) ‘ :

3:25 Ioubaiwv 1. Ioudatou, Of this variation
Barrett correctly observes: ", ., . the singular is unique

in John, and is more 1likely to have been changed into the

Plural than vice versa."60 In fact there is scarcely any

explanation for the singular, except as a deliberate change

reflecting the Sitz im Ieben of a second century scribe.

60me Gospel According to St John, p. 184.
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6:42 ouv 1. vuv. The ouv of P66 and the TR 18 sec~-
ondary on al1l counts. Whether 1t 18 an inadvertant scribal'
error or a deliberate change, the direction of the change |
1s surely to read the more common ouv for vurv at a point
1ike this.
7 8:38 ewpanare 1;'nuoucafe. The reading of cwpaxarte
:18 more likely due to an assimilation to the preceding
clause, than is the well-attested nxouvoartre a deliberate
attempt at variation. One must ultimately ask at a point
like this, to whom 1s one to attribute the greater 1nsight,"
to the author or to a subsequent scribe? Distinctions are
probably to be made between the two verbs, and such distinc-
tions probably belong to the author, not to a second century
reviser. A _ ‘ |
11:31 Xevovfeq 1. bokavreg, Again, the uncommon |
doZavreg could hardly be explained were the frequently
appearing leyovteg original.
: 11:57 evrtolnv 1, evrolag. Although either reading
is admissable, it seems most likely that a change would be
made from the generalized "orders" or "directions" in
favor of a specific "order." é
13:18 oug 1. rivag. The oug of P66 TR presents a |
- smoother text and 1s much easier to account for as an

alteration of tivac than vice versa.

i 14:16 pevn 1. n. Again pevn, which is probably an
assimilation to v. 17, is more easlily explained as a change
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from n than vice versa.

‘ The results of this study, therefore, indicate that,
AIthough P66 is basically a member of the Neutral tradition,
4t has a strong strain 6: readings away from this traditiocn,
which for the most part’are secondary both to the tradition
~and to the original text of John. A large part of these
secondary readings are in favor of a smoother, easier text,
the kind of corruption that 1is predominant in the Byzantine
MSS of later centuries. These conclusions are almost iden-
tical to those made earlier by Birdsall, whose concluslons
seem worth repeating:
In these examples of an attempt to assess P66 by gram-
matical and stylistic criteriaz we but emphasize--in an
acceptable sense--that this 1s a very 'mixed' text. It
i1s a mixture of good and bad, of primitive and recen-
sional. We find in the Codex acceptable readings . . .
- 8ide by side with patently secondary readings. . . .
Very few of its singular or subsingular readings com-

mend themselves as possessing a prima facie claim to
originality.

Collation of its readings with the extant evidence
and examination of them in the light of intrinsic
criteria of style and language emphasize insights
already apparent from the slightly younger P45. 1In
these third-century manuscripts, whose evidence takes
us back into the mid-second century at least, we fird
no pristine purity, no unsullied ancestors of Vaticanus
but marred and fallen representatives of the original
text. PFeatures of all the malin texts isolated by Hort
or von Soden arg here found--very differently 'mingleg?
in P66 and P45.01

61The Bodmer Papyrus, p. 17.
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II. THE CORRECTIONS OF P66

One.or the most important features of P66 18 the
large number of corrections to its text (approximately
450)..5
scribal slips (;pproxiqately 235), a large number of them
involve alterations to the text in which both the original

Although the majority of these are corrections of

Yand the corrected readings are shared by other important
MSS. It is these alterations which are our primary concern
in this chapter. However, before exazining them, some
preliminary considerations about thg éorrections are in

_ order.

The Nature of the Corrections. The corrections are

‘ét»four kinds: (1) addition, (2) deletions, (3) correc-
tions of word order, and'(h) alterations involving deletion
and rewriting. Both their qQuantity and the nature of the
errors lead to ome conclusion: The scribe was a careless
and ineffective workman.53 He falls into almost all of the

common scribal errors, such as dittography (1:27 curou rov

62F1na11ty of Judgment is difficult here. There are
some places where the scribe has clearly written a letter
incorrectly and crossed it out (e.g. 1:19 mavralv]). At
other places one cannot tell whether a blank space is the
result of the crossing out of a letter, or simply a rough
spot on the papyrus (e.g. 2:12 plladnrai).

: 63Cf. the Judgment of V. Martin, Papyrus Bedeer II,
P. 30: "leur abondance incite & les attribuer a l'inatten-
tion du scribe . . .," and E. C. Colwell, “Scribal Eabits,"
P. 386: "Wildness in copying is the outstanding character-
istic of P66.% .

|

i
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'Tov'tpavra; 12:26 eav epot Tig¢ draxovn cpot Tig draxovy
epot axolovSettw), haplography due to homoloteleuton (4:49
om. emotnda p, oca; 10:10 om. Xat WEpioOOV €XWILY P,
exwoiv), or far more commonly, the dropping of a letter or
syllable, Other corrections indicate that he was fre-
quently copying without paying attention to the context.6%.
Most of the simple scribal errors have been correc-
ted,65 and there seems no good reason to question the Judg-
ment of Martin that “la réparation de ces trés nombreuses
omissions était selon toute probabilité due au scribe
original. En tout cas rien n'oblige & les attribuer & une
autre main."66 4t many points this 1is clearly to be seen:
e.g., &8t 3:3 where the uptvy has been scraped and followed
bj cot; at 4:11 where the n of an original aurn was crossed
out and followed by the correct w; and at 14:12, where the
scribe apparently started a dittogrgphy of the preceding
xaxe1vog, caught himself after he had written xaxet, then

6I’See e.g. the leym uptv when Jesus is speaking to
Nicodemus alone; the mark of abbreviation over the 6éu of
Badu (4:11), which means he started to abbreviate one of
tﬁe22§m1na_sacra; and the ev Tw xoopw for ev Tw opet

651 note the following uncorrected readings:
om. ev; 2:11 vnl) TFaltdatag; 4:23 npoonuvoul]rag; 4:31
perofu; 4:39 pallrupouong; 5:30 duvopar; 5:36 ort [JwTp;
6:52 capxav; 6:53 capnav; T:24 xpivel J; 8:20 ra pnpal 1;
9:17 oxt{Jua; 11:35 ebpaxuvoev; 11:38 eavavrw; 13:2 _
otpovvog; 13:9 eyw [ Jpt; 18:30 wapebuntuev. '

1:4
1

66y, Martin, Papyrus Bodmer II, p. 31.
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crossed out the xa and changed the ¢ to ¢c. The many dele-
tions where a scraped letter has been left blank are also
of this type. ' ' l

bihe important thing to note here is the frequency ofi

omissions, which range from one letter to several words.
Since s0 many of the "scribal errors" are of this type, and
since 80 many of the corrections where P66% has a singular |
reading are also of this type, one may well hesitate before
attributing such singular readings to anything more than |
the carelessness of the scribe himself.

A case in point 18 the list of rbrty-nine readings
for which M.-E. Boismard found support in the versions and
Fathers (supra, pp. 77-78); for over half of these "singu-
lar® readings have been corrected, and most of these
involve the omission of a letter or syllable. Finding
textual relationships in such readings seems to be a doubt-
ful procedure. , §
| But while inattention or careless copying 1s the 4
probable explanation for most of the corrections, there arez
4others for which the only plausible hypothesis 1s that the |
MS was corrected against another MS (or MSS). This is
especially true of the corrections 1ﬁvolving the addition,
deletion, or alteration of significant words or groups of

‘words.

One of the difficulties here is whether these cor-

rections were made by the original scribe or by a subsequent .
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hand(s). Martin was duly hesitant at this point;67 ana the
present writef wé# perhaps too ambitious in assuming that |
only the original scribe made.corrections to the Ms,58 The
full investigation of this question should be undertaken by
an experienced paleographer; however, some observations.
which do not necessarily require expertise may be in order
here,
: The proper place to start such an investigation is
probably with the additions, where the scribe's hand is in
evidence. The letters of many of the additions are not as
well-formed as those of the original text, but for the most
part they are not so different as to suggest a second hand.
Probably any differences are the result of the scribe'’s
being less a calligrapher when he has turned corrector:
'the letters appear to reflect more haste, and they are
usually smaller,

However, there 1is one correction which seems cléarly:
to be the work of a second hand: the addition of am aptt
Aeyw upty mpo at 13:19. The square p and y simply demand a .
- second hand: in the original scribe's hand (even in the |

corrections which are obviously his) these letters are

6
7Papyrus Bodmer II, p. 32.

68"Ear1y Textual Transmission," p. 248.

!
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‘hlways well-rounded.69 Although this particular hand does
hot seem to be clearly in evidence at any other point, it
does indicate that a second hand has had access to the MS.
More difficulty arises with the deletions. They are
chiefly of three kinds: scraping out, crossing out, and A
the special mark of deletion [(***+)] above the word. How-
ever, the original scribe himself was not consistent, A
deleting first by one method and then another, and some-
times by a combination of marks. For example, a mevrte at
12:1 18 deleted with the mark (+-*+) over the mev, but the
v¢ has been scraped out and e€f written over it. He scrapes
out the uptv at 3:3 and follows it with cot, but crosses
out the n of the incorrect aurn at 4:11 and follows it with
an . o -
_ The fact that the scribe is notoriously inconsistent
and that each of the separate kinds of deletion may at some
ﬁoint be demonstrated to be the work of the original scribe;
make difficult any possibility of detecting a second hand. |
ﬁowever, there 1is one point at which such detection may be
Tpossible: the use of the special mark (-*+:). Sometimes
this takes the form of a single dot over each letter to be
deleted (1:27, 29; 2:2; 9:36; 10:33; 11:7; 12:28, 40;

691t is also one of the only two corrections of this
length which is interlinear rather than marginal. The
other one (15:10), however, 1s clearly the work of the
original scribe.
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13:21) and sometimes it takes the form of a series of |
dots--al;oat dashes--over the whole word (or words), with-
out regard for the individual letters (1:49; 6:58; 7:39,
o bis, 46; 8:33; 10:7, 9, 26, 39; 11:33; 14:3, 4; 16:25,
32). Perhaps this indicates a second hand at work, but one
cannot be sure. And since the scribe 1s inconsistent in
other ways, he may well have been at this point as well.
One of the major corrections in the MS, and one
which may help in finding a solution to the difficulties at
this point, is 11:33. By a combination of scraping out
some words ahd writing over them, by leaving the rw N¥Vr
intact, and by deleting the final tov of what must origi-
nally have been eautov with the special mark (*°*-*), the
MS has been changed from [eSpipnloaro Tw Tt [xat erapatev
eaulrov, shared by P75 B et al., to erapax9n Tw nvi wg
cnBptpopevog, shared by P45 D et al., The letters of the
words written in over the scraped portions have all the
appearances of having been written by the original scribe.
'They are cleaply not the work of the corrector who added
the portion at 13:9. What slight deviations in letters do
appear are probably nothing more than the result of writing
over the papyrus where it has become rough from scraping.
| Since this major change to the MS was probably done
by the original scribe, and since there appear to be very
few corrections which are definitely the work of a second

hand, one may safely assume that the major part of the
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toorrectiona was made by the original scribe.

Furthermore, the large number of corrections such
as 11:33 above, involving variants which are widely
attested in other early M3S, means that we may conclude
'Quite positively that the scribe of P66, after copying from
one M3, had opportunity pt a later time to check his copy
against another MS, with the result that in a number of
:1nstancea.he chose one readihg over another and changed
his own MS. |

Textual Relationships of the Corrections. The

primary initial interest in the corrections, as in the
original text of the MS itself, was to determine their
textual relat;onships. From a rather incomplete 1list of
“corrections, A. F. J. K11Jn concluded that ®. . . in almost
all caSeg the original uncorrected reading is of a Western,
in any case non-neutrai, type," and that “"the corrections
are commonly in agreement with the 'Egyptian' B X."70 mhis
iraa thé most common appraisal of the corrections, and has
recently been advanced by Metzger in his handbook.?! The

present writer has taken some exception to this point of

7°“Papyrus Bodmer II," p. 33%4.

TlThe Text of the New Testament, p. 40. "It is
interesting that in some twenty cases where the copylst has
made alterations between the lines and in the margins, the
deleted text almost invariably belongs to the Western
tradition, and the reading which the copgist preferred
belongs to the Alexandrian type of text.
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view by showing that, although in terms of individual MSS
P66 most often abandons a reading it shares with D and more
often corrects to read with P75, there 18 no clear indica-
tion of one textual tradition influencing another.72
_ However, further examination of thé HS for this
present study, plus the conclusions of Chapter II about the
nature of ¥ in John, has indicated that another analysis
‘of the corrections in terms of textual relationships is
needed, 'Horeover,‘becauge 80 many of the corrections are
of scribal errors, the canon *to weigh before counting™ |
seemed particularly appropriate here. For this reason, the
following analysis is not concefned with most of the singu-
lar readings of P66* nor with most of the readings which
it shares with a single late uncial or a few isolated
cursives.73 |

The analysis 1s thus limited to the 90 corrections
in P66, where, for the most part, both the original and
corrected readings are supported by other MSS., For the
purpose of quickly ascertaining the textual relationships
of these corrections, they have been conveniently listed
in the six following groupings: -

1. Corrections where P66* has a Western reading,

72“Ear1y Textual Transmission,®™ pp. 254 ff,

73The 118t of corrected singulars and those Jjudged
to be sub-singular will be found in Appendix II.
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and P66C reads with the Neutral tradition, usually in
agreement with the Byzantine MSS as well:

2311 mpwrnv P66* (x*) £ q (b)
' omit P66C ‘P75 B A W rell

B:1 o Inocoug P6E6* RD 8 A A 565 1241 1293 1itpl
: o xuptog P66C P75 BAC W LByz £ q TR

6:5 oxlog molug P66* RD Baurabe £ ££2 1 vl vg
' molug oxio¢ P66 P75 B AW L Byz e q sa bo TR

" 6:64 omit P66* e syc.8
! Tiveg €10ty Ot pn mioTevovreg xat P66C rell

' 7:12 omit P66* D 8 a c.e £f2 1 syC
nolug P. nv (P66C) P75 B W L 029
nolug ante nmeptr K N ¥ Byz TR

7:18 nucoalovong P66* D 8 565 A
peocouong P66C P75 B R L Byz TR
peong ouwong Wabagqrl

7:37 expalev P66%#Vid x D 8 A 22 69 138 543 1216 it vg
expafev P66C PTS BW L T N X Byz TR

- T:37 omit P66* R*#* Db e
' npog pe P66C P75 BW L N T rell

6

T:80 aqurouv Twv loywvy toutwv P66% R D

Twv Aoywy toutwvy P66C PTS BLN T Y A pc a e
Toutwy Twv Aoywvy G b £ q rl boPl

TOoUTWY TWY AoyYwy autou aur c f 1l vg
Tov loywy auvtou W K @I 122 127 229 sy®
TOV AOYOYV auTtou ®
Tov Aoyov toutov X
TOY Aoyov S a2 A pPler TR
Twvy Aoyavy E HMT a® 157 604

| T:46 ovrwg avlpwnog elainoev P6E6* R# b
€lainoev outwg avépwnog P66C PTS BW LN T X 33 pe
outwg elainoev avlpwrnog O Byz TR

- 9:18 omit P66* A 565 660 1tPl sy8 bo
Tou avaBleyavrog P66C P7S BX ADWLS® NByz £ TR

10:6 Tt elalet P66% 1170 1lat
o Tiva nv a elalet P66C P75 BRX ADW L Byz TR

- ———, e



10:36
:12:3

12:31
.12:h0

17:14

18:40

‘19:5

[Note:
Barns.

a6
decou P66% P4SVId R D W E G 28 69 124 1093 pe
Touv 8¢cov P66° P75 ABL Y X Byz TR

omit P66* (D) b ¢ e ££2 pl i
vapbou P66C B X A W Rell aur a £ vg TR :

omit P66* D W 71 185 482 1093 b ££2 1 rl vg
toutou P66° P7TS BR A LByz aaurce £ TR

BN P66* Daefl

omit P66C PTS BR AW Laur b ¢ ££2 q rl rell T

omit P66* D ¢ b e rl sy®
Xa8we e€Yw €X TOU XOOHOU Ooux etnt P66C M 248 253
xadwg eyw OUX €ttt ex TOoL woopov B R A C W rell

- omit P66% b ¢ e ££2 rl

Aeyovreg P66C B X A W DSUPP Byz a aur £ q TR

omit P66* a e £f2 rl
xat leyet aurotc® tbou o avépwnog P66° B R'W rell

This reading has been incorrectly cited in Martin-
They read a mark of punctuation after tpartov; but

- 4t seems clearly to be this scribe's special mark for
addition, (./.) . This is also the opinion of Aland. See
"Neue Neutestamentliche Papyri II," p. 70.]

MSS against most of the rest:

- 2:15
: 5:52

' 6:55

2. Corrections where P66C reads with the Neutral

- nveupa dedopevov aur a b c ££2 1 rl vg sy

r0 xeppa P66* R AN P @ Y Byz TR
ra xeppara P66C P75 B W L X 083 33 213 579 bo b q

‘eimav P66* 0125 2145 e bo 8y® bod

etmay ouv P66C P75 BC W L N ¥ U 33 579 1241 pe
xat etmav A R D 8 Byz TR

aAndwcl® P66* x* D ¢ Byz TR
ainéng P66C P7TS BC WL Y FK I 029 33 579 pc bo

fiveupa aytov P66%* W L X N Byz TR
nveupa P66C P75 R Y T K & 42 91
nveuvpa aytov bebopevov B 053 254 e q

nveupa aytov enm autoi¢ D [

mollot P6E6% 8 Byz £ q TR
W

omit P66 PTS BR DW L T X 1 565 pe 1tPl
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- Tsl6

10:22

10:26
© 10:28

11:29

15:4

ailo
ot &

t P66* X D ¥ Byz

"

TR
¢ P66° PTSBWLNTX 0 1 213 1071 1170 pe

w¢ OUTOC Aalet o'avepwndq P66* X% gyB
uTOog o avépwriog N X ¥ Byz TR
D

P66° P75 BW L T K¢ 225

wg o
®g o
omit

be
TOTE

omit

nadw
omit

Lwnv atwviov Oi1dwpt auroig P6E6* A
b1dwpt auvrotg Lwnv atwviov P66C P

omit
be

xat tnv odov otbare

uTog Aalet

P66%* R A D X Byz
P66c PTS BWLY
A 565 251 1010 a

¢ etmov uptv (ort)

P66% A D Y Byz .
P66C P75 B X C* W L © 053 ¢ 213 33 579 pe

P66* A D 8 ¥ N Byz TR
P66 B R C* WQ L X 33 579 pe

3. Corrections where P66* has a reading shared by

Ty odov

c r £re

1

(P66*) AD
P66° P75 B

_—

™R a
23 79 892 1071 1321

e

the Neutral MSS and where P66C has a reading often found

later in the Byzantine tradition.
great many of the readings of P66* in this 1ist are
;strictly Neutral readings: «

: 1sli2

| 2:12
2:12

25

4

; 6:40

adelgot .

nyavev P66* P75 B R L bo
outo¢ nyayev P66C G A
xat nyarev A W X 8 Byz TR
ararev be 579

P66* PT5

083 0162 ¢

BLY
abelgot avrou P66 R A W N & Byz 1tPl TR
LNGBY

epetvay
cepetvey

01da

otdbapev F66C R

€xn
exes

L
P66* P75 B R
P66 EH K M

a
A
U

P66* P75 B R W
P66 A F G HC A A 565 12

P66* PZS BX* ACDWO Y Byz

TR

It will be noted that a

Zi 124 pc b bo

N A 33 1241 ¢ 213 1071 pec

c
r

DWLByz TR
A



7:52 ex vng Fadidasag (o) mpoonrng (PE6%) P75 B L T pe
‘ npopntng ex tn§ laltlatag P66C X D W Byz it TR
8:21 omit P66% PTS P39 BRDWLTXbe
o Inooug P66C KN © ¥ Byz itPl 1R
8:25 Inooug P66* P75 B 476
o Inooug _PsscquLne ¥ Byz TR
8:28 omit P66* BW L T 1 565 1241 a
autotg P66C PTS R DN X6 Y Byz TR
9:36 e¢on P66* P75 B W
omit P66C R A D L X Byz TR
11:58 cepetvey P66* P75 B R W L 579 892 1241
bierptBev P66C P45 A DX @8 ¥ 33 Byz TR

12:16 Inooug P66% P75 BR A qurnzz ' '
o Inooug P66C D W ® HA 33 579 1241 565 % pm TR

3
12:26 eav P66* PTS BR DW L X GX ¢ 33 565 pe
ecav b¢ P66° 579 b c 1 rl
wat eav A-Byz TR

12:26 martnp P66* PTSBRADWLByzb £ 1 TR
narnp pou P66C 8 U o 28 348 1170 1242 1279 itPl

13:21 Inooug P66* B R L
. o Ingoug P66C A D C W rell TR

13:23 Inooug P66* B
- o Inooug P66C R A C D W rell TR

13:28 wxat leyet autm® etme Ti¢ eorsv P66#Vid B ¢ L X pe
mudeofas TiI¢ av et P66¢ A (D) W Byz TR

