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Abstract 

Timo Flink, Textual Dilemma: Studies in the Second-Century Text of the New 
Testament. Diss., University of Joensuu, 2009. ISBN 978-952-219-281-3. 

The Greek text of the most recent Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum Graece has 
established itself as the standard text for general NT scholarship. Despite this, 
several text-critical scholars (and works) have suggested numerous changes to it. 
Textual scholars have discussed almost every aspect of NT text-critical 
methodology and still disagree on how best to arrive at the second-century text 
of the NT. There is no consensus in sight, as the reconstructions of the NT text 
are textually disputed, and there are disagreements on what would constitute 
valid criteria for text-critical work. This present research deals with hundreds of 
individual textual problems, furthering the discussions on the second-century 
text of the NT. 

First, I will study the text-critical problem in Jn 1,34 that is yet to achieve 
consensus. I will argue that John the Baptist declared of Jesus that he is 6 
£xA.Ex-tos; tou Scou on the basis that such a reading best explains the rival 
readings. Secondly, the text of Jude has been revised by two recent works that 
disagree on Jude 5, 13, 15, and 18. I will present my study of these textual 
locations and conclude that they should read a:rras :rr6.vta on 'I11oous;, 
a:rracpg~ovta, :rr6.vta<; tOU<; aoEBd<;, and OtL EAEyov U!!LV Otl £:rr' £ox6.to'U 
tou xgovou, respectively. 

The bulk of the research is devoted to the orthographic Koine/ Attic variations 
in the NT textual tradition. I will study 712 textual locations of which 3 73 
textual locations attest two morphologically rival forms of the same word, Koine 
and Attic. Based on the Greek usage in the extra-biblical non-literary and literary 
sources of the first two centuries, I will conclude that sometimes scribes 
Atticised the original Koine readings to their Attic equivalents, and at other 
times they modernised the spelling of the older Attic forms to their later Koine 
equivalents on the basis of the development of the Greek language. This research 
lays the foundation for further studies of early scribal habits in this respect. 
Based on my findings, I will present 94 textual changes, some probable, some 
tentative, to the critical text of the NT. 

Together these three separate areas further the research into the second­
century text of the NT, and present one hundred changes to the standard text of 
the NT. They are case studies that call for a reassessment of the text found in our 
current critical edition of the NT. 
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1. Rethinking Aspects of the Text of the NT 

1.1. Introduction 

The current critical NT editions commonly used in NT scholarship are the result 
of decades of work by numerous scholars. Is there any need to rethink them 
textually, if not methodologically? How can the textual scholarship best 
approximate what the original NT authors wrote from the available textual 
evidence? 

The Oxford Debate on NT textual criticism held at New College on May 6, 
1897 was a watershed event. It was a debate between two rivals in NT textual 
criticism; those supporting the Textus Receptus (TR) as the original text of the 
Greek NT, and those opposing it. 1 The supporters of the TR were content with 
the idea that its text was a relatively pure copy of the NT autographs, despite 
being based on only a few late witnesses called minuscules.2 They believed that 
scribes had preserved the text of the NT faithfully throughout the centuries by 
accurate copying. In their minds the few minuscules behind the TR were 
relatively free from errors and the text of the NT was settled. 

By contrast, the opponents of the TR held the idea that those few minuscule 
manuscripts were bad copies filled with scribal corruptions. They favoured 
earlier, more ancient manuscripts as less corrupt, and argued for a qualitatively 
different way to reconstruct the NT text. Hence, the debated issue was not just 
the text of the TR. Rather, it dealt with the question how to do NT textual 
criticism. The debate concentrated on the history of the NT text, its transmission 
and preservation in the hands of the scribes throughout history. In short, it dealt 

1 The TEXTUS RECEPTUS was a work of Erasmus and his successors. It went through several 
revisions; first from 1516 to 1550 by Erasmus, then by Robert Estienne, and finally by Theodore Beza, 
who made nine editions from 1565 to 1604. The edition published 1550 (Estienne) was the most 
influential of them all. The Textus Receptus was based on a few late minuscules available to Erasmus at 
the university library in Basel (xn/xm AD). Most famous of them are minuscules 1 and 2. Erasmus 
deferred to his own Greek translation of Latin sources when his Greek witnesses were defective. There 
were some earlier majuscules available in the library (D/05, D/06, E/08), but he did not consult them. 
The TR could be termed an eclectic edition in a limited scope (Aland and Aland 1989: 3-4). 

2 MINUSCULES are witnesses in which the writing is in running cursive, lower letters. The vast 
majority of them are witnesses from the second millennium. 
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with scribal tendencies and their impact on the text. The debate put an end to the 
TR as the generally accepted original text of the NT.3 

The Oxford Debate did not happen in a historical vacuum. The German 
scholar Karl Lachmann had abandoned the TR long before the Oxford Debate. 
He discarded the later minuscule witnesses in favour of the earlier majuscules.4 

Lachmann used genealogical methods taken from Classical Studies to establish 
what he believed to be the earliest attainable text of the NT. This meant that he 
often used only four majuscules in his work, sometimes even fewer, because he 
was convinced that their texts represented an early state of the text of the NT, as 
established by the genealogical method. His work culminated in a critical edition 
of the Greek NT in 1831. His intention was not to produce the original text of the 
NT. He thought such an enterprise impossible, a sentiment that some modem 
textual scholars would agree with.5 Rather, he aimed at a documentary edition to 
print a NT text used in the fourth century.6 His work was continued by B.F. 
Westcott and F.J.A. Hort, who produced another text of the Greek NT in 1881 to 
rival the TR. This led to the Oxford Debate, which in many ways was the 
beginning of modem NT textual criticism by its abandonment of the TR. 7 

Textual scholars have sought to establish a more authentic NT text even since 
the debate. 

The work of Westcott and Hort was the pinnacle of the long period of 
thinking about text-critical issues. It reaches back centuries, to the time of the 
early church fathers, whose text-critical discussions exerted methodological and 
textual influences on subsequent works. This includes our current critical 
editions, the Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum (NA) and the United Bible 
Societies Greek New Testament (UBS), used in modem research of the NT.8 

These editions have settled most disputes for most scholars. This is seen in many 
recent exegetical works. They follow the text ofUBS/NA unwaiveringly.9 

3 North 1999. 
4 MAJUSCULES are witnesses in which the writing is in capital letters or uncials. With only a couple 

of exceptions (mss. 055, and 0299), all majuscule witnesses are from the first millennium. 
5 Parker (1997: 203-13) has argued that there was no original text of the New Testament as a single 

text to begin with. Instead, according to Parker there was a living text that grew and was moulded by 
the scribes in their Sitz im Leben as they passed on the traditions of the church. 

6 Metzger 1992b: 124-25. 
7 Metzger 1992b: 135; North 1999: 1-5. 
8 Karavidopoulos 2002 (one of the editors of the UBS/NA); Parsons 1986. By the time of writing 

this doctoral dissertation, the UBS/NA is supplanted by the Novum Testamentum Editio Critica Maior 
(the ECM) in the Catholic Letters. 

9 A good example of this attitude is Karen Jobes's volume on 1 Peter in the Baker Exegetical 
Commentary of the New Testament Series (Jobes 2005). Jobes's work has 364 pages. Her text-critical 
notes take less than two pages, and she always follows the UBS/NA. Yet 1 Peter contains a number of 
textual difficulties not easily decided. The ECM makes seven changes to the actual text in comparison 
to the UBS/NA. It marks 28 textual locations with bold dots, indicating problems for deciding which 
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Despite this, attempts to reconstruct the earliest achievable text of the NT are 
still ongoing. Modem research of the text of the NT has been scrupulous and 
meticulous. While many issues on methodology are broadly agreed, there is no 
general consensus on the actual text of the NT. There are also disagreements 
over the methodological issues as well. Works in the field of NT textual 
criticism have been carried out with an ever increasing number of primary 
sources, suggestions on methodological issues, and proposals on textual 
problems. This has constantly shaped and re-shaped the matters involved in the 
attempts to reconstruct the earliest achievable text of the NT, now called the 
initial text. 10 Current scholarly interests lie in the search for the second-century 
text, which many believe is the earliest attainable state of the text of the NT. 11 

Yet there is no accord on the issues of the early history of the transmission of the 
NT text. 12 It is still disputed how carefully the scribes preserved what they 
copied, what scribal tendencies are detectable in the NT textual tradition, and 
how such tendencies should inform the process of reconstructing a critical 
edition of the NT text. 

This doctoral dissertation joins various recent textual studies by solving, at 
least tentatively, the state of the second-century text of Jn 1,34; Jude 5, 13, 15, 
and 18; and the total of 373 textual locations containing orthographical 
Kaine/ Attic variations. In total, I suggest one hundred changes to the UBS/NA 
edition to further the research of the second-century text, and by doing so, to 
enhance our critical NT text. The case studies in this research have important 
methodological implications for the recent discussions on NT textual criticism 
(see section 1.2.4). This research complements text-critical studies in Nordic 
countries, where relatively little has been written on NT textual criticism. The 
works of Albin, Caragounis, Loimaranta, Kieffer, Riesenfeldt, and Wasserman 
are the most notable exceptions (see the bibliography). 

variant should stand in the text. Some of these are significant readings. Even UBS4 lists eight variant 
readings with a "C" rating, indicating serious doubt over the textual decisions. Another eight variant 
readings have a "B" rating, indicating some doubt over them. Therefore, it is perhaps symptomatic of 
this view of the UBS/NA as the new standard text to see so little discussion on variant readings. 

10 The difference is that the INITIAL TEXT refers to the text-critically reconstructed hypothetical text 
that is assumed to be the earliest achievable text from whence the NT textual tradition derives. This is 
not necessarily the same as the ORIGINAL TEXT penned by the biblical authors, or texts, if they wrote 
more than one version. Any major revision of the NT text very early on, to which we have no access 
due to the total lack of first-century witnesses, casts uncertainties over the relationship between the 
original text and the initial text. 

11 For discussions on the second-century text, see, e.g., K. Aland 1986; Amphoux 1999; Amphoux 
and Elliott 2003; Burton 2000; Parker and Amphoux 1996; Petersen 1989; Taylor 1999. 

12 Karavidopoulos 2002: 385. 
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1.2. An In-Depth Look at the Selected Issues 

1.2.1 God's Chosen in John 1,34 

The study of Jn 1,34 in chapter two is a significant revision of my previously 
published articles (Flink 2005, 2007a). The issue is how Jn 1,34 should read at 
the end of the verse, 6 uio~ tou Swu or 6 txA.Exto~ tou Swu or possibly 
something else? This textual location is still disputed, and waits for a scholarly 
consensus. I will introduce the debate and previously proposed solutions for this 
particular textual location. I will also note some errors that relate to the reporting 
of what a few textual witnesses read in their lacunose parts. For this reason the 
study includes my reconstructions of readings for some early papyri in the 
disputed locations ( cf. P5

•
116

). Lastly, I will deal with the individual textual 
variants in Jn 1 ,34 to explain the textual history of the variation, and I will argue 
that the initial reading was 6 EXAEXto~ tou Swu. This outcome is a departure 
from my previous attempts to solve the problem. They were based on the 
assumption that the papyrus P75* reads 6 uio~ 6 £xA.Ext6~ at Jn 1,34, as reported 
earlier by the INTF, Munster. They have now changed their verdict on the 
reading erased by its scribe and list P75* as too doubtful to say anything about it. 

This study demonstrates that the merits of rare readings with scant external 
evidence 13 should be discussed in disputed textual locations (such as Jn 1,34), 
especially if they are found in the early papyri, despite the apparent tenacity of 
the textual tradition of the NT. The tradition may have suffered an early 
corruption, and the initial reading may have survived only in a handful of 
witnesses, even as a singular or a sub-singular reading, whose value as authentic 
readings is much debated. 

Since there has been some confusion over the terminology in the past14
, I will 

first define what constitutes singular and sub-singular readings in this research. 
A singular reading is a unique reading to one single textual witness, one that has 
no direct attestation anywhere else, including versions and fathers. There is one 
exception to this that I follow. Textual families j and j 3 constitute singular 
witnesses, because they are known to derive from a single archetype each. If 

13 The EXTERNAL EVIDENCE deals with the date of the sources/witnesses (manuscripts, fathers, 
versions), their character (type of text, the perceived quality of the witness etc), and at times their 
geographical distribution. However, the emphasis is given to the genealogical relationships of 
witnesses and textual groups. An EXTERNAL CRITERION is a principle or a rule governing how to decide 
on matters pertaining to the external evidence. 

By contrast, the INTERNAL EVIDENCE refers to what scribes were likely to do (transcriptional 
probabilities) and what the authors were likely to write (intrinsic probabilities), that is, to the two 
aspects of the actual text found in the manuscripts. INTERNAL CRITERION is a principle or a rule that 
refers to how to decide on such matters. 

14 Epp and Fee 1993:47-79. 
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these families break apart so that part of the family presents one reading and the 
other part its rival, the members of the family are noted individually, and are not 
counted as constituting a singular witness. Because of its uniqueness, the NT 
textual tradition needs to be searched carefully for the singular readings so that 
witnesses containing the same readings are not accidentally overlooked. 15 

The sub-singular reading is "a non-genetic, accidental agreement in variation 
between two MSS, which are not otherwise closely related" (Epp and Fee 1993: 
54). This basic premise by Gordon D. Fee is a workable definition with a little 
modification. Any reading that appears in exactly two witnesses, whatever they 
may be, constitutes a sub-singular reading. Combinations that have three or more 
independent witnesses are not considered sub-singular readings. Here again 

families/ and/ 3 act as a single witness, so e.g. a combination like e j is sub­
singular. 

It is not a new methodological position that singular and sub-singular 
readings may be authentic, that is, part of the initial text. Some scholars have 
argued so in the past (see section 1.6.2.1). Even the UBS/NA occasionally 
contains some singular and sub-singular readings in the base text (e.g. :rc£:rcwxav 
in Rev 18,3 supported by mss. 1 006c 2329). Sometimes its sub-singular readings 
are supported by one papyrus and a single uncial, but apparently never by a 
papyrus and some Patristic evidence. In light of my studies on Jn 1,34 and the 
Koine/ Attic orthographic variations (see below), I propose that the singular and 
sub-singular readings should be seriously considered, if the following conditions 
are met at least in part. (I) The reading is early, usually found within the NT 
papyri. (II) It occurs in a textually disputed location where it is difficult to find an 
acceptable solution. (III) It is an inherited reading from the now lost exemplar(s), 
not a scribal creation. (rv) The reading diverges from the established scribal 
habits of the textual witness( es) containing it. (v) It best explains other readings, 
often concurring with the principle lectio difficilior. 16 

It is to be understood that in the Koine/ Attic orthographic variations 
conditions (II) and (v) are not applicable. 

15 A possible example of this accidental oversight is found in a study by Head (2004). He argues 
that Jn 1,41 in P106 presents a singular reading by omitting o1'iw~. This is true only of the Greek 
witnesses. Old Latin e omits hie. Thus, two witnesses (P 106 e) have the same omission, and the reading 
should be classified as sub-singular. 

16 
LECTIO DIFFICILIOR is a critical principle that prefers harder, more difficult readings to easier, 

smoother ones. 
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1.2.2 The TextofJude5, 13, 15, and 18 

The second study is found in chapter three. The Novum Testamentum Editio 
Critica Maior series (the ECM) and Tommy Wasserman's monograph 17 have 
recently reconstructed the text of Jude afresh. They offer several changes to the 
text of the UBS/NA. My question is what did the author of Jude write in verses 
5, 13, 15, and 18? These are disputed between the UBS/NA, the ECM, and 
Wasserman. I will deal with each textual location separately and in-depth. 

This study is a revision of my article concerning these textual locations in 
Jude (Flink 2007b ). It demonstrates the use of recent trends in reasoned 
eclecticism 18 with an experimental methodology, which makes internal, rather 
than external, evidence the final arbiter. The method I use combines the 
genealogical data published in the the ECM for Jude with more traditional 
argumentations about the external and internal evidence. For an explanation of 
my method, see section 1.6.2.2. 

I will argue that in Jude 13, 15 and 18 the text should read <'mmpg~ovta, 
rt<ivta~ tOU~ a<JE~ET~, and OtL f'Aqov UllLV OtL bt' taxatou tOU XQOVOU, 
respectively. These solutions differ from the UBS/NA and the ECM, and agree 
with Wasserman's reconstruction. I will suggest that the initial reading in Jude 5 
was arms rt6.vta ott 'I11aouc;. This differs slightly from the ECM reading, 
dropping the second il~-tac; just before artas as a scribal blunder. My solution 
disagrees with both the UBS/NA and Wasserman. 

1.2.3. Scribes with Attic Greek 

Is Atticism a valid internal criterion? The Atticistic tendency is a scribal activity 
to rewrite Kaine words with their Attic equivalents while making a manuscript 
copy. This was a common practice in the second century. When referring to a 
text-critical principle, Atticism is an internal criterion that seeks out Attic 
expressions in the NT and prefers their Koine equivalents, whenever both are 
found as variae lectiones, to counter the perceived changes brought by the 
Atticistic tendencies of the scribes (e.g. drta for Elrtov ). But to what extent, if 
any, did Atticistic tendencies affect the transmission of the NT text? 

I offer a study of the Kaine/Attie orthographic variations (morphological 
divergences in writing the same word) in chapter four, showing that the issue 
over Kaine and Attic variations is more complex than previous studies have 
envisaged. I will demonstrate that Atticism is a valid principle for NT textual 

17 ECM IV.4; Wasserman 2006. 
18 REASONED ECLECTICISM is a methodological approach in which the different arguments over the 

external and internal evidence are kept in balance. In the past the last court of appeal has fallen to the 
external evidence in case of conflict between the different types of arguments. Recently this has shifted 
to the internal evidence because of the relative rarity of the second-century manuscripts. 
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criticism, but it has a limited scope. Scribes influenced by Atticistic tendencies 
replaced some Koine forms with their Attic equivalents in the NT textual 
tradition. At the same time there was an opposite tendency. In some textual 
locations some scribes rewrote the initial Attic words with their later Koine 
equivalents by using the Greek idiom of their own day (or locale). They 
essentially modernised the spelling of the text without changing its meaning. 
This offers another aspect for general discussions on scribal tendencies. 

Both of these scribal tendencies show up in the same way in the textual 
tradition: as Koine/ Attic variation. Scribes did not consider orthographical 
changes as textual corruption or perceive them as affecting the quality of the 
manuscript copy made. 19 Hence, some of these changes were probably 
unintentional, but nevertheless altered the text copied. The real question then is 
which way the changes went in each textual location. This will be determined on 
the basis of the NT textual tradition, authorial usage of Greek, and the 
contemporary non-literary and literary Greek usage. This presents important 
groundwork for future studies in this area. 