13:25 avaneowv P66* BC* L X K I* ¥ 33 892 pe
, eminecwvy P66C R* A D W Byz TR
TR

14:11 aqurou P66* P75 B 229¢ sa
. auta P66° X A D WQ L Byz
Tavra 579 -

14:17 ysvwoxes P66* P75 BR W 579 a
Ytvooxet auvtro P66C A DQ L X rell TR

14:22 omit P66* P7TS BA D L E X 6 33 700 544 1071 1355
‘ xat P66° R W Q Byz TR

e —— . —
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20:18

11:33

11:41

12:47

rest:
3:33

;8:25

!12:22

13:24

15:14
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xat efnlbey P66*VId B A L X K 0 33 544 pe
efnqléey ouv P66C W O Byz TR
ceZalley R DSUpp ' 1 209 213 291 1346 1tPl

ayvellouvoa P66* B R*# A X 078 pe
anayyellovoa P66C K¢ D L @ Byz TR
avayvellouvwwa W E @G 4 33 pe

4. Corrections where P66C has a Western reading:

natg aurou P66* PIS BR A C W

V10¢ oou P66 DLNKIOIUG69 124 33 579 abegq
natg oov 8 Y Byz TR '
viog aurov 185 1170 ¢ d £ £f2 1 |

(¢)Bpipnoaro tw nveupart xat erapafev eauvrov
(P66* P75) B (8* A) C W L Byz TR
erapaxén tw mvevpart o epBptuopevog
P66C P45 D & 1 131 22 660 p sa
ogpbalpoug P66% P75 BR AC W L 6 Byz TR
oglalpoug aurou P66C D 28 33 69 pe itPl

xat pn P66* B P75 R A L Byz aur q vg TR
xat P66C DS 8024 pcabecerf £f2 1l

5. Corrections where P66C reads alone against the

omit P66* P75 B R A D W rell
rourovy P66C1 -
ourog P66°C2

oait P66* PTS B K D W rell
etmoyY upty PE6C '

xat waliv o Avdb., de xart o $1d. PEE*
Avb. be xar  Q1d. P66C
xat walty ecpyerat Avb. xat Otd. X 157
xat maliv Avd. wxat ®1). (W) Byz TR
aAty 0o Avd. xat ®1d. D
cpxerat Avb. wat ®1d. P75 B A L pe

leyet P66 B A D W rell
ciney P66C

cYw P66* X D W Q 8 Byz TR
touro P75 B A LY 060 33 124 1071 1093 pec

_eyw touro P66C 1241
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omit P66* B R A D VW rell
vpty P66C syB
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6. Corrections where the early MSS are divided, and

the variants do not seem to fit categories such as

"Neutral" or "Western":

omit a P66* P75 R W L Byz TR
npog autro¥Y p. Aeutrtag P66C A X @ ¢ 157 579 pe
npOg¢ autoY P. anedretlav B C ¥ 33 892 1071 pc

’ 1:19

: 1:22

1:27
1:36

- 3:34

- 5329

rig P66* BR ACVW L@ YN Byz TR
ou vi¢ P66C P75 E* 15T ¢ £ rl

oux etpt P66* PIT5 R C P> L 565 pc aur q

oux e¢tpt eyw P66 B W 068 N X Y 33 579 pe
eYy®m Oux gtpt A 8 Byz i1tPl vg TR

© GipmY TAY APAPTIAY TOU XOCHOU P66® C* | B32 a pe
omit P66¢ P75 BR A TR

pepoug P66# U 12 J0 63 253 254 945 1223
perpou P66C P75 BR A C D W L 083 Byz TR

xat ot P66* W
" ot P66 Bae £re
os b¢ P75 R A D L Byz 1tP1 TR

oTt cwpEY PE6* R ™
ort efempour P66C BD LN 6 ¥ 053 33 69 pe
o7t ebempoy PI5 Ao

fempouvreg  §
avdpeg PE6E D N 33 57 1241 565
ot avdpeg P66C B ¥ Byz TR

ot avlperrot A K [I#

ev P66* BACD L 029 Byz TR
omit P66 P75 R A 892 270 251 1604

auro P66* B D* W sa bo
auvro¢ P66° P75 X L @ Byz it vg TR

botalw P66* A LN XY Byz ™R
bofaow POEC PTS BX®* D C* W8 )\ 9 579 T13

vpoy P66 B¥E R D F I 4 13 346 892 1071 pa
auey P66C P75 A C W L N8 Byz TR
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9115 omit P66* V U X 053 69 124 832 1241 pe
xat P66°Bll ADVWULYN @ Byz TR

9:17 ocecavrov PG66* P75 n#* 53 247 bo : :
: autou P66C B A W Byz TR i
eavtov D ‘

11:35 Incoug P66 n*
o Incoug P66C BACDVW L Byz TR

11:45 «a P66*% P6 Pi45.k A* WL X 8 ¥ Byz TR
. ooca P66° 0141 11 242 314 473 pe
o B C D A® 1 244 249 1010 1293

12:9 oxlog molug P66* P75 A 8 Q X B® ¥ 068 Byz TR
o o oxlog omolug P66€ W 1010
0 oxlog molug B* & L O47 579 892 1241 28 pec
oxlog bc nmolug D it sa

12:12 o oxlog Tmolug P66* B L g 1216 1219 660
, o0 oxlog o molug P66C O
oxiAog modug P2 R A D W Byz TR

12:16 omit P66* Wb ce ££2 1
tore P66C PTS BR A D LQ Byz TR

12:18 unnvTnoey aure P66* P75 EH A A 85 2215 pe -
xat unpvTnodey aute P66C R A W L Q X
unnYTRoEY aute xat B

12:43 nnep P66* PTS BA DO

‘ umep P66° R W L X V 33 565 579 A ¢ pc

14:2 , omit P66* N 8 Byz TR

ort P66C BRACDWLXKIOY ¢ 544 565 pe
1

o c
14:17 ecoriv P66% B D® W 1 22 69 251 254 565 660 1tPl
; cotat P66C K AQ L 8 ¥ Byz TR

18:35 omit P66* x* P60 DSUPP 59 472 a cf rf2r1
cu P66¢BA'CULN9¥Byzb _'m

18:40  BapaBBag P6E6# DSUPP
o BapaBBag P66 B A W R Byz TR

19:15 ot d¢ eheyov | - p66evid xe y
. ot bde expauyagav - P66C P60 (A) Byz TR
ot de expauvaloy DSUPP X 8 pm

expauvyacay ouv ¢xeitvot B RC L X pe
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It seems clear from these 1ists that P66° shows no
special proclivities toward or away from a given textual
tradition. For although the corrections are "comonly in
agreement with the 'Egyptian' MSS" (approximately 31
.timea), they are just as often away from that tradition
‘(approximately 32 times}.
The clbsest thing to one clearly defined tradition
influencing another 1is in chapter 7, where in a series of
- ten straight corrections the MS is brought into conformity
‘with the text of P75 B (vv. 12, 14, 37 bis, 39, 40 bis, 41,
h6'g;_). Six of these readings were a pért of the "mix-
ture” of Western readings, noted above to be more heavily
concentrated here than elsewhere in the MS. This serles of
4corrections is finally broken at 7:52 by a change of word
order, almost certainly from a second v°r1a55,7h where the ]
scribe‘ﬁbandons a strictly Neutfal word order for that
shared by the Western and Byzantine MSS.
| Besides this, there are only two other series of
corrections which may reflect the influence of a definite
" textual tradition. There are three significant corrections
in a row in chaptep 10 (vv. 22, 26, 28) which correct
toward the Neutral MSS, and three in chapter 11 (vv. 33,

TuThis change involves the now famous article before
npopnTng. It appears, however, that there has been a half-
hearted attempt to delete it. Such a deletion and word
order change are almost surely the result of reading a

second Vorlage.
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841, 54) which abandon this tradition. - f

Elsewhere the corrections are "mixed" in about the ';
same proportion as is the original text itself. For exam-
ple, in chapter 12, four "Western" readings'are corrected
(vv. 3, 16, 31, 40), but these are interspersed with three
corrections which abandon strictly Neutral readings
(vv. 16, 26 bis), as well as two others where the MSS are
'&1v}ded (vv. 18, 43) and one where the scribe abandons a
readingKShared by the Byzantine MSS in favor of a singular
reading (v. 22). Except for the three places noted above,
it 1s this type of "mixture"™ that prevails throughout the
Ms. |

Hith the lone exception, therefore, of the series of
corrections in chapter 7, and perhaps those 1n chapters 10
and 11, the conclusion made formerly by the present writer
seems valid: ". . . the statistics . . . seem to indicate
that here (1n P66°) we are dealing with another 'mixed!’
 text, not ﬁith & clearly identified tradition."75
A One should perhaps be wary at this point of the
fratber facile assumption that the corrections were all madet
from a single second Vorlage. If there were only one other
MS against which the corrections were made, then the con-
clusion is valid that it was "mixed" in about the same
proportion as the original Vorlage. But the possibllity

T5"Early Textual Transmission," p. 256.
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always remains of more than one other Vorlage, which makes .
conclusions at this point tentative. '
But whatever one may conclude as to the nature of

the second Vorlage(n), of the scribe himself it may be con--

c¢luded that he as often chose a reading away ffom the
Neutral tradition as toiard it, although he did more often
choose to read away from than toward the Western tradition.
The important question which remains is to determine
whether one can ascertain the principles on which this
“editorial™ activity was predicated.

Textual Characteristics of the Corrections. In
' order to evaluate the textual characﬁéristics of the correc-
tions, they have been classified and examined under the
same general grammatical»criteria uséd in examining the
original text of P66. _ , :
l. There are four corrections involving word order
(6:5; T:46, 52; 10:28). Although none of these seems to
'involve points of Johannlne style, one does follow the
tendency'in the MS of placing the subject before the verd
.(7:A6, see supra, p. 125). On internal grounds alone,
howevef, none of these may be Judged as original or
secondary. ,
2. In corrections involving conjunctions, the
scribe appears to "editorialize" after the fashion of the
ofiginal MS.  There are four places where he removes asyn-

deton by adding a conjunction (9:10; 11:29; 12:26; 14:22),
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Although such additions are‘not«necessarily‘aecondary in
terms of the Johannine original, they do reflect a process
of smoothing out the text. The same is true of two of the
alterations involving different conjunctions, from ot be
to tpe more coﬁnon ouvy in 7:30 and rrém the paratactic xat
to our in 19:4. However, there are three changes which do
not fit this pattern. The change from d¢ to trore may be
for sfylistie reasons, but it is not a change toward an
"easier” text; and the deletion of the xat (shared with W)
aé 5:29 and the singular 8¢ at 5:43 are inexplicable on the
principle of creating a smoother text. But it should bde
noted that these are both singular (or nearly so) in P66 in
a section where it maintains a high'percentage of relation-
ship with P75 B. Perhaps, therefore, they are corrections
of "slips" from the original, basically Neutral Vorlage--
"811ps" of a kind of which the scribe has a rather large
number.

f It should be noted also that he corrects a singular
(or nearly so) asyndetic text at six places (3:21; 4:48,
52; 10:7; 12:2; 13:5), leaving only one instance of singu-
lar asyndeton in the entire MS (14:9 om. 08¢ with a).
Considering the frequent nuﬁbéerr omissions in the'papy-
rus, this single instance of singular asyndeton is perhaps
a reiarkable record, and_seems to substantiate what has
been noted above: in the matter of conjunctions the scribe

shows a definite tendency to smooth out the text.
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3. V¥What 1s true regarding conjunctions is also true

i

about pronouns. There are ten instances where P66C adds a
pronoun to the text (1:22, 27, 42; 2:12; 8:28; 11:81;
12:26, 31; 18:17; 18:34), and a single instance of deletion
(7:40). But this deletion eliminates a rather awkward
“these his,” and is clearly in favor of an easier text.
There are besides these, thirteeh instances where the
singular ocmission of a pronoun has been corrected (2:20;
3:33; 6:52, 60; 8:46; 9:39; 11:5; 14:26; 15:10, 16, 22, 25;
18:2). At only one place has the scribe deleted a posses-
sive pronoun which 1s singular to his text (9:8), and this
probably reflects the immediate correction of an error.
With respect to personal pronouns, therefore, both

the original text and the corrections in P66 show a clear
pattern of pick;ng up secondary readings. |

" B, There are seven correctlions which involve verd
forms (4:15; 6:2, 58; T7:37; 8:54; 15:7; 20:18). Three of
these involve synonyms (6:2; T:14; 20:18) in which the
scribe has changed from a less common to & more common
Johannine form. Two others involve changes from a& present
to an aorist subjunctive (8:5%; 15:7). Both of these also
conform to tendencies found in the original text itself.
The opposite occurs at 4:15; but this corrects a reading
shared only with D in a section where P66 is decidedly
Neutral, and it is clearly a change in the interest of
making better sense of the text. 1In verdb forms, therefore,
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the scribe also tends-tovcorrect in conformity vith
tendencies in the original text.

5. Although the scribe has a good record in the
original text (with respect to his basic tradition) in
reading without thé_article before'broper names, he adds
the article eight times. when making corrections (1:46;
8: 25, 11:35; 12:7, 16; 13:21, 23; 18:40). This is a second-
,ary procedure as far as the basic text of the papyrus is
concerned, and, if our above analysis 1s correct, probabdly
80 in terms of.the Johannine original.

- There 18 also & secondary harmonization involving
articles in 12:9 and 12, where he has changed oxlog molug
and o oxlog molug both to read o oxlog o moluge.

We may conclude then that in matters of Johannine
style the scribe corrects in a2 manner comparable to the
"tendencies" of the original text of the MS. Although he
sometimes changes to what appear to be original readings
(e.g., 10:22 totre 1. be), such corrections are probably
for stylistic reasons; but most of the correctlons appear
to be toward a smoother, fuller text.

On points of style, therefore, there 18 no indica-
tion that this Egyptian (perhaps Alexandrian) scribe-
turned-recensor is either creating a "scholarly" text or
seeking to preserve the ® Johannine origipal;' he 1s rather
producing a good, readable text.

At the more significant points of variation,
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ﬁowever, where the change haa‘leas to do with style and
more to do with the meaning of the text, there 1is more
ambiguity as to the principle of editorializing.

Some reagings are clearly secondary, and appear to
be made in the interest of an "easier" text. This is
particularly true of the three major changes toward the
Western MSS. At 4:51 the change to utiog cou eliminates the
non-Johannine mat¢ (its only occurrence in the Gospel).76‘
Of the change in 11:33, Barrett has correctly observed:
“The reading . . . 18 an easier text, since it avoids the
statement that Jesus éveBpipficaro, and should be rejected
&8 &n editorial"improvement' made in reverehce for the
person of Jesus."TT At 12:47 the elimination of the nega-
tive probably is in the interest of a sharp contrast
between verses 47 and 48.

Probably secondary, but not necessarily "easier,"
are the singular verb epetvev at 2:12, the plural otbdapev
at 4?25, the change to dterpiBev at 11:54 and to emineowy
at 13:25, and the reading of the optative at 13:24.

There are several other corrections which, if not

76The correction also involves a change from indi-
rect discourse to a ori-recitativum. This kind of change
also occurs at 8:54. Although the ort-recitativum is more
common in John than elsewhere in the New Testament (except
Mark), and the scribe apparently prefers it, it is not
possible on internal grounds to decide the original reading
at such places.

TTThe Gospel According to St John, p. 333.



189
necessarily secondary, are probably in the interest of
preserving an "easier" or full text (1:19 add npog¢ aurov;
2:11 om., nwpwrnv; 5:6 add ndn; 7:12 add nolug; 7:37 add ﬁpo;
pe; 8:21 add o Inooug; 9:17 autou 1. deaurou; 9:18 add tovu ’
avaBlevavrog; 9:36 om. epn; 12:3 add vapdou; 14:11 ta epya
auvra 1. ta epya aurtou;:14:14 add vouro; 14:1T7 eorat 1.
corty; 17:14 add xabwg eyw ex TOU XOOPOU OUX €ijt;}

19:15 expavyacav 1. eleyov).

There afe, however, five corrections--all of them
deletions-~-where the change is from alclearly secondary to
a clearly original reading; and in each instance the cor-
rected reading 1s decidedly the more difficult (7:39 om.
aytov; T:40 om. mnollos; 7:46 om. wg ouTog lalet‘o avépwmogs
10:26 om. xabw¢ etnmov upiv; l4:4 om. xat . . . otdare). v
Here surely the scribe is after the "best™ text in the
sense of the "original" text, and not simply after a good,
readable text. And it may well be that this principle also
underlies other changes as well.TO :

The difficulty, therefore, of final Jjudgment about

TBout of 43 corrections judged to be "significant,”
P66C reads with Nestle-Aland 27 times. Most of these 27
are probably original to John; but they are not necessarilly
always the more difficult reading in terms of P66*, For
example, the omission of wpwrnv in 2:11 is probably in
favor of the original text, but since it also eliminates a
more ‘difficult reading (probably an early corruption due to
a misunderstanding--or right understanding--of apxnv), one
cannot here Judge whether the scribe is after the "origi-
nal' text or the "easlest" text.
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the "principle of editing” 1s obvious. If the correction
at 11:33 is patently secondary, the deletion of arvtov after
aveupa in 7:39 is clearly original. Moreover, one maJjor |
factor remains forever unknown: How often did the scribe
choose not to change his text? For if, in chapter 7, he

hag eliminated the secondary readings at vv. 39, 40, and

46, he has left others which are just as surely secondary
j(vo 27 e)0n 1. epxnrat; v. 31 position of mollot; v. 32 add
oe; v. 36 om. upetc); and in chapter 14 he has eliminated
the secondary xat . ., . otbdare in v. 4, but has kept the
secondary pevn for f in v. 17 and added the secondary TOUTO
in v. 14, But one cannot evaluate him on what he did not
do, since neither (or none) of his Vorlagen may have pre-
served "original™ readings which are to be found in other
MsS. ' , ?
But over all the pattern of the corrections seems toj
be much 1like the tendencies found in the text of the I
" original MS. Just as the original text preserves a major-
ity of original readings but tends to pick up a number ofl
ﬁecondary readings, so also the scribe sometimes corrects _
in favor of the "original" text but also tends to pick up &
nuﬁber of secondéry readihgs. This is particularly true 1nj

matters of style.

o “We may conclude, therefore, that neither the
origirial text nor the corrected text of P66 are in the

‘direction of a "scholarly” recension. Just as the scribe is
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careless in his original copying, even so he corrects
ﬂthoﬂt apparent controls. He gives no indication of
having been a "textual eritic” of the New Testament. The
fact that he has copied the Gospel of John at all probably
indicates that it was "sacred,” but that he copied and
corrected in the fashion that he does probably indicates
further that it was not "canonical Scripture.”



CHAPTER V

-THE TEXTUAL RELATIONSHIPS‘OF P75
IN THE GOSPEL OF ILUKB

In contrast to its contemporary P56, the more
recently discovered P75 has been the object of compara-
tively little investigation. The reason for this 1is not
hard to find. The wofk of C. L. Porter on 1ts text in
John, both in his dissertationl and published study,Z gave
clear indication as to the nature of its text. Whereas
P66, as Birdsall correctly observed, is no "unsullied
ancestor of Codex Vaticanus," P75 is not only in the
ancestry of that great uncial but is so in a remarkadbly
close way.

The relationship between P75 and B in John is far
closer than the relationship between any two other New
Testament MSS of any kind in the first four Christian cen-
turies. Moreover, this relationship 1s s0 close as to

affirm beyond question the much-beleaguered opinion of Hort

lnmextual Analysis,” pp. 111-120.
2“Papyrua Bodmer XV," pp. 368-376.
. e
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that "B must be regarded as having preserved . . . a very
ancient text.'3 Whether this text is, as Hort further

maintained, "a very pure line of very ancient text" or not,
Porter has shown that B represents a very pure line of
descent of a very ancient text. If the Neutral texttype in

5

John 18 & "recension,®’ it is a recension which was created

in the second century.

§ The text of P75 in John, therefore, lacks the

ambiguity of that of P66, and any additional studies must
probably be in terms of the implications of the conclusions
of Porter. It is the significance of such implications,
namely the role of P75 for NT textual criticism, which
constitutes the chief interest in this papyrus to the
purposes of the present study.

Before that role may be assessed, however, an analy-
sis of the text of P75 in Luke similar to that of Porter's
work in John is needed. Apart from general notices, which
took into account its text in both John and Luke,5 only two

3The New Testament in the Original Greek, II,
250-251.

hThe discussion of the problem of "recension" will

be found infra, pp. 252 ff.

S5see Floyd V. Filson, "More Bodmer Papyri," BA, XXV
(1962), 50-57; P.-H. Menoud, "Papyrus Bodmer XIV-IXV et
XVII," RevTheoPhil, XII (1962), 107-116; Bruce M. Metzger
"The Bodmer Papyrus of Luke and John," ExpT, LXXIII (19625,
201-203; J. de Savignac, "Les Papyrus Bodmer XIV et XV,"
Seriptorium, XVII (1965}, 50-55.
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studiei have thus far been directed toward its text in
Luke, and both of these were admittedly of a preliminary
6

nature. All of these studies merely hrtirned the tenta-
tive conclusions of the editors: “D'une maniere éénérale,
P est rarement du c8té de D 12 ou ce ms, est aéul; 1t

_ semble avolr surtout de.1l'affinité avec B,"7

. The present chapter, therefore, offers a more com-
plete analysis of P75 in Luke, using the method worked out

in Chapter II.
I. P75 AND B IN LUKE 10

P75 contains portions of the text of Luke from chap-
ters 3:19 to 18:17 and 22:5 to 28:53. Of this text 8:5-28;
10:8-17:29; and 22:38-2%:53 are preserved almost in their
entirety. About two-thirds of the text has been preserved
in most of the remaining portions, except for 3:18-4:42;
5:11-6:15; and 7:35-8:5, which are quite fragmentary. The
nuzber of lines per page and letters per line remain con-
sistent throughout the papyrus, so that by cbmparing the
number of full and partial pages preserved, one may Judge
that P75 contains approximately 45 percent more text of

6Joseph A. Fitzmyer, ‘Papyrus Bodmer XIV: Some
Features of Our Oldest Text of Luke," CBR, XXIV (1962),
170-179; Marchant A =, "Notes on the Bodmer Manuscript
of Luke," BibSac, CXXII 1965), 23%-2h0,

7ﬁartin and Kasser, Papyrus Bodmer XIV, P- 29.
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Inkn than of John.

"Although the present investigation 1s ultimately
‘eoncerned with the entire text of P75 in Luke, for the _
purposes of glving direction to the total study, a complete'
_analysis based on our method 18 first offered for Luke 10,
This chapter has been chosen for very practical reasons:
It 18 the first chapter where P75 reads almost without
lacunae; 1t 1s one of the few chapters in which P45 con-
tains a large amount 6! text; and it is one of the few
chapters in which C is complete. | i

The total number of disagreements between the early
MSS in Iuke 10 18 found in Téble VIII. It is clear from
these figures that the highest level of textual relation-
ship exists between P75 and B. The next level 1s between
AW and TR. The third level is between P75 B and X, and
AW TR and C, However, because these figures 1nélude
bingular readings, and because the witness of P45 is not
clear due to the incompleteness of its text, the tablé of
agreements (Table IX) more adequately presents, and fully
confirms, the relationships indicated in Table VIII. This
table, which again is based on the double principle of
“"examining total variation™ and "discriminating before
éounting,“ indicates decisivel& that an extremely close
relationship exists between P75 and B. |

Although these two sets of statistics are evidence
enough of this very close relationship, the following



TABLE VIII
2 .
NUMBER OF DISAGREEMENTS BETWEEN
. EARLY MSS IN ILUKE 10

™ P45 P75 B x A c D W
. - 8 60 66 56 22 31 96 23
P45 M8 - 37 43 43 56 56 5T 48
P75 60 37 - 12 32 64 k9 94 68
66 43 12 - 35 68 53 96 T2
56 43 32 35 - 57 4 87 59
22 56 64 68 57 - 33 103 25
3. 56 4 53 4 33 - 98 35
96 57 oL 96 87 103 98 - 103

23 48 6 T 59 25 35 103 -

L O 0O » % W
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TARIE IX
PERCENTAGE (F ACREEMENTS IN LUE 10
AT 70 UNITS (F VARIATIQN
TR PS5 PI5 B R A c D W
TR~  39.6 243 20.0 25.6 62,9 TLh 35.7 80.0
PlS 39.6 <~ 641 5Sh.7 51.0 28,3 32,1 56.6 321
CPTS 2h3 6kl — 929 616 243 L2.9 38.6 15.7
20,0 SU.7 92,9 == 67.6 A ladi Lo.0 12,9
25.6 51,0 616 67.6 = 35.3 UB.5 51.5 29.4
82,9 28.3 2k.3 20k 3¥.3 =  Th3 3L.3 829

35.7 56,6 38.6 Lo.0 51,5 343 M3 -~ 3.9
80.0 32.1 15.7 12,9 295 82,9 65.7 2.9 -

¥ YUY o +» X w

NOTE: PLS reads at 53 places; K at 68.

s o iy

L 23 W29 MLk M85 W3 - K3 657
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<observations indicate the full exfent of that relationship.
l. Of the twelve diaagreedents between P75 and B
in this chapter, six of them are singular (or nearly so) to
P75 0or B: |
10:19 B.addfnr post duvapty
10:24 P75 U 998 8y¢ om. vap
10:27 B* H om. gou post Qecov
10:31 B-1 579 om. ev ante 17 obw
10:37 B* om. o ante Ingoug
‘ 10:39 P75 om. tovu ,
There 15 one further féading where P75 and B each has a
nearly singular reading against the rest:
10:18 P75 472 ®wS adTpanny mMECOvTa €X TOU OUPaYOoU
B 254 579 eX TOU OUpPaAYOoU W¢ acTpannv Neoovra
RACDVWrell wg acrpanngy ex TOL oupavou meoovra
It will be observed that none of these is a textu-
ally significant variant, and except perhaps for the omis-

sion of ev at 10:31, none of them has 8 prima facle claim

to represent the original text.
There are five other disagreements between P75 and

:B where each has a reading supported by one or more of the

early MSS: }
10:39 P75 P45 R* L E 579 xas -
B* A C VW Byz TR 1 xas ’ ;
D. | ' n | » :
10:39 P75 P45 A W Byz b TR Inoovu
B* R DL E 579 892 1tP1l vo sy¢® xuptou
10:40 P75 P45 R D Byi TR wxarelimev '
BACLTYDpm : ;afelctncv |



1042 P7TS PAS A C W Byz'!R“cvoE 8¢ cotiv Ypeta

B oltyey B¢ xpeia edsTivV 1 €YO(§
L1 33579 c2 oltyevy B¢ e¢OTIVY Xpeta N €vVO(§
ne oltyev 8¢ coTiYV n €vog
38 syral oliyev B¢ ¢oTiv Xpeta
10:42 P75 PASYid o ¢ W Byz TR an avurng
‘ B K' ‘D L 579 aUTn;

or these variants only the first reading in 10: 242 13

textually aignificant,g and at this point B et al. not onlyk
preserve the Keutral reading, but most likely the original |
as well. B also preserves the Neutral text at 10:39
(xuptou) and 10:52 (om. am ), while P75 preserves the |
_ Neutral reading at 10:39 (om. 7). It may be of interest to
note further that P75 and B read together without any .
variation wvhatever for the first eighteen verses, covering
two distinct pericopes, and that the five non-singular
disagreéments all occur in a single pericope.

810:39 Incou/xuptou may be 8o, but each 18 abbrevi-
ated in the KSS to 7¢ and Xg, which makes it an easy place
for error.

94t this point the judgment of Hort seems better
than that of the translators of the NEB. See Tasker, ed.,
Creek New Testazent, p. 420. The translators of the NEB
considered the reading of B et al. to be a conflation of
the reading of P75 et al. and of 38 syPal. It seems to be
asking too much of the thirteenth century codex 38 (not a
necessarily good MS) and the poorly preserved syP3dl to
suggest that they alone preserve an early second century
readin ). Their text is much easier to explain as a
later and more logical) shortening of the text of B. The
choice therefore is between the "shorter" reading of P75 -
et a1, and the "more difficult” reading of B et al. Since
the shorter reading fits the context so well, one is hard
pressed to find a reason for its having been changed into
the longer.

Kol e [P e m e s mvime A . oh s et b A o o o . S - 2 o i . . S = A~ . S ettt s
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In order to indicate how ainimal fhe.anount of dis-
agreement between P75 and B actually is, a coaparison of
the disagreements in Luke 10 between some of the MSS in
Family 1 may be noted. According to Kirsopp Iake the
‘éloaeat textual relationship in this family exists between
Codices 118 and 203. -The relationship 1s s0 close in fact
that Lake could argue: "Either 118 209 have a common
archetype X, or 118 is a copy of 209.";O The next level of
relationship in this family is between 1 and 209. In chap-
ter 10 of ILuke, 118 and 209 have eight disagreements, none
of which is a singular reading to either codex, and 1 and
209 have fourteen disagreements. This means that in terms
of disagreements, P75 and B in Luke 10 are within the same
fange of relationship as exists within the “inner circle”
of Family 1.
I 2. The closeness of this relationship is further
demonstrated by the agreements between P75 and B. There
hre four variants where P75 and B are the only uncials to
éupport one of the readings:

i 10:1 P75 B 579 700 713 e ameoretdev
. ACDVWUL EN rell ancoretley Qquroug

10:6 P75 B 433 1012 1tPl Or exet q
o c

RACWLByzcesy 1 exct
1604 pc TR pevy 1 exet
6 N

10

: Codex 1 of the Gospels and its Allies (Cambridge,
19R2), p. xx111.




10:21

10:27 -
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vg Te NveuvpaTrt Tw aytw

P75 B aur

RDEI24 a bl ev Tw fiveupart Te artw

cxni Te nveupart Tw aytw o0 Inooug
LX33ce £r2 rl o Inoou e¢v Tw mveupatt To artw
@ 579 0 Inooug Te MYeUlaTrt Tw AYI®
No 0 Inooug T® Nveupart

A W Byz TR T® fTveupart - o Inooug
P45 ¢V T® TNveupartt

P75 B napdrag oou

RACUWDrell wapbdiag oou wat

There are six other readings where P75 and B are joined by

6nly one or two of the Neutral uncials:

10:5

10;6

10:15

10:24

10:27

10:30

P75 B R 1241 e

e10eclOnTEe O1XLAY TPWTOY

AW 0 Byz syS bo TR otxtav ctoeoxncsbée npmrov

Da

etoelOnre mpwTOY OtXNtLAY

CLEXXaurc f vg otxiav ¢it0elfnre npwrov

P75 B RX* 579 emnavananoerats

rell
P75 B

rell

P75 B
rell

P75 B
RAC
Dabd

savanavoerat

L 0115 157 726 1375 bo Tou abou

abov
0124 sa axovoat pou
axouvoat
E 0124 472 | xapbtag
W 8 Byz aur e £ vg Tn¢ xapdiag
c ff2 11qrl Tn xapdia

P75 B R* C#* syc P unolaBavy

rell

unolaBoyvy de

and four others where they are supported by D or P45

against the rest:

10:2

10:15

10:35

P75 B D 0181 700 e epratrag exBaln

rell

exBaln eprarag

P75 B D 579 syS-C xara8non
rell

xaraBtBacénon

P75 B P45 8a ebBwxev buo dnvapta

Dce
:ell

bdnvapta duo ebuxev
duvo dnvapta cdoxev
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10:38 P75 B P45 sa omit

k* C L E 33 579 €1 TV otxtay
ADWEG®O Y Byz it vg TR ¢1¢ rov otxov aurng

e s 5

They further agree in eleven Neutral readings against D and
the Byzantine MSS (10:3 om. eyw; 10:19 dedwxa 1. btbwps;
-10:20»¢77e1pania1 1. eypaopn; 10:21 euvdoxia evevero 1.
eyevero eudoxia; 10:25 om. xat 2°; 10:32 . . . e\@wv 1.
yevopevog . . . (P45 D] or vevopevog . . . eidov [A C W Byz
TR]); 10:36 om. ouv; 10:38 om. evevero; 10:39 mpog 1, mape;
10:39 napaxa@coetoa 1. napaxadicaca; 10:41 o xuptog 1.
o Inooug), as well as two others where D joins the Neutral
MSS against N and the rest (10:1 [10:17) add 8uvo; 10:35
om., aurw). i
Although matters of orthography have ordinarily been;
iett out of the discussion of variants, it may be noted in
conclusion that P75 and B agree with very few others at
four such places in this chapter: |
' 10:7 P75 B D 579 e¢cfovreg

rell ecOiovreg %
10:13 P75 B A D 579 a Bndoaiba ;
CLR EX Byz TR Bnoéoaiba ;
PB5 X WE U Bnoécaidav
10:35 P75 B P45 eav ?
rell av 5
10:42 P75 B P3 1 579 maptap -
rell papta !

It i clear, therefore, that P75 and B have at least
as close a relationship in ILuke 10 as they do in John.

Moreover, this relationship is of such nature that one may
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safely conclude that the text of B in Luke existed in most
of its particulars at tﬁe end of the second century. If B
and X have been considered in the past as representing a
t?xttjpe, then P75 and B appear to have a family relation-
ship within that texttype. It remains only to be shown

that this same relatibtnship is maintained throughout the
Gospel. '

II. P75 AND B IN THE REMAINDER OF ILUKE

The percentage of agreements between P75 and the
other early MSS on a chapter by chapter basis is presented
in Table X. It is at once clear that the relationships -
found in chapter 10 are constant throughout the Gospel. It
may be noted further that in many chapters P45 and C are
missing. Were one to add ény two other MSS in these chap-
ters to'forh a broader base for tabulating variants, the
,percentages of agreement between P75 and B would be even :
higher than it 1is. é

Perhaps the best demonstration of thia relationship |
18 to note the total number of disagreements between the
two MSS, such as Porter presented for John.11 Porter's

1ist of such disagreements totals 205.12 The list of

11“Papyrus Bodmer XV," p. 368-374.

12my14 figure should be raised to 208. Porter has
left out the following: 3:25 the singular reading of
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TABLE X

Chap. No. of TR PLS B R A c D W
Units

35 27 29.6  lic B5.2 59.3 33.9 29.6 5.6 5.6
6 S5 164 TLL 96k 636 200 171 2.1 1S5
7 33‘ 30.3 lac 97.0 63.6 24,2 22,2 15,1 57.6
8 65 21,5  lac 95.3 58.5 21,5 29.0 26,2 15.4
9
10
1
12

69 3.8 65.8 88 66.7 3.9 UL 33.3 37.6

70 39.6 6L 92.9 67.6 2h.3 L2.9 38.6 15.7

(43 38.7 5heT 86,7 62.7 1.3 39.0 32.0 38.7
| 71 33.8 L48.0 87.3 59.2 29.5 lac 26.8 25.
13 50 40.0 50.0 82.0 640 12.0 lac 3.0 3.0
5 S 9.1 70.8 681.8 68.2 13.6 lac 3% 1.k
18 3 7.6 lac 88.2 67.6 298 lac 3.3 17
16 29 20,7 lac 931 T2 20,7 lac Lh.8  17.2
:17-18 W 13.6 lac 88.6 6Ly 13.6 lac L3.2 9.1
22 6 125 lac 96,9 70.3 17.2 lac 3l 17.2
23 W 12,2  lac 87.8 70.3 20.3 53.2 243 13.5
2 56 16,1 lac 89.3 67.9 17.9  lac 35,7 12.5

TOOAL 860 208 58.5 90.7 65.2 25k LO.T 32,7 28

NOTE: PLS shares readings at 253 places; C at 396.
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disagreements in Iuke, which will be found in Appendix III,I
totals 229, When one takes into consideration the amount
of text preserved in each of the Gospels, the number of

disagreements are considerably fewer in Luke than in John.
Whereas in John there are approximately 5.5 disagreements
per page of MS, thegg are about 4.} éer page in luke. In
percentages this means that while P75 has 45 percent more

text of Luke than of John, it has only 9.6 percent more

disagreements with B in Luke than in John.

Tables XI, XII, and XIII 1ist the 229 disagreements
between P75 and B according to the more frequently occur-
ring types of variation. Tables XI and XII show the dis-
agreements which are the result of singular or sub-singular
readings in P75 and B respectively. Table XIII presents a
similar list where P75 and B are joined by one or more of
the 1important uncials. |
' It will be noted that well over one-half (57.5%) of
;the disagreements are singular and sub-singular readings
in the two MSS, which probably means that most of the
variations are due to nothing more than the habits of the
two scribes involved. But more significant 1is the fact
that of the 229 disagreements, only 18 are of such nature
asAto make a différence in meaning in the bassage in which

twy before Iwavou in B; 6:24 P75 aveBnoav )] B eveBnoav;
8:31 P75 pevnre ] B petvire.
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fthej occur--and 11 of these are singular readings. This
means that the following seven variants are the only places‘
in the Gospel of Luke where P75 and B have significantly
different readings with MS support:

10:42 P75 P45 A C* W Byz TR evog dc eoTiv Xpeta
B oltywy de Xpeta €0TIY 1 €VO§

3 L1 33579 Cc° oltywy be eOTIV Xpeta 1 €vog
? ne 1 oltywy de eoTiv n evog
38 syp8 oltywv de eoTiv Xpeta

11:25 P75 R* A D W Byz TR omit

BCLYRTN)X 9 pc gxolalovra
11:33 P7S P4S L ET )\ pc omit
: BRACVWByz TR oude umo Tov podiov
"~ 11:48 P75 A C D W Byz TR paprupetrte
P B R L 892 1241 papTupeg eoTte
12:39 P75 R* D e 1 syS.C oux av
BWLPKDPR eYPNYOPNOEY AY At OUN
AQNX Q7O Byz TR eypnyopnoev av xat oux av
13:33 P75 R D A 69 157 1241 pc epxopevn
: BAWL®YByz TR cxoupevn
" "15:21 P75 AW L @ P Byz TR omit
‘ . BR DX U1 33 700 1241 pc moingov pe wg eva Ty

ptocétowy gov
' It 1s important to note further that of the 96 read-
ings where P75 and B disagree in conjunction with other
“MSS, such disagreement 18 rarely in favor of the singular
;or sub-singular agreement of either with D. P75 reads
aurtou with D 72 983 a b 8yC¢ at 14:23 (where the scribe has
corrected by deleting); adds Tnv ante ynv with D and 69 at
14:35; and omits tbou with D 9 it syB8°C at 23:39. B reads
‘otecee for o¥noée with D p pc at 13:28 and anolean for
‘anoXeoag with D at 15:4. Only the omission of ibou at
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23:39 may be styled "Western" in any sense of that word.l3
It is clear, therefore, that not only do P75 and B

i

have a very close relationship in Iuke, but that any varia-
tion between them 1s not the result of a "mixture" of |
readings from another textual tradition.

B ‘There is one further item which sets forth the close-
ness of the relationship between these two MSS throughout
Luke, and that 18 the number of instances where they read
;alone (or nearly so) against all other MSS.~

‘ _ In his "indictment" of the Neutral tradition, H. C.
Boskier includes a "rough 1list of approximate solecisms" of
B in Luke.l¥ This 1ist contains 93 readings, of which P75
now shares a reading at 65 places. Of these 65 singular
Treadings, the text of B has now been found to exist in the
second century (in P75) at 34 places. These include the
following textually significant readings: (Starred items
are missing in Hoskier's "rough 1ist.")15

' 6:26 om. os matepeg avrwv

6:31 om. xas vpesg

13P75 may also have singular agreement with D at
3:36; 6:22; and 9:27. But there are lacunae in P75 at
these places, and such agreement 18 only conjectural. See’
the discussion at the end of Appendix III, pp. 295 ff.

codex B and Its Allles, I, 208-216.

| 151t should be noted that other discoveries since
Hoskier, notably P45, often agree with P75 and B in these
lists. I am simply using Hoskler's 1ist as a convenient
starting point.



#8:16
8:25
8:45
9:62

10:24

10:38

11:11

11:11

11:12

*#17:23

24:37

om.,
om,
add

onm.

onm.

om.

@ponbevreg 1, nrondevreg

tva 01 €10moOpeUOpEevYos BlemMvoty TO Qwg
XAt UTIAXOUOUC LY aQUTW
xat Ot PET AVTOU

npog¢ aurov  (cum P45)

pov post axovoat |
et rov,otxov (aurng), (cum P45)
aprov pn Ai18ov enmidwoet autw f xat (cum P45);
1. pn (cum P45) |
un (cum P45 L)

anciénre pnde

{

Although the remalinder of the singular agreements is

less significant in terms of the meaning of the text, the

:very frequency of such agreements at these less important

Places indicates the extremely close relationship which

does exist between these two MSS. I note the following:

5:3

; #6:26
| 6:34
6:37
6:37
#6:46
’8:5
#8:6
8:23

_8:35

ex Tovu mlotou ebtdaoxev 1, ebidaogkey ex Tou mMlotou

upag xalwg esMwoty 1., xalwg uvpag etnwoty

om,

cortv  (cum P45)

bixalere 1., xaradixalerec

dixaofntre 1. naradixaocOnre

o leye 1. a Leyw

avta 1. auro

om. vnv &nte merpav

€1¢ TnY Atpvny avepou l. avepou €1¢ TRV Atpvay

om. tou ante Ingov
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10:1 om. autoug

10:27 om. xats 1°

12:22 om. aurou
#]12:56 <tov xaipov 8¢ 1. Tov de xaspov

14:1 om. Twv ante gaptoasay
*#18:12 pg 1. pnde .
#16:3 add xat post soxue
#16:6 ypayov traxewg l. Taxews ypayov

17:12 om, auvrtw post anqqudav

17:28 o1xodopour 1. mxodopouy (1)

23:7 add rov ante Hpodny (cum 8)

23:19 Binfetg 1. BeBlnpevog
*23549 add at ante yuvaixeg
#24:24 om, wat 3° (D it also omit in a different order)
24:28 qyyixav 1. nyysoav

24:38 om. bia
: Singular agreement in minutiae such as these would
’seem to indicate conclusively that P75 and B not only reb-
resent a texttype, but do so as the closest of "relatives."
The discovery of P75 now makes it certain that the text of

B existed in the second century both in its main features

and in a great many of its particulars.

| Finally, it remains to be asked whether either of
‘the MSS appears to reflect textual or scribal characteris-
tics of any kind, which they do not have in common.
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III. TEXTUAL CHARACTERISTICS OF P75 AND B

It was noted above that over one-half the disagreeQ
ments between P75 and B are singular and sub-sihgular
readings in the two KSS. Tables XTI and XII indicate thaé
there are fewer of these in B than in P75,16 and a careful
look at Table XII revedls no pattern ‘or direction of
“editorializing” in B. The single “significant” omission
(11:42 om. rou 6eou) 18 probably a scribal error, and such
harmonizations (with Matt. 26:17) as oot pareiv to waoxa
at 22:9 are few (cf. 11:25 and 15:21).