There is a corollary issue that flows out of my study of the orthographic 
Koine/ Attic variations. Morphological divergences should not be considered just 
as orthographica but also as singular and sub-singular readings, when approriate. 
Orthographical variations are distinct from other variant readings, because they 
are genealogically less significant. Hence, the Kaine/ Attic readings are an 
exceptional area, which might be kept separate from the general question of the 
merits of singular and sub-singular readings. Nevertheless, they appear as 
singular and sub-singular readings in their own right, just distinct from other 
such readings. They can be perceived as a special subset within the larger set of 
singular and sub-singular readings. This implies that they are not totally different 
from their non-orthographical counterparts, but care is needed to generalise the 
implications perceived from these orthographical readings. Thus, my study 
shows that some singular and sub-singular orthographic readings should be taken 
seriously, and even some conjectures20 might be needed on some (very) rare 
occasiOns. 

The Kaine/ Attic study is the biggest and most important part of this 
dissertation, because it deals with a rather neglected area of NT textual criticism. 
Thanks to computer technology and recent works on the NT textual witnesses, I 

19 Mink 2004. 
20 A CONJECTURE or a CONJECTURAL READING is a hypothetical reading found in none of the existing 

sources from whence the existing readings are thought to derive. This hypothetical reading is the 
reconstructed initial reading that has been completely lost to us due to historical exigencies. 
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have had access to a vast number of primary sources.21 Many new witnesses 
have come to light (e.g. P116-P124

, 0307-0318). These witnesses were not known 
when the most recent editions of UBS/NA were published. Their testimony can 
now be added to the discussions on the external evidence. These new witnesses 
also add to our knowledge of the early scribal tendencies, in so far as they give 
evidence concerning them. Thus, I present some rethinking on the state of the 
second-century NT text using the vast databases now available, either in printed 
or in electronic form. 22 My discussion on the orthographical Koine/Attic 
variations includes a methodological approach that hopefully can be used to 
solve similar problems in the future. 

1.2.4. Implications 

This entire research suggests one hundred textual changes to the UBS/NA text. It 
shows that the scribal tendencies have an important role in solving the text­
critical issues relating to the second-century NT text. This is seen in each case 
study, and forms a unifying background theme for this research. Hence, this 
research supports the argumentation that the internal criteria, rather than the 
external evidence, should be the last court of appeal in text-critical choices. The 
early scribal tendencies make it virtually impossible to maintain that some 
individual manuscripts are so close to the initial text as to generally overrule the 
internal criteria or other external evidence. Previous reconstructions of the NT 
seem to suffer from such a distorted approach to the external evidence to a 
noticeable degree. Even though the perceived quality of the favoured 
manuscripts are based on their internal evidence, they have been used too 
generally in contradiction to other textual evidence. Such a step is seen in some 
inconsistencies this researcher has found in the UBS/NA edition. 

This research has the following methodological implications. ( 1) When 
proper conditions are met, singular and sub-singular readings need to be studied 
to see if they present a viable option as initial readings. The answer to the 
question whether singular and sub-singular readings are always textual 
corruptions is clearly in the negative. (2) Atticism is a valid internal criterion 
with some limitations, and needs to be taken seriously in discussions on what the 
scribes most likely did with the text they copied. (3) There is a need for further 
studies in the actual development of Greek in conjunction with the NT textual 

21 The following are examples of resources that have been particularly valuable in the course of this 
study: ECM IV. I; ECM IV.2; ECM IV.3; ECM IV.4; Text und Textwert; Burton eta!. 2008; ENTGM; 
W.J. Elliott and Parker 1995, 2007; Lakmann eta!. 2005; Swanson 1995a, 1995b, 1995c, 1995d, 1998, 
1999, 2001, 2003, 2005; Willker 2008a, 2008b. 

22 I here follow the lead of Epp (2002), who calls for rethinking on all major issues relating to New 
Testament textual criticism. 
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tradition and its transmission to evaluate whether some textual variations are 
scribal changes to the later Greek idiom or a result of Atticistic tendencies. A 
mere preference for Attic or Koine readings can no longer be maintained. It 
needs to be demonstrated on a word by word basis using philological studies. 

1.3. Limitations and Delimitations 

This research has some limitations and delimitations. First, the entire textual 
tradition of the NT has not been published anywhere. The ongoing work on the 
Editio Critica Maior will undoubtedly reveal information that has the potential 
to change some outcomes of this study, especially the ones dealing with the 
orthographic Attic/Koine variation, and singular/sub-singular readings. These 
two issues overlap partially in the NT textual tradition. New information not 
presently available may change the status of some variant readings. Some 
singular and sub-singular readings may no longer belong to those categories, if 
such readings are found in additional manuscripts. These kinds of changes 
necessitate re-evaluations of the variant readings in question, especially if they 
were deemed to be singular readings by the scribal aberrations. 

Second, I have limited myself to the orthographic Koine/ Attic variations. 
Some orthographic variations may have arisen accidentally, which makes them 
ideal for establishing the possible Atticistic tendencies. More generally, Atticism 
and/or a shift to Koine usage may have affected changes in the vocabulary and 
use of tenses in the NT textual tradition as well, but these features are not studied 
in this research. They are reserved for future studies. 

Third, the study of the Greek usage vis-a-vis the orthographic Koine/ Attic 
variation uses the Perseus Digital Library containing the Duke Databank of 
Documentary Papyri as a reference point to the early Greek usage.Z3 The 
information regarding the non-literary papyri is in a state of flux, as the Perseus 
library is an ongoing project. Further research may reveal sources that place 
Koine forms earlier in history than has been possible to find at present. This has 
the potential to upset some results of this study in so far as the orthographic 
Attic/Koine variation goes. In retrospect, the databank at Perseus is already a 
vast source of information and the general outcome is unlikely to change in the 
foreseeable future. I have cross-referenced most of the material with the 
Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (TLG). In most cases the latter database does not 
reveal any new information unavailable in the Duke Databank. 

Fourth, this research has not tackled every singular/sub-singular reading in 
the NT textual tradition. Instead, I have proceeded from test cases to hypothesise 

23 Crane 2008. 
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a general principle regarding such readings. This inductive method has its 
drawbacks, and further research is necessary to confirm principles I suggest help 
to establish those minority readings that have a claim for authenticity. 
Nevertheless, this research supports the position that on some rare cases only the 
(sub )-singular readings are left of the initial text, due to primitive corruptions. 

Fifth, the external evidence used to evaluate the text of Jude is taken from the 
genealogical data, published in the ECM series on Jude. This evidence may 
change in the future when a revision being prepared at INTF, Munster will be 
published.24 This applies mostly to the genealogical relationships between 
witnesses. 

Sixth, I regard the second-century state of the NT text as the initial text of the 
now known NT textual tradition. Yet this may not be the same text that the 
original authors penned. This position is disputable, but in defence, there are no 
first-century witnesses for the NT text, and the second-century witnesses are 
rare. Most of the earliest witnesses come from the third and fourth centuries 
onward. Hence, there is only a limited possibility to see a given variant as a first­
century reading. In light of the textual evidence, it seems plausible to reach the 
state of the text in the second century. Yet it is very complicated to go beyond it, 
because then one has to depend mainly on the intrinsic evidence, whose value 
cannot be guaranteed. If there were any major revisions in the very early history 
of the transmission of the NT text, when e.g. various writings were brought 
together as a collection, the intrinsic evidence becomes unstable. One cannot be 
certain that the text in such a collection would necessarily copy the original 
author's exact text. Instead, it might refer to what an editor or a collector 
published, because they might have introduced changes into the text. Therefore, 
I proceed from the position that the objective evidence, the NT textual tradition, 
can take textual scholarship back to the second century relatively safely, but not 
to the first century without reservations, because the relationship between the 
original text and the initial text remains blurred. Hence, my aim is to reach the 
second-century state of the text of the NT in the textual cases chosen. 
Incidentally, the Koine/ Attic variation may be an area where the intrinsic 
evidence does take us back to the first century, but even here uncertainties 
remain, and many of my textual suggestions are tentative only. 

1.4. The Text-Critical Method in History 

In order to appreciate the modem debates and the complexities of reconstructing 
the second-century text of the NT, I will briefly look at some of the more 

24 A private communication with Gerd Mink, Jan 8, 2008. 
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important developments in NT textual criticism throughout history. Aspects 
covered affect this research and lay the foundation for my discussion on the text­
critical methodology.25 The "story" ofNT textual criticism starts with some early 
patristic writers. They had access to different manuscripts containing variations 
in the text, and commented on these variant readings using some concepts that 
have parallels to modem methodological discussions. This group of people 
includes Eusebius, lrenaeus, Jerome, and Origen. Bruce M. Metzger notes that 
they are important sources for two reasons. ( 1) They enable a modem textual 
critic to assess the critical acumen of the patristic writer in choosing among the 
variant readings; (2) They provide important information for the history of the 
NT text in terms of the definite time and place where variant readings existed.26 

This second reason is useful in modem discussions on the merits of varied 
readings, because patristic usage can pinpoint those variants that by necessity are 
ancient, and should be discussed. 

1.4.1. Patristic Writers 

Irenaeus (d. ca. AD 202) acted as a textual critic as early as the end of the second 
century. He dealt with a textual problem regarding the number of the beast in the 
Apocalypse. Most manuscripts have it as 666, but a few known to Irenaeus read 
the number as 616- as is seen today in P115 C pc. This illustrates that there was a 
textual corruption in the manuscripts of the Apocalypse already about a century 
after its original composition, commented upon by Irenaeus. He used four 
distinct criteria to make his text-critical choices. He preferred that variant 
reading which (1) is older, (2) is found in better manuscripts, (3) has the best 
appeal to internal probabilities, and (4) best accounts for the origin of other 
variant readings.27 Irenaeus believed that a scribal blunder (1; - L) is the 
explanation why some manuscripts he considered inferior contained the number 
of the beast as 616 instead of 666 at Rev 13,18. He regarded the latter as the 
proper reading and told his readers that it is found £v n:am tois; an:ouba(ots; xa't 
agxaCms; avnygacpots; ("in all the conscientious and ancient copies").28 

Irenaeus also took advantage of the textual variation. At least once he used two 
competing variant readings as if both were original. He chose that variant 
reading that best fitted his theological topic when commenting on Mk 1,2. When 
he was discussing the fulfilment of the OT referred to by Mark, he quoted the 

25 This is done partially for the benefit of readers not familiar with such developments, or NT 
textual criticism in general. 

26 Metzger 1980: 189-98. 
27 Metzger 1980: 190; M.C. Williams 2006: 50. 
28 lrenaeus, Adversus Haereses, 5.30.1. 



22 

Markan text with £v toT~ :rcgocp~tm~ (contra the UBS/NA).29 By contrast, when 
he was discussing the need for four Gospel narratives, he quoted Mark with EV 
t(j) 'Haa·{a t(j) :rcgocp~tn (so the UBS/NA).30 In other words, he found edifying 
truths in both rival readings. 

Origen (d. AD 253/254) was another observer of variant readings, but he was 
arguably quite uncritical in his evaluation of their significance.31 Origen often 
noted the existence of variant readings in the manuscripts known to him without 
stating his preference or reasons for choosing one over the others (Epp 2007). At 
times Origen used different variant readings to suit his needs as if they were all 
written by the biblical authors.32 He used words like "few", "other", "certain", 
"many", "most", or "almost all" in reference to manuscripts, when discussing the 
external evidence in favour of a given variant reading. He often accepted 
readings based on quantity of manuscripts, not quality. Most of his comments 
are found in commentaries on Matthew, John and Romans. 

When citing the OT witnesses known to him, he used such expressions as 
"the (more) accurate", "the ancient", "the majority", and "the common 
manuscripts"?3 He employed text-critical criteria such as a reading's suitability 
to its context, harmony with parallel passages, and preference for a shorter 
reading. 34 He preferred to disharmonise parallel accounts. Origen commented on 
several variant readings as heretical aberrations of the text (e.g. Bapa~~av, v.l. 

'I11o"O'uv Bapa~~av at Mt 27,16-17). He lamented the amount of diversity among 
the manuscripts due to unintentional carelessness, intentional alterations, 

29 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, 3.10.5. 
30 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, 3.11.8. Origen did the same thing with competing variant readings 

in Heb 2,9. He accepted both XUQL'tL 8EOu and XWQL~ 8EOu as giving edifying truths (see Comm. in 
loan. 1.40). Likewise, Augustine accepted both 6 uio~ wu 8EOu and 6 EXAEX'to~ wu 8EOu in Jn 1,34 
as original, depending on what he was arguing for. These fathers considered both rival readings as 
authoritative. This might imply that different textual streams were considered as deriving from the 
original author, or at least perceived to do so (Culley 2000; Niditsch 1996: 5). 

31 Epp and Fee 1993: 17 -44; Metzger 1968. 
32 Epp (2002); Metzger 1980: 192. For example, on different occasions Origen made use of both 

variant readings found in Heb 2,9 (X<iQm 8EOu, v.l. XWQL~ 8EOu), which make a different theological 
point in their context. Origen was content to accept either reading as original. He has similarly 
undecided views elsewhere. 

It is debatable whether Origen is the founder of textual criticism as Epp argues. Irenaeus is an 
earlier father using text-critical canons to comment on variant readings, though he does not explicitly 
state these canons. But he uses ideas expressed by such canons. If a father is to be seen as the founder 
of NT textual criticism, in my opinion, Irenaeus is a better choice, to a degree, though it is debatable 
whether such a concept as "the founder of textual criticism" is really a useful description of the works 
of these early fathers. In any case, NT textual criticism, as it is nowadays understood, does not find a 
direct counterpart in the early fathers despite some similarities in thinking. 

33 Metzger 1968; Pack 1948, 1960. 
34 Epp and Fee 1993: 18. M.C. Williams (2006: 50) notes that Origen preferred the lack of 

f!E-cavoEi:-cE seen in some witnesses of Mt 4,17b on the basis that the people had already repented at 
John the Baptist's preaching and were in no need to do so again at the preaching of Jesus. 
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deletions, additions, and other such changes?5 In other words, Origen observed 
some early scribal tendencies and their impact on the NT text. He chose variant 

readings based on his own investigations of geography (e.g. BT]8avic;x vs. 

BT]8a~ap(i in Jn 1,28; fa8apT]VWV vs. fEpyEcrT]vwv vs. fEpacrT]v&v in Mt 8,28) 
or of history (£Kilm6vw~ vs. £crKoTicr8T] in Lk 23 ,45), believing the rival readings 

to be scribal corruptions. He showed concern for a "correct" text, but his 
treatment of the NT variants is quite uncritical from the modem point ofview.36 

Jerome (d. AD 419/420) is perhaps the best versed in principles and practices 

of NT textual criticism among the church fathers. While producing the Vulgate 
translation of the NT, he preferred older manuscripts and readings more in 
harmony with the grammar or context of their passages. Jerome noted how 
carefully scribes copied and corrected their texts, and how this affected the 
reliability of a given witness.37 This includes many statements on copyists' errors 
arising from faulty word-division, faulty punctuation, and confusion of number­
signs, similar letters, and abbreviations, dittography, haplograph/8

, metathesis 
of letters, assimilation, omissions, transpositions, conscious emendations, and 
interpolations.39 Jerome seldom gives the reasons for his choice of a certain 
variant reading. When he does so, the reasoning is quite valid from the modem 
text-critical perspective. In some cases he appealed to the antiquity of 
manuscripts or to their presumed excellence. Intrinsic or transcriptional 
probabilities tipped the scales for him at other times. 

For example, Jerome argued that dxfl ("without cause") in Mt 5,22 is not 
found in the most ancient copies, but has been added to some manuscripts.40 

Jerome took it to be the result of early scribal tendencies. He stated that Mk 16,9 
may be spurious, because it is found only in a few copies and in contradiction to 
the majority of them, and that the statement contradicts other evangelists. His 
position is likely based on Eusebius (d. AD 339), who had noted earlier that the 
text of Mark ended with £cpo~ouvto yag (Mk 16,8) in nearly all copies, and Mk 
16,9-20 was found only in some copies. Eusebius concluded that the longer 

35 Vaganay and Amphoux 1991: 96. 
36 Epp 1997. By contrast, Law (2008) has criticised the theories that textual criticism was Origen's 

primary motivation. 
37 Epp and Fee 1993: 18, 143-73; Hulley 1944; Lagrange 1935: 37; M.C. Williams 2006: 50. 
38 DITTOGRAPHY means doubling a letter, a syllable, a word or any block of text due to similarities 

in the text (e.g. like OY<iEN---> OY<iE!;;N, which turns ouo€v to ouo'E E'v). HAPLOGRAPHY is the 
opposite, omission of a letter, a syllable, a word or any block of text (e.g. like 2:YNKAJ\.EITAIIA2: 
---> 2:YNKAJ\.EIIA.2:, which turns cruvxaf..Ettm ta~ to cruvxaf..Et ta~). These are unintentional errors 
that crept into the NT textual tradition usually by lapses of the eye, whether due to fatigue or otherwise. 

39 Arns 1953; Hulley 1944: 87-109; Metzger 1980: 199-210; M.H. Williams 2006. 
40 Metzger 1980: 192. Augustine and Pseudo-Athanasius both follow Jerome in stating that 

"without cause" does not belong to the text. 
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ending is superfluous and contradicts the testimony of the other Evangelists.41 

The position for the shorter ending was later followed by Hesychius of 
Jerusalem and Severns of Antioch. The change came with Victor of Antioch. He 
considered Mk 16,9-20 authentic, because he found it in the copies of the 
Palestinian Gospel of Mark, which he considered (more) accurate.42 The implied 
assumption here is that Victor considered some scribes more faithful preservers 
of the text than others. 

The extant textual tradition of the NT is quite distinct from that known to 
Jerome. He often declared that the majority of ancient manuscripts supported 
one reading, which reading is now known only from a handful of witnesses. 
Many times the minority reading known to Jerome is now known from most of 
the NT textual tradition.43 Such disparity may be a result of the knowledge of 
witnesses known to Jerome, limited in scope in comparison to what is now 
known. But there is a possibility, unsettling perhaps, that in certain textual cases 
the extant textual tradition of the NT does not properly represent the tradition as 
it stood in the past. This is an important observation, for the partial nature of the 
evidence available presents problems in the search for the second-century text on 
the basis of the external evidence. Hence, there has been a shift to give more 
weight to the internal evidence. 