Often what appear as tendencies in B, also appear
in P75. B, for example, tends to oait the preposition in
partitive phrases (10:42; 12:58), but so also does P75
(17:7). Hoslkder accused B of reading simple words for com-
pound forus,l7 which it does singularly at 6:38 and 15:24,
But in the four examples Hosikler used, P75 also reads the
simple form, and does 80 singularly at 11:22, 13:25, and
15:22. B has five instances of singular omission of the
article, and P75 has ten. DMNoreover, they have three
instances of singular agreement in omitting the article
(8:6, 35; 14:1) and many other places where they read with
the Neutral tradition against the rest in so doing (e.g.,

16This l1ist for B, of course, does not include all
of Iuke, but only the points where P75 also has a reading.

1Tcodex B and Its Allies, I, 248-249.
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5:3, 5 bis; 6:30; 8:41).

What this means, therefore, is that almost any “edi-
- torial” tendencies found in B are anticipated by its closest
relative and are probably only a reflection of close adher-
ence to the Neutral tradition. This, plus the fact that
the number of singular ?eadings in B»%z minizal, means that
the scribe of this MS is almost totally free from "editing"
(his text. He 1s first of all a copyist, and apparently one
of high integrity with respect to his exexplar.18

Table XI, on the oiher hand, indicates that P75 has
one clear teﬁdency, namely to read a "shorter text."” This
is especially true 1n regard to pronouns and conjunctions,
but it 1s also true at more significant points. The scribe
adds a pronoun only at 11:7 and 12:18 (both possessives)
and in each instance has corrected his text. He adds a
conjunction twice (9:28; 9:48), and there 1is only one
significant singular addition in the entire text of Luke
(16:19 add ovopart Neung), a reading which, because of its
interest, has already received special attention.lg

18The only other alternative is that the scribe of B
had more than one MS from which he copied, and that he
"edited" by choosing to stay with a text like P75.

lgsee especially He J. Cagvury, "A Froper Name
for Dives," JBL, LXXXI (1962 399-402 Idea, "The Name
for Dives,® JBL, LOXIV (1965}, 72. Tne zention of this
particular reading in almost every'overview of P75 tends to
distort the true textual nature of the Fapyrus, which has
no other such singular additions. (The long “correction”
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It will be noted further, from Table XIII, that where
P75 and B disagree~w1th other MS support, the tendencies in
P75 to read the shorter text often continue. This is true
both of pronouns (8:20; 11:22; 12:22; 17:6; 24:39) and of
"the more significant variants (11:25, 33; 12:39; 15:21).

Although this may merely reflect the scribe's habits,
an examination of the Neutral text in Luke indicates that
P75 18 closely adhering to "Neutral tendencies." There are,
for example, 26 places in our total units of variation in
Luke, where P75 and B agree against the early Byzantine MSS
(A C W and sometimes D or R) and the TR in omitting the
possessive pronoun or a direct or indirect object.20 There
are at least equal that number where the early Byzantine
KSS join the Neutral tradition and D against most of the
rest in such omissions. But far more important are the
following examples of "short text," which do not include
numerous other instances involving a single word: (Other
.HSS supporting the text of P75 B are in parentheses.)

5:38 om. xat apporepot guvrnpouvrat (x DL pe)
6:26 om. ot marepeg auvrwy (700 1241 syS sa)

6:45 om. @noavpov Ti¢ xapdtag aurou 2° (R D L W E A pec)

at 17:14, borrowed from Matt. 8:3, 1s clearly the work of
a later hand and does not qualify this statement.)

205:5; 6:26, 40, 45; 7:6; 8:27, 49; 9:51, 58, 62;
10:1, 33, 35; 12:22 bis, 41, 53; 13:27; 16:1; 17:11, 12,
33; 22:49: 55, 57; 23:11-
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8:25
- 8:43
| 8:45
8:45
854
. 9:54

10:22
-10:38
11:2
11:2
11:4
11:11
11:44
':11:48
11:54

17:23
17:24

22:31

om.

om.

om.

om.
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tva ot etonopeuvopevot Blenwoivy vo ewg (1574) |
xat umaxouvouvaty autw (700 aeth)

tarpotg mpocavalwoaca olov rov Biov ((D] sa sy3)
xat ot per (ouv) auvrouv (0 700 pc Ba sy®+¢)

xat Aevetg, Tig O ayapevog pou (R L A 22 157 pe)
exBalwy ¢fw mavrag xat (R D L X A pec 1tPl)

w¢ xat Hitag enotnoev (P45 R L F 157 544 579

: 700 990 1241 sa aur e 1 vg sy°°©)
. 9:55-56 om. xat €tneY . . . Owoar (PUS R AC W L g pm)

om.

xat1 orpapet§ Mpog Toug paénrag (P4S R DL EMIO

33 579 892 1241 A\ pc aur a b e £ sy>°©)

om. e1¢ tov otxov aurn¢ (P45 sa)

om. nuwv ev toig oupavotg (R L 1 22 aur syS)

om., yevnéntw to 6elnua ooV, WG €V Ooupavw xXat €mt

ras (L £ sy8-C)

om. alla pucats nuag awo TOV MOYNHPou (R L 706 sa
vg 837°)

om. apToyv, pn Atfov emibwoet autw 7 xat (P45 440 1
££2 1 sa sy®) |

om. Ypappartetg xat @apioatot UMOXptTat (Pu5 CL33
892 1241 A a c e ££2 1 vg) |
om. auvtrwv ta pvapeta (R D L 579 1241 syS a b e 1 rl)
om. tva warnyopnowoiv aurou (P45 R L 579 892 pc sy®)
om. ameldnrte pnde (o) _

om. ¢v Tn fuepa autou (D220 abc e i ££2 sa)

om. etmev ¢ o xuptog (L T 1241 sa bo syS)



f e q“wiAHM_WuM”._“éi%_, 
faazus-uu om. wp8n o « o Ynv (P63 AW TR @ pc sa bo f ayﬂf
:22:64 om. eTuntov autou Tto mpocwrmoy (R LT MK O b bo) |
’22:68 om. pot n amolvonre (R L T @ 0153 1 157 bo) Z
23:17 om. avayxnv be ei1Xev amMOAUELY auUTOL§ Xara €opTNHY

| eva (A LT KD 0124 1241 a sa bo)

23:23 om. wat Twv apxyepewv (X L 130 1241 1tPl)

;23:34 om, o be Inooug « . . mMotouvsiy (RC D W N 0124 ¢
157 545 pe sa & 83%)

é2u:1 om. xat tiveg ouv auratg (R C L 33 579 1241 bo 1it)
24:42 om, xas ano peltogiou inptou (R ADWLH 579 e sy8)
24:46 om. xat ourwg eder (R C* D L 579 sa bo it)

;Indeed, there 1s not a single important instance of "short
;text" in B which is not now supported by P75 (i.e., where
:P75 has text). The fact that f75 has the four additional
‘instances of "short text" against B 1s perhaps an indica-
‘tion that P75 is the truer witness to the Neutral text at
;these points as weli.

z Moreover, the fact that P75 and B are often Jjoined
iby D and the OL, as well as by others, and that in the
-great majority of these the "short text" is the preferred

' reading on all grounds of internal criticism (many are
‘harmonizations with Matthew and/or Mark), seems to indicate
further that this is not simply a "Neutral" tendency, but
‘& reflection of "Lucan” tendencies as well.21

i ”N21A1§hpugh it is not our concern at this point, the
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This does not mean, of course, that any of the
singular "omissions®™ of P75 necessarily has claim to
represent the original text (although the omission of rqv
eauTng voootay umo tag nrepuyag at 13:34 and e1g yvapoug at
14:8 [with b sa syP™8] certainly belong to the "Neutral®™
pattern); but this scribe’s almost adamant stand against
additions to his text does seem to indicate that he is

attempting carefully to preserve the text he is copying.

We may best conclude the investigation of tendencies
in P75 by noting two recent studies which spoke to this
question, and each of which has taken a quite different
turn. In his 1965 presidential address before the Society
of Biblical Literature, Kenneth_w. Clark had occasion to
examine some of the singular variations in P75.22 His
conclusion was that

in general, P75 tends to support our current critical
text, and yet the papyrus vividly portrays a fluld state
of the text at about A, D. 200, . Such scribal freedom
suggests that the gospel text was little more stable
than an oral tradition and that we may be pursulng the
retreating mirage of the "original text" (p. 15).

However, Clark's choice of three variants from Luke

fact that P75 is so faithful in reading a "short text" may
be significant as far as the "Western non-interpolations”
are concerned., For P75 does not read one of them, -At
least this MS clearly puts the whole problem well back into
the second century. .

22nqme Theological Relevance of Textual Variation 1n
?uggg?t Crigicism of the Greek New Testament,“ JBL, LXXXV-
» 1“ . - - e . .. [ c—



to portray "vividly" the "fluid state of the text™ is not a
very happy one., The addition at 17:14 has already been
noted to be the work of a later hand. (Clark is quite
misleading at this point in saying that "the scribe of P75
borrows. . . .”) Moreover, his "unique reading heretofore
unreported” of soxuv rgr 1x6uy at 11§11 seems to be a “non-v
sense” reading pure and simple, since the toxuv is immedi-
ately followed by un avrt 1xfvog. This error is surely a
form of “mental metathesis” and not a case of "scribal
freedom.” The other reading, npfaro for npfavro at 11:24,
i8 not singular to P75 as Clark suggests. It 18 also read
by I 1 579 1200 1375. But in spite of later support, this
régding looks like a case of error, rather than of scribal
freedom. The exact thing occurs in P75 at 14:8, and here
the accompanying navre¢ makes the reading impossible. One
might compare also 9:32 etonldevy 1. etonlov; 11:53
efeldovreg 1. efedbovrog; 1T:4 apnoer l. apnoecig; and
23:29 epxevrat 1. epxovrai, all of which are uncorrected--
and impossible QGreek. , _

In contrast to Clark, E. C. Colwell had previously
concluded his examination of the scribal habits of P75
with this judgment:

In P75 the text that is produced can be explained in

21 its variants as a result of a single force, namely
the disciplined scribe who writes with the intention of
being careful and accurate. There 18 no evidence of

revision of his work by anyone else, or in fact of any
. real revision. '



And

e o o 2Ny impulse to izprove style is for the mosg part
defeated by the obligation to make an exact copy.23

» Our present examination seems fully to confirm this
Judgeent. Rather than reflecting a fluid state of text, as
P66 in John surely does, P75 in Iulke appears to reflect, as
does B, a careful copyiBt preserving his original text.
;Any "editorial" tendencies in P75 are those already found
1in his textual tredition.

IV. CONCIDSIONS

From the analysis by Porter of P75 in John, and froa
:the foregoing analysis of its text in Luke, the following
important conclusions should be noted.

1. In contrast to the text of P66, which 18 “mixed"
both in terms of fextual tréditions and original and
secondary readings, the text of P75 is almost totally
"pure® in terms of its textual tradition, and it appears to
be much more reliable in terms of the original text.
Whereas none of the singular and sub-singular readings of
P66, and few of its readings where it varies from the
Neutral tradition, seem to preserve the original text,
:there are a number of readings in P75 where it varies from
B, as well as some of its singular readings to which one

23nseribal Eabits,™ pp. 381 and 386.
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must give serious considerstion in terms of original text.
This 1is esﬁecially trﬁe of the omissions at Luke 11:33
(oude uno tov podiov), which it shares with P45 L = I 0124
X pc, at Luke 12:39 (evypnyopnoev av wat) which it shares
with X* D e 1 sy®*C%, and at John 9:38-39 (o 8¢ ewn miorevw,
XUPIEC® XNAL MPOCENUYROECY QuUTW., Xat einev o Iqabug), which
1t shares with ¥* W b (1) bR, |

2., Again in contrast to P66, the scribe of P75
appears to have taken few liberties wilth his text. ¥Whereas
the scribe of P66 is both a careless worimen and a con-
scious "recensor," the scribe of P75 is & careful woricm=n
and appears to be almost free from "editorial” activity.
His chief concern seems to have been the careful preserva-
tion of the text which he was copying.

3. Because of its extremely close relafionship with
B, 1t 18 no longer correct to speak of B as "recensiomal,"”
if by this term is meant either a recension in the third
century or the scribe of B as a recensor. The text of P75
from the second century appears to absolve the scribe of B
of carefully "editing" his text. Rather‘he is carefully
“copying" his text.

B, Pinally, the text of P75 in Luke and John
indicates that the Neutral texttype, as a fully developed
texttype, existed in all of its essentials in the second
century. PFurthermore, it so éxisted across two distinct
textual histories (Luke and John). If other texttypes are
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processes which developed over centuries, of are "uncon-~
trolléd popular texta,"2“ the Neutral texttype 1is both a
completed "process” by the end of the second century, and
apparently was one which was handed down in a carefully
controlled tradition.

. Therefore, such descriptions as those of P66 and P75
by Werner G. Kummel in his latest revision of Peine-Behm's
Introduction are quite misleading, if not in error. Of P66

he says: “The codex . . . presents a text which . . . be-
longs to a preliminary stage of the 'Egyptian' text before
the recensions."@5 The text of the contemporary P75 seems
completely to nullify this Judgment. Of P75 Kimmel has
said: “"This text is a predecessor of the 'Egyptian' text-
form" (p. 364). Again, the conclusions of this chapter
indicate that such terms as "predecessor" or "pre-recen-
sional” are not permissible while speaking of P75. Any
"recension™ or development of a text-form precedes the text

of PT75.

2B4y4s 18 Colwell's description of the Western
texttype. See "Origin of Texttypes,” p. 137.

251ntroduction to the New Testament, 14th rev. ed.,
trans. A.,”J. Mattill, Jr. (Nashville, 1966), p. 364.




CHAPTER VI

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF P66 AND P75 FOR THE PROBLEM
OF METHOD IN NEW TESTAMENT TEXTUAL CRITICISM
It was noted in Chapter I that the paradox of con-
temporary criticism is that the recensional character of
the Neutral texttype is considered an "assured result,"”
while at the same time most contemporary critical texts
have a8 predominantly Neutral appearance. §
_ Some critics have considered this paradox to mark |
the fallure of contemporary eclecticism as a total method.
In his 1947 discussion of method, E. C. Colwell concluded
;that "nd patching will preserve the theory of Westcott and
Hort;"l and "patching” fairly describes how some have con-
sidered eclecticism.2 Hence there has been an appeal for a

new methodé-beyond eclecticism--to replace Westcott and

Hort.

Such judgments as these, however, were based chiefly

]
!
|
1
i
1

Ingenealogical Method," p. 132. |
2Ct. the opinion of Clark quoted in Chapter I, p. 6.
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on the premise that the "recensional” nature of the Neutralz
texttype invalidated the textual theory of Westcott and
Hort as welllas that of their "offspring,” that is, 1t
invalidated any theory which considered a textual tradition
to have preserved a "relatively pure line of very ancient
text."
. ¢ g

These Judgments, however, were all made before the
discovery and analysis of P66 and P75. The position taken
in this chapter is that an eclectic method which seeks a
proper balance between external and internal evidence 1is in
fact a valid method, and that the analyses offered in this
study contribute to the validity of such a method in at .
least three ways.
| First, they contribute to the question of the rela-
tionship between internal and external éﬁidenceAih eclecti-'
cism. The problem here is whether eclecticism should be a
thoroughgoing methodology after the manner of G.’D.
Kilpatrick, or whether evaluations based on external
considerations such as the date and general quality of a
MS or MSS should also be a determining factor.
‘ Secondly, P66 and P75 contribute to the'importanf‘
question of early textual recension. It is the conclusion
" of this study that the combined witness of P66 and P75Atend
to undercut the first horn of the contemporary dilemma,
namely the recensional character of the Neutral texttype.

~If this is true, then the major cause of unrest over
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contemporary eolocticism will have been removed--or at
least the embarrassment over the Hortian face of our con-
temporary critical texts and treanslations will have been
removed,

_ Pinally, if it can be demonstrated--or at least 1if
probability thus 1nd1gates--that the, Neutral texttype is
not recensional, then a new evaluation of the textual
theory of Westcott and Hort may be in order. Instead of
viewing the original text as totélly lost and scattered in
random fashion throughout the MS tradition (which is what
Kilpatrick's method seems to imply), one may perhaps be
prepared to view the Neutral texttype as a "relatively
pure” representative of the original. Such an evaluation
of course depends upon the demonstration of the relative
superiority of the best representatives of fhis tradition
over other MSS and MS traditions.

The chief difference between such a theory and that
of Hort 18 that more emphasis will be placed on the term
"relatively" than did Hort. The reason for this is that
the total application of eclecticism as a method will
place more emphasis on internal evidence, with the result
that more often one will bé willing to view the texttype
as having been corrupted. |
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I. P66 AND P75 AND THE ROLE OF EXTERNAL
EVIDENCE IN TEXTUAL CRITICISM

One of the basic problexs of contemporary eclecti-
cism is that of finding a proper balance between externa;
and intermal evidence. How much weight does one place‘on
such matters as the date and character of a MS or families
of MSS, and how much weight on purely internal and contex-
tual considerations? | '

The term "eclecticism™ has been used to describe two
forms of answer to thié question. On the one hand, it is
used of a method which tries to find the fine balance be-
tween internal and external considerations, a method in
which "verbal criticism, external and internal criticism
8ll have thelr part to play and must. give each other mutusl
support.”3 This method has been called "reasoned eclecti-
cism,” and for the most part describes what is probably the
‘Feigning contemporary method.u
:‘ On the other hand, the term "eclecticism" is also
ﬁsed of a method which relies chiefly on internal consid-
;rations, This is particularly true of the work of

3yaganay, An Introduction, p. 91.

hThat it was openly espoused by the translators of
the NEB may be noted both in the "Introduction” and in the -
textual notes (Tasker, ed., The Greek New Testament).
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C. H. Turner® and G. D. Kilpatrick.6 To this method
Kilpatrick has applied the term "rigorous eclecticism;"7
and although he suggests that he does not intend "to make
light of the importance of knowledge of nanuscripta'a in
actual practice his method often does so.9

In many respects Kilpatrick’s "rigorous eclecticisa”
stands in direct contredistinction to the method of
Westcott and Hort. For Hort there was a primary dictua for
the eialnation of any variant: "Knovledgé of documents
should precede final judgement upon readings.”1C® He argued
that internal consideraticns are always secondary to the
evaluation of the documents themselves: "The uses of
internal evidence are subordinate and accessory: if taken
as the primary guide, it cannot but lead to extensive

53ee especially "Marcan Usage: Notes, Critical
and Exegetical, on the Second Gospel,™ JTS, XXV (1923/24%),
377-386; xxvI §192h/?5), 12-20, 145-156, 225-240, 337-346;
IXVII (1925/26), 58-62; XXVIII (1926/27), 9-30, 349-362;
"A Textual Commentary of Mark 1," JTS, XXVIII (13926/27),
1#5-1583 "Western Readings in the Second Half of St. Mark's
Gospel,” JTS, XXIX (1927/28), 1-16.

6see supra, p. 5, n. 10.

T*Western Text and Original Text in the Gospels
and Acts,”™ p. 36. :

81bid. |

SThis wmay be seen in his various articles on lexi-
cal and grammatical usages of NT authors, as well as in his
contribution to the Casey Festschrift, "An Eclectic Study
of the Text of Acts.” . :

1°'me New Testawment, II, 31.
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error.*11

Kilpatrick, in contrast to this, says of his own

method: "Thus we do not concern ourselves with atteapting
to satisfy ourselves that the Egyptian [=Neutral] text or
the Western text as a whole is right but we try to decide
each variant by itself."]2 This is similar to the three
dicta offered by Frederick C. Grant:

1. No one type of text is infallible, or to be
preferred by virtue of its generally superior authority.

2. Each reading must be examined on its merits, and
preference must be given to those readings which are
demonstrebly in the atyle of the author under consid-
eration.

3. Readings which explain other variants, btut are
not contrariwise themselves to _be explained by the
others, merit our preference.l

What Kilpatrick and Grant clearly imply is that the

primary considerations are always internal. It would
appear that the chief value of the MSS is to supply the
variants with which the critic is to do his work! Eldon J.
Epp has cogently asked of Kilpatrick at this point: “why
not add a few more conjectural readings on the assumption .

that they may have been lost at some point in the history

11y54., I, S43.
12®pn Eclectic Study,™ p. 64.

13*1me Greek Text of the New Testament,”
Introduction to the Revised Standard Version of thv New
Testament (International Council of Religious Education,
1946}, p. 41.
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of the text?"l¥

» As to the weakness of this procedure and therefore
in partial defense of Hort, the foregoing analyses of P66
and P75 indicate not only that MSS may be judged as to
their general quality, but that this judgment must often be
& factor in determining the preferred reading. This 1is
particularly true in three areas where-"rigorous eclecti-
cism" appears to be an inadequate method: (1) the evalua-
tion of a singular reading as the original reading because
it "rits" an author's style, (2) the failure to reckon
fully with the possibility thaﬁ an author may vary his
style, and (3) the problem of evaluating readings where

internal considerations lead to a stalemate,

Singular Readings and Original Text. Chapters IV
and V of this study have indicated that the internal con- |
siderations‘for which Kilpatrick would argue as & basis for.
the recovery of the original text, may justly be used first
for the evaluation of existing MSS. It seems to this - '
writer that the evaluation of the MS itself should be a
primary consideration before one considers the reading of
that MS at a specific variant.
7 Kilpatrick, for example, often opts for a reading |
which has very little MS support, on the basis that such a

18n5ome Tmportant Textual Studies,” JBL, DXOXIV
(1965), 174, a review of the Casey Festschrift in which
Kilpatrick's "An Eclectic Study" appeared.
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reading best reflects the given author's style. But

serious questions arise when his preferred readings are
singular to such witnesses as D, 1241 or syrh.15 The read-
ings in question are not necessarily condemned because they'
. are singula:lr, but because they are singular in MSS whose
'fexts abound in Bingu}ar readings o; patently secondary
éharacter. |

Our evaluation of P66 offers a case in point. In
the flurry of hotices'which followed the publication of its
text in 1956, mention was frequently made of its (supposed)
reading of the article with mpogntng in John 7:52.16 2
conjecture in this regard had already (without MS support)
found its way into the Nestle apparatus. Now, with P66,
one had early MS support for this conjecture. J.»N. %-
Birdsall in fact, who concluded as to the generally second-
ary nature of many of 1ts readings and‘espegially its 5
singular readings, allowed o mpopnrng as one of the two
;1ngular readings in the papyrus which had the strongest
prima facie claim to originality.l?

This support by P66 of the previous conjecture,

15see especially many of his conclusions in "An
Eclectic Study.' Cf. the 1ist of such readings noted by
Metzger in The Text of the New Testament, p. 178.

168ee e.g., C. K; Barrett, "Papyrus Bodmer II: A ;
preliminary report," ExpT, LXVIII (1956/57), 176; Michaels,
Some Notable Readings,” p. 154.

17The Bodmer Papyrus, p. 17.
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however, has been shown to reﬁt on doubtful ground.18 The |
article here 1s the reading of P66%; and it has béen
pointed out that the singular readingé of P66* are all of
dubious duality and most likely are the product of the
_ scribe himself, not his exemplar (supra, p. 169). The
réading o npognrng in P66* therefore has as 1ittle textual
value as the nineteenth céntury conjectures; and even
though this reading is contextually to be preferred, and
perhaps even what the author intended 1nAterms of meaning,
there can be little question that he in fact wrote npognrng
without the article.l9 Z

Such an argument of course does not necessarily |
condemn all singular readings in a1l MSS. Colwell and Tune
have tended to move in this direction, suggesting that all
singular readings "are to be ignored in the subsequent
stage of manuscript study."20 For them the chief value of
the singular reading is "in the initial appraisal of the
work of the scribe in a particular Ms."21l

To the arguments that singular readings may be

18Fee, "Corrections of Papyrus Bodmer II and The
Nestle Greek Testament,” p. 68.

19Even if a good early MS were found which had the
article, it must continue to be rejected as secondary on
the basis of ardua lectio potior.

20"yariant Readings,“ p. 260. _ ;

: 21l1p1d. Colwell has fruitfully pursued this point
in his study on "Seribal Habits in the Early Papyri.”
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‘original, or that they should be cited in the apparatus
eriticus in case future diséoveriea may include a MS which
shares the singular reading, Colwell and Tune respond: "A
sufficient answer lies in the h;gh probability that in a
tradition as richly evidenced as that of the NT the origi-
nal has survived in sgme group or type of text" (ibid.).
From our analysis of P75 in Chapter V, one may well
hesitate at these points. The fact that P75 (sometimes
with P45) has eliminated what were once singular or nearly
singuldfﬁréadings of B at some points where they seem to
preserve fhe original text, and the fact that both have
been Judged as careful preservations of a vefy early type
of text, should cause one to allow the possibility that

either of them in a singular reading best‘represents this
texttype. It does not necessarily follow of course that
the "best representative of the texttype" also preserves
the original text, but it does mean that, in answer to
Colwell and Tune, the original reading may have survived
only in the "best” represenﬁative of a type of text, not
necessarily in the entire gfoup of MSS.

However, all of this to say that if either P75 or B
does-pfeﬁerve the original text in a singular reading,
consideration given to such a reading (besides its best
answering the questions of internal criticism) rests
chiefly on theljudgment as to the generally excellent
Quality of these two MSS. And it must be granted to

i
f
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Colwell and Tune that singular readings by their very
pature are suspeci, which means that there must be decisive

internal evidence in favor of such &8 reading before it 1is

considered as original.

In any case, choosing singular feadinga on the
eriterion of an author's style, without proper evaluation
of the MSS containing such a reading seems to reflect a

faulty method.
Author's Style and Original Text. Another diffi-

culty with a method which may lead one to choose a poorly
attested reading, based on an author's style alone, is that
it szeems to overlook the wvery important possibilities noted
by Metzger: "(a) An author may on occasion vary his usage,
and (b) a scribe who was aware of the author's prevailing
usage may have altered a reading in order to bring 1t into
harmony with this usage."22

| To 1llustrate the problem here, I note two items
from Kilpatrick's article, "Atticism and the Text of the
Greek New Testament,” which have also been examined in
Chapter IV of this study.

_ 1. In the discussion of the tendencies in P66, it
was noted that in three instances P66 reads the future
middle of law against the future active of the Neutral
tradition (supra, p. 141). It was also concluded that this

22qme Text of the Kew Testament, p. 178.



. I 234
48 a secondary tendency in P66.

In contrast to this, Kilpatrick (pp. 132-133) has
argued that Inoe 18 an Attic form, [noopas non-Attic. This
being the case, “we would expect the New Testament writers
to use [foopas.”™ Ee then illustrates his argument from the
Gospel of John by setting out, with the MS evidence, the
s8ix instances where the future of law occurs,

- The heart of the Neutral tradition (P75 B L) reads
the active four times (5:25; 6:57, S8; 14:19). In three of
these instances they are variously joined by D 6 A ¢ and
‘mewbers of the Byzantine traditiom.

On the basis of the witness of P45, P66, and P75
(the former two read the active once each), Kilpatrick
notes that the active occurs in KSS which are older than
A.D, 200. BHe therefore concludes:

As the variation came into being in the second cen-
tury, the century of Atticism, it is wmore probable that
the evangelist at the end of the first century used
the non-Attic middle which was later corrected to the
Attic active future. That the evangelist should go out
of his way to introduce an Attic form into his Koire
Greek which the second century scribes then changed to
the Koine form seems most uniikely. We may accordingly
regard the middle-future as wkat the evangelist wrote
and the active as an Atticist correction of the second
century. (P. 132)

Kilpatrick further notes four places in the Epistles
where the future active occurs, in three of which he finds
Atticism at work (Rom. 6:2 Inoopev - Inowpev; .II Cor. 13:4
Inoopey - Lnoonefa; James 4:5 Inoopev - [qowpev). Only at

Heb. 12:9 is Inocopev almost universally attested.
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Of these last four readings, however, two things
should be noted: (1) They all occur in the first person

plural, and these are the only occurrences of the first

plural of the future of [aw in the NT. (2) Only one of
these réadings reflects a variation between the middle and
pasaive.";t would seea, therefore, that the future active
in the first person plural is the fixed form, and that it
was the future middle which was being resisted by the MS
tradition, not vice versa.

But the real weakness in Kilpatrick's argument is
that he fails to note the other ten occurrences of the
future of law in the NT (Mt. 4:4; 9:18; Luke 4:4; 10:28;
Rom, 1:17; 8:13; 10:5; Gal. 3:11, 12; Heb. 10:38), all of
which occur, as in John, in the second or third ﬁerson. In

every instance but one, Iuke 10:28 where D and 28 read the
active, [a® occurs in the future middle.

The fact that in John the future middle is univer-
sally attested (except for P45) at 11:25, and the active
attested by the majority of uncials at 6:58, plus the
universal attestation of the future middle outslde of John,
seems to point to a conclusion directly opposite that of
Kilpatrick. The question which Kilpatrick must answer 1s,
why only in John do the Alexandrians, and others, reflect

Atticist tendencles? For whether or not the evangelist
"went out of his way" to do so, the future active of [aw is

strictly a Johannine phenomenon in the NT. Furthermore,
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the combined evidence of 6:58 and 11:25 indicates that the
Fourth Evangelist was not consistent. What we have then in
John 18 not P66 and later KSS resisting "corrections”
toward Atticism, but P66 and later scribes resisting the
"Atticism" of the Fourth Evangelist in favor of the more
comzon biblical idlom. ,

The tendency of "eareful preservation" in P75, as
well as the "mixed" nature of the text of P66, especially
after John 5, seems to lend weight to this conclusion. '

2. Kilpatrick has also argued that the anoxpi@etg
etvey 1diom, where thgre are variations, 1s to be preferred
to either of the verbs occurring by itself; for "no Greek
of any period, left to himself, would éay or write dno-
xpt@eic eimev” (p. 126). He therefore concludes:

Hence we are not surprised when we find that often
where drnowpifeic elnev and the 1like occur in our Greek
text there are variants designed to mitigate or remove
this un@reek expression. We may even suspect that
sometimes the attempt to improve the language has been
successful and that the more Greek expression is in our
text and the original unGreek wording in our apparatus.
(b1d.) |
v ‘ However, our discussion of this idiom in John
(supra, pp. 148 ff.) seems again to point to the opposite
conclusion, namely, that the author himself had a basic
unGreek idiom, amexp10n [Incou¢] xat eimev [aurw], which he
himself altered occasionally toward the "more Greek" anc-
xp18n [Inooug); the scribes, on the other hand, tended not

"to mitigate" the author's unGreek idiom, but tended rather
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fo conform to that idiom where the author himself had used ‘
the "more Greek" form. '

The following evidence seems to substantiate such a
conclusion:

(a) T™e full idiom occurs without MS variation 19
times in John.23 On nine other occasions a single MS

"mitigates” this unGreek torm.2%

(b) The "more Greek" idiom (less xats cimev) occurs’
21 times without MS variation.2> O

If one may trust the MS evidence at all, these two |
sets of readings clearly indicate that the author of the
Gospel himself used both the "Attic" and the "non-Attic"
forms qr the idiom. Moreover, the nine instances where a
single MS reads the "more Greek"” for the "unGreek" idiom
indicate that there 1is very 1little tendency in the MS
'tradition to mitigate the unGreek idiom. g
; (c) On the other hand, on 17 other occasions, where

the majority of MSS read without xati etmev, one or a few

233:48, 50; 2:18, 19; 3:9, 27; 4:10, 13; 7:16, 21,
52; 8:38, 48; 9:30, 34; 14:23; 18:25, 30; 20:28.

: 243:3 (%* om. wxat eimev); 3:10 (083 om. amnexpifn
Inooug); 4:17 (N* om. xat etmev); ?:19 (%* elevyevy . .« & L
o0 Inooug); 6:43 (053 om. xat etmev); 6:26 (N om. xat eimev);
8:14 (R eimev aurotg o Inooug); 12:30 (R om. xat etmev);
13:7 (33 om. wat etmev),

255:7; 6:7, 68; 7:47; 8:34; 9:20, 27; 10:25, 33;
%i:g; 12:34; 16:31; 18:8, 20, 23, 34, 35, 36; 19:7, 15;
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MSS read the full idiom. The MS evidence for those which

read the full idiom at these points 18 given below:
3:5 LKM®610 05369 124 174 213 230 579 1093 1241 pe
6:70 R (D) N 1187 a £f° sa
7:46 544 ¢ bo
8:19 & D 27 78 543 700 713 1093 1188 1241
' 8:33 D 17291565 658 660 1293 1354 1582 2193
i 8:49 RGO\ o 291 440 565 1093 1170
| 8:54 1093 1170 1242 1555 e bo
9:3 053 ) 55eb
10:32 33
10:34 P66 D
13:8 1071 rl aeth syral
13:26 R D 13 346
13:38 D aur ¢ ff°
18:5 Xx 213 r
18:37 P66
©19:11 s ac ££2 gypal
% 19:22 1170 1242
‘ (d) On only four occasions do the Neutral MSS
;(always with several others) read the shorter form against
the majority (1:49; 7:20; 9:11, 25).
N From these sets of figures the conclusion seems
unmistakable that the MSS tend not to become "Atticist"
vagainst the author, but rather that they tend to conform to
iﬁhqﬂpqrehcharagteristically biblical idiom. The fact that
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the MSS which do have variations at this idiom are not
necessarily "superior" ﬁitnesses seems to confirm this
eonclusion. Codex Sinaiticus, for example, whose tenden-
cles to be "wild" in John make it suspect, "mitigates the
unGreek 1diom" five times, but it also reads the full idiom
against most of the rest at four other places. The fact
that P66 (almost alone) conforms to the more characteristi-
cally Johannine idiom at two places indicates that even in
the second century (Kilpatrick's “"Atticist" century), the
tendency to "conform" is at leasf as great as any tendency
to "Atticize," as far as this idiom 18 concerned.

The Evaluation of Variants Where Intermal Questions

Are Indecisive. The problem here has already been noted inv

Chapter IV (pp. 121-122). The inadequacy of "rigorous
eclecticism” at this point may best be illustrated by
referring again to Grant's three dicta for evaluating
variants: '

1. No one type of text is infallible, or to be
preferred by virtue of its generally superior authority.

2. Each reading must be examined on its merits, and
preference must be given to those readings which are
demonstrably in the style of the author under consig-
eration. :

" 3. Readings which explain other variants, but are

not contrariwise themselves to be explained by the
others, merit our preference. (supra, p. 228

The problem for "rigorous eglecticism" here is, on what
grounds does one choose when rules 2 and 3 point to
directly opposite conclusions? It would seem that when
‘such happens--and it often does--that rule 1 must be laid
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aside; for “the generally superior authority” of a given K3
or type of text may be the decidirg factor,

4n 1llustration of this 1s the set of varistions in
John 5:17, noted in Chapter III. V¥Without regard for the
moment to the external evidence, the following variants are
found:

! -
1. anecxp1 8y avroig

2. o be amnenpi®y curotg

3. ©O B¢ anexpivaro aurosg

A, o¢ be anexpifg aurotg
ihe readings are here listed in the order of preference
according to Grant's rule 2. 'Reading 1 1s preferred
because it is the only reading in accordance with Johammine
style. The use of o 6¢ for the continuation of narrative
is so uncommon in the Gospel of John as to make the “"rigor-
ous eclectic” auspect‘it at any point; and o¢ d¢ at such a
point 1s found in the NT cnly here and in a reading of B R
NZ 33 579 pc in Mark 15:13.

On the other hand, according to Grant's rule 3, the
exact opposite is the order of preference. The og¢ be 1s
the only reading which explains the other variants, and 1is
not contrariwise itself to be explained by the others. The
o 8¢ 18 easily explained from o¢ bc as the preference for a
more comnod fofm of expression; the oxaission of either
reflects a preference for a more characteristically Johan-

nine mode of expression. If the omission were originzal,

one can scarcely explain the addition of either o b¢ or
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. 'o; O0¢--especially with a form of anoxpsvopas in the Fourth
Gospel. If o d¢ were original, one can explain the omis-
sion as a conformation to Johannine style, but the o¢ be¢
defies explanation except as an inadvertent scribal error.
It would seem, therefore, either that Grant's rules

must be transcended, or else a choicg must be made between
rules 2 and 3. ’ P |
: Bowever, when external evidence is added, a decision
in favor of o¢ d¢ seems well founded. The extermal evi-
dence is as follows:

1. anexpt8n aurotg D EFPHKS

2. o0 d¢ anexptfn aurotg P66 C LXK K

R. o¢ be amexpion avrore . P75 B A
The textual relationship between P75 and B means that
theirs 18 a single witness. The reading of A is unexpected
support, inasumch as it more often reads with the Byzantine
MSS than lith P75 B, where these two types of text differ.
Moreover, our Judgment of P75 and B in Chapter Vv is that
.-t'heira 18 a witness to the faithful preservation of a given
type of text. On the other hand, P66 has been noted fre-
quently to differ from P75 B in favor of an easier reading,
and thus it does here. Furthermore, D, the only early
witness to the more "characteristically Johannine™ reading,
has been noted often to conform to a "later” text (supra,
Pp. 49-50). -

When, therefore, the earliest and "best™ KSS have
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the reading which best explains the others, this combina-
tion vould‘aeen to overrule the choice dictated by "rigor-
ous eclecticism.”

. There are many other exaibles where the combination
of early and "best"™ authorities with the canon ardua lectio

ggtior‘eeens to overrule the principles of rigorous
eclecticism. The following are but a sampling:

l. John 11:12. One of John's introductory formulae
has the following variations: :

&. etnavy ouy autw Ot padnrat RDWKIOS59D tf2
b. etmay ouv aurx ot paénrat aurou 251 254 a ¢

€. eimay ouv ot paénrat aurw P66 P7TS BC X @ pe
d. e¢imav ouv aurtw ' A &4 122

e, ¢imav ouv ot padnrat 7 116 314 1200 1

f. etnav ouv ot padnrat aqurou LYByzaure £f TR

On the basis of our examination in Chapter IV
(supra, p. 155), the most characteristically Johannine
reading here 1z (a). The combination of verb-obJject-sub-
Ject (VOS) is far more common than the combination VS in
(e) and VO in (4d).

j But the only reading which explains all the others
and is itself explained by none 18 (c). This is easily the

ardua lectio inasmuch as in the some 120 occurrences of

this idiom in John the order VSO occurs without variation
only where the object 18 a noun (e.g., 2:5; 6:67; 18:11) or
where the prepositional phrase mpog . . « replaces the
dative (e.g., 4:48; 8:57; 11:21). The order VSO where the
pronoun 18 in the dative occurs only here and at 11:44
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(P75 BC L W sa bo ¢ vg) in the Gospel of Joﬁn;as' A |
Therefore, reading (b) may be dismissed as a ﬁé&iri-‘
cation of (a), and readings (a), (d), (e), and (f) all |
represent various attempts to remove the difficulty of the N
word order of P66 P75 B et al. The fact that this reading
18 supported both by the earliest and "best" M3S, as well
as by various others which do not necessarily have "Neu-
tral” proclivities, seems to indicate that the "more
difficult” and "best supported" reading 18 to be preferred.
2. John 12:16. The MS tradition has the following
variations: | I
&, avurou ot padnras P75 B X 8 579
b. Ot paénrat aurou P66 A D W L Q X rell TR
‘€. Ot padnrat K I 265 1219 1346 ,
On the basis of Johannine usage, reading (b) is to be
preferred. Of the 33 occurrences of padnrai With the
possessive in the Nestle-Aland text, only here do any of
Athe MSS have the possessive first. Moreover, of 15 other-
bccurrences of paénras in Nestle-Aland, where various MSS
add the possessive, they always add it after the noun,

However, the canon ardua lectio potior favors the

reading of the possessive first. There seems to be no
other logical explanation of this reading except as sheer

‘crror. However, that the "error" 1is round in secondary

26This unusual order also occurs in three singular
readings (6:32 579; T7:33 1241; 9:41 D).
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witnesses to the Neutral tradition (R 579) and © as well as

‘
t

4in the "purer" witnesses to the Neutral tradition indicates
‘that i1t was both an early and somewhat widespread "error.”

- Here again MS evidence supports the "more dirricult“ read-

ing as against the "more typically Johannine."

Besides in such readings as these, where an author's‘
style 1s involved, external evidence seems to be particu-
larly crucial in those instances where neither of Grant's
rules 2 or 3 are applicable. A case 1in point is the prob-
len of the mission of the seventy or seventy-two in Luke
10:1 (10:17), a problem which Metzger has already discussed
thbroughiy.27' Iucan style is simply not a consideratioh
here. Moreover, the reasons for choosing either seventy
or seventy-two in terms of thé background of these two
numbers seems evenly balanced. At least nelther reading is
."more difficult" than the other, and, as Mefzger has shown,
either may well explain the existence of the other.

The present writer happens to prefer seventy-two, on
the grounds that there seems to be more background (at |
least biblical background) for the number seventy. This
would make seventy the more common number, and therefore
the one to which a scribe is more likely to have changed.

Moreover, the number seventy-two seems to require no more

2Tnseventy or Seventy-two Disciples?" NTS, V
(1958/59), 299-306.
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extensive background than the immediate context of the
Gospels--it 1s simply a multiplication of "the tweive.”
Eetzger has suggested that this "may be the rééult of &
iathematical,penchant of an Alexandrian recensionist who
" altered '70' to '72' for, so to speak, 'scholarly' reasons"
'(p. 305). But this beés the importdnt question as to |
ihether there was in ract'such a recensionist in Alexandria
at such an early date as ca. 150-175. And why could not
Luke have had such a "penchant” as well as & second century
scribe? | ' |
fhe choice thus far however is aimost totally a ‘
subJectlve one. When one considers that seventy-two has
the support of P75 B D R M 40 1604 1t vg sy®-¢,28 such
éarly and widély distributed evidence seems to point back
to the Lucan original rather than a "scholarly" Alexandrian
?ecensor. ‘ é
f We may conclude, therefore, that "rigorous eclecti-
~ cism" is both a limited and sometimes short-sighted method.
It 18 limited in that it is not capable of arriving at a
jdecision in cases where the questions of internal evidence
are opposed or evenly balanced. It 1s short-sighted in
that it fails to give proper weight to the historical
; | o
28Hbst critical editions also include the witness
of P45, on the basis of Kenyon's edition. Metzger has

questioned the reading of P45 here, so it has not been
included.
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evidgnce supplied by the MSS themaelves.29

Our analysis of P66 and P75 has indicated that HSS
may be evaluated as to their general "worth" in terms of
their witness to the original NT text. Moreover, such an
evaluation is often helpful in making a decision on individ-
ual readings and must éherefore be agpart of one's total
method. The problem here is that one must free himself
from letting his evaluationm of the MSS prejudge the final
decision. It 1s at this point that contemporary eclecti-
cism of the less thorough type wishes most to part with
Hort. To the degree that eclecticism is able to decide
variants without & prejudgment on the basis of external
evidencé, it would appear to be a valid methodology.