What text-critical principles are then found in the patristic writers? To use the 
modem terminology, they were eclectics making use of both the external and 
internal evidence. Their principles included ( 1) the use of best manuscripts, often 
the oldest ones, (2) the use of textual groups by shared readings, (3) a preference 
for the readings that best explained the rise of other readings, (4) considerations 
of the scribal tendencies in their numerous forms, and (5) considerations of 
context and proper Greek grammar. 

I. 4. 2. The Modern Era 

While the aforementioned patristic writers made important text-critical 
comments, they were in the minority. Most early scholars were not interested in 
NT textual criticism. Instead, NT textual criticism is a relatively recent 
discipline, which began after the original publishing of the TR. Although 
Bonaventure and Abraham Elzevir described their revision of the TR (1633) 
with the words textum ergo habes, nunc ab omnibus receptum ("having therefore 
the text, received by all now"), scholars soon began to question the principles 

41 Metzger 1980: 193. 
42 Metzger 1980: 194, 200-206. 
43 Metzger 1980: 208. 
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and manuscripts upon which the TR was based.44 Some of them are more 
important than others for the current research. 

Johann Albrecht Bengel (1687-1752) has made two significant contributions 
to the discussion on NT text-critical methodology. The first contribution is the 
idea that witnesses must be weighed, not counted. It is the quality of the external 
evidence, not the quantity that counts. Patristic writers had a similar concept, but 
Bengel refined and expressed it as a decisive criterion. Bengel's second 
contribution was that the more difficult reading is to be preferred to the easier 
readings (lectio dif.ficilior potior).45 He grouped manuscripts into the Asiatic text, 
and the African text. The former was the textual stream used in Constantinople 
and its surrounding districts, and the latter one the textual stream in two 
subdivisions, one in the Alexandrian area, and the other in the Latin-speaking 
West. This anticipated the grouping of the NT textual tradition into text-types 
and families. Although such a division is contestable, it was nevertheless a step 
forward. Johann Salomo Semler (1725-91) developed this concept further by 
arguing that there were three recensions: Alexandrian, Eastern and Western.46 

Bengel's first criterion is the basis for much of the work by Westcott and Hort 
more than a century later. They saw in Codex Vaticanus a superior witness to the 
text of the NT. 

Johann Jacob Wettstein (1693-1754) advanced the canons of criticism further. 
He preferred harsher sounding variant readings as long as the context was not 
violated, shorter and more conscious readings except in cases of (un)intentional 
omissions (lectio brevior potior), and readings in harmony with the author's 
style.47 Johann Jacob Griesbach (1745-1812) modified the canon preferring the 
shorter reading by formulating six instances where the criterion does not hold 
true. The shorter reading should be preferred when (1) it is at the same time the 
more difficult, more obscure, ambiguous, elliptical, Hebraising or solecistic 
reading, (2) the same thing is expressed with different phrases in various 
manuscripts, (3) the order of words varies, ( 4) it occurs at the beginning of the 
pericope, and (5) the longer reading favours a gloss, agrees with parallel texts, or 
seems to come from lectionaries. On the other hand, the longer reading should be 
preferred when (1) the omission is accidental, (2) the longer reading is obscure, 
harsh, superfluous, unusual, paradoxical, offensive, erroneous, or opposes 
parallel passages, (3) the omission does not affect the sense or structure of the 

44 M.C. Williams 2006: 50. 
45 M.C. Williams 2006: 51. Bengel worded his second principle with the quite pregnant words 

proclivi scriptioni praestat ardua ("before the easy reading, stands the difficult"). 
46 Vaganay and Amphoux 1991: 140. Semler's nomenclature is misleading from the modem 

standpoint, but the principle of seeing three distinct textual streams was an important step ahead. 
47 M.C. Williams 2006: 51. 
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text, ( 4) the shorter reading is less in accord with author's style and vocabulary, 
(5) the shorter reading utterly lacks sense, and (6) the shorter reading is probably 
from the parallel passages.48 

While Westcott and Hort revised the method developed by others very little, 
their claim to fame rests mostly on the fact that they were the first to rigorously 
apply the principles to the then known NT textual tradition with discrimination. 
They were able to classify groups of manuscripts more precisely using the 
principles of Karl Lachmann's genealogical method, and formulate a distinction 
between what the scribes most likely did (transcriptional probability) and what 
the authors most likely wrote (intrinsic probability).49 They also devised a 
principle that textual critics need to utilise the internal evidence of documents, 
that is, to collect information regarding the character of individual manuscripts 
to find witnesses that are normally credible and trustworthy. These are then used 
to make textual decisions when transcriptional and intrinsic probabilities are in 
conflict. Hence Hort's famous dictum: "knowledge of documents should precede 
final judgement upon readings". 50 

To move to modem canons of criticism, the following is a concise summary 
of the principles used by the UBS/NA editors. 51 The external evidence deals with 
the date of the witnesses, their character and geographical distribution, but the 
emphasis is given to the genealogical relationships of witnesses and textual 
groups. Transcriptionally, the more difficult, the shorter, and the more 
disharmonious readings, unfamiliar words and grammatically less refined and 
less smooth expressions are generally preferred. Intrinsically, the preference is 
generally given for readings in harmony with the author's style, vocabulary, and 
Aramaic background. Contextual considerations and issues in the influence of 
the Christian community upon the formulation and transmission of the passage 
are common. In the Gospel parallels priority is given to Mark. 

In short, many of today's text-critical criteria in NT textual criticism were 
devised two centuries ago, with many parallels with patristic writers, and stands 
behind the modem critical editions. Several aspects of such criteria have been 
increasingly criticised in recent decades, which necessitates a treatment of text­
critical principles in section 1.6. Also, the detracting voices have become more 
common in their treatment of many variant readings and principles used to 
decide between them, deviating from some text-critical decisions made in 

48 Metzger 1992b: 120. 
49 M.C. Williams 2006: 52. 
50 Metzger 1992b: 130. This dictum is challenged by J.K. Elliott (1995), who does accept as valid a 

system of analysis of the scribal tendencies in a given manuscript. However, he differs whether this is 
the initial or the final step in the decision-making process. 

51 TCGNT 11 *-14*. Each criterion has exceptions listed. 
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preparing the UBS/NA edition. This necessitates a response to this criticism, 
found in the next section. 

1.5. The Case Closed? Nestle-A/and and its Detractors 

When the Novum Testamentum Nestle-A/and 26 (the NA26
) was published m 

1979, the work of five international and inter-confessional scholars, it contained 
a text identical to the UBS3 

( 197 5) in almost every respect. The biggest 
difference was the critical apparatus. Textually there were only a few minor 
differences between these two editions. 52 Many believed that the task of NT 
textual criticism was over for all practical purposes. The text from previous 
editions (UBS 1

, UBS2 = NA25
) had been thoroughly revised with approximately 

500 changes using text-critical principles discussed above.53 More than a decade 
later, when the NA27 edition came out (1993), it printed the exact same base text 
as the NA26

. Only the critical apparatus had changed, though its changes were 
numerous and significant. A few orthographical variants aside, the NA27 and the 
UBS4 (1993) are identical. 

Kurt Aland, one of the principal contributors to the NA editions, claimed that 
the baseline text of the NA26127 has been confirmed to be "correct", that is, to 
contain the original text. 54 Aland called it the new "standard text", and it has 
been generally accepted as such. Many exegetical commentaries have said little 
about the text-critical problems ever since. 55 Scholars commenting on textual 
variants by departing from the UBS/NA text are nowadays in a minority. This 
has led David C. Parker to complain that those who are not textual critics show 
too much deference to the UBS/NA.56 There is therefore some truth in the 
statement that the UBS/NA presents a new standard text. This has effectively 
cemented the centuries old text-critical criteria discussed above. 

52 J.K. Elliott 1978, 198la. Most of the changes between UBS3 (1975) and UBS3
corr (1983) = NA26 

(1979) relate to punctuation and critical apparatus, not to the base text. The textual differences relate 
mostly to orthographic variants like UXQtc; I UXQL. Each successive reprint has corrected many errors, 
typographical and otherwise, but the text has not changed (J.K. Elliott 1984). 

53 J.K. Elliott 1979a; 198la: 403. See also the appendix Ill: Editionum Differentiae in the NA27
• 

54 K. Aland 1979, 1981. Aland softened his stance later. The preface to the latest NA considers the 
text as a working text, not as a definite work. Nevertheless, Aland maintains that the urge to change the 
NA should be resisted. By contrast, the latest UBS preface invited the reader to submit proposals and 
suggestions on how to improve the text (NA 45*; UBS VI; Aland and Aland 1989: 35-36). 

55 E.g. The Baker Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament Series, for which volumes on 
Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, Acts, Romans, 1 Corinthians, Philippians, 1-3 John, 1 Peter, Jude & 2 
Peter, and Revelation have been published. This applies to a lesser degree also to the New International 
Greek Testament Commentary Series, for which volumes on Matthew, Mark, Luke, 1 Corinthians, 2 
Corinthians, Galatians, Philippians, Colossians & Philemon, Thessalonians, Pastorals, Hebrews, James, 
and Revelation have been published. 

56 Parker 1994. 
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However, the UBS/NA has its detractors. What follows is a look at some 
criticisms, both minor and major, towards the latest UBS/NA text, and 
implicitly, towards the text-critical methodology behind it. These criticisms lay 
the groundwork for my discussion on the NT text-critical methodology, because 
they bring up issues that need to be answered in an attempt to reach the state of 
the second-century text of the NT. 

One of the most vocal critics of the UBS/NA editions has been J. Keith 
Elliott. First, he argues that too often its text-critical decisions were made based 
on the weight of the B~ pair of manuscripts by default, while minimising or 

even neglecting the internal evidence that contradicts these manuscripts. This 
includes the effect of early scribal tendencies on the transmission of the NT 
text. 57 Secondly, Elliott perceives a critical problem with the use of the editors' 
own text-critical principles, which he believes were followed only when the 
editors' favourite manuscripts were in disagreement with each other. This 
inconsistency has produced a text with an incoherent selection of variant 
readings. Such an approach includes conflicting use of principles relating to the 
singular and sub-singular readings, and readings based on Atticism. Thirdly, 
Elliott (2002b) does not accept some of the editors' critical principles as valid. 
He is critical of the idea that scribes added pronouns to smooth the text. Elliott 
argues that the opposite is true, based on perceived early scribal tendencies. He 
also thinks that the preference for shorter readings is almost certainly wrong. 
This third criticism is based on a study of early scribal tendencies by Ernest C. 
Colwell (1969: 106-24), who seriously questioned whether scribes added to their 
texts and created longer readings. This change in perception constitutes a clear 
shift in text-critical methodology. The acceptance of these criticisms may require 
numerous changes to the UBS/NA text. 

Colwell's study has been validated by Peter M. Head (1990, 2004), Klaus 
Junack (1981), and James R. Royse (1981, 1995, 2008). Their studies on early 
scribal tendencies make it arguable that scribes were more prone to omit than to 
add, creating shorter readings, not longer ones, in contradiction to the principle 
followed by the UBS/NA editors that prefers the shorter readings as authentic. 
While Griesbach gave six "regulations" when the longer reading is more likely 
the initial text, the findings of Colwell, Royse, and Head go a step further. The 
early scribal tendencies establish that the preference for the shorter reading is 
inherently a misleading view of the transmission of the text of the NT for the 
early papyri at least, even though occasionally the shorter reading is to be 
preferred. Instead, the longer reading should be preferred in general, because the 
scribes were not as diligent copyists as has been generally assumed. Not every 

57 J.K. Elliott (1978: 243; 1995: 322-28). 
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shorter reading is now invalid, but it forces a re-evaluation of the principle that 
prefers the shorter reading, no matter how many "exceptions" the rule allows. 

In terms of individual textual selections, J.K. Elliott argues that e.g. in Mk 

1,27 the author more likely wrote the Semitic t( ECJ'tLV to'lno; t(~ f) cnoax~ f) 
xmv~ autYJ; ott xat' tsoucr(av xa( (C K !Y. Byz) instead of the UBS/NA 

selection of the better Greek tC tcrttv wino; otoax~ xmv~ xat' tsoucr(av xa( 

(~ B L 33).58 He accepts 8uyatgo~ autf]~ tf]~ 'Hgq.>ouioo~ (A C 8 / 3 

33 157 579 700 1071 1424 Byz) on linguistic grounds at Mk 6,22 (Aramaism as 

Markan style).59 These two examples hinge on the early scribal tendencies that 

are the reason for the existence of variations. The UBS/NA editors chose to 
follow the external evidence rather than the principles preferring Semitic 

readings, and variant readings which best accord with the author's style60
, 

because their default manuscripts (B~) did not support the Semitic readings. 

Elliott's criticism is not just about how the UBS/NA editors used their text­

critical principles. Rather, it is a disagreement on how to reach such textual 
decisions, because the probable scribal activities were often overruled by the use 

of B~. It is this emphasis on these two manuscripts that Elliott ultimately finds 

disturbing. 
Not satisfied with the UBS/NA text, Maurice A. Robinson (2003) argues 

similarly with J.K. Elliott that in numerous textual locations the UBS/NA editors 

have rejected the more likely longer readings, thus applying the research of 
Colwell, Head, Junack, and Royse. Robinson argues that numerous shorter 

readings found in the UBS/NA text are accidental scribal omissions due to 
homoioarchton and homoioteleuton, and the longer readings should have been 
adopted instead.61 He lists more than two hundred such cases. Part of this 

disagreement stems from Robinson's a priori documentary approach.62 Many of 

58 J.K. Elliott (2002b: 109; 2002a) has recently noted that many readings in the newly discovered 
papyri (P99

-
116

) and a majuscule (0308) have only occasionally been included in the apparatus of NA 
reprints, albeit these witnesses are listed in the manuscript section. Some witnesses are too fragmentary 
to be included in the apparatus, but several genuine variant readings worthy of note have not been 
listed. Currently the number of early papyri stands at 124, and the number of majuscules stands at 318 
(as of April2008). 

There are numerous articles, which question some individual textual choices. For instance, Thrall 
(1976) argues for ayLorr]tt in place of a:n:/.6-tl]TL in 2 Cor 1,12 chosen by the UBS/NA editors. Thrall 
notes that ayLOtl]TL has superior external evidence and good internal reasons in its favour. The 
UBS/NA editors rejected it as a non-Pauline scribal slip. 

59 J.K. Elliott 1981 b. 
60 TCGNT 13*-14*. 
61 HOMOIOARCHTON and HOMOIOTELEUTON refer to omissions that happened on the basis of similar 

beginnings and endings. A scribe's eye simply skipped from one part of the text to another with 
identical letters, thus accidentally jumping over a part of the text. 

62 The BYZANTINE PRIORITY position used by Robinson is a documentary approach to NT textual 
criticism which essentially argues that the original text (not just the earliest attainable one), is preserved 
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his examples are debatable, some may even be dubious, but his general criticism 
of the UBS/NA seems valid. He properly questions many of its textual decisions. 
Since omission was the more prevalent scribal tendency in the early history of 
the transmission of the NT than the reverse, Robinson argues that by and large 
the longer readings should have been accepted as initial, other things being 
equal.63 His perspective affects the entire UBS/NA edition, and potentially 
discredits a large number of textual choices. 

J.K. Elliott and M.A. Robinson are not the only textual scholars with 
misgivings with the UBS/NA. Not satisfied with it, Heinrich Greeven made his 
own critical edition of the Gospel texts by updating Albert Huck's synopsis of 
the Gospels (1981) after the publication of NA.26 His edition departs from the 
UBS/NA some nine times per chapter (excluding orthographic variants and 
itacism), or about two and a half times per page.64 This means there are 
approximately 800 differences between Greeven's text and that of the UBS/NA 
in the Gospels. Different text-critical decisions draw a different picture about the 
Synoptic relationships and the Synoptic Problem. It is a two-way street. The 
Synoptic problem is mirrored in the history of the NT text by the unremitting 
scribal tendencies to harmonise parallel passages. For this reason Greeven's 
work is not just another critical edition of the NT. It is a fundamentally different 
view of the history of the transmission of the NT text with implications for the 
Synoptic problem. 

Some scholars have noted that there are several A-text readings that are 
shorter than the ones found in the B-text chosen by the UBS/NA. Ioannes 
Karavidopoulos (2002: 388) calls them "Eastern non-interpolations" and argues 
that they should have been chosen instead of the longer B-text variants, 
following the principle that many "Western non-interpolations" were considered 
more authentic. For example, he considers the following two readings as 

in the witnesses of the Byzantine text-type. The advocates of this school of thought reconstruct the NT 
using the principles of the eclectic method, but use only A-text witnesses as the external evidence. 
They reject the other textual streams and families as inherently corrupt. Scholars of this persuation 
reject the idea that the Byzantine text-type would be late, conflationary, harmonising, longer, and 
smoother. They argue that it is the other textual streams that are corrupt with no following in the history 
of the transmission beyond their local area. In terms of method, the following criteria are accepted as 
valid. Preference is given for (1) the reading giving rise to other readings, (2) the harder reading, (3) the 
reading in conformity with the author's style, syntax and vocabulary, (4) the reading which is 
disharmonious with parallel passages, and (5) readings not in harmony with the common piety of the 
scribes. The ultimate decision rests on the transmissional probability. Neither shorter nor longer reading 
is to be preferred. Conjectural emendations are to be rejected completely. Readings with sporadic 
appearance are suspect. Variety of testimony is highly regarded. Byzantine text-type is not homogenous 
and manuscripts need to be weighed, not counted. Readings with demonstrable antiquity are to be 
preferred (M.A. Robinson, 2002). 

63 J.K. Elliott 1987/88; Loimaranta 1997; M.A. Robinson 2003: 55; Royse 1981; 1995; 2008: 735. 
64 Aland and Aland, 1989: 223; Greeven 1981: x, 1. 
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inauthentic additions in the B-text stream, both omitted by the A-text stream. (1) 
ou~ xa l, <'mocrt6A.ou~ wvo~ta<JEV in Mk 3,13 as a harmonisation of Lk 6,13; and 

(2) xal, E:rtoCll<JEV tau~ 6w6cxa in Mk 3,16 as dittography from verse 14.65 Wei­

ho John Wu has reached similar conclusions: he reads Ei~ t~v yf]v fEVVll<Jag£8 

in Mt 14,34; omits ou6£ 6 uto~ in Mt 24,36; reads aut<i) alone in Mt 27,44; 

omits tvltrrC before t<i) OVOf.WtL in Mk 9,38; and omits cmo before ~axg68EV in 

Lk 23,49.66 

Similar to Greeven but to a lesser degree, the editors of Today 's New 
International Version (TNIV) revised the UBS/NA by following an eclectic text 

originally edited by Edward Goodrick and John Kohlenberger III for the NIV 

translation, and later augmented by Gordon D. Fee among others.67 This text 

deviates from the UBS/NA some 277 times (195 times in the Gospels and Acts). 