There remains, however, the problem of the “Hortian
face" of the results of our non-Hortian method.

II. P66 AND P75 AND EARLY TEXTUAL RECENSION

Apart from their general importance as external
- evidence, perhaps the most significant contribution of the

29Cf. the evaluation of this form of eclecticism by
K. Aland in "The Significance of the Papyri for Progress in
Kew Testament Research,"” The Bible in Modern Scholarship,
ed. J. Philip Hyatt (Nashville, 1965), p. 340: "Seeing .
those eclectics at work who seem to regard the language of
the NT writings as fixed and who merely seek in the tradi-
tion of the text the groups of manuscripts, or the partic-
ular manuscript, or the version, which they need for their
text, I must doubt, not only the scientific value of their
nzthoda but also the principle upon which that method is
based,
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combined witness of P66 ana P75 1s to the question of early
textual recension, and espeqially to the question of the
"scholarly Alexandrian” nature of the alleged recension of
the Neutrel texttype.

The Xeutral Texttype a&s Recension. The steps lead-

ing to the current, almost universal acceptance of the
recensional mature of the Neutral texttype have already
been briefly sketched (supra, p. 9, m. 17). Our interest
here 1s to focus particularly on two major éauses in this
century for the movement away from Hort toward Bousset,
namely the papyrus discoveries up to 19580, and the argu-
ments of EKenyon and Zuntz.

o Probably the leading factor in current disavowal of
Hort's "pure line of descent” from the "original™ NT to B
was the papyrus discoveries of this century, up to and
including the discovery of P66. All of these discoveries
showed & much more fluid and "mixed” state of textual
‘transmission than Hort had proposed. In fact the mixture
was of such nature that none of the fbﬁrth century textf
types was found in these MSS in a "pure” state. This led
to such expressions as "pre-recensicral® and "proto-
Alexandrian,"

| Tyrical of this "new" attitude elicited froa the
papyrﬁs discoveries were Kenyon's rexarxs in the Introduc-
tion to his edition of the Chester Beatty Papyri:
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This much . . . say be said without hesitation. On the
one hand, it [the Chester Beatty discovery] is not an
out-and-out supporter of the ‘'Neutral' or Vatican type
of text; but peither 1s it, on the other hand, an out-
and-out surporter of the 'Western' type. . . . For the
moment it gust suffice to point out that the occurrence
of this type of text in a manuscript from Egypt con-
temporaneous with, or at latest not =much later than,
Origen . . . points, perhaps decisively, to the con-
clusion that the Vatican M3 does not represent a text
of original purity- doainant in Egypt throughout the ‘
second and third centuries; . . . and that the Vatican
text represents the result, not of continuous unaltered
tradition, but of sxilled sgholarahip working on the
best available authorities.>O .

Along with the papyrus discoveries, plausible
hypotheses of the recensional process in Alexandria were
also forthcoming. In his article in the lagrange Fest-
schrift, Kenyon proposed:

-During the second and third centuries, a great variety
of readings cam= into existence throughout the Chris-
tian world. In some quarters, considerable license was
shown in gealing with the sacred text; in others, more
respect was shown to the tradition. In £gypt this
variety of texts existed, as elsewbere; but Egypt (and
especially Alexandria) was a country with a strong
tradition of scholarship and with a knowledge of textual
criticism. BEere, therefore, a relatively faithfui
tradition was preserved. About the beginning orf the
fourth century, a scholar may well have set hizself to
compare the best accessible representatives of this
tradition, and =0 have produced a text of which B 18
an early descendant.3l .

30chester Beatty Papyri, General Introduction, p. 16. .
Henry A. Sanders ( Tne zgyptian Text of the rour Gospels
and Acts," HTR, XXVI [1933], 77-98) argued froa the evidence
of the papyrus discoveries that there was an almost com-
Plete supremacy of the Western text in the third century.
Although his argument left many unconvinced, the nature of
the data certainly made pessible such an argusent.

31"Hesychius and the New Testament,® p. 250.
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Kenyon suggested further that the homogeneous
chartctor of B throughout the NT also pointed to “"scholarly
recension.” Since the books of the NT originally traveled
as individual units and then probably in various corpi,
these units and corpi quite maturally have different tex-
tual histories. 1In the Gospels, for example, Hafk has the
largest ax "2t of variation per page 6: text, while John
bhas the least. Moreover, the ¥Western text exhibited in D
has much greater variation in Luke-Acts than it does in
KMark or John. Kenyon therefore concluded that the charec-
ter of B, which 1s s0 homogeneous throughout the NT, implies
"the exercise of ediforial selection” across the various
textual histories, as well as the internal editing of the
various texts.32 |

Kenyon's conclusions about B became a byword in NT
textual ériticism. The recent text critical handbooks33
and NT Introductions,ju as well as articles on "trends" in

' 32The Text of the Greek Bible, p. 205.

33e. ges Vincent Taylor, The Text of the New Testa-
ment (Iondon, 1961), p. 54; Metzger, The Text of the New
Yestament, pp. 215-216; Greenlee, Introduction, pp. 50-87.

34¢ . g., A. H. McNelle, An Introduction to the Study
of the New Testament, 2nd ed, rev. C. S. C. Williams
(Cxford, 1953), P. 434; Feine-Behm-Kummel, Introduction,

p. 384,




250‘A;

text oriticism35 and on texttypes,36 were almost unanimous
in their concurrence with Kenyon's conclusion that the
Neutral text "is now generally regarded as a text produced
in Egypt and probably at Alexandria under editorial care."37
Whereas such a recension was usually thought to be
| the work of one hand, more recently’lt has been viewed as -
the result of a long process. Gunther Zuntz's reconstruc-
tion of this process shows erudition as well as sensible
imagination, and is worth noting in fuill.

Its beginnings were inconspicuous, and roughly 150
years passed before it culminated in the 'Euthalian'
edition. Prior to this final achievement, the Alexan-
drian correctors strove, in ever repeated efforts, to
keep the text current in their sphere free from the
many faults that had infected it in the previous period
and which tended to crop up again even after they had
been obelized, These labours must time and again have
been checked by persecutions and the confiscation of
Christian books, and counteracted by the continuing
currency of manuscripts of the older type. None the
leas they resulted in the emergence of a type of text
(as distinct from a definite edition) which served as a
norm for the correctors in provincial Egyptian scrip-
toria. The final result was the survival of a text far
superior to that of the second century, even though the
revisers, being fallible humans, rejected some of its '
corrggt readings and introduced some faults of their
own,

Zuntz, however, was candid to observe that "even so,
|
i

353.3., K. W. Clark, "The Effect of Recent Textual
Criticism,” p. 37; K. Aland, "The Present Position,” p. 750.

36Cco1well, “The Origin of Texttypes," p. 137.

37The Text of the Greek Bible, p. 208.

38The Text of the Epistles, pp. 271-272.




: | | o , 251 |
it oust be admitted that no direct evidence attests the
philological endeavors which we have inferred" (p. 272).

He finally rests his argument on the acknowledged philologi~
cal skill of Origen and on Clement's apparently intimate
acquaintance with grammatical_terminology. He concludes
that "the Greek grammatical tradition and technique was
among the pagan achievements by which Alexandria enriched
the Christian tradition” (p. 273).

i Perhaps the most significant part of Zuntz's hypothe-
18 18 his answer to the question as to how the Alexandrian
copyists achleved the high quality of their texts. Against
those who had suggested that 1t was the result of expert |
collation and editing of "wilder"” texts, Zuntz cogently
pbsérved that such a process could only result in the "emer-
gence of an average text of that very type" (p. 273). i
Rather, he maintained: "This indeed 1s the essential fact:
somehow the Alexandrian collators must have been enabled to
ﬁse manuscripts superior to those current in the second
century" (p. 274). The preservation of such texts as these,
Zuntz further noted, "bespeaks the conscious appreciation

of the original wording as a value per se. It has already

- been pointed out that this 1s not the attitude of the

believer or the theologian as such: 1t requires at least al

touch of the philological mind" (p. 275). 7
Such, then, was the status of this question and the_

ﬁost significant hypothesis to answer it up to the discovery



B

252 |
of P66 and P75. Our present concern 1is to indicate the
signifiéance of these M3S to this question of the recen- |
sional nature of the Neutral texttype. But before so doing;
& word 18 in order about the term "recension" itself. |

Recension and Texttype. In his Ou en est la critique

textuelle du Nouveau Testament, Jean Duplacy has noted that

the term "recension" is often used with 1mprecision.39 On
the one hand, 1t has been defined as "the text created,
?ccording to specific principles, for use in one segment of
the church."0 This 1s the more strict definition of the
term. On the other hand 1t is also used for "editorial
activity”" of any kind where a MS shows conscious revision
or correction. ;
Ls long as texttypes are considered as the work of' |
an individual such as Lucian, Hesychius, or Origen, the
first definition means the actual work of that individual
' in "ereating” a text. In recent years, however, texttypes
have been considered to be processes of transmission. When .
fexttypes are thus considered, "recension" may have refer-

Ence to the beginning of that process, its culmination, or

39%aris, 1959, p. 33.

40my18 18 the definition used by Porter, "Papyrus
Bodmer XV," p. 364, n. 7. It appears to be a translation
of Duplacy's translation (Ou en est, p. 33) of Paolo
Sacchi, Alle origini del Nuove Testamento: Saggio per la
storia della tradizione e la critica del testo (Firenze,

1950), p. 35.
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any kind of editorial activity along the way. It is at
this point that more precision is needed.

If in fact it is correct to speak of texttypes as
processes, then the term "recension” in the strict sense of=
a "created text" seems to be incorrect, unless it can be
demonstrated by reasohable hypothesis that the "process®
had a definite beginning.%! Otherwise it would seem to be
more precise to consider our texttypes as “textual tradi-
tions" with "recensional activity," rather than as
"recensions.”

In the less strict sense the adjective "recensional”
may be retained to refer to a MS such as P66, which shows
clear signs of "editing." Whether the scribe of P66 was
intending to create a derinit;ve text for one segment of
the church may never be known. What 18 known--presently at
least--1is that his text was not definitive enough to be
followed closely by any other known MS. But whether defini-
%ive or not, his text is "recensional™ insofar as he delib-
erately altered it when making corrections.

% P75 and the Neutral Texttype as Recension. The

analysis in Chapter V of P75 in Luke, together with Porter's

41cr, the work of Metzger, "The ILucianic Recension
of the Greek Bible," Chapters in the History of New Testa-
ment Textual Criticism (Grand Rapids, 1903), pp. l-41.
Metzger here argues that Iucian does in fact stand at the
beginning of the Byzantine texttype. If 80, then his work
is recensional in the strict sense of the temm.
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analysis of its text in John, has given proof beyond any
reasonable doubt that if the Keutral texttype is a recen-
sion in the strict sense of that term, it 1is not a recen-
sion created in the late third century. P75 has forever
laid to rest the "Hesychian hypothesis.” Furthermore, the
close relationship ihich exists between P75 and B demon-
strates that the text of B is not the late culmination of a

process. Zuntz, therefore, seess to be partially in error
when he spealks of the Neutral texttype as a long process
with inconspicucus beginnings, which after roughly 150
years “"culminated in the 'Euthalian' edition;"” for that
“Euthalian® edition already existed in the second century
in the text of P75.°2 The only "process” involved between
the time of P75 and B 18 that of carefully preserving a
given text. Such activity as this is not "recensional” in
any sense of that tem.

; Moreover, it is important to note from the analysis
in Chapter V that the same essential relationship between
P75 and B exists in both Luke and John. This means that
the Neutral texttype existed in the second century across
two distinct textual histories. Therefore, if the homoge-
neous nature of this texttype is due to good "selection” as
well as good “recension,” as EKenyon argued, then such

~ uzThe assumption here of course, as with Zuntz, is
that B best represented that "Euthalian® edition in the
. fourth century. See supra, p. 121, n. 3.
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selection also had to have taken place in the second
century.

Finally, and Quite significantly, it say be shown by
the scribal quality of P75 that this MS itself was pot that
recension. Although the number of scribal errors in the
text is minimal, those which do‘exiz% are of such nature
that one can be~certain that we have here a copyist, not a
recensor. Both the large mumber of uncorrected errors
(approximately 76) and the fact that the great majority of '
the corrections are of obvious scribal errors point to such
a conclusion., As Colwell has péinted out:

In P75 the text that is produced can be explained in
all its variants as the resuit of a sirgle force,
namely the disciplined scribte who writes with the
intention of being careful and accurate.®3

It may be concluded quite positively, therefore,
that the so—éalled "Euthalian® edition of the Keutral text-

type was already in existence in Ezypt in the second cen-

tury. This does not mean that it was necessarily the
“doainant®™ text of Egypt--indeed, the other papyril suggest
quite the opposite--but it goes mean that the texttype per
8e existed; and if the relationship of B R L C = 33 etec.
can be called a texttype at all, then P75 1; the earliest‘
known member of this texttype--and it is a full-fledged

u3'8cr1ba1 Habits,® p. 381.
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member . !

The Question which must be asked, then, is whether
the Neutral texttype 1is recensional at all. If so, there

m‘The emphasis here is8 directed toward what appears
to be a curious conclusion on the part of Aland in his
article, "The Signifiéance of the Papyri,” pp. 336-337. He
acknowledges that "P75 shows such & clese affinity with
Codex Vaticanus that the supposition of a recension of the
text at Alexandria, in the fourth century, can no longer be
held.” But then he goes on to suggest that the fourth cen-
tury Alexandrians did "apparently . . . take those manu-
scripts which they regarded as reliable--for Luke and John
& manuscript such as P75--and to correct text errors and
corruptions or what they thought to be such.” But this
seems to fail to acknowledge how close the relationship be-
tween P75 and B actually is; for it is a2t least as close as
that which exists between the second level of relationships
in Family 1. It seems curious to this writer that one may
speak easily of a B R text, as if this represented a textual
monolith, yet feel that some sort of “revision" transpired
between the text of P75 and B, whose relationship 18 so
close that R i3 a distant cousin in coxparison.

This whole question seems to be obscured further by
Aland when he next suggests that: "Of course, one can
speak of an Egyptian or an Alexandrian text-form, as well
as of an Antiochian or Byzantine text-form. . . . These
are, it seems to me, the only text-types which ma2y be re-
garded as certain, and that only since the fourth century.
e o o It 18 impossible to fit the papvri, from the time
prior to the fourth century, into these two text-types, to
say nothing of trying to fit them into ctner types, as fre-
quently happens. The simple fact that all these papyri,
with their wvarious distinctive characteristics, did exist
8ide by side, in the same ecclesiastical province, that is,
in Egypt, where they were found, is the best argument
against the existence of any text-types. . . ." Italics
mine,

This seems not to take the witness of P75 seriously.
I am inclined to agree with Colwell, wxhen he suggests that
"in dating texttypes, what is needed 1s a datable witness
to the type, not only of some of its readings" ("The :
Origin of Texttypes,' p. 138). P75 is such a datable wit-
ness, and not merely to some readings, but practically to
the whole structure. If the term texttyre is to mean any-
thing at all, then P75 is a-member of a texttype--and 1is so
in the second century. - '



257
seem to be only two alternatives. Either it was a recen-
sion created in the second century, or else it was the

;culmination of a process, but a proceas which had very

little time to develop. In either case the text, as Zuntz
has argued, almost certaihly had to be "made" in a "philo-
logically conscious" center suchAas 11exandria.

"The final question to be asked in this study is
_whether historical probability favors either of these two

alternatives, or whether it favors a third alternative--

that the Neutral texttype 18 a carefully preserved tradi-
tion and not a recension at all.

Origen and the Neutral Texttype as Recension. As

noted above, Zuntz argued that "the very existence, amid

the welter of 'wild texts!, of manuscripts of a pure type
bespeaks the conscious appreciation of the original wording
as a value per se." Such an attitude, he reflected, was

- not necessarily required of a bellever as such, but it did

| require "at least g touch of the philolégical mind."#5 The
“§xiatencé of such a philological mind in the church of |
Alexandria has been posited chiefly on the well-known |
mastery of the philological tradition on the part of Origen.
| ' fwo things, however, should be noted in this regard.
In the first place, P75 and Origen have, in the Gospel of

452untz, The Text of the Epistles, p. 275.
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John, closely related texts.*0 This means that, since P75 |
lntedatea brigen, he is merely witnessing to this text; he
is not responsible for it. The philological tradition,
therefore, capable of creating such a text--if indeed there
was such a "creation"--had to have been a part of the

church of Alexandria’before Origen.47

: Secondly, Metzger has recently analyzed the

"Explicit References in the Works of Origen to Variant
Readings in New Testament Manuscripts."48 His conclusions
are importaht to the argument of this study:

He was an acute observer of textual phenomena but
was quite uncritical in his evaluation of their sig-
nificance. In the majority of cases he was content
merely to make the observation that certain other
copies present a different reading, without indicating
his preference for one or the other variant. This
tantalizing nonchalance is so0o unlike his careful pro-
cedure in dealing with the Greek text of the 01d Testa-
ment that some special explanation must be sought.. . .

uGThis is based on a personal collation of P75 and
the text of John in Origen's Commentary of John (A E.
Brooke, ed., The Commentary of Origen on S. John's Gospel,
2 vols, ([Cambridge, 18590J). See also R. V. G. Tasker, "The
Text of the Fourth Gospel Used by Origen in His Commentary
on John," JTS, XXXVII (1936), 146-155; and K. W. Kim,

"Origen's Text of John in his On Prayer, Commenta
Matthew, and Against Celsus," JTS, n.s. I (1950}, ;E-SN.
u72untz in fact has so concluded: "The conclusion
is almost inescapable that already in the latter half of
the second century the Alexandrian blshopric possessed a
scriptorium, which by its output set the standard for the
Alexandrian type of Biblical manuscripts" (The _Text of the
Epistles, p. 273).

481n Biblical and Patristic Studies, ed. J. N.
Birdsall and R. W. Thomson (Freiburg, 19635 pp. 78-95.
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! On the whole his treatment of variant readings 1s most
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of modern textual
eriticism. He combines a remarkable indifference to
what are now regarded as important aspects of textual
criticism with a quite uncritical method of dealing
with them. (Pp. 93-94)
We may conclude two things therefore about Origen:
(1) In the Gospel of John he 1= a witness to the Neutral
texttype; but as such he represents the "preservation" of
such a type of text, not its "recension." (2) In contrast
to his work on the 01d Testament, Origen never shows a con-
cern for a "critical text" of the New Testament writings.
'If such an acknowledged "textual expert" as Origen
showed no particular interest in "scholarly recensional
activity" in the early third century, one may well ask
whether historical‘probability favors the exiétence either
of the person or the incentive to create a text on the
ﬁrinciples of scholarly recension in the second century.
ihe evidence seems rather to point to "careful preserva-
fion,“ probably with occasional stylistic changes, as the
%rue product of the Alexandrian philological expertise.

P66 and the Neutral Texttype as Recension. The

tentative conelusion as to the non-recensional character of
the Neutral texttype based on the evidence of P75 and |
Origen is further substantiated by the evidence from our

analysis of P66. The primary importance of the MS at this
point is in the corrections to its text; for herein 1is our

earliest plece of actual historical evidence in which
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recensional activity is clearly present.

“Our analysis of the corrections of P66 led to this
umistakable conclusion: When one does find recensional
activity in Egypt at the end of the second century, such
activity is not guided by apparent controls, it is not the
work of "scholarly" recension. Furthermore, the nature of
the corrections does not poiht to concern over the preser-
vation of the original text. Here, Quite in contrast to
P75, but in keeping with the general attitude of Origen,
one hag no apparent concern for the original wording per se,
but for the best "sense” of the text.

This evidence from P66 of course does not mean that
recensional activity of another kind did not exist. But it
does give direct evidence of ohe.kind that did in fact
exist--and at a very early date and probably in Alexan-
ara. 9 |

The contribution of "Alexandrizn philological know-
how,” therefore, appears to have found its best expression
in the careful predervation of a given text (P75 and B).
Such preservation is probably gulded by the "conscious

‘ 49Th18 is conjecture, of course. It 1s based on the
fact that the calligraphy of the M 18 of such high Quality
and that the corrections were made from a second MS, which
may indicate the work of a scriptorium. Cr. Colwell,
“Scribal Habits,® p. 382: "P66 gives the impression of
being the product of a scriptoriux, 1.e. a publishing
house., It shows the supervision of a foreman, or of a
scribe turned proofreader.”
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appreciation of the original wording as a valve per se,”
But when one finds actual recensional activity, eveniin
Egypt at an early date, it does not differ maricedly froam
the kind of recensional activity one finds at a later date
in the process of textuai transzission called the Byzantine
texttype. ‘ " £

The Neutral Texttype and the "Original Text”. The

combined evidence of the "carefully preserved text” of P75,
the "non-scholarly recension” of P66, and the lack of
"editorial” concern on the part of Origen seeas to point
to one conclusion: The Neutral texttype does not represent

& recension but rether one form of preservaticn of the
original text of the NT,

This does not mean, however, that it is & recessarily
"pure” form of preservation. The quality of preservation
which 1s found in this texttype may only be demonstrated by
& careful, direct comparison, based on the principles of
reasoned eclecticism, of the KSS of this tradition with
other MSS and textual groups at all points of variation

over a large section of text. A study of this kind, simi-

lar to that of Zuntz for P46 and of Sakae Kubo for P72 and
B,20 appears to be the next major task called for in regard
to P75 and B. Although such a study is beyond the compass

5°P72 and the Codex Vaticanus (Salt Lake City,
1965). (Studies and Documents, No. 27)
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of this present work, some “consensus’ suggestions as to the
generglly excellent quality, and therefore "relatively pure"
form of preservation, of the primary witnesses of the
Reutral texttype are in order.