Many of the differences offer shorter readings. Some are longer or rival 

readings, and some changes are textually significant (e.g. 6gyt<J8E(~ in Mk 1,41; 

6 txA.Exto~ tou 8cou in Jn 1,34). 
Not satisfied with the concepts of the history of the transmission of the NT 

accepted by the UBS/NA editors, several scholars of the "French school", such 

as Marie-Emile Boismard, Arnaud Lamouille, and Christian-Bernard Amphoux, 

argue for the priority of the D-text over the B-text, the principal source of the 

UBS/NA text. 68 Most NT textual scholars accept the concept that there were two 

early NT textual streams in circulation in the second century. They were neither 
identical nor close to each other at some points. The "French school" has 

challenged many of the textual decisions found in the UBS/NA in favour of its 

early rival, especially in Acts where the rival texts often disagree.69 The earliest 

papyri appear to offer partially mixed texts. Their variant readings are found 

later in rival text forms. Nevertheless, the large majority of the early papyri on 

the whole belong to the B-text with only four representing the D-text. It is, 

however, disputable whether the known B-text papyri present purely a local 

Egyptian text or a text representative of the NT throughout Christendom at that 

time. 70 Hence, there is a dispute over the hypothetical reconstructions of the 

65 Karavidopoulos 2002: 389-90. 
66 Wu 2002: 147, 151-52, 164, 184. 
67 Goodrich and Lukaszewski 2007: 9-10. 
68 Amphoux 1999, 2003; Boismard and Lamouille 1987. Regarding the textual streams, I follow the 

categories used by Epp (1989), because the older categories (Alexandrian, Western, Caesarean, 
Byzantine) are misleading. The A-text corresponds to the Byzantine text, the B-text is based on mss. 
P75 and B with their allies, the C-text marks any free and/or mixed text, including the much debated 
Caesarean text-type, and the D-text is based on ms. D with its allies. 

69 Amphoux 1999, 2003; Boismard and Lamouille 1987. 
70 Birdsall 1989. 
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history of the transmission of the NT that may require a reassessment of the text 
of the critical edition. 

Some criticism comes also from within the editors of the UBS/NA 
themselves. Bruce M. Metzger's textual commentary offers a window on the 
internal debates of the editorial board and the dissident views among them. 
There are numerous textual locations where the five editors where divided over 

the readings. Metzger argues that (I) Mt 23,4 should omit xa't 6ua~6:ataxta; (n) 
Mk 3,32 should omit xa't ai aocA.cpa( aou; (III) 0 y£yovEV in Jn 1,3-4 should be 

punctuated with what precedes it; (Iv) Acts 2,38 should omit cp~mv; (v) Acts 
5,28 should omit ou; (vi) Acts 10,17 should include xaC; (vn) Rom 15,33 should 

probably exclude a~-t~v; (VIII) 2 Cor 4,14 should omit XUQLOV; (IX) 2 Cor 5,3 
should read £voua6:~-tEVOL; (x) Col 1,22 should read a:rtoxatl']A.A.6:yl']t£; (XI) Jas 

5,4 should read acpuatEQ~!-tEVOs;; (XII) 1 Pet 5,10 should omit 'Il']OOU; (XIII) 2 Pet 
2,11 should probably exclude :rtaga xug(ou; and (XIV) Rev 19,11 should read 

:rttatos; xaA.ou~-tcvos;.71 Metzger and Allen Wikgren together agreed against their 
fellow editors that (I) Mk 10,2 should omit :rtgoacA.86vtcs; cpagwatoL; (II) 1 Cor 

10,2 should read £~a:rttCl;avto; (III) 2 Cor 4,6 should read XQLOtou; (IV) Gal1,15 
should omit 6 Scos;; (v) 1 Thess 2,7 should read ilmDL; (vi) 1 Pet 1,12 should 
omit £v; and (vii) Jude 5 should read 'IrJaous; and a:rtas positioned after 

d66tas;.72 Wikgren himself argued for (I) 6 ~-tovoycvl)s; uios; in Jn 1,18; (II) 
tl']AlXOUt(J)V eav6:tou in 2 Cor 1,10; and (III) EX eav6:tou autou in Jas 5,20.73 

Likewise, Aland favoured reading £yvooxnt£ !-tE in Jn 14,7. Metzger and Aland 
together argued in a minority vote for :rtQWtl'] tf)s; !-tEQ(Oos; in Acts 16,12.74 Other 
than these, numerous textual decisions are marked with C or D ratings, 
indicating that the UBS/NA editors had doubts about those readings they 
adopted into the base text. 75 

Another aspect of the UBS/NA, which has received much criticism, is the use 
of brackets in the base text. J .K. Elliott ( 1979b) notes that they are confusing and 
often frustrating, especially to students and translators. Should the bracketed 
words or the brackets themselves be ignored? Even though Aland claimed that 
the new "standard text" restores the original text, the UBS/NA editions contain 
numerous words and phrases in brackets. The editors were divided what to do 
with them, and the text is not certain in many places. This lack of decisiveness 

71 TCGNT 49, 70, 167-68,261,289,327,475,510-11,555,614,627,633,686. 
72 TCGNT 88, 493, 510, 521-22, 562, 617, 657-58. 
73 TCGNT 170, 506, 615. 
74 TCGNT 207, 395. 
75 This system of ratings has been criticised as inappropriate, misleading, and too optimistic (Clarke 

1997; J.K. Elliott 1973, 2003). 
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points to the lack of consensus over the explanations of how and why certain 
variations exist. 

Following this line of thought, the ECM, for which the Catholic Letters have 
now been published (1997-2006), dispenses with brackets and textual ratings. 
The ECM editors have used a new text-critical methodology to reconstruct its 
text, the Coherence-Based Genealogical Method (see below). The base text has 
been changed in twenty-four textual locations in comparison to the UBS/NA. 
J.K. Elliott (2003: 130) states that this is a modest number of changes. There are 
three adjustments in James, seven in 1 Peter, eight in 2 Peter, three in 1 John, 
and three in Jude.76 Klaus Wachtel notes that the small number of differences is 
based on the perception that the UBS/NA text is generally reliable.77 As J.K. 
Elliott (2003: 134) points out, whatever one's judgement on the changes 
introduced into the text, the most significant consequence is that the "standard 
text" ofthe UBS/NA is no longer seen as the inviolate, original text of the NT as 
it was once claimed to be. Its text is now open for restudy and some serious 
rethinking. This highlights the need to assess more closely the state of the NT 
text in the second century. 

Modem debates over the UBS/NA have also moved on a somewhat new 
trajectory. A group of scholars offer markedly different reasonings as to why 
some textual variation exists in the NT textual tradition. While research has 
demonstrated a scribal preference for textual brevity in the early papyri that 
often shortened the text being copied, Bart D. Ehrman (1993) has written a 
ground-breaking discussion on intentional scribal alterations made on doctrinal 
grounds. He argues that the so-called "heretics" such as Marcion were not the 
only ones tampering with the NT text. The so-called "orthodox" scribes also 
changed the NT text in some places in an attempt to battle what they perceived 
as misinterpretations of christologically important texts. Although some of his 
arguments are not new, Ehrman (1993: 274-80) argues that the Christological 
controversies in the second and the third centuries affected the transmission of 
the NT text in ways that has not been entirely realised. He argues that the wide-

76 The Catholic Letters now contain the following variant readings instead of their rivals chosen by 
the UBS/NA: Jas 1,22 axgoata't ~-t6vov; Jas 2,3 11 xa8ou EXEi; Jas 2,4 xa't ou CHEXQL8l]tE; I Pet 1,6 
AU1tl]8€vtw:;; I Pet 1,16 omits bracketed on and d~-tC; I Pet 2,25 aU'; I Pet 4,16 t<i> ~-tEQEL tout<!>; I 
Pet 5,9 omits t<i>; I Pet 5,10 omits bracketed 'll]OOU; 2 Pet 2,6 aoEBEiv; 2 Pet 2,11 naga XUQL(!l; 2 Pet 
2,15 xataALJtOVtEc:;; 2 Pet 3,6 (h, ov; 2 Pet 3,10 oux. EllQE8~oEtm; 2 Pet 3,16 taic:; EJtLOtOAaic:; and 
OJtQEBA<i>ooumv; 2 Pet 3,18 omits U~-t~v; I Jn 1,7 omits 6€; I Jn 5,10 tv aut<!>; I Jn 5,18 tautov; Jude 
5 il~-tac:; ana~ navta OtL 'll]OOUc:;; Jude 18 omits bracketed OtL and tn' tox.atou X.QOVOU. 

At least Jas 2,3; I Pet 4, 16; 2 Pet 2,6.11; 3,6.10; Jude 5 constitute significant changes, because they 
alter the meaning of their respective sentences. Especially noteworthy is 2 Pet 3,10 which follows a 
non-Greek reading found only in part of the Coptic tradition and in some Syriac Phi1oxenianic 
manuscripts (K:SVv S:Phm"). 

77 Noted in Foster 2006. 
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ranging diversity of early Christianity with its variegated social structures, 
practices, and beliefs was actually a theological battlefield. Scribes transmitting 
the NT text, faceless and nameless to us, acted as redactors of the NT text, not 
just copiers. They rewrote the text to say what it was believed to mean in 
defence of particular viewpoints in distinct Christological disputes such as 
adoptionistic, separationist, docetic, and patripassionistic controversies.78 

Although some scholars have grievances over Ehrman's stand/9 he has brought 
to the centre of the discussion a scribal habit, admittedly a marginal one, that 
offers a different perspective on the transmission process. 

Some of Ehrman's claims are arguably revisionist history,80 based on Walter 
Bauer's concepts of "orthodoxy" and "heterodoxy", but many of his actual 
textual examples are legitimate and compelling. A number of his discussions on 
merits of individual textual variants offer a challenge to variant readings adopted 
by the UBS/NA. For example, with a rather scrupulous analysis of both the 

external and internal evidences Ehrman is prepared to (I) read uLo~ ~-tou d au, 

tyw a~~-trJQOV ycy€vvrJx6. OE in Lk 3,22 with D it Aug Cl Hil Meth Or pc; (II) 
omit Lk 22,43-44 with P69vid.7S A B T W 579 Cl Or a!; (III) read 6 ~-tovoyEVll~ 
uLo~ in Jn 1,18 with A C3 e w /' 13 Byz lat syrc,h ClP\ and (IV) read XWQL~ 8EOU in 
Heb 2,9 with 0243 424c 1739* vgms syrP Ambr Ambst Diod Hiermss Fulg OrP1 

pc. 81 In each case he argues that the reading adopted by the UBS/NA is actually 
a scribal rewriting, or as he puts it, "an orthodox corruption of Scripture". The 

78 These doctrinal alterations have to do with the nature of Christ. Ehrman argues that scribes 
subscribing to a position similar to that of the later Trinitarian position rewrote Scripture to make it say 
what they believed the passage meant in order to combat what they perceived as misapplications of 
such passages by groups they considered heretical. Such groups include the following: ADOPTIONISTS 
denied the divinity of Jesus by believing that he was an ordinary man adopted by God as His Son at 
baptism (or at resurrection), who became the Son of God instead of being one inherently as in the 
Trinitarian position. Separationists denied the humanity of Christ by separating Jesus (a human) from 
Christ (a divine spirit who entered Jesus according to them). SEPARATIONISTS supported a form of 
Christian Gnosticism that argued for a divine Christ being separated from a human Jesus before the 
crucifixion. DOCETISTS denied the real humanity of Jesus by making him a phantom that only appeared 
to have a body and bodily needs. PATRIPASSIONISTS held that Jesus and the Father are one and the same 
person. In each case the result is the same. The rewritten text by the "orthodox" scribes, so Ehrman 
argues, (I) supports the position later known as Trinitarianism, and (2) removes the ambiguity of the 
text used by the groups seen as heretical to defend their position. 

79 E.g. U. Schmid 2008. 
80 Ehrman (1993, 2003) builds his point of departure on Bauer's definition of "orthodoxy" and 

"heterodoxy" with the concept that there was no uniformity in early Christianity until one party gained 
dominance through political means, and all but eradicated the other parties. This dominant party then 
rewrote Scripture to suit its own needs. Some studies have arguably shown that most of Bauer's claims 
are partially revisionist histories. While Bauer argued that many different forms of Christianity co­
existed from the beginning, newer studies have convincingly demonstrated that the emergence of 
heretical/schismatic sects happened in settings where prior versions of Christianity existed, versions 
that eventually emerged as proto-orthodoxy (McCue 1970; T.A. Robinson 1988; Hurtado 2003. See 
also Ivo Tamm's thesis.) 

81 Ehrman 1993: 62, 78-82, 146-50, 188-89. 
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changes were made on doctrinal grounds to make the text say explicitly what it 
was believed to mean. In principle, the UBS/NA editors accepted that scribes 
occasionally altered the NT text because of doctrinal controversies, but 
Ehrman's study posits a much higher number of such changes. His view is 
effectively yet another perspective on the history of the transmission of the NT, 
one in which the scribal tendencies play an enormous role in some textual 
choices, almost completely overruling the external evidence. 

Kim Haines-Eitzen (2000: 43, 106) has argued that the reproduction of the 
NT texts by the early Christian scribes was not totally free or indisciplined but 
neither was it free from errors and alterations. 82 Instead, such reproduction was 
bounded and constrained by the multifaceted and multilayered discursive 
practices of the second- and third-century church, in which environment scribes 
were not merely copyists. Haines-Eitzen argues that the copying and circulation 
of the NT text probably took place partially in private networks of friendships 
and associations, not just by professional scribes under centralised and 
institutionalised efforts. These efforts created a social milieu where textual 
changes may have occurred easily. Haines-Eitzen refers to Quintilian (Inst. Or. 
9.4.39), who deplored readers of his time, not just the scribes, as apt to alter 
what they considered scribal blunders in the manuscript copies they read by 
introducing their own changes into their texts.83 The question is: what if the 
readers of the NT acted as proofreaders? This could have introduced an 
unpredictable and non-systematic corruption into the NT textual tradition, such 
as the Koine/ Attic variations. 

Following the lead of Ehrman and Haines-Eitzen, Wayne C. Kannaday 
(2004) extended the research to cover the question of how the external social 
milieu led to different apologetic discourses. Ehrman had limited his research to 
the controversies within the Church84

, while Kannaday basically asks the same 
kind of questions from without; how did the opponents of Christianity affect the 
scribes transcribing the text to rewrite it in such a way as to deflect the criticism 
by the opponents of Christianity? This included disputations on the antiquity of 
the Christian religion, factual consistency and intellectual integrity of Scripture, 
the person and work of Jesus and his followers, the role of women and lower 
social strata, and the new faith versus the Roman Empire. Like Ehrman, 

82 For a positive review of Haines-Eitzen's work, see Parker 2002. For a negative review, see U. 
Schmid (2002), whose critique is twofold: (I) Agents in early Christian churches, such as bishops, 
presbyters, deacons, and readers, played important roles in the care and transmission of the text. (2) 
Haines-Eitzen does not adequately distinguish the various roles of the different individuals, who are 
involved with a text after it has been authored. 

83 Haines-Eitzen 2000: 108. 
84 In a more recent article Ehrman (1995) notes research which argues for intentional alterations on 

the basis of Jewish-Christian relations, attitudes towards women, etc. 
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Kannaday offers a number of textual solutions that depart from the UBS/NA on 
the basis of the scribal tendencies vis-a-vis the controversies between Christians 
and non-Christians. 

For example, based on a rather scrupulous analysis Kannaday is prepared to 
read e.g. (r) bta 'Haa"tou tou rcgocp~tou in Mt 13,35 with~· j-13 33 vgms pc; 

(rr) E~Eattv in Mt 15,26 with D Or; (III) 6gyta8E(~ in Mk 1,41 with D Lvt.85 

Kannaday argues that the historical forces in general and not just the doctrinal 
controversies affected the transmission of the NT text, because such forces 
affected the scribes copying the text. He concludes with numerous examples to 
support his view that reconstructing the text no more consists of merely 
constructing stemmata, categorising family trees of manuscripts, and evaluating 
readings on the basis of external and literary evidence alone. Instead, 
transcriptional probabilities need to be determined and evaluated against the 
backdrop of the scribal Sitz im Leben.86 While the UBS/NA editors accepted in 
principle that scribes had reasons to change the text based on doctrinal, 
liturgical, and ascetic beliefs and practices, not to mention literary reasons, they 
say nothing about opponents of Christianity and their influence on the scribes in 
shaping the text of the NT.87 Kannaday's view is not just a different perspective 
on handling the internal evidence. He, Ehrman, and Haines-Eitzen dispute part 
of the theoretical framework upon which the UBS/NA editions are built. 

The above discussion is brief and does not include every dispute over the 
UBS/NA.88 Nonetheless, disagreements on the history of the transmission of the 
NT, the text-critical principles, and numerous variant readings raise questions. 
The misgivings over the UBS/NA stem largely from the lack of consensus on 
which text-critical criteria should take preference, when the textual evidence is 
disputed. Thus, the commitment to the UBS/NA as a new standard text has 
waned in recent years. Although no major changes are in sight, quite certainly 
nothing comparable to the abandonment of the TR, only a few textual scholars 
(if any) would argue that there is no need to rethink the UBS/NA textually, if not 
methodologically. Rather, what is to be expected are textual revisions with some 

85 Kannaday 2004:70-71, 131-137. 
86 Kannaday 2004: 247. 
87 UBS 13*. 
88 A number of other discussions could be included in the main text, but those chosen already make 

the point: the text of the UBS/NA is disputed. See, e.g., Barrett 1979; D. Black 1985, 1988; Brown 
1966: 133, 360; Bruce 1991: 27-39; Clivaz 2005; Duplacy 1981; Ehrman 1996; Ehrman and Plunkett 
1983; J.K. Elliott 1972a; Epp 1996; Fiorenza 1983: 51-52; von Harnack 1931: 86-104; Kraemer 1992; 
J.E. Miller, 2003; Niccum 1997; O'Neill 1989: 223; Parker 1997: 32; Payne 1995, 2004; Payne and 
Canart 2000, 2009; Rice 1980a, 1980b; Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger 2004a; Ross 1992; 
Saunders 1952; Torjesen 1993; Tuckett 2002; U. Schmid 2008; Wallace 2007; Witherington 1979, 
1984. 
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refinement of text-critical methodology. Hence, before proceeding to individual 
studies to reach the state of the early second-century text in Jn 1,34; Jude 5, 13, 
15, and 18, and the Koine/ Attic variation in the NT textual tradition, I will 
present a justification of the text-critical methodology used in this research. 

1.6. Some Methodological Issues 

NT textual criticism is both an art and a science. 89 It is making sense of the 
objective evidence, the textual witnesses and the variant readings they contain, 
with critical principles (the science) with the least amount of subjectivity in 
making textual decisions (the art). Since part of the problem is deciding which 
principles are valid as criteria, it is all down to a compromise; how much 
subjectivity is allowed, and in what way. 

Scholarly research has fragmented into three distinct schools of thought with 
little agreed between in disputed issues.90 The vast majority of reasoned eclectics 
attempt to strike a balance between the external and internal evidences, though 
often the external evidence is used as the final arbiter. Thoroughgoing eclectics, 
a minority position, minimise the value of the external evidence and base their 
decisions primarily on the internal evidence.91 Scholars of the Byzantine Priority 
position, another minority view, base their decisions primarily on the later NT 
textual witnesses from the Byzantine Period as an a priori documentary 
approach. Much of the text-critical criteria are actually the same for all of these 
schools, but they are used differently with diverse emphases. There are also 
serious disagreements over which text-critical criteria are actually valid for 
making decisions. Crucial to all these different approaches is the question of how 
to deal with detectable scribal tendencies. Such issues can tum into a tedious 
juggling between disagreeing parts of the evidence, but all agree they are vital in 
any attempt to reach the state of the second-century text of the NT, because the 
textual evidence from the second century is sparse. 

89 Epp 2002: 19. 
90 See, e.g., the book edited by D. Black (2002), in which three scholars, Michael W. Holmes, J. 

Keith Elliott, and Maurice A. Robinson, present their cases for three different schools of thought; 
Holmes for reasoned eclecticism, Elliott for thoroughgoing eclecticism, and Robinson for Byzantine 
Priority. All three are then critiqued by Moises Silva. 

91 THOROUGHGOING ECLECTICS do not accept as valid a criterion that prefers shorter readings used 
by the reasoned eclectics. Nor do they disregard readings with scant external evidence supporting them. 
They reject the criteria of age and geographical distribution of witnesses as misleading due to the 
partial nature of the evidence, and genealogical methods on the basis of cross-fertilization of the NT 
manuscript tradition as a whole. They assume that the original reading (not just the initial reading!) is 
found somewhere in the NT textual tradition and do away with conjectural emendations altogether. 
With regard to the internal criteria, such principles as preference for the dissimilarity of parallel 
passages, alterations for doctrinal or other reasons, the role of Atticism, Semitic usage, the longer 
readings, and consistency of author's style and theology tend to be the cornerstone of this method. 
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This fragmentation has led some scholars to deplore the situation and request 
for clarification of the issues involved. Chrys C. Caragounis (2006: 475) notes 
that recent discussions have questioned almost every aspect of NT textual 
criticism, despite some scholars attempting to defend the status quo. During the 
past decade textual critics have discussed almost every conceivable item that has 
any bearing on textual witnesses, which text-types if any existed, on 
methodology, terminology, principles, text-critical criteria, textual decisions and 
so on, largely because of changes in perception of what the early scribes copying 
the NT did and did not do. Eldon J. Epp (2002) lists five subject areas he 
believes are in need of urgent attention. ( 1) What should be the canons of 
criticism in choosing among variant readings and on which priority? (2) Can the 
manuscripts be grouped into textual clusters on the basis of shared 
characteristics, and can the history of the NT textual tradition be written using 
these clusters? (3) Do the current critical editions reflect a reasonable 
approximation of the text (or a text) that was extant in very early Christianity? 
(4) In what way did the church-historical, cultural, and intellectual contexts 
affect the scribes copying the NT manuscripts? (5) What exactly are the goals of 
NT textual criticism? What is meant by the "original text" (or the "initial text")? 
How will the decisions on this last issue inform the future of the disciple as a 
whole? These are major questions affecting the discipline of NT textual criticism 
to its very core. Hence, Epp's five categories are anything but rhetorical. 
Answers given to such questions directly affect how one approaches the search 
for the state of the NT text in the second century. The following is a description 
of what canons of criticism I use, how and why. 

1. 6.1. An Overview 

Broadly speaking, I follow the principles of reasoned eclecticism. The central 
axiom of reasoned eclecticism is the fundamental guideline that the variant 
reading most likely to be initial is the one that best accounts for the origin of all 
competing variants in terms of both external and internal evidence.92 This does 
not reject any reading on an a priori basis, but attempts to establish the best 
explanation for the existence of all variant readings. Such an endeavour requires 
that the external evidence is presented as fully as practically possible, all known 
variants included. The transmission of the text and its corruption needs to be 

92 B. Aland 1976; Aland and Aland 1989: 278, 280; Fee 1993: 89; Holmes 2002: 79. The caveat for 
this principle is that it is (I) subjective, (2) does not cope well with multiple "originals" in case more 
than one edition left the hand of the author, and (3) it is somewhat too general to the point of being 
superfluous (Tov 1982). Nevertheless, it is a good starting point for the investigation of any textual 
location (Shin 2004: 36-37). 
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explained (fully) in order to isolate the oldest readings among which one is taken 
as the initial reading by detailed examination.93 

However, I am leaning towards internal evidence as the decisive criterion. 
The earliest stages of the NT text seem to be achievable only by scrupulous 
analyses of the scribal tendencies and authorial intentions. The external evidence 
does not seem to take us far enough. Time and time again there are situations 
where the documentary evidence presents two or more competing readings in the 
earliest discernable stage of the NT text. In such circumstances the documentary 
evidence is powerless to decide between them. It can throw a considerable 
weight onto the scales of probability, but it is not sufficient by itself to determine 
the choice between competing readings.94 To that end, I follow those scholars 
who argue that the primary evaluation of the variant readings should be based 
upon the transcriptional probabilities, when the earliest competing readings have 
been identified, closely followed by argumentations on the intrinsic 
probabilities.95 This approach does not ignore the external evidence, but it avoids 
following some manuscripts by default. This is not to say that some witnesses 
are not qualitatively better than others, for some are. For example, the external 
evidence for Jude is grouped according to the genealogical findings taken from 
the ECM series. Such findings suggest a number of witnesses that are potentially 

closer to the initial text than others. 
The following is a point-by-point discussion of the more detailed issues, with 

justification for my methodological approach in assessing the initial readings in 
Jn 1 ,34; Jude 5, 13, 15, and 18. Overall, none of the points discussed below can 
be used mechanically. They work only as probability factors. It is the sum total 
of all arguments for and against any variant reading that prepares the necessary 
probabilities for making textual decisions. 

1.6.2. External Evidence 

There are several principles regarding the external evidence I accept as valid. 
First, the number of witnesses in support of any variant reading counts for little. 
It may serve as a useful signpost, but the initial reading may be found in only a 
few scattered documents while the majority contain an early corruption.96 Even a 

93 Holmes 1995. 
94 Holmes 2002; Zuntz 1953: 283. 
95 M.A. Robinson 2002: 131. The ECM editors used a similar kind of approach in the initial round 

of the genealogical analysis of the textual variation units, favouring the internal evidence over the 
external one (Wachtel and Parker 2005). 

96 Aland and Aland 1989: 280-81; Vaganay and Amphoux 1991: 62-63; contra M.A. Robinson 
(2002: 130), who claims that the original reading is found in the majority of witnesses (Byzantine 
witnesses) using eclectic reasoning. While it is true that the Byzantine witnesses are not a 
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singular witness may contain the initial reading on some rare occasions, the 
transcriptional probabilities permitting. One only needs to look at the ECM in 
the Catholic Letters. The editors accepted some readings with only a handful of 
witnesses supporting them. The decisions are based mostly on the internal 
probabilities. The following list contains examples where five witnesses at most 
have the reading accepted by the ECM editors. The list follows the ECM 
practice of presenting the variation units on the basis of the sense lines or chunks 
of texts. If a more atomistic approach to textual units were to be followed, the 
list would be different. However, the approach in the ECM series is an 
appropriate way to form textual variation units, though the critical apparatus 
does not always follow sense lines, but textual segmentations. Thus, the list is 
somewhat disparate, and the ECM segmentations cannot be used automatically 
for genealogical analysis. But the point is simply that the editors were 
occasionally willing to read the minority variants based on the internal 
probabilities, whether they are correct decisions or not. 

Sentence I Readin 

__ _!:S~c:Jyj_~i;>.f:l_~ -~.<J_D __ ~~~~'\'c:JY~c:J~ ~c:J~~~~(:tL __ 
.. -~'{ltl (i)'Lc:J~ 

Witnesses 

Secondly, I will at least occasionally note the temporal distribution of the 
variant readings as secondary evidence, although such an observation is disputed 
as a criterion. It is generally accepted that the age of witness is not a good guide 
in deciding on the variant readings, because a late witness may contain an early 
text (e.g. mss. 81 and 1739). As such, the age of a witness signifies no authority 
over other witnesses.97 Unless one can be sure how many stages exist between 
any manuscript and the "original", and unless one knows what changes were 

homogeneous group and it may contain the initial reading (not necessarily the "original" reading), it 
does not follow that the minority of witnesses cannot contain the initial one. 

97 Vaganay and Amphoux 1991: 63. This criterion is rejected by the advocates of the Byzantine 
Priority model. For instance, on the basis of statistics, Hodges (1975, cited in Holmes 1983) argues that 
the older a text is than its rivals, the greater are its chances to survive in a plurality or a majority of the 
texts extant at any subsequent period. Holmes criticises this view by noting that in the case of the NT 
textual tradition, an abnormal process of transmission took place, which wrecks the statistics. 
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made at each copying, the age of witnesses alone is no help in recovering the 
initial text.98 Furthermore, the age of a witness is not necessarily the same as the 
age of reading. Papyrological discoveries have demonstrated that some variants 
previously known only from late minuscules are now known from the early 
papyri.99 Hence, late manuscripts may contain early readings. Correspondingly, 
it is the age of a reading that matters. The problem is to know which variant 
readings are early, and on this question the early witnesses present those 
readings that are early, by necessity. 

It is, however, disputed whether the age of a reading means much either. 
Most (if not all) of the meaningful textual variations had probably already taken 
place before AD 200. 100 If this is so, and the point is still disputed, most of the 
meaningful variant readings are early, irrespective of the external evidence 
backing it. I accept this a priori position with some reservations. It has led to a 
conclusion that the age of a reading is (almost) a meaningless issue. The 
argument is that since only part of the NT textual tradition has come down to us, 
the meaningful variant readings must have crept into that tradition early on. The 
temporal distribution of variants does not imply that other variants did not exist 
at that time. Variant readings found in the late witnesses may also be early. 101 

This argumentation is true, but it is also an argument from silence in terms of an 
early objective evidence for those readings. The fact that some late variants have 
turned out to be early ones does not mean that all variant readings found in the 
later witnesses are necessarily early. There need to be compelling reasons to 
think that such variant readings are early, and that they have left a trace only in 
the later tradition. 102 In some cases this may well be true due to the partial nature 
of the tradition preserved, but it cannot simply be assumed to be so. No reading 
ought to be accepted or rejected merely because it does or does not occur in 
some manuscripts or is or is not part of the textual tradition (early or otherwise). 
The mere occurrence of a reading does not give it equal status with all other 
readings, unless it can be demonstrated, not just assumed, that it could be an 
ancient survivor rather than a scribal correction or emendation. 

Thus, the early witnesses give early variants that should always be studied. 
They offer a window to those historical and scribal exigencies that need to be 
taken into account in choosing the variant reading with best claims to be part of 

98 J.K. Elliott 1995: 322. 
99 Such is the case, e.g., with P100 (III/IV) in Jas 3,17 where it reads the additional xa( with Byz. 

Previously PsOec was the earliest witness for it. 
100 J.K. Elliott 1995: 331; M.A. Robinson 2002: 135. 
101 The distigmai (earlier called "umlauts") in Codex Vaticanus reveal that there existed a number 

of variant readings in the fourth century known to the scribes of Vaticanus for which we have no 
textual evidence at all (Payne 1995). 

102 Holmes 2002: 82 n. 15. 
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the initial text. Such early readings cannot be easily bypassed, unless they can be 
shown to be scribal creations. The variant readings known from later witnesses 
cannot be ignored, but they need to be carefully weighted to take on only those 
that have a reasonable claim to be early readings on transcriptional grounds. 
This requires a careful analysis of the variants. Therefore, it is problematic to 
disregard completely the age of a reading, regardless of how subjective the 
decision on the matter may be in individual cases. Knowledge of witnesses and 
scribal tendencies are needed to separate readings likely to be early, each with a 
good possibility for being the earliest attainable reading, from those readings that 
are simply secondary developments in the hands of later scribes that can be 
ignored. This makes the age of a reading useful as secondary evidence. It serves 
as a signpost of a possible state of the early NT text. 

In practice, the early readings form the starting point in my research for 
making a textual decision. They are found often in the early witnesses, 
sometimes in the later ones, based on compelling reasons. In the case of Jude, 
they are variant readings found in genealogically early witnesses, listed in the 
ECM series. I disregard those variant readings that have no external support in 
genealogically early witnesses within the first five generations of witnesses. 
Though theoretically possible, it is implausible to expect to find early readings in 
genealogically late witnesses, whose readings can be taken relatively safely as 
later scribal blunders. There are exceptions to this, but they are rare. This gives 
an initial list of variants from which to proceed with the investigation into the 
textually problematic passages. 

Thirdly, I will rarely note the geographical distribution of the variant 
readings, since such an observation is among the highly disputed criteria. The 
geographical distribution of any given reading is no guide to its status as the 
initial reading. The cross-fertilization of the witnesses makes it difficult to 
pinpoint the provenance of any reading, or the history of the text of any 
particular witness, unless the reading is supported by patristic writers, whose 
date and locale is known. 103 Even then it is doubtful whether a reading is a 
"localised" phenomenon. Geographical distribution cannot decide between 
variant readings, because corrupted readings may have been copied widely, and 
the initial reading is found only in a more limited setting. The concurrence of 
witnesses e.g. in Antioch, Alexandria, and Gaul is no more significant than a 
variant's existence in Rome alone, other things being equal. 104 By contrast, the 
same copying error may have arisen in more than one area, creating an 
agreement of texts that is coincidental. What may look like a "local" text, is in 

103 J.K. Elliott 1995: 322; Holmes 2002: 97. 
104 Pace TCGNT 12*. 
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fact a text that co-existed with other texts in the same area. Hence, care is needed 
in assessing whether a variant reading in the combination of witnesses actually 
points to a "local" text. Often it does not. However, its geographical distribution 
can be used as a secondary evidence for the reading's antiquity, if it can be 
demonstrated. 105 Hence, I will note the geographical distribution only in passing, 
mostly in references to what older scholarship used to say, and it is not used as a 
criterion in the text-critical discussions. 

Fourthly, I avoid conjectural emendations as unnecessary in individual textual 
variation units. They may be needed in some (very) rare occasions, but the vast 
number of witnesses makes it largely improbable that the initial readings have 
not survived anywhere in the NT textual tradition, including manuscripts, 
versions and fathers. 106 If they have not survived, it is difficult, if not impossible, 
to reach such readings by emendations. The NT text ought to be reconstructed 
from the available evidence without resorting to emendations, unless there are 
compelling reasons to do otherwise. 107 

To recap, the number of witnesses and their temporal distribution in support 
of any variant reading counts for little. I will note temporal distribution and at 
times the geographical location of readings as secondary, supportive evidence 
which cannot decide between readings. The decisions will be made among the 
known readings, with no need for conjectural emendations. To that end, there are 
also special issues regarding the external evidence I will describe in detail: 
singular and sub-singular readings, and the use of genealogical data obtained by 
the ECM editors for the Catholic Letters. 

1.6.2.1. Singular and Sub-Singular Readings 

Is it plausible for a singular or a sub-singular to contain the initial reading? 
Every textual witness to the NT, irrespective of its claim to "antiquity" and 
"purity", will exhibit its fair share of singular readings, some more, some less. 
Most often this is an irrefutable trace of the human capacity for error and 

105 Shin 2004: 60. 
106 J.K. Elliott 1995: 322. 
107 A conjectural emendation may be needed e.g. in Lk 1,41 that reads MagCw; with every known 

witness. However, the Semitic Magui~-t is found in every other textual location in Luke 
(1,27.30.34.38.39.46.56; 2,5.16.19.34; 8,2; 10,39.42; 24,10 [twice]) as varia lectio, often with a very 
strong or overwhelming external evidence. It is weaker only in Lk 8,2; 24,10 (twice). The immediate 
context in chapter one has Magui~-t everywhere except in 1,41 with only a couple of witnesses 
testifying to the Greek Mag(a(c;). Therefore, it is almost certain that the author of Luke wrote Magui~-t 
throughout his Gospel, which was lost due to scribal exigencies in Lk 1,41. This requires the 
emendation from MagCac; to MagLa~-t. The UBS/NA reads the Greek forms in Lk 1,41; 8,2; 24,10 
(twice). All of them need to be changed to the Semitic MagLa~-t. It is not plausible that a scribe would 
change a proper Greek word to its Semitic equivalent, but the reverse is natural for a scribe working in 
the Greco-Roman setting. The point here is that the conjectural emendation in Lk 1,41 would be in 
harmony with the authorial usage elsewhere, and hence, it has a compelling supporting reason. 
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corruption within the transcnptwn process. 108 The same applies to situations 
where only two witnesses join hands against the rest of the tradition to form a 
sub-singular variant reading. Excluding nonsense readings, there are numerous 
examples in the NT textual tradition of a variant reading having the support of 
only one or two witnesses, frequently the oldest known. Some are found in the 
UBS/NA text. 109 

Scholars, however, have differing opinions about what to do with these kinds 
of readings. The following is a representative look at the debate over the singular 
and sub-singular readings. It is not meant to be exhaustive but informative. Its 
purpose is to bring out reasons why some singular readings may have claim to be 
part of the initial text, and to formulate criteria, which such readings need to 
satisfy in order to be considered authentic and plausible candidates. 