1. The analysis of the text of F66 in Chapter IV,
limited though it was in the nuuwber:of varlants analyzed,
indicated that in the great majority of instances the text
of P75 B reflected é superior text; and this superlior text
was usually considered most likely to represent the Johan-
~nine original. |
7 2. The work of Kubo on P72 and B in I Peter,

IXI Peter, and Jude also indicated that the Reutral texttype
px;eserves a generally superlor text. Be concluded, simi- |
lai'ly tcz our tentative suggestions as to .the relationship
of P75 and B, that where they differ (apart froam singular
readings) "PT2 as a whole has a teit superior to that of BT
(p. 152). But, he continued, "in saying this, we must be
aware that the comparative Quality of the text of B a8 a
whole is not affected” (ibid.). His final conclusion was
that "where P72 and B agree in their basic text, their
common text is almost always superior to any other opposing
combinations™ (p. 154).

3. A collation of the major early Greek MSS with
some Of the critical texts of the past century indicates
that the consensus of textual criticisa far ;ore often
favors the text found in P75 and B than that found in any
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other Qingle MS or textual tradition.'

Such & collation of the texts of Westcott-Hort,
Bover, von Soden, Nestle-Aland and the NEB at the 70
variation-units in Luke 10 yielded‘the following signifi-
cant items:

(a) The higheat percentage of agreement with any
ancient MS was between Veatcott-Hort and B (90%).

(b) The lowest percentage of agreeaent of any of
the critical texts with B was T4% (von Soden).

(c) The highest percentage of agreement between any

of the critical texts and a MS outside the Neutral tradi-
tion was between Bover and D (55%).

Similar analyses such as this by K. ¥W. Clark®! and
K. Aland?® indicated similar results. Froa their results
both Clark and Aland concluded that we are still under the

doainance of the Neutral text. Perhaps so, dut it may also

mean nothing more than that even in a text chosen verse by
verse, under eclectic principles, such a text will look
more like that of P75 B than of other KSS simply because

this XS tradition has more faithfully preserved a good text -

than the others.53

S5lvgne Effect of Recent Textual Criticism,” pp. 30-
37. .

52%me Present Position," pp. 718-T22.

53Consensus, of course, 18 not a foolproof gulde to
seneral excellence, but it does 1nd1cate the high esteem
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‘Ir these various Judgments are correct as to the g
coaparatively excellent quality of text :ound in the Neutrai
M3S, then we may make the following general conclusion '
about this texttype: The MSS of the Neutral tradition,
rather than reflecting careful editing, reflect a "rela-
tively pure" form of preservation of a "relatively pure"
1ine of descent from the "original" text of the NT. :
Although this conclusion sounds suspiciously Hortilan,
‘4t 1s 80 only incidentally. The chief concern here 1s not |
with the validity of the Hortian textual theory, but rather
with the validity of the current method of "reasoned eclec-
ticisa" which tries to use a balanced Judgment based on |
both external and internal criteria but relying exclusively
on nelther. To the question of the validity of this method

we now turn by way of conclusion. |

III. CONCLUSIONS: "REASONED" ECLECTICISM
AS A VALID TEXT CRITICAL METHOD
In the Introduction to this study, it was noted that .
the chief cause of unrest in current textual criticism was
the sense of need for a new, valid method. A "new" method

was called for because (1) the "old" method had basic

with which this textual tradition has been regarded. Even
Kilpatrick, who is more willing than others to lay aside MS
evidence in favor of internal evidence, has acknowledged:

« « « the Alexandrian text and especially B are our best
authorities" ("Western Text and Original Text in the
Gospels and Acts," p. 36).



‘ 265
:limitations which inherently condemned it as a total method‘
and (2) the "current" method, in spite of new discoveries
and its rejection of the "o0ld" method, resultéd in a text
which for all practical purposes was indistinguishable from
that of the "0ld" method. The dilemma of the current
situation was that both texts--that of the "old" and the
"eurrent"--had déminantly "Neutral" features. For Westcott-
Hort this was no problem; the Neutral text was considered
-"neutral." For current criticism this was an anomaly; for
the Neutral text at best was considered to be a well-edited
text of the third century. %
| The thesis of this study 1s that the "current” :
method, namely "reasoned" eclectism, 1s in fact a valid
method, and this for the following reasons: ;
| 1. The analysis of P66 and P75, and the conclusions
1in this chapter, indicate that if eclecticism 18 a valld
‘method it must be of the "less thoroughgoing" or "reasoned"j
?type, rather than of the "rigorous" type found in the work -
for Kilpatrick.

| 2. The "Hortian face" of our resultant text--a
'maJor cause of unrest--is quite 1nc1dental.to whether or
not the method is valid. A text which more often has ‘
Neutral readings than readings from other MSS and texttypes
does not necessarily mean that our method is under the |
dominance of this texttype. It may mean that Hort, in
'apite-of the limitations of genealogy, was essentially on
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the right track. Rather than expressing alarm, as does .
Aland, that in spite of so many advances in the past 75
years our resultant text is "Hortian," perhaps we should
express wonder that Hort, without our discoveries and
advances, reveals such balanced judgment.

3. The analysis of P66 and ﬁ?s in this study has
indicated that another maJor'cause of unrest over the cur-
rent method--although it 18 again unrest over the results
rather than the method itself--has been removed, namely the!
recensional nature of the Neutral texttype. The combined
witness of these two MSS suggests that the Neutral texttype
as 8 recension, if not impossible, is at 1¢aat improbable.

4. The conclusion of this study as to the "rela-
tively pure line of descent" of the Neutral MSS is not a
Vreturn to genealogy. It 1s rather an attempt to evaluate
the place of this textual tradition as "external evidence"
in the eclectic method. The fact that all analyses of this
textual tradition have revealed a number of secondary :ead-'
:1ngs means that one cannot simply follow the Neutral text |
| fherever it leads., There must be fully as much emphasis
Placed on "relatively" as on "pure;" but, by the same
measure, one should be wary of rejecting readings of this
‘texttype because they are allegedly "recensional.” :

5. The place of the Neutral textual tradition, as it
’Ahaa been evaluated in this study, in the eclectic method as
a whole may be 1llustrated from the following general
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guidelines: (It should be noted that these are "illustra-
tions" of the method, not necessarily rules always to be
followed.)
| A. The full combination of the best of external
evidence, 1.e. the Neutral MSS plus other early and iidely
distributed witnesses,’and the dbest 6f internal evidence,
'1.e. the reading which best explains the others, is to be
preferred. This judgment, made by Hort, continues to find
general acceptance.

B. The combination of Reutral witnesses, with or
uitﬁout other support, and the canon ardua lectio potior

is usually to be preferred. An example of this 1s the
argurent given above (p. 233) for the word order aurou ot
padnrat in John 12:16.

C. The reading of a good Neutral KS, which has
seéondary Neutral support and other non-aligned support,
when that reading best explains the others, is to be
breferred.

' An example of this is the omission in John 9:38-39
bf 0 b¢ epn°* MiOoTEL®, AUPIE® XA MPOOENUYNOEY QUTW.

nat einwey o Inooug by P75 R# ¥ b 1 on. Besides the com-
bination of this external ?vidence, the following argurents
support the omission as original: (1) Plety would add such
words; there 1s no explanation for their omission, not even
by scribal error. (2) The expression o d¢ ¢pn 18 non-

Johannine. Both the use of o 3¢ for the continuation of
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narrative and the verd ecopn are rare in John; their co-binn?
tion is therefore doubly peculiar. (3) These words fit
neither the immediate context of John nor the greater
context, where this type of worship comes at the clizax of
the Gospel in the words of Thomas.

D. When all other considerations are equal, the
reading of the Neutral texttype, especizlly when it has
vother non-aligned support, is to be preferred, principally
on the basis of the "relative purity” of this textual
tradition. This is especizlly true at “insignificant™
points of vﬁriation; but it may also be true at snch-varia-
tions as the "seventy or seventy-two"™ in Iake 10:1 and 17.

E. Wbhen there is good non-Neutral XS support for

the ardua lectio and it best explains the reading fouxd in
the Neutral KSS, heavy emphasis should be put on the |
relative "purity" of the Neutral tradition. In other words,
the Neutral tradition is probably secondary.

An example here is the oux avaBSaive of R D pe it bo
'syc in John T7:8, which is to be preferred to the oums
avaBatve of the majority. |
| F. A reading which best fits an author's styie, or
the context, and which best explains the other réadingﬁ,
will often be preferred against strong external attestation,
When such occurs, however, the internal arguments oust be
particularly strong. Some of the Iucan "Western non-inter-

polations” still seem to be preferred on this canon.
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" Another example at this point is the reading o
exdextog of PSYIA yv 77 218 b e £f2 3yC-3 (a sa) against
the o viog of the rest in John 1:34. This reading seezs to
be preferred for the following reasons: ’

(1) The change, whichever direction it took, is
almost certainly of doc;rinal notivat;cu. It seems more
l1ikely that "orthodoxy" altered what may have been a basis
for bheretical argument, than that "heretics® should alter

the text only at this one point in the Gospel-~--unless, of

course, "heresy” considered this confession to be important
only at Jesus' baptism.

' (2) The author himself uses a full complement of
‘Christological titles in his homologia. In the mouths of
different witnesses are the titles o czvog (1:29), o
xptorog (1:41), o Bagtdleug tou Igpandk (1:49), o cwrnp vou
‘xoopou (k:42), o mpoonTag o cpxopevog‘c:; Tov xo&pov
(6:1%), o aviog tou feou (6:69), o xp1aTOg O ULOg TOU B¢ov
(11:27). Two things should be noted adout these confes-
sions. First, they are always appropriate to’the situation
and to the people'making the confessicn. Secondly, it will
be noted that no one of these 18 ever repeated as confes-
sions in the Gospel except at 11:27 (which is also the
basic homologion of the Gospel {20:31]). It is therefore

Quite likely that the author himself used o exlextrog at
this appropriate place in the Gospel. Whereas the other
confessions, although soon to pass out of the church's
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confessional life, were not Christologically difficult,
0 exlexto¢ had clear Ebionite implications and there;ore
was probadbly changed in the interest of John's basic

.

eonression.su

Finally, two words ‘of caution should be raised to
the eclectic critic who has "Hortlan" tendencies, i.e., the
tendency to adopt a Neutral reading on the basis of a |
greater emphasis on MS evidence than on internal questions.

l. One mﬁst be aware of the problem of circularity
in his argument. 7This is the problem of arguing for the
¥eutral MSS as "best” on the basis of internal arguments at
given readings, and then arguing for the same readings as
'preferredﬁ because they have the "best" support.

2; One must be aware of the danger of prejudging a
reading on the basis of preference for certain MSS. The
fact that all MSS have some errors in their text means that

'one must hear all the evidence before a cholice 18 made.

This brief presentation of scme guidelines for

"reasoned” eclecticism does not offer a new method; nor has

that been the intention of this study. The purpoée here

53%yernon H. Neufeld (The Earliest Christian Confes-
sions Grand Rapids, 1963 ) dismisses this probably Johan-
nine confession in a footnote with the words: "The meaning,
however, 1s practically the same” (p. 73, n. 2). To the
author of the Gospel this may have been true, but it over-
looks the clearly doctrinal implications of the variant.
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has been to demonstrate that the recent papyrus discoveries,
P66 and P75, tend to support "reasoned" eclecticism as a

valid method. Colwell's observation of the current situa-

tion seems to be true: "The best New Testament must be
chosen verse by verse."55 R;ther thah search for a new
inthod, the present méthodological éaak wduld seem to be
the implementation and refinement of the current, valid

method.

. 55What Is the Best New Testament? (Chicago, 1952),
p. 72. ) .

———— B S pp———
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APPENDIX I

VARIATION-UNITS AND SINGULAR READINGS IN JOHN 4

'I. Variation-units iﬁfJohn 4, The'following 1ist includes

only those units of varlati.n where at least two of the
early MSS agree against the rest. Therefore, only the
MSS involved in the discussion in Chapter II are cited,
along with the TR. The top réadlng in each instance 1év
that of Nestle-Aland (25th edition).

4:3 o xuptog P66 P75 B AC W TR
o Inocoug POE6* R D

4:1 1 Imavvng P66 P7S R C D TR '
Iwavvng B* A W !

4:2 Inooug aurog P66 P75 B R C W TR
aurog¢ Inooug A D

4:3 maxivy P66 P75 RC D W TR
omit BA

4:5 o P75 B R A TR
ou P66 CDVW

4:5 <tw Iwonp P66 P75 B R
Iwong A CDWIR

4:9 ou yvap ouyxpwvrat Iouvdaio: Zapapsrasg
P66 P75 BA C W TR
omit R* D

4:11 omit P75 B
nyYuvn P66 ACDWTR
exetyn R#*

4:11 nobev ouv P66 P75 BA C TR
xat1 nofevy W

nodev R D
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4:12
4:14
4:14
4:14
h:lS

4:15
4:16

4:17
4:17
4:17
4:21
4:23
4:24
4.24
4:25

4:25

edboxey B X ADW TR
dcdaoxevy P66 P75 C

o¢ b av nin P66 P75 BA C (W) TR
o O0¢ nivoy R* D

di¥nces P7S BR AD (C 1ac)
diynon P66 W TR

dwow P66 PTS BA M 7

eye dwow K D W

Diyw P66C P75 BX A C W TR
diynow P66* D

dtepxmpat P66 R#*
Odicpxopat P75 B
epxopat A C D W IR

omit P66 P75 B C*
Inooug R* A
o Inooug RC D W TR

cimev ADWTR (x* lac)

cimey avtme P66 (P75) B C

oux exm avbpa P66 P75 B A W TR
avdpa oux exw R C* D

exw P66 PITS BAC WM
exetg R D

MIOTEVE POt YUvat P66 P75 BR C* W

yuvat nioreuwsov pot A (D) TR

mpooxuvouvrag autoy POSC PTS BAC D W TR

mpooxuvouvrag aute  POOE K*

npooxuvouyrag nE DF

nmpogxuvouvrtag avroy P66 PT5S BAC W TR
det mpoowxuveity P66 P7TS B A C W MR

npooxuvety der K% D

avayyelet P66 P75 BA C TR
avayyvyeilet K* D W

anavra P66 P75 B K C* W
mavra A D IR

ki)




§:31

k:37

§:38

§:42

:42

eNt TOoUT® P66 PISBACV TR
eY Toute KT D

ciney PO6 PIS BAC W TR
¢tney autw K D

a B R C#
oca P66 P75 ADW TR

cinléor P75 B A
efnléoy ouvy P66 R W TR
wat e¢Enléovy C D

ey TR P66 B R C*¥ D
ey O¢c w0 P75 A TR
Xt ev 1o W

nose R A1TR
notncw P66 P75 BC D W

crt P66 B R A C VW IR
omit P75 D

o onetpwy P66 PT5S BC W
wat ©0 onwespwy R A D TR

akndivog B C* W (P75 1lac)
o alnfivog P66 R A D M

anecoretla P66 P75 BAC W IR
anegralxa K D

oouy P66 PTS BRACTM
oux D* W

a P75 B R C*
oca P66 A DWTR

Te PTS BACVW RC TR

O¢ P66 D

xas N¥®

ort P66 PT5S R AC D TR

omit B W

TnY onvy ialiav P66 A C W TR
TRY laltav Oou P75 B

THY OnY papruptay N* D




X:51

&:51

| 276
aurtos P66 P75 BAC W TR

autou D
nap auvrou R
omit P66 P75 B R C* W

o xptorog A D TR
ore P66 PT5S BAC W TR

»g x* D

oca P66 PISBA C W

a ¥E*DTR

wat gv P6S P75 B AC W TR
gy 6¢ R D

Inooug PSS P7TS BAC D W TR
o Incoug P6E* K

annléey F66 P75 B A D W 1R
faléey x* C

eniorevcey P66 PTS BR D W
xat ensagrewoey A C TR

ov cimevr aurw o Inooug (P75) B AC
w ¢iney qure o Inooug P66 DW TR

Tovu Inoou

Touv Incou ov¥ eimev qurs Rc

ot Soulot ummyvrRcay R 2!’66 P75 B A C )

umpvrgoay ot doulos D (W)

ot Soulot

ot Bboulot gurou P66 PIS BACVW TR
omit P75 B

xat anfyvyetdlavy P66 A C W TR
xat nyycilav R D

levyovreg P66 P7TS B AC W TR

ounit R D

0 Taig autou P66* P75 BR AC W
0 Utog oou P66¢ D

0 ma1¢ Gou IR

map autey PGSO R ACDW TR
exetvYny P75 B



§:54

etnav ovv P66° P75.B C W
xay etnay R A D TR
einay P66*

narnp P75 BR A D W TR

narnp avrou P66 C

exetvn P75 B R#* é
evY execisn P66 A D W TR

o utoc P66 PTS BR A C
ort 0 vViog D W IR
touro b¢ P66 P75 B C* W
TOUTO RADITIR

P

Beutrepov onpetov emnotndey P66 B A C D TR

dcurepov enotnoecy onpetoy R W
enmoinoey deurepov onpetov P75

Singular (and sub-singular) feadinga in John 4. The

first items listed for each MS are singular readings;

the second items are variants where the given MS has

versional support.

A. Papyrus Bodmer II (P66)

4:6 c¢xalilero 1. exabelero

4:6
4:9

4:12 om. ot ante utot

J:14

B. Papyrus Bodmer XV (P75)
B:17 deyer 1. etmev

4:18 etnag 1. erpnxac
4:37 omit verse

4:41 pmretov 1. niectoug

astretg mMe1v 1. mety aitretg

™ yn 1. vq mayn  (cum 1241)

nnyn ev auvtw l. ev autw TNYn



C.

D.

847
§:54

Codex
4:40
§:52
Codex
h:11
5:12
4:12
4:14
4:15
hzlf
§:19
4:20
§:24
4:42
b:46
h:h7
4:53

om. NPO¢ AUTOY

enotnoev beutrepoy anpetov 1, Beurepov

OnUeEIoY emotnoeY
Vaticanus (B)

ouvnleoi ouy 1, wg ouv nléov
aurny l..auvrov (cum A)
Sinaiticus (R)

exetvq 1. 7 yuvq (or omit)
oottg l. o¢

autog xat l., xat aurog

om. autw 2°

wde 1, evéade

om. Xat €Lmev

om. xupte (cum 245)

om. © tonog (cum 348)
alnfetag 1. xat alndeta
xat 1, te

niéav 1, fléev

add ouv post annléev

om. 0 Inooug

47

4:18
4:27
§:33
4:39

add ti¢ ante yuvn (1187 b J rl syS-¢)
elnlwg 1. aknéeg (¢ £ q rl vg)

emnléav 1. nléav (e § q rl)
Aeyoustv 1. eleyov (b rl)

om. ¢t¢ aurov (482 a e)
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219

4:40 quepag duo 1. duwo nuepag (sa bo arm)

4:42 alnlwg outog cotiy 1. outog eoTiy aindwg
(sa bo sy°¢)

§:45 ot ecwpaxoreg mavra l. mMavra €wpaxoTeg
(a b e £ sa bo)

4:45 einiveetoavy 1. nréov (it vg)

4:47 om. ourog (8y°)

4:49 rtov matda 1. to matdtov (b d e ££f2 1 q rl)

4:50 vou Inoov 1. ov(w) etmov autw o Inooug
(sa bo syc)

Codex Bezae (D)

4:11 vdwp Lwy 1. to udwp to Lwv (cum 49 91)

4:12 om. avrouv post 8peppara

4:14 om. pq

4:33 ev cautoig 1. mpog ailinloug

4:36 xapn 1. xaten

4:38 exomtacare 1. xexontaxare bis

J:45 cEedetavro 1. ebdeEavro

4:46, 48 Baoctiigxog 1. Baogtiixog (cum 182)

4:51 wunnvrnoav ot doulot autw 1l. ot doulot unnv-
Tnoav avrw

4:9 ovu Ioubatdg ov twg l. nwg ou Ioudatog wv
(1t 8y2+C sa)

4:9 om. ovang (J arm)

B:11 oude 1. oure (8y®-C bo)




v ks e e e . Lo —n v

4:19' om. cu (ab e £r2 31 rl) %
4:21 rourw Tw opet 1. Te opet tourw (a b e rl sy8)
4:28 n yuvn Tnv udpiay eautng l. TNV ubprav -
autng 1 yuvn (b ££2 1 q rl sa arm) ‘
4:29 exetvog 1. ourog (q)
4:33 8¢ 1. ouv (a b q rl) 3
4:36 wxat © 8eptlwv opou xapn 1. opou xatpn xat
o 8eptlwv (8y8.¢-P arm aeth)
4:37 coriv o0 doyog o akn@ivog 1l. 0 AOYOG €OTLY
alqetvbg (301 482 aur a bc £ ££2 1 q)
4:45 om. ev (e)
4:51 add avrw post nyretdlav (b)
F. Codex Alexandrinus (A)
4:26 om. o ante Inooug ' ;
G. Codei Ephraemi rescriptus (C) r
4:2 om. Tc-
4:50 mnpog 1. map
4:47 wxaraBag l. xaraBn wat
H. Codex Washingtonianus (W)
4:11 <o gpeap eoriv BaBu wmat oure avfkqpa exetg
l, oute avrinpa exei§ xat TO gpeap e€otiv Badu
4311 xas molev 1. mobev ouv
4:11 c¢coriv 1. exerg 2°
4:12 add ro lwv post gpeap
4:14 add de post og b av

4:27 add ve post pevrot
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vnpvrnoay autw ot doudot aurou 1. o3 doulog

xat ante epxetat (a b e £f2 1 q rl sy3-©)

add ev mveupart post aurov (a b)

8131 xat ev 1. ev or ev b¢
B:45 om. auros
§:47 nxev 1. nxet
4:48 om. 0 ante Inooug
4:51 v
| unqvTnoay autw
R:6 add ¢ post wpa (b)
§:7 add
4:23
4:29 om. pot (£f£e)
4:52 om. autw (a b sa)



APPEXDIX II

CORRECTIONS OF P66 WHERE THE ORIGINAL T=XT (PE6*)

HAS SINGULAR OR SUB~SINGUIAR RzADIkG3

In the following 1ist of readings only those correc-

tions are included in which the readings of both P66# and

P66 are grammatically and contextually possible. In each
case the reading on the left is that of P66%; the reading
on the right 1s that of P66C. Any other witnesses which

agree with P66* follow the first reading in parentheses.