Hort and Westcott (1881: II, 230-32) distinguished those singular readings 
that are a scribe's own individualisms from those that a scribe only inherited 
from his exemplar. At times it is impossible to know whether a singular reading 
is a scribal creation or an inherited reading, but often it is possible to determine 
this. Only the inherited readings have any claim to originality, having survived 
historical exigencies purely by chance. 110 Otherwise the singular reading can be 
ignored as a scribal creation. An inherited singular reading does not follow the 
known scribal tendencies of the witness containing it, in so far as they can be 
identified. 111 This criterion is vital and must be met. Hort adopted such singular 
readings which he did not consider solecisms, if they were found in the 
manuscripts he considered generally of"superior quality". 112 

By contrast, Kurt Aland argued that a reading that stands alone (singular) or 
almost alone (sub-singular or near so) in the NT textual tradition is original only 
theoretically. He argued that any form of eclecticism that accepts singular 

108 Hernandez 2006: 97. 
109 I note the following examples: anf]A.Sav in Rev 21,4 (A); E'PaA.av in Acts 16,37 (B D); Eloav in 

Acts 12,16 (A B); Elnav in Mt 2,5 (~ B); 9,3 (B); 26,66 (~· 33); Mk 16,8 (D); Lk 6,2 (W X); 9,12 (L 

2); 11,15 (B R); Jn 4,52 (D); 6,60 (D); 9,22 (~); 11,37 (~); t~f]A.Sav in Acts 16,40 (~ D); avEugav in 

Lk 2,16 (B*); eoogmtav in Lk 9,36 (B 700); ~A.Sav in Jn 4,27 (B*); Acts 28,15 (~B); ngoof]A.Sav in 

Mt 5,1 (~· B\ ouvf]A.Sav in Acts 10,45 (~B). 
11° Fee (1976; 1993: 62-79) notes that some singular readings found in Codex Vaticanus should not 

be dismissed. Instead, they should be noted in diagrammatic presentations. Hort often adopted singular 
readings of B (some are no longer singular) because of his evaluation of the general quality of Codex 
Vaticanus (Royse 2008: 43). 

111 This is the reason why Fee (1976: 129) regards singular readings in P66
, ~. D, and ms. 1241 as 

suspect in John, because these manuscripts abound in singular readings that Fee says are of "patently 
secondary character". 

112 Fee 1976: 129. 
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readings will hardly succeed in establishing the initial text of the NT. 113 Earlier 
Colwell ( 1969) took an even harder line against singular readings. His view was 
that there is a high probability among such a richly evidenced tradition as the NT 
that the initial reading has survived in some group or type of text, not in the 
singular readings. He took every singular reading as a scribal creation, altogether 
peculiar and suspect, and relegated them to a class of "waste of time". 114 In his 
view this position merits the most rigorous observance. Instead, he used the 
singular readings for establishing scribal tendencies. 115 Head (1990, 2004), 
Hernandez (2006), and Royse (1981, 1995, 2008) have continued Colwell's 
legacy in establishing general scribal tendencies by singular readings. Arguably 
the singular readings are well-suited for such a task, but it seems an extreme 
position deny them any chance of being authentic. Consequently, the positions of 
Aland and Colwell have not gone unchallenged. 

Joel Delobel ( 1980) took issue with Colwell and posited that singular 
readings have a role in establishing the initial text of the Apocalypse. 116 Its 
textual history differs markedly from the rest of the NT, but his general principle 
applies elsewhere. Delobel criticised Colwell for his idea that all singular 
readings are mere scribal inventions. Instead, he noted that when fewer witnesses 
are available for a particular NT book, there is a greater likelihood that one or 
more of its available witnesses will contain singular readings with credible 
claims to originality. Referring to Bernard Weiss's study, Delobel noted that 
there are 210 singular readings in Codex Alexandrinus. He accepted sixty of 
them as original. However, these figures are misleading, as Royse (2008: 46-47) 
has demonstrated, but Delobel's criticism is still valid on a theoretical level 
(pace Royse). 

J.K. Elliott (1995: 322) argues similarly against Aland's position. Some 
singular readings may be part of the initial text because each of them managed to 
survive historical and scribal exigencies by chance. This is based on his stance 
that our witnesses offer only a partial picture of the transmission of the NT text. 

113 Aland and Aland 1989: 281. Similarly, Delobel (2002: 3-21) notes that to argue for any singular 
reading anywhere unjustly puts all manuscripts on the same footing. Such a stance is blind to their very 
different quality. 

114 Colwell (1969: 96-105) follows von Tischendorf (1859). Fee (Epp and Fee 1993: 155-164) 
follows these same principles by noting that singular readings need to be excluded from text-critical 
decisions. He does not consider them textual variants in the proper sense. In other words, Fee is not 
willing to take singular readings as raw material for the actual determination of the most likely initial 
text of the NT. 

115 Colwelll969: 106-24, 161-62. 
116 Delobel (1980) writes: "A cause de Ia penurie relative de Ia documentation, on rencontre dans 

I' Apocalypse, plus sou vent que dans les autres livres du NT, des ler;ons presentes dans un seul 
manuscrit grec, dont certaines ont une change reelle de rendre Ia ler;on originate. D'apres B. Weiss, des 
210 Sonderlesarten qu'il trouve dans le codex A, 60 representeraient Ia ler;on originale." 
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This allows leeway for singular and sub-singular readings to be part of the initial 
text, at least in theory. 

By contrast, M.A. Robinson (2002: 130, 133) argues that the harder reading 
among those found in the majority of witnesses is to be accepted as the original. 
Sporadic readings such as singulars and sub-singulars are transmissionally 
suspect and must be rejected. Royse (2008) admits that an authentic reading may 
be preserved in only one witness, or in none, but he nevertheless believes in 
contrast to Delobel and Elliott that the amount of witnesses, their nearness to the 
"autographs" and cross-fertilisation of readings in the NT textual tradition make 
it highly unlikely. Larry W. Hurtado (1981: 67) and Kyoung Shik Min (2005) 
regard singular readings as accidental or deliberate scribal creations but allow 
some leeway for exceptions. Similarly, Barbara Aland (1989, 1992) takes the 
position that the singular readings in the papyri are errors in general. However, 
this position leaves open their status in majuscules and minuscules. 

Royse (1981: 72) argues that there is a mathematical probability for a given 
number of singular readings to be authentic. The chance of exactly auth 

authentic singular readings occurring among num singulars, given that the 
probability of a singular reading being authentic is prob, the following 
mathematical formula applies for counting the probabilities. The c stands for the 
chance of auth singulars being authentic. 117 

c= 
num! . probauth. (1- probrum-auth 

auth! · (num-auth)! 

To clarify, if there is a total of 1 00 singular readings ( num = 1 00 ), and the 
probability for any singular reading to be authentic is taken as 1% (prob = 0.01, 
which is too optimistic), and we look at only one authentic singular reading 
among the one hundred (auth=l), then there is a 37.0% chance (c = 0.36973) that 
one out of one hundred singulars is authentic. To put it mathematically, it looks 
like this. 

117 I have adapted the formula in order to render it more readable. Mathematically the formula 
consists of two parts. (I) num! divided by auth! · (num-auth)! gives the total amount of possible 
combinations of authentic and inauthentic readings that exist in a set of num variants with auth of them 
as authentic. (2) probauth · (I - prob)"um-aurh counts the probability value for such a set of combinations, 
when auth tells how many of num are taken as authentic theoretically with the probability of prob. 
Taken together these two values give the probability for auth singular readings to be authentic in a set 
of num such readings, when the probability for one authentic singular reading is marked as prob . For 
those not familiar with mathematics, num! means 1·2·3-4· ... ·(num-2)·(num-1)·num, that is, the number 
of permutations. I.e. 1! =I II 2! = 1·2 = 2 II 3! = 1·2·3 = 6 II 4! = 1·2·3-4 = 24 II 5! = 1·2·3·4·5 = 120 and 
so on. 
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c= 
100! . 0.01 1 

• (1- 0.01) 100
-
1 

1! . (100-1)! 
= 0.36973;:::: 37.0% 

The probability drops quickly. The chance for two out of one hundred 
singulars being authentic is only 18.5%. Mathematically presented as 

c= 
100!. 0.01 2

• (1-0.01) 100
-
2 

2! . (100-2)! 
= 0.18486 ;:::: 18.5% 

It is 6.1% for three, 1.5% for four, and only 0.3% for five singular readings to 
be authentic among the total of 100 such readings. The probability diminishes 

rapidly after that. The probability for having more than five authentic singular 
readings among the total of 100 such readings is practically zero. 118 This 
mathematical probability demonstrates that the vast majority of singular readings 
can not be part of the initial text. Only a few of them might qualify, because 
there are other considerations besides the mathematical probability. As Royse 
points out, 1% chance (prob = 0.01) is not a realistic expectation for any 

singular reading to be authentic. It is far too optimistic. The probability is very 
likely far less than that, which means it takes hundreds of singular readings to 

find just one that has any credible claims to be part of the initial text. 

Nevertheless, they may exist. 
In a recent work on the text of the Apocalypse, Juan Hernandez (2006: 97) 

takes a mediating position. He states that singular readings are rightfully to be 
discarded in attempts to demonstrate consanguinity between witnesses. He 
relegates most of them to the role of providing useful information to reconstruct 
the scribal tendencies instead. There are, however, some singular readings 

Hernandez is willing to admit as having legitimate claims to represent the initial 
text. This is a shift in thinking from Colwell and Royse, who see all singular 

readings as scribal aberrations. This shift draws a somewhat different picture 
concerning the early transmission of the NT text than those envisaged by 
Colwell and Royse. 

Hernandez (2006: 99) gives two principles on which to identify singular 
readings with legitimate claim to originality. The reading (1) cannot fit too easily 
to the scribal tendencies as evidenced by other singular readings in the same 

witness and by other means, and (2) it should be lectio difficilior that gave rise to 
the other variant readings. A singular reading must fulfil at least one of these 

criteria, preferably both, in order to have any credible claim to authenticity. Such 

118 Counting, for example, for six occurrences, c = [100! x O.ol 6 x (1- 0.01) 100
-
6

) I [6! x (100- 6)!] 
= 0.000463 "' 0.05%. In other words, there is a 99.95% chance that 100 singulars do not give six 
authentic singulars. This means that only a few singular readings might be part of the initial text. 
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a case would simply be an accident of history, but some may exist. The 
likelihood is greater when a given text has fewer surviving witnesses (Delobel 
1980). 

These scholarly disputes show that the singular readings bristle with 
problems. Some are nonsense readings that need not be considered when 
establishing the initial text. Other such readings make sense and they fall into 
two categories: (1) scribal inventions, and (2) inherited readings. Future 
collations of witnesses and new findings may eliminate the "singular" status of a 
reading, which may require a rethinking about the respective textual location. 
Singular readings are important for establishing scribal tendencies, but they need 
to be limited to scribal creations. Inherited readings do not reveal anything about 
scribal tendencies. It is at times difficult, if not impossible, to determine which 
one is an inherited reading rather than a scribal alteration. Inherited singular 
readings cannot be excluded. Many important D-text readings are singular or 
sub-singular due to the fact that only a handful of witnesses are currently known 
to reflect the 0-text. The same appears to be relatively true for the C-text, and 
occasionally even for the B-text (see the tables in chapter 4). 

In light of such disputes, this research proceeds with the concept that a 
singular or a sub-singular reading has a credible claim for authenticity if it fulfils 
the following criteria. (I) It is an early reading, usually found within the NT 
papyri. (n) It occurs in a textually disputed location where it is difficult to find an 
acceptable solution. (III) It is an inherited reading from the now lost exemplar(s), 
not a scribal creation. (IV) The reading diverges from the established scribal 
habits of the textual witness( es) containing it. (v) It best explains other readings. 
Often the reading concurs with the principle lectio dif.ficilior. 119 

1.6.2.2. The Use of the Coherence-Based Genealogical Method 

The ECM volume on Jude employs a new text-critical method in dealing with 
the external evidence called the Coherence-Based Genealogical Method (the 
CBGM). I use the information gathered by this method in Jude in an 
experimental way by introducing into the discussions of the external evidence a 
grouping of textual witnesses based on their genealogical closeness to the 
hypothetical initial text. I will first explain why this new genealogical method 
was developed and how it works, and then offer a justification for why I split the 
external evidence into genealogical groups. 

Like any methodological development, the CBGM has prehistory. Karl 
Lachmann ( 1831) used a stemmatological approach to group NT witnesses to 

119 J.K. Elliott (1968: 10-11) argues that when a weakly attested reading is accepted as part of the 
initial text, it needs to be shown why and how other variants came about. My study of Jn 1,34 attempts 
to give a reasonable hypothesis for such questions. 
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build a genealogical tree of relationships between them in the hope of 
establishing the transmissional history of the NT text. This tree presented which 
witnesses predated others, moving backwards from witnesses to what he 
believed to be their archetypes, and all the way back to as few archetypes as 
possible, upon which the textual decisions were then made. This method rested 
on two principles. (1) Some textual variants betray kinship between witnesses. If 
two or more witnesses contain similar textual characteristics, preferably not 
found in any other witness, they are genealogically related in some ways. (2) 
Only common errors as directional variants can be used to build genealogical 
trees, since witnesses with common errors necessarily derive from an anterior 
archetype. 120 

There were reactions against this method after Westcott and Hort's use of it. 
Albert E. Housman ( 1926) pointed out that there are five major manuscripts in 
Luke which textual critics relied on that cannot be divided and united into 
families or even classes. Housman then argued that the true dividing line of 
divisions is between the variant readings themselves instead of the witnesses. 
Joseph Bedier (1928: 161-96, 321-56) contested the two principles as they 
ultimately result in a tree with two branches, but problematically one can often 
argue for several different two-branch solutions. 121 Paul Collomp (1931: 1 07) 
retorted that Lachmann's system had never been legitimately used on any textual 
tradition. Leon Vaganay (1937: 71) argued that the system was too subjective 
and useless in NT studies: which two-branch solution was to be used from all the 
possible ones? Vaganay accepted the method as a tool to determine the 
connection between some particular copies, but no more. He argued that there is 
no such thing as a genealogical tree to be set up, even within the restricted circle 
of one family. 

Colwell (1969: 66-67) was more cautious, but also argued against the 
genealogical method on the basis of the following arguments. (1) Such a method 
can often trace the genealogical tree down to the last two branches, but it cannot 
unite these last two in the main trunk. When the two ultimate witnesses differ, 
the genealogical method ceases to be applicable, because it cannot make a 
decision between the two different readings. It has only revealed which two 
witnesses contain them. (2) Mixed ancestry for any witness spreads havoc in the 
genealogies, because it crosses the dividing lines between different branches and 
confuses the genealogical ancestry by turning the ancestor-descendant 

120 van Reenen and van Mulken 1996: X. 

121 Bedier 1928: 161-96, 321-56. On page 338 he retorts "le schema reste malleable comme le 
plomb". Paul Maas (1958: 48) critiqued Bedier's position on the grounds that the situation of having 
three branches does not arise as commonly as Bedier claims. Metzger (1992b: 160-61) takes a 
mediating position. He accepts some validity for the genealogical method without a rigid following of 
it. This is my position as well. 



50 

transmission upside down. More recently, Parker (1977/78) argued that the NT 
stemma can be composed only in the most general way because of mixture of 
texts. Any mixture of witnesses that crosses the branch-lines results in a witness 
that has no direct archetype. Instead, it is a combination of archetypes and results 
in a text not found in any of the branches being joined. Such a text has relatively 
little genealogical relationship with any single branch in the genealogical tree. 

For these reasons recent stemmatological approaches have introduced new 
ideas to overcome the noted deficiencies by using cladistics, a system used in 
biology to construct an evolutionary ancestry. 122 Cladistics is a philosophy of 
classification that arranges organisms only by their order of branching in an 
evolutionary tree instead of their morphological similarity. 123 In textual criticism 
texts from different witnesses are entered into a computer that records all the 
differences between them. The witnesses are then grouped according to their 
shared characteristics. Rather than simply arranging the witnesses into rough 
groupings according to their overall similarity, they are assumed to be part of a 
branching family tree. Cladistics is used to discover the simplest genealogical 
tree of all the possible ones. 124 It is then usually assumed that the simplest tree 
reveals the witnesses and texts that are the closest to the hypothetical initial text. 

There is one major theoretical problem with applying cladistics to NT textual 
criticism. Cladistics assumes that once a branching has occurred in the family 
tree, the two branches cannot rejoin. All similarities are taken as evidence of a 
common ancestry. This assumption is not always true of textual traditions, since 
scribes may at times work from more than one manuscript at once, producing a 
new copy with characteristics of all of them. This effectively crosses the dividing 
line of branches and rejoins them, creating mixed ancestry. In other words, like 
its predecessor, this method suffers from the same problem: mixture of texts. 

The CBGM is a new method that attempts to avoid these problems by two 
design choices. It proceeds from local stemmata of variant readings instead of 
trying to construct overall structures of relations between witnesses. 125 The 
contamination of the NT textual tradition is viewed as a process. The method is 
based on several assumptions. (1) It is assumed that in a dense textual tradition 
contamination is the result of small steps. Close relatives differ only slightly 
from each other. When deviations occur between two closely related witnesses, 

122 Salemans 1996. 
123 [http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cladistics], accessed 9 Sep 2007. 
124 [http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Textual_criticism#Cladistics], accessed 9 Sep 2007. 
125 Nomenclature: in the CBGM method VARIANTS are readings that are grammatically correct and 

logically possible. This excludes errors. A LOCAL STEMMA is a stemma representing the presumed 
genealogical relationship between variants at one place of variation. A GLOBAL STEMMA is a stemma 
representing the genealogical relationships between witnesses, which mean the texts found in the 
manuscripts, not the manuscripts themselves. 
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the variants can be found in other genealogically close relatives, that is, in other 
witnesses textually close to each of the two. 126 (2) Most early witnesses have 
been lost, but variants found in the later witnesses are a reflection of older 
variants. They have just not been preserved in the surviving witnesses of the first 
millennium. 127 Their ancestry goes back to the earliest era of the copying process 
due to small steps of contamination. (3) The nearest preserved relatives of the 
early witnesses have lower agreement values than the later witnesses, and the 
contamination looks more radical. Nevertheless, the copying process was still 
normal: the witnesses of a given copying process must have been among the 
most closely related ones. 128 

( 4) The following regulations are believed to apply 
without excluding the possibility that the contrary might happen at some points: 
(I) scribes copied with fidelity, without a desire to create new readings, (II) 
intentional variation comes from the use of other sources (normally a 
manuscript), (III) in the case of multiple sources, few rather than many were used 
by a scribe, and (Iv) the source copies have closely related texts rather than less 
related ones. 129 (5) The textual tradition is a system with non-independent 
constituents that cohere in a definable manner. 130 There is yet no critical and 
comprehensive examination available whether these assumptions work for the 
entire NT textual tradition, but in case of Jude the CBGM appears to be a viable 
method since the textual tradition in Jude is relatively coherent. 131 

The CBGM infers the genealogy of states of a text from genealogical 
assessments of variants in every textual variation unit. It takes notice of the 
contamination of witnesses and the coincidental repeated emergence of variants 
to arrive at a meaningful history of textual transmission of the NT text. 132 The 
complete global NT stemma cannot be constructed because of two main reasons: 
( 1) the contamination in the tradition, and (2) many witnesses have been lost. 133 

Notwithstanding, the method seeks to build a stemma (or stemmata) to represent 
the relationships between textual ancestors and their respective descendants in so 

126 Mink 2004: 22. 
127 Mink 2004: 23. 
128 Mink 2004: 23. 
129 Mink 2004: 25. 
130 Mink 2004: 79 n. 42. 
131 I have some reservations about whether these assumptions work everywhere equally well. In the 

Gospels the early textual tradition may be difficult to place in any genealogical tree because of two 
reasons: (1) the relative rarity of textual witnesses from the earliest period of transmission, and (2) the 
number of changes and/or variations in the early papyri that arguably indicates a partial state of flux in 
the textual tradition of the Gospels. The system undoubtedly finds a place for any witness (text) in the 
genealogical tree, but whether that is its proper place is a matter of some dispute. Further research is 
needed in this area. 

132 Mink 2000, 2003, 2004, 2007; Wachtel and Parker 2005. 
133 Foster 2006. 
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far as it is possible. The focus is on texts, not on witnesses containing them. The 
end result is a creation of genealogical chains of coherence (textual closeness) 
that are related to the now no longer recoverable global NT stemma. The 
articulated axiom states that all surviving witnesses are related to each other, 
there is coherence in the tradition, and the contamination did not take the form of 
radical eclecticism. 134 This is a search for structures within the development of 
the texts found in the witnesses. The following is a description of how this is 
done. 

Textual variation units are evaluated using philological criteria a critic deems 
fit to create local stemmata of variants. 135 These local stemmata represent how 
variants potentially derive from prior variants in each unit. One variant is 
assumed to be the initial one for each unit if it cannot be determined at this stage. 
Combining all initial variants creates the first round initial text. If it is not 
possible to establish a local stemma, that particular textual variation unit does 
not qualify for further evaluation until a solution has been found. It is not 
necessary to enter all the variants into the local stemma at all costs. If a variant 
cannot be placed into the stemma, its origin is uncertain. It will not be evaluated 
further at this stage. 136 

When these local stemmata are created, pre-genealogical coherences of 
witnesses within an attestation or between attestations must be verified. The pre­
genealogical coherence means the similarity of the texts of two witnesses 
compared to each other. In numerical terms it is the percentage of agreement 
between the texts. It does not provide genealogical information, but it is an 
important means of establishing provisional local stemmata of variants. When 
two witnesses have a high degree of textual conformity to each other, they are 
genealogically related, despite the age and geographical distribution of the 
witnesses containing the texts. When genealogically unrelated witnesses agree 
on the reading, the lack of genealogical conformity may point to a coincidental 
multiple emergence of the variant reading. 137 

By contrast, genealogical coherence means the genealogical relationship of 
witnesses arrived at by summarising instances for each local genealogy of 
readings where they disagree and attest prior or posterior readings within the 

134 Foster 2006: 230. 
135 

STEMMA is a genealogical tree. SUBSTEMMA is a particular part of it that deals with one 
descendant and its ancestors. 

136 Mink 2004: 35. 
137 Mink 2004: 40. This kind of textual contamination does not equal textual corruption. Dearing 

( 1967: 281) notes that scribes unaware of each other could have restored a more ancient reading back to 
the tradition by consulting other manuscripts, by memory, by emendation or by some characteristic in 
the witness or witnesses that has made a scribe to blunder, effectively de-contaminating or re­
contaminating the tradition. 
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local stemmata. The witness with more prior readings is potentially 
genealogically more ancient than the one with more posterior readings. This 
comparison is done for each witness against the entire NT textual tradition. The 
preference is given to those textual variation units that do not pose text-critical 
problems. Such evaluations are used to collect evidence that the assessment of 
genealogical coherence can build on. This way the critic arrives at an initial 
evaluation of the genealogical coherence that is reasonable but not necessarily 
undisputed. When the genealogical relationships of readings remain unclear, 
they are marked as fragmented (disputed), not as attesting prior/posterior 
readings in the local stemmata. 

There is a textual flow connecting the witnesses in the local stemmata. The 
general textual flow leads from earlier to later textual states. A particular textual 
flow exists between witnesses in the relative positions of potential ancestor and 
descendant. This latter aspect has a direction. It becomes part of the global 
textual flow when ancestors and descendant in a substemma are part of a global 
stemma. The genealogical relationships between witnesses are a reflection of the 
development of the text throughout its history. This textual flow emerges by 
placing witnesses with the greater number of initial readings into the stemma 
prior to witnesses with more posterior readings. This results in a tree which has a 
number of witnesses closest to the initial text. The tree marks potentially the 
textual flow in the transmissional history from the initial text to a given witness. 
This textual flow is a hypothetical, logical consequence of chains of close 
genealogical relations. Once the textual flow for each local stemmata is done, the 
genealogical coherencies within one attestation and between attestations is 
possible. The more a potential ancestor agrees with its potential descendant, the 
more probable is a direct genealogical relationship in the global stemma. If close 
genealogical coherencies connect the totality of the witnesses without any break, 
the supposed coherency of an attestation is perfect. If not, the coherence is 
imperfect, and the variant emerged more than once, independently and does not 
imply genealogical relationship. 138 

A substemma presents how a textual descendant links with its hypothetical 
ancestor or ancestors, i.e. which texts are the potential ancestors of a given text. 
Any substemma is optimal when the smallest possible number of ancestors can 
explain all variants of a descendant. The hypothetical global stemma is then built 
using these optimal substemmata. It is a superset comprising all the optimal 
substemmata as subsets, including the intermediate nodes incorporated into them 
or the corresponding connections. 139 The resulting global genealogical tree 

138 Mink 2004: 36-42. 
139 Mink 2004: 30, 74. INTERMEDIATE NODES are subsets of variants between two witnesses or 

hypothetical middle forms of the texts, often hyperarchetypes. 
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proposes those witnesses (texts) which have the initial text as their closest 
related potential ancestor, then those witnesses which have the initial text as the 
next most closely related potential ancestor, and so on. This information is then 
used to re-evaluate every textual variation unit again in an iterative process that 
may shape the initial text, including those textual variation units that were 
initially marked as fragmented (disputed). The internal criteria permitting, local 
stemmata of variants supported by the strong genealogical coherence of the 
witnesses are favoured in the iterative process. The respective position of any 
witness in the global genealogical tree may change as a result of this renewed 
initial text, which in tum would change the probability judgements on every 
individual textual variation unit. This iterative process can be repeated 
theoretically as many times as the global tree has a potential change in sight. 140 

Ultimately a critic leans towards equilibrium, where the global tree remains 
relatively constant. This reveals an image of the tradition on the basis of a text­
critical philological study of all the variants, but does not make textual decisions. 
The iterative process is helpful in confirming the plausibility of the text-critical 
hypothesis constructed. 141 

It is the witnesses potentially closest to the initial text that I work with in the 
experimental and somewhat anachronistic methodology in my study on the 
textual problems in Jude 5, 13, 15, and 18. The study reveals how the NT textual 
tradition has transmitted the variant readings in these specific locations. The 
presentation of the external evidence shows which witnesses potentially closest 
to the initial text carry the variant readings. For instance, the external evidence 
for O.:rtas mivta otL 'I'Y)oou~ in Jude 5 is presented as A 81 II 33c II 2344 II L:V 
A Cyr. This marks mss. A and 81 as the first, ms. 33c the second, and ms. 2344 

the third-to-fifth genealogical generations of witnesses attesting this variant 
reading, supported by L: V A Cyr that have not been genealogically studied. 
Hence, there is a direct textual trajectory from the earliest genealogical states for 
this variant reading. 

The external evidence is evaluated in part by noting which genealogical states 
support the variant under study as they reveal genealogical trajectories in the NT 
textual tradition. The higher probabilities are awarded to such variant readings 
that have witnesses potentially closer to the initial text than others. This does not 
mean that variant readings found in witnesses with a less direct genealogical 
relationship with the initial text or less direct genealogical trajectories cannot be 
part of the initial text. Such readings only receive lower probabilities in the 
initial phase of the evaluation. Nevertheless, once the genealogy of witnesses has 

140 Wachtel and Parker 2005: 9. 
141 Mink 2007. 
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been achieved with an adequately low marking for error, it is likely, at least 
generally, that the initial reading is probably found somewhere within the first 
five generations of witnesses, as presented in the ECM series. 

Unless there are compelling reasons to the contrary, a variant reading that 
appears in later generations without any support in fathers or versions, though 
possible, is improbable as the initial reading. Hence, for the sake of the 
experiment in methodology, it is assumed that the initial reading is found 
somewhere within the first five generations of witnesses and/or fathers and 
versions. This reduces the amount of variant readings that need to be studied. For 
instance, in the case of Jude 5, the number of phrases as variant readings with 
any reasonable claim to authenticity reduces from 31 to 17. The rest are assumed 
to be later scribal blunders. Hence, the earliest generations of witnesses will 
form the nucleus of the external evidence. This is not the same as "the favourite 
manuscripts" approach, although it has similarities to it. This approach works 
with a wide selection of witnesses that are demonstrably less corrupt than the 
rest of the textual tradition, at least potentially, without selecting a few favourite 
manuscripts to overrule other considerations. It is possible, sometimes even 
inevitable, to find genealogically later witnesses which depart very little from the 
first five generations of witnesses, but they would then be relatively good copies 
of the earlier states of the text, continuing the textual trajectory from the earlier 
periods of transmission. This is the reason why later states of the text do not 
need to be considered in my experimental method. This experiment uses the 
published genealogical information of Jude differently than the authors of the 
ECM series envisioned, but the textual decisions are not made primarily based 
on the external evidence, but on internal grounds. 

1.6.3. Transcriptional Probabilities 

First, the scribal tendencies are noted and used in evaluating the variant readings, 
but the general character of a given witness is not a decisive criterion. A high 
quality manuscript may present an error by simply transmitting an error from its 
exemplar, full of tendentious alterations. A novice scribe may produce numerous 
faults of detail and yet present an excellent text. 142 Unintentional alterations 
should be studied first to isolate those variant readings that arose due to faulty 
eyesight, mishearing, or misspelling, or due to dittography and haplography. 143 

These kinds of readings are found in genealogically early witnesses, and they 
should be omitted from consideration, unless they make sense in their context 

142 Vaganay and Amphoux 1991: 64. 
143 Dearing 1974: 45-46; Metzger 1992b: 189; Shin 2004: 43-44. 
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(like £xo~-tEV vs. EXW!!EV in Rom 5,1 ). In this, knowledge of individual scribes is 
needed. 

Secondly, in general, the preference is for a harder reading (lectio difficilior 
potior), that is, a harder readingfor scribes and thus prone to be altered one way 
or another. 144 However, readings that are deemed too hard (lectio difficilima) are 
often scribal blunders and not part of the initial text. 145 There are caveats for this 
principle, though. It is often subjective which of the variant readings is lectio 
difficilior. Also, a mechanical process of transmission gradually produces more 
disordered readings. 146 A harder reading that makes no sense in its context is 
questionable. 147 Thus, this principle needs to be qualified by the known scribal 
tendencies. This principle may be better expressed, as Hyeon Woo Shin does 
(2004: 69), as a preference for a reading that gives more information, a reading 
that is more difficult to understand, which in the process of textual transmission 
loses information. 

Thirdly, the preference for the shorter readings (lectio brevior potior) has 
enjoyed much support in the past, being preferred in reasoned eclecticism. 148 

However, as noted above, studies have demonstrated that the general tendency 
was to omit rather than to add during the early period of textual transmission, 
because in general the omissions happened by accident. 149 This tendency is seen 
not only in the early papyri but also in the early majuscules. 150 Therefore, other 
things being equal, the longer reading is more likely the initial state of the text, 
unless the reading can be shown to be a conflation. 151 When the longer reading is 
consistent with the language, style, and theology of the context, it should be 
generally accepted as authentic, unless there are weighty arguments for the rival 
shorter reading. While the editors of the UBS/NA have stated that scribes 
sometimes added pronouns to make a smoother text, this principle cannot be 
accepted as valid, for the opposite seems to be true of certain apparently 
redundant pronouns or postpositional pronouns. 152 Thus, Royse has recently 
formulated this criterion for the transcriptional probability: 

144 Nida 1981: 101. 
145 TCGNT 13*. 
146 A1brektson 1981; Shin 2004: 47; Tov 1981a: 261; 1982:440. 
147 Ross 1982. 
148 Aland and Aland 1989: 281, 308-309; Boismard 1951; Clarke 1997: 48; Royse 2008: 709; 

TCGNT 13*. 
149 J.K. Elliott 1992: 40. 
150 Hernandez 2006:74-75, 113-114, 148-149; Royse 2008: 725-32; Silva 1985, 1992. 
151 Royse 1995: 246. 
152 J.K. Elliott 2002b: 107. 
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In general the longer reading is to be preferred, except where: 

a) the longer reading appears, on external grounds, to be late; or 
b) the longer reading may have arisen from harmonization to the immediate context, 

to parallels, or to general usage; or 
c) the longer reading may have arisen from an attempt at grammatical improvement. 

The frequency of omissions by scribal leaps and of omissions of certain inessential 
words such as pronouns must be kept in mind, and when such omissions may have 
occurred the longer reading should be viewed as even more likely. 153 

I accept this formulation, as it copes better with the early papyrological 
evidence than the formulations preferring the shorter readings. However, a 
remaining issue is that scribal tendencies to omit rather than to add does not 
explain the 7%-8% greater length of the D-text of Acts over against the B-text, 
so there is a limit to the use of argumentation for the shorter/longer reading. 154 

Other scribal tendencies and historical exigencies may overrule decisions about 
the lectio brevior/longior potior in a given textual location. In general, however, 
longer texts in the B-text, and the shorter texts in the A-text, tend to be more 
likely part of the initial text, because the reverse in the respective texts is often 
the result of scribal tendencies, except in cases of haplography/dittography. 155 

Any decision needs to note what sort of an omission/addition is in view before 
making final decisions about the textual variants. 156 

Fourthly, scribes would frequently bring divergent passages into verbal 
harmony and verbal dissidence should therefore be preferred. 157 Such changes 
often increase the textual coherence, 158 which may have implications for the 
criterion that seeks harmony in an author's style. Conversely, this preference for 
verbal dissidence does not hold true in immediate contexts if the dissidence does 
not fit the context or is doctrinally or similarly suspect. In such cases verbal 
accordance should be preferred, because a view that one should choose a variant 
reading not found elsewhere is partially based on an argument from silence. 159 

The appropriateness of the variant reading to its context must be kept in view. 160 

Septuagintal expressions are usually the results of harmonisations unless the 

153 Royse 2008: 735. The point (a) was made by Griesbach as well. 
154 Epp 2002: 28. 
155 Shin 2004: 64. Similarly, Wu (2002: 147) has argued for the originality of several shorter 

readings found in the A-text. 
156 Hurtado 1999; Silva 1985: 157-61; 1992: 23. 
157 Ehrman 1993; Kannaday 2004; Nida 1981; TCGNT 13*. 
158 Barthelemy 1982: I, *72. 
159 Landon 1996: 41. 
160 Metzger 1992b: 192; Shin 2004: 57-58; Tov 1981b: 288. 
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author originally used Septuagintal style (e.g. Luke), in which case verbal 
dissidence does not reveal the proper variant for the reconstructed text. 161 

Fifthly, scribes made all kinds of deliberate changes based on various reasons 
like the role of women, doctrinal considerations, and criticism by pagan 
opponents, liturgical usage, asceticism etc. These were done to suit their needs in 
their Sitz im Leben. 162 Variants that are pregnant doctrinally or otherwise usually 
favour the less "orthodox", less "clear" reading. Caution is needed, however, 
when preferring the less "orthodox", less "clear" readings, as some such readings 
may also have crept into the text from "heretical" corruption of Scripture. 
Variant readings prone to multiple interpretations and misuse are not always part 
of the initial text, though generally they tend to be so. 163 The problem at times is 
that paradoxically these "orthodox" alterations may point in opposite directions, 
and the textual landscape can become too subjective a territory to march through 
with this criterion. 164 

Sixthly, often scribes would replace unfamiliar words with more familiar 
synonyms, alter less refined grammatical expressions by improving grammar 
and style, and at times, tend to smooth the text. This is an application of lectio 
dif.ficilior potior. 165 However, if the smoother text is also lectio brevior, it may 
not be part of the initial text. At times a less polished textual variant is a result of 
a scribal blunder. Some copyists improved the grammar and style of their 
sources, while others spoiled them. 166 The preference for the less polished 
expressions appears to be valid, when such expressions cannot be explained as 
scribal mistakes. This is true when the author's own style is demonstrably 
unpolished. 167 

Finally, in general, the Semitic expression rather than the Greek one is to be 
preferred, whether in grammatical construction, syntax or elsewhere. 168 

However, the mechanical following of this principle can lead to mistaken 
choices. The non-Septuagintal Semitic reading is preferable when the author's 
style is discernibly Semitic but not Septuagintal. 169 Otherwise it needs to be 

161 Shin 2004: 69. 
162 Ehrman 1993; Kannaday 2004; Nida 1981; TCGNT 13*. 
163 K. Clark 1953: 51-65. 
164 Landon 1996: 44. 
165 Ehrman 1993; Kannaday 2004; Nida (1981); TCGNT 13*; 
166 Farmer 1964: 230. 
167 Shin 2004: 69. 
168 J.K. Elliott 1992: 32; TCGNT 13*. This principle has provoked sharply divided opinions, as 

noted by Landon 1996: 39. 
169 Shin 2004: 41. 
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established that the Semitic expression itself is not a scribal alteration to the 
Septuagintal idiom. 