1:89 paBBt, alnbeg ou €1 (1241) ] - alnbeg

2:2  exlneq Be (440 579 1071 aur £ J 1 q) ] + xas

2:13 wat eyyug ¢ J - 8¢

2:15 wat Ta mpoBara ] ta Te wpoBara

2:20 xat ev TPpiGtY nuepaic J XAt CU €Y TPIOLY APEPALC

- 2:25 weps avépemou (boR) ] mept Tou avépemou
3:2 ¢av pn o 6eog (L 239) ] eav un n o €cog
13:19 ews (872) ] to g

:3:21 o motwy ] o B¢ motmv

3:31 ex tn¢ yng eotiv ] + xat ex Tag yag Aadet

3:31 o0 ®Y ex TOU OUpaAvOU ] O €X TOU OUPAYOU €PXOREVOC

" 4:6 e¢xabtleto ] exalelero

4:6 ent vn yn (1251) ] ent 14 mnyn

282



'5:43
6:1
6:9
6:42
6:52
6:60
6:64
7:18
7:28
T:37
T1:
8:28
8:40
8:46
8:48
9:8
9:10

283't'5
asTesg meLY ) metv asvesg B
vioy ] ot,uio:

avrog (053 rl 8y¢) J ourog

n eotivy Aeyopeva ] n ensleyopeva
Bnboasbay ] Bndcaida

erg in ) Xq ern,

exes xpovoy ] ndn exes xpovov

ouv (12%1) J oude '

Tauta ] aura

eYyw d¢ ] - de

Faltlatag J + tng TiBeptadog

Tt eotiy tavra (473 e) ) raura T3 eoriv
ort ) oux | -

ourog douvas ] + fnptvy

padnrey ] + aurou

MIOTEUTOUCt ) MICTEUOUTt

vepfavrog pe ] MepHavrog auroy

epe otdare (sa sy>+C aeth) ] wxape otdare
Tn¢ pevyaing €oprng 1 Tn peyaln TAC €OpTRC
encBalley (131) ] eneBalev

edetfev pot ] edidafev pe

Aelalnuey J delalgxa

wiorevere J + pot

celeyopev (71 249 251) ) Aeyoper

YELTOVES auTtou ] - autrou

oou nvewxénoavy ] ouv fvewxOnoav cov

. o e ———— e



9:30

9:39
10:4
10:7
10:33
10:38
11:2

11:3

11:5
11:7
11:21
11:34
11:54
12:1
12:2
ﬁ2:2
ﬁ2:3
12:7
12:16
12:26
12:37
12:45
13:15
13:16
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x4t eiNey © a&ﬁphﬁo; ) 0 avlpwmog xat etmev avTotg

xoopov (1071 1241 1293) ] + rtourtov
exBaly navra ] mavra exBaln
ciney (e) ] + ouv

tov f8¢covy ] - To¥

micrevonre (1200 135#) ] moTeunTe

Rolcvet

anecresley ouv Mapta mpog autrov Aeyousa J

xats adelpog 7V Aalapoc acbevey ] O abclwog Aa;apog

anesgreilay ouv at abelgpat Mpog autov Aeyouaat

adelpnv ] + autng

leyet autotc J deyet Totg padnratg
xupsovy ] Inoouy

epxou tde ] xupte epxou xas tbe
Aeyopevny ] + molty

nevre nuepoy ) ¢ fpepmv
etotnoev (13 122 bo) ] + ouv
€et¢ ] + qv

eminpouto ] eminpwén

Inocoug ] o Inooug

€Y autw ] em autw

cotty ] eorat

raura J rooavuta

8cwpet xat ] - xat

unobetypa (472 700) ] + yap

anootolog ] + petlov

[P



13120
14:2

14:23
’14:23
15:3

15:10
15:10
115:16
‘15319
15:22
15:25
16:7

17:11
17:11
17:12
17:12
17:19
518:2

18:5

18:12
18:15

19:1&
19:17

19:28

rerekeatrat ] + tva teketwdn 1 Ypaoen
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AapuBavet xat ] = xat

ay ctnoy ] ecimov av

fnap auroY ] mpog auTtov

ctocleuoopcoﬁ ) 2lesusopeta -

eV upty ] = ¢v

Tpnte ] Tnpnonte

ayann (e) ] + pou

cénxa ] + vpag

TOU TOUTOU XOgpov J ToU XOOPov

apapriag ] + aurwy

vopw ] + autwy

Tpog unag ] + eav 8¢ mopevém ﬂqn}m auToyY Mpog upag

ovopatrt pou J ovou&ft oou

pot ] 4+ tva wotv ev xabw¢ npesg

ovopars poﬁ ] ovopary cou

avtey J] ¢& autwy

woty (544 a bce) ] + wat

padnratg 1 + aurov

Ioudag ] + o napadiboug auvrov

unnperat ] ot unnpertat

paénrag 1 + o be padnrng eXeLYo§ NV YvVwoTo§ T®
apxtepet

wpa ] + v g

nalpallaBovreq] autov [annyayolv ] + wat Baogralwv

cautw TOY oTtaupov cfnlbey

— ‘...._

e o o < W e oo e e o meari & e e taes ey .



APPENDIX III

DISAGREEMENTS BETWEEN P75 AND B IN LUKE

, The following I}Bt of disagreements includes only
those variants which a;e grammatically and contextually
}possible. Excluded, therefore, are such "nonsense"
readings as toyuvl, 1x6uv in 11:11, where the following
clause makes the toxuv contextually 1mpossib1e; and the
epxerat 1. epxovrat in 23:29, where the plural subject
‘makes epxerat ilmpossible.

Also excluded are purely orthographical disagree- |
.ments--although differences 1in the spelling of proper names}
are included--and readings where the text of P75 1s purely
fcon,jec'mra.l. Comments on some of these excluded conjec-
‘tural readings follow the main list. | |
é In each case the reading on the left is that of P75 f
iand the reading on the right that of B. (C = Corrector)
'3:20 xlatr watrl¢lxdretoev ] - xat -

‘3:22 uveuvpa ] t$ nveuvpa

.4§35 € autou ]} an aurou

'4:35 €E avrou ] am aurtou
4:41 Aleyery T Aarerv
f5;1 xat eYevéro ] evevero bde

;5:2 buo mlota ] wlota duo
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6:3 o Inooug ] Inooug

6:25
6:28
6:38
6:42
6:49
T:6
T:22
8:5
8:7
8:9
8:13
8:20
8:21
8:22
?8:22
;8:27
'8:28
‘8:29
59:1
9:9
9:12
9:18
9:28
9:28
9:29

ovas upty 29 ] - uptv

vptv ] upag

av]ng[eraneg[aerat ] perpnéncerat Cavripe.
Tt ] Tt 6e

TV otxtav ] - TV: z
av]Tw Aeywv ] Aeywy aurw

xat xwiot C =-xat ] -wat

o pev J a pev

aura ] avto

n mapaBoin ] mapaBolin

outrot ] aurot Coutot

pntap 1 + cou

autov ] autoug

xat 129 ] + aurog

aveBn ] eveBn

avnp Ti¢ ) Ti¢ avnp

vte ] Inoou vte

uno ] amwo

auvtot§ duvaptv J duvaptv auTtotg

cealriv ] + ourog

Toug oxloug ] Tov oxlov

Aeyouogtv ot oxlos ] ot oilo; Aeyouatv
IexwBo[v xat Iwlaelvqv ] Imavnv xat IaxwBov
xat aveBn ] - wnat

tnatltopog Aleunog ] stpariopog aurou Aeunog
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10:19
10:24
10:27
10:31
10:37
10:39
10:39
10:39
10:40
10:42
10:42
11:2
11:7

g8

ctoelbetvy ] + aurtoug

porsg ] podig

enertpnoevy ] + be

t[o nmaidiolv touro ] Touro 1O matbiov

oc¢ 8 av ] og av

o Inooug ] Inooug

o Incoug ] Inooug

xupte ] - C+

anelovre TMpwTovY ] mMpwTOY ameclbovrt

emtBailwy ] emiBaluy

ev Tq Bactleta ] - ev

WS acTpanny NMecoOvra €X TOu oupavou ] €x Tou
ouUpayYouv wg acTpanny meoovra

duvapty J + v

Aeyw ] + vap

8eov gou ] - couv C+

evry ] - ev

o Inooug J Inooug C+ o

xat 2° ] q wxat C-n1q

nodag ] + Tou

Inooug J wuptog C Inooug

xateltnev ] xateletmev

evog B¢ €O0TIY Xpeta ] Oltywv Be Xpeia €0TIY 1 €YOG

an aurng ] - an

npooeuxecbe ] mpocgeuxncbe

8upa pou - pouv ] - pou

e S e —



11:11
11:13
11:15,
11:18
11:19 -
11:22
11:22
11:23
11:24
11:25
11:27
11:30
11:31
11:31
11:33
11:36
11:39
11:39
11:31
11:42
11:42
11:84
11:48
11:50
12:8
12:18

narepa ] rov marepa

et ] o'cEA

18, 19 BeelleBoul ] BeeleBoul
exBalet C exBallety ] exBalletv
€X Tivt ] ev Tivt
toxutepog ] + avrtou
elfwv ] enelbwy
oxopﬁtoct ] oxopnilet
otav 8¢ ] - be

euptoxet ] + oxolalovra
autov ] + tauvra

Iwvag ] o Iwvag
Bacgtliocoa C + vorou ] + vorou
avtny ] auvroug

Tt10n0ty ] + oube urno Tov podiov
™ ] ev T

fo te ] to b¢

vpty ] uvpov

aravra J wavra

ote ] ott

Tou 6eov ] - C +

MEPIMATOUVTES ] Ot TIEPINATOUVTES
paptupetTe J paprupeg €CTE
exyuvopevoy J exxekupevov
opoloynon J opoloynoet

gitov pou C - pou ] - pou
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12:22 gepars ] 4+ vpev .
12:25 biagpepere ]'tmetg btagepere

12:28 ¢t te ] et be

12:29 gaynoée ] gaynre

12:29 1t ] war Tt

12:31 Bagtlesav ] + aurou .

12:39 <toutro C+ Be ] + be

12:39 oux av ] eypnyopnoev av xat oux

12:82 Biadibovar ] dibovats

12:83 outxg motouvra ] motouvra ouTE(

32:45 eaurou ] autou

12:85 11 ] 716

12:48 navrs ] + b¢

12:53 Tnv 6uyatepa ) - Tyv

12:53 wvupeny C+ aurng ] + autng

12:56 TIN¢ YN Xat TOU oupavoyu ] TOU oupavou xat THG YN§
12:58 am aurtouv ] - an

13:1 anayyellovreg J] + aurw

13:1 6uotzv ] Twv Guotmv

13:2 T1otauvra ] tavra

13:5 opotwg J woautwg

13:7 exxoyov ouv ] - ouv

13:7 Tav yav ] vov tomov C Tnv ynv

13:11 erq ] - C +

13:13 emavrn )] - em

13:14 anoxbteetq ] + 5¢



13:14
13:15
13:17
13:22
13:25
13:27
13:29
13:30
13:31
13:32
13:33
13:34
13:35
14:8
14:8
14:10
14:13
14:17
14:21
14:23
-14:25
14:26
14:26
14:27
14:28
14:28

evatg ] - C +

anayaywv ] anaywvy C anavaywv
YIVOHEVOLIC ] YEVOHEVOL(
evexpuyevy ] expuyev

deonorng ] oixodeomorng

Aeyw C leywv ] Xeywy

ano Boppa ] xat ano Boppa

ot eoxarot ] - ot

oe Gelet ] Oelet o€

tptrn ] + npepa

epxopevny J exopevn

opvi¢ ] + Tnv eautng voootav umo Tag NTepuyas

pe 1dnte ] tdnTe pe

Ttvog ] + €1g yapoug

evrtiyotrepog ] + oovu

boka oot ] oot boka

moinong ] moing

€totv ] eoTiv

lapayevopevog ] xat Nnapayevouevog
boulrov autou C - aurou ] = autou
be ] + auvrtw |

et ) + te

HOU etvat ] etvat pov

avtouv ] eaurou

6eiet ] Gelwv

xa@toag mpwtov ] mpwtov xabtoag
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:1“:32
14:34
'14:35
15:4

15:6

i5:10
15:12
15:13
15:17
15:18
15:21
15:22
15:22
15:22
15:24
15:24
15:30
16:1

16:4

16:12
16:15
16:15

15:17_

'16:18
16:19
16:22

.w592>
eowra ] + e1g

cav de ] + wat

TV Ynv j - TNV

amolecag ] amoleon C amoledag
yetrtovag ] Toug vetTovag

Twv ayyelwvy ] - twv

bictlev ] o be dietdev
guvaywvy ] guvayaywv

aprotg ] aprtwy

oupavov ] Tov oupavov

oouv ] + motnoov pe wg eva Twv ptagbtwv gou
eautou ] avutou

eveyrare ] e€feveyware

v otokny ] - TV

avelnoev ] elnoev

npkatro ] npEavro

ore ] + d¢ o

oixovopov ] otxovopoug C Otxovopov

avtwv ] eautwv

upéfepwv ] npetepwv

avlpurmotg ] avlpwmw C aveépwmotg

Tou 6eou ] XUptou

ptav wepatav ] xepatav ptav

amolelupevny ] o amolelupevny

ovopart veung J -

ev Tw amobavelv ] - ev TWw



16:22
16:27
16:27
16:30
16:31
17:1

17:6

17:7

17:12
17:22
17:23
17:30
17:34
18:10
22:9

22:19
22:24
22:26
22:39
22:40
22:41
22:47
22:50
22:51
22:55
22:61
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anecfavev »] + b¢

ctniey ouv ] etmev bde

ouv g¢ ] O¢ ouv ) §
eyepdn ] mopeudn |
eyepén ] avaotn

eativ C + tou ]+ tou .

guxaptvw ] + taury

vpwy ] €& vpov

eogTnogav ] avestnoav

entdupnoete ] emibupnonre C emiBupnoete

enet n tdou wde ] wdbe mat wde C enet n tdou wde
Tavta ] Ta avra

pntag J -

o €t¢ ] etg

éTOtpacwpev ] + got gayetv 1o mnaoxa

€e1¢ Tnv ] - et¢ C +

eyevero ] + e

vewrepog C o vewrepog ] o vewrepog

xat 0t ] - wat ¢ +

€tgelbety ] - C +

npooeviaro ] wpoanuxero

TpoanNPXETO ] mponpXeTo

TOV BOUAOY TOUL apxtepews ] TOU apxtepewg tov doulov
o Inooug ] Inooug ‘
Derpog ] o Hetpog

nptv ] wptv q



23:2

23:3

23:5

23:6

23:8

23:11
23:11
23:11
23:12
23:12
23:23
23:25
23:26
23:29
23:29
23:31
23:35

23:39
23:45
23:46
23:50
23:50
23:53
24:1

24:15
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e¢autov J aurtov
anoxptbetg J + autw
apfapevog ] wat apfapevog
o avépwnog ] avépwnog C + o
ningcev ] nAnmtilev
autov xas ] - xdt
epnatEag ] wat enmat§ag
enepyev ] avenmepyev
EYEVETO ] eYevovToO
exetvy ] autn
oraupwénvat J ortaupwoat
v gulaxny ] - TNV
annyayov ] annyov
ort J + 1dou
xotltat ] at xotliat
Tw vypw ] uypw
OUTWC €0TIV O XPlaTO¢ O ULog C OUTOg €0TiY O
XP1OTOC O ULOE ] ULO¢ €0TIY O Xp1OTOG
Aeywvy ] =
EXALTIOVTOG C E€XAELTIOVTOG 1 exdetmovrog
xetpa ] xeipag
xat avnp ] - xat
xat bixaiog 1 - xat
auto ] aurtov
pvnuetov ] nvnpa

Kat autog ] autoug C Xat aurog



24:17
24:18

24:21
24:26
24 :27

24:28
24:39
2h:39
24:39
24:44
24 :47
24 :47
24:49
24:49
24:52
24:53
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cinev ) + bde¢
Tn npepa tavtnq C tn [sic] nupepaig reuraig ] raig
fuepatg Tauratg
nAntxapev )] ngintlapev C pAntxopev

Baotletav C dokav ] bolav

ra -

&

Ta TEP1 €QUTOU ev macatg Taig ypapsis ] ev macasg
Tat1g YPapatg Ta MEPt €QUTOU

XOpRY ] TRV wopnyv

modag ] + pou

nveupa ] + wat

capxac ] capxa

navra ) anavra

ev Tw J emt Tw

apEapevov ] apEapevot

xat eyw J xat tdou eyw

anootellw ] efanootellw

peyaing ] - C +

8eov ] + apnv

The following variations from B are found in the

princeps, but they have been left out of the fore-

going list as not demonstrable from the extant text:

3:36 - Tou watvap J + . This fs possible, but

the conjecture probably stems from the fact that D omits

this name.

missing name could as easily be Imu or Nwe, Or some

It is true that "lacuna longius esset,” but the
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combination. |

6:22 - vupag J + . This seems a likely conjec~
ture, but the lacuna is again of such nature to allow other
possibilities.

6:23 tJwt ovplave ] roi¢ oupavoig. This read-
ing is purely conjecture.: I submit that the text should
read tlQi<s> ouplavoig for the following reasons: (1)
What Martin and Kasser read as an « in Twt ]looks more liie
this scribe's o than his w. (2) The scribe /rrequently hzs
an uncorrected text consisting of the omission of a singie
letter, but he never spells out the iota subscript. (3)
The lacuna following oup seems too long to support only
three letters, but would easily support five without
croxding.

6:39 Martin and Kasser conjecture that P75 omits
epnegsouvrat, but this i1s highly doubtful. ¥hrat they rezd
as x seems almost certainly to be the gloly of epmegourrz:.
{Note that the scribe's o 1s always of such size that it
would be almost certainly missing here.) Moreover, the
lacura supports eunegouvratr, but is 1inexplicable without ift.
(Note how much smaller his letters are in this line than in
those above.)

6:46 *1] ] + be. There seexms to be no good
reascen to conjecture an omission in PTS at this point. 1T
the left margin is even vaguely straight, the lacuna is

well able to support four letters.
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7:15 avexalétoev ] exabsoev.  The lacuna here is
of such nature that P75 could as easily support B as not.

9:1 mavl]ra ] + ta. The lacuna does not seém
long enough to support the necessary letters of the
ordinary text here, but what might be missing is purely
conjectural., é

9:9 Hpwdng ] o Hpwdng. Since this scribe's o
i1s so small, a conjectured omission where the lacuna could
possibly support an o seems doubtful.

Q:27 - ott alnléwg ] - ort. This is perhaps a
good conJecture based on the length of the lacuna, but one
wonders what might have been conjectured had D not read
ott here.

9:28 wat mapaligBwv ] - xai. Again the con-
Jecture is based on the length of a lacuna at the end of a
line. The reading of P75 here could go either way. |

10:1 avlroug ava ] - auroug. The editio
princeps is clearly wrong here. What’is read as aqv should
be the gy of ava. See K. Aland, "Neue Neutestamentliche
Papyri II," NTS, XI (1964/5), 7. |

22:17 vo nornprov euvxaptolrgloag ) - 1o
The editors say that "sine to lacunam non explet.” But
that does not'seem to be quite true. It is only the
difference of fifteen and seventeen letters, and I count a
. number of places on this page where fifteen lJetters would
£it in this lacuna. |
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