1. 6. 4. Intrinsic Probabilities 

There is no consensus about the principle that prefers consistency in the style, 
grammar or theology of the author. Michael W. Holmes (2002: 81) argues that 
scribal tendencies and proclivities, and authorial style and theology are 
insufficient to solve textual problems. Authors are not always grammatically 
correct, clear, consistent, or felicitous. Jacobus H. Petzer (1990) maintains that 
language employed by an author cannot be expected or presupposed to be 
consistent but varies. Fee asks whether a textual variant in conformity with an 
author's expression is original, or whether a scribe made the text conform to the 
author's perceived style. 170 The idea is that there is no reason why the author 
should not occasionally vary his/her style, with the implication that scribes 
sometimes imposed a consistent usage on the text that was not there to begin 
with. 171 Hence, dissimilarity rather than similarity should be preferred when 
dealing with fixed expressions and their variant readings. Yet this is not without 
problems either. Authors are not necessarily consistent, but the problem is that 
neither are the scribes (or readers as proofreaders). It is at times difficult to know 
whether the grammatical mistakes and inconsistencies are authorial or scribal 
features. Scribes may have improved the author's text and authors may have 
written a better text than the scribes copying it. Also, for the most part, it should 
be expected that within a given book, a NT author will generally conform to a 
certain style, syntax, and vocabulary. 172 The consistency should be maintained if 
it fits the Semitic and/or Septuagintal style of the author and transcriptional 
reasons would then explain the disharmonious readings. The consistency cannot 
be maintained if the transcriptional probability points toward a harmonisation, 
whether the immediate context or parallel passages. 

If an author uses a certain fixed expression a number of times, how likely is it 
that (s)he is willing to depart from it in one or two textual locations if those 
locations also testify to the fixed expression as varia lectio? For instance, the 
author of Mark thought of a large gathering of people as a singular group with 
the singular oxA.oc; some forty times in his Gospel. Therefore the plural oxA.ot in 
Mk 10, 1 is hardly the initial reading in place of varia lectio oxA.oc;, when it can 
be explained as an assimilation to the Matthean parallel. 173 It is somewhat 

170 Epp and Fee 1993: 174-82. 
171 Metzger 1992a. 
172 J.K. Elliott 2002b: 109; M.A. Robinson 2002: 131. 
173 J.K. Elliott 1995: 328. 
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precarious to argue for the consistency of the author's style or the lack of it 
without taking into account scribal tendencies. The same problems relate to the 
author's theology. It is equally problematic to choose a variant in conformity 
with the perceived theology or ideology of the author over the other variant 
readings and vice versa. 174 Scribes may have had their hands on them. Hence, 
transcriptional probability should outweigh the intrinsic one in these cases. 
Nevertheless, conformity and non-conformity of a variant reading to an author's 
style, grammar and theology should be noted, and other things being equal, 
consistency maintained. 

1.6.5. Kaine and Attic Variant Readings 

One of the debated issues in the methodology of NT textual criticism has been 
the question of Atticism. To what extent, if any, did Atticisim affect the 
transmission of the NT text? The UBS/NA editors accepted in principle that 
scribes would sometimes alter a less refined grammatical form or less elegant 
lexical expression in accord with contemporary Atticising tendencies. 175 Hence, 
the principle features in their list of internal criteria. The committee's actual use 
of it is seen to some extent in Metzger's textual commentary, though remarks 
pertinent to Atticism are few. Thus, Metzger notes that £ycy6vEL in place of 
ycyovn in Acts 4,22 is probably an Atticism, which the committee then rejected 
as a secondary development of the text. Likewise, the omission of the definite 
article before 'I'Y)oous; in Acts 1,1 was probably made on the basis of Attic 
Greek. 176 At times the committee was thus relatively certain what had happened 
in the transmission of the text, and the textual decisions were made accordingly. 

However, the question of Atticism is not always, if ever, this simple. 
Metzger's commentary also reveals that the committee was not unanimous as to 
what extent Atticism is responsible for the textual variation. Some members 
offered alternative explanations when others were content with it. Metzger notes 
that it is difficult to decide whether oou in Acts 4,30 was deleted because of 
Atticistic tendencies or added because of tendencies to harmonize the text to its 
immediate context (verses 27 and 29 have oou). Likewise, the committee was 
uncertain whether to print UXQL or UXQLs; in Acts 11,5 because of uncertainty 
about whether an Atticistic or anti-Atticistic tendency was operative here. 177 

174 Petzer 1991. 
175 TCGNT 13 *. Similarly, Epp has Atticism in the list of internal criteria as one possible reason for 

variation, but he nevertheless takes a cautious approach to it, citing Fee's and Martini's objections. 
Hence, he formulates it as "a variant's conformity to Koine (rather than Attic) Greek" (Epp and Fee 
1993: 163-64). 

176 TCGNT 236,278-79. 
177 TCGNT 282, 339. 
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These two examples summarise succinctly what the debate on Atticism is about. 
When is the variation a result of Atticism and how does one know that? The 
matter is complicated, because there is no consensus on whether Atticism was 
operative in the early period and if so, to what extent. There is a general 
acceptance that Atticistic tendencies have taken place in the later A-text 
tradition. 178 This is not surprising. During the era from AD 600 to 1500 texts 
would generally be written with Atticistic Greek while the spoken language was 
Koine. 179 The disagreement is on whether Atticism was operative in the NT 
textual tradition during the second and third centuries, and if it was, to what 
extent did it affect the transmissional process, because part of the NT follows 
Attic diction against then current Koine. 180 

The following dispute on the reading in Acts 17, 15 is a typical example of the 
debate of the main strands of opinion on Atticism. George D. Kilpatrick (1963b) 
used the variation oftv t<iXH (D g cop syrP) and w~ t<i)(tata (P74 ~A B L '¥ 33 

pm) as an example of Atticism to make his case. Both expressions mean more or 
less the same thing. Kilpatrick contended that by the first century AD the latter 
Attic idiom was no longer part of the ordinary use. Although it is read by the 
majority of early, excellent witnesses, it should nevertheless be rejected as an 
Atticistic alteration in favour of the former reading, which appears unchallenged 
in Acts 12,7; 22,18; 25,4. 

Carlo M. Martini (1974: 152-53) disputed Kilpatrick's argumentation. He 
argued that tv t<iXH is not a typical Koine expression. It is Classical. He 
complained that if an Atticistic scribe altered Acts 17,15, then why did he not do 
so also in Acts 12,7; 22,18; 25,4 as well? Why did the alteration influence the 
tradition so strongly, to the extent that only a handful of witnesses have tv taxn 
in Acts 17,15? Martini added that PSI VII 792.10 (AD 136) reads w~ t<iXtata. 

This is part of a register of a public official, who is not likely to write Attic 
according to Martini. He then commented that Kilpatrick's explanation of Acts 
17,15 becomes improbable. Martini conceded that some kind of Atticistic 
rewriting has been operative in the NT textual tradition, but he disputed that it 
has affected second- and third-century Alexandrian witnesses. 181 

Kilpatrick ( 1977) answered these objections by noting that ( 1) some decisions 
in the UBS3 can claim only a handful of witnesses in their support, (2) scribes 

178 Birdsalll976; Martini 1974. 
179 Caragounis 2006: 45. 
18° Caragounis 2006: 570. 
181 For some reason he incorrectly argues that P.Cair.Zen. III 59427.4-5 is a first-century letter 

containing <l>t; 't<iXLO'ta. The letter is actually a third-century BC text (256-54 BC). Martini probably 
did not notice that the date "281h/291h year" in the editio princeps relate to Ptolemaic rulers, not absolute 
dates as he may have taken them. 
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did not work with systematic aids at their disposal, (3) Roman officials were 
educated men prone to writing something akin to Attic, especially because the 
education was limited largely to learning literary texts, ( 4) not all Classical 
expressions are Attic, and (5) it is not known why some expressions have 
survived in only a handful of witnesses other than sheer change. 

A similar dispute has taken place between J. Keith Elliott and Gordon D. Fee. 

Elliott (1970; 1995: 326) argues that Atticism affected the transmission of the 
diminutive forms by attempting to eliminate them. Hence, e.g., vwv(crxo~ 
should be preferred to vwv(a~ everywhere where variation exists. Elliott's 
position is based on the concept that the developments in the Greek language in 
the centuries after the composition of the NT show that the scribes were likely to 
have come under the influence of Atticist stylists and grammarians. This in turn 
would have affected their work as copyists. Fee (1976: 130) took issue with 
Elliott's choice of variant. He argued that the variant reading vwv(a~ in Acts 

23,18 (B D 'P Byz) and 23,22 (D 'P Byz) is indeed secondary, but that Acts 23,17 

almost certainly reads vwv(a~. Only one minuscule copy supports reading 
vwv(crxo~. Fee contends that the text initially had a vwv(a~-vwv(crxo~­
vwv(crxo~ pattern (so the UBS/NA). He is not willing to accept Elliott's 
paradigm here, because it would mean the improbable case that only one late 
witness supports the initial text, while the rest of the NT textual tradition gives 
the Atticistic reading. Fee argued that the varia lectio vwv(a~ is no Atticism in 
Acts 23,18.22, but an assimilation of the text to the usage in Acts 23,17 instead. 
Here is the crux of the matter. Both argued that the diminutive vwv(crxo~ is the 
initial text of Acts 23, 18.22. They differ sharply as to why and how the Attic 
variant vEav(a~ arose. Elliott argues for Atticism, Fee for a contextual 
harmonisation. 

Fee offers other similar examples to show that Atticism is not the only 
possible explanation in many cases of the Koine/ Attic variation. He admits that 
some variation may in fact be a result of Atticism during the second century. 
Nevertheless, Fee thinks that in most cases it is more probable historically that a 
Christian scribe altered a less common Attic form to its more common Koine 
equivalent (a reverse of Atticism), especially if the more common form is also 
Septuagintal. 

Fee's (1976: 131) proposition makes the scribes responsible for the Koine 
over the Attic variants by imitation of the LXX style. Such a proposition has not 
gone unchallenged either. There is some evidence that some of the authors 
themselves used the LXX style, especially Luke. Consequently Elliott's basic 
premise may be valid despite problems in some of his examples. In the 
reconstruction of the initial text Septuagintal idiom is secondary for the works 
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not composed in Septuagintal style, but the reverse is true e.g. in Luke. 182 Hence, 
the question is not always clear whether any given variant is the result of 
Atticism or Septuagintalism or due to some other scribal tendency. The debates 
have not solved these problems to the satisfaction of all parties involved. 

These disputes over Atticism serve to illustrate the methodological dilemma. 
When is the Koine/ Attic variation a result of Attic ism and when of something 
else? This dilemma has led Metzger (1992b: 179) to argue that a rigorous 
following of the criterion to prefer the Koine form over the Attic one is in danger 
of disregarding the operation of other literary and stylistic tendencies that would 
move the text the opposite way, from the Attic to the Koine. This deliberate anti­
Atticistic tendency would show up in the tradition as Koine/ Attic variation, but 
the reason for the appearance of the variant readings is obviously different from 
Atticistic tendencies. Metzger points out that undue reliance upon statistical 
considerations should be avoided in judging the literary style of an author in a 
period when quite opposite influences cut across one another. 

Underlying the whole question of the Koine/Attic variation is the debate on 
the history of the NT textual transmission. Some claim that much of the work on 
Atticism is based on a faulty theory of textual corruption and transmission, and 
an unhistorical attitude towards the various textual witnesses. 183 Elliott (1995: 
331) counters these statements by arguing that the bulk of deliberate changes in 
the text of the NT were made prior to AD 200. This timeframe has only a few 
manuscripts that have survived to us, making the external evidence of little 
relevance. Many variant readings found in later manuscripts have their origin in 
the second century. This implies that arguments for Atticism are not based on 
faulty theories of transmission. The attitude of Colwell and Fee against the use 
of Atticism as a valid criterion is based on the assumption that the B-text, 
presented mainly by P75B, carefully preserves the initial text, and many of the 
Koine variants are found in the D-text. This concept derives from Westcott and 
Hort. Yet there is no consensus that the B-text as a whole is closer to the initial 
text than its early rival, the D-text in its earliest form, though much of the text­
critical scholarship is based on such an a priori position. What is undisputed is 
that Codex Vatican us reproduces an early text akin to that of P 75 but its status as 
a copy with relatively little variation from the autographs is not only disputed but 
also speculative. Several studies have argued that Codex Vaticanus as well as the 
B-text in general is a redacted text that suffers from Alexandrian philological 
editing of the text, 184 though this issue is disputed as well. If it does, its text 
might be Atticistic by Alexandrian design. 

182 Horton 1978; Most 1982; Shin 2004: 39; Sparks 1943. 
183 E.g. Delobel2002: 5-9; Epp 2002: 26; Fee 1976: 125; Petzer 1986. 
184 J.E. Miller 2003; O'Neill1989; Payne 1995, 2004; Payne and Canart 2000, 2009. 
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Christian-Bernard Amphoux (1999, 2003) argues that the 0-text, represented 
mainly by Codex Bezae and its allies (Latin, Syriac in part, many early fathers), 
best represents the initial text, for which the B-text is a later revision. He argues 
that the Markan text in Codex Vaticanus is a redactional work done in 
Alexandria around 340 CE, 185 that there is an earlier recensional work in 
Alexandria, around 175 CE, witnessed by P45 and other early papyri, and that 

Codex Bezae witnesses to a redactional work done in Smyrna (120 CE), 

Sinaiticus (~) to a similar work in Caesarea (330 CE), Koridethi (E>) with its 

allies to a first phase redactional work done in Antioch (around 200 CE) and 
Alexandrinus (A) to its second phase in Antioch at the end of the fourth century. 
Amphoux regards the 0-text as a kind of pre-recensional text that was not 
subjected to revisions. This text was then used and adapted to new circumstances 
as Christianity spread wider. One aspect of this theory is that the 0-text went 
through Atticistic tendencies to produce the B-text. Amphoux bases his 
reconstruction of this hypothetical recensional history on the comparison of the 
texts between the Greek codices and early church fathers. 

Marie-Emile Boismard and Arnaud Lamouille (1987) have argued yet another 
concept in relation to Acts. They have suggested that both the B-text and the D­
text reflect Lucan characteristics and hence are two versions written by the 
original author. This took place gradually. They posit that there was a precursor 
to the D-text that gave rise to two derivative forms of the 0-text, not just one. 
These two derivatives are reflected in the D-text tradition known to us and the 
underlying text-critical harmony (excluding paraphrastic rewritings in the known 
witnesses etc) is the actual D-type text that Luke wrote first. Then, years later, 
Luke radically altered his initial work, stylistically and from the point of view of 
its content, and these redactions were fused into one, which has been preserved 
in the B-text. Both textual streams, the B- and 0-texts, then had a circulation 
independent of the other. This theory shares the priority of the 0-text position 
presented by Amphoux, but makes the original author himself the reviser of the 
text.l86 

The position of Boismard and Lamouille has been criticised on several 
grounds. 187 It is questionable whether their assumption of an earlier, "pure" form 
of the D-text is justified in view of the evidence of the early papyri P29

•
38·48, 

which belong to the 0-text tradition. The main reason for the choice of an 

185 Zuntz (1953: 271) argued already in 1946 that B~ represents Alexandrian philological traditions 
and that the work of the Alexandrian scribes on the text of the Scriptures was a long process rather than 
a single act. 

186 At this point one might ask what then is the initial text, and should the reconstructed NT text 
reflect one (which?) or both of the texts (a sort of harmony)? 

187 B. Aland 1986; Birdsall 1988; J.K. Elliott 1987; Geer 1990; Head 1993. 
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occidental reading as initial is often its proximity to Lucan style, which creates a 
degree of circularity in the structure of the whole argument. By limiting the 
comparison with the style and vocabulary of the NT, Boismard and Lamouille 
establish only that of all the NT writers the Western variants most closely 
resemble Luke. This neglects the scribal tendencies to harmonise and assimilate. 
It is intrinsically possible (or probable) that a secondary recension will 
stylistically resemble the Vorlage. The conformity of various disputed passages 
to Lucan statements elsewhere makes a later reviser look as if he is Luke by 
using Lucan style. 

Irrespective of whether the B-text or the D-text (or neither) better represents 
the initial text, the following statistics are indisputable. Codex Bezae has Kaine 
variant readings in textual locations where Codex Vaticanus gives their Attic 
equivalents (56 hits in the tables of chapter 4), while Codex Vaticanus reads 
Kaine variant readings where Codex Bezae has Attic equivalents or other Attic 
expressions (58 hits). Elsewhere they both read either Kaine or Attic readings. 
Using the tables of chapter 4, the statistical fact is that in 477 textual locations 
shared by Codices V aticanus and Bezae, they disagree 114 times over the 
Kaine/ Attic variation. This presents a dilemma for the theories of transmission. 
The NT textual tradition has two early streams of texts that have contradictory 
variation in diverse places. The variation is too random to be a result of 
deliberate, systematic overhaul of the text in either cluster, but it could indicate 
an occasional scribal tampering with the text. Most of the variation must have 
taken place in the early history of transmission that predates the texts found in 
Codices Vaticanus and Bezae. The question then is what sort of scribal 
tendencies affected the transmission in the early period. 188 

Hence, the debate has not reached a consensus, neither in terms of the 
usability of the criterion on Atticism itself nor in terms of the history of the 
transmission of the text of the NT. Landon (1996: 38) calls attention to the fact 
that stalemate still exists. M.C. Williams (2006: 61) has noted that the issue is 
still debated and the criterion is of a limited use. 189 Epp (2002: 26) believes that 
it is difficult to assess whether Atticism had any impact prior to AD 400. 
Caragounis (2006) has even called it "a notorious problem". He then argues that 

188 Zuntz 1953: 271. Epp (2002: 26), argues that if Atticism operated in the early period, it did not 
function well statistically. This position supposes that scribes made a systematic attempt to improve the 
text, which on the basis of statistics is then unlikely. Epp's position does not take into account the 
possibility that the changes may have been subconscious (unintentional) and gradual. 

189 M.C. Williams modifies Metzger's criterion on Atticism so that it removes the reference to 
Atticistic tendencies altogether. This makes the criterion prefer a less refined grammatical form or less 
elegant expression, which concept he then includes under the criterion of lectio difficilior. By contrast, 
Parker in his review of J.K. Elliott's "Essays and Studies in New Testament Textual Criticism" argues 
that Elliott has made a strong case for Atticism. 
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Atticism can only be part of a broader investigation of the kind of Greek 
prevalent in the first century and its influence on the history of Greek since then. 
As Atticists never took any account of the NT, its possible early impingement on 
the NT is only indirect. 190 The NT textual tradition and the Koine/ Attic variation 
therein will be analysed by using the Greek usage as found in the documentary 
papyri. If a Koine form found in the NT textual tradition does not appear in the 
first-century Greek papyri, it is suspect as a scribal alteration to later idiom. 
Second-century papyri may indicate that the biblical author used the Koine form, 
even though it has not been found in the first-century papyri, but this depends on 
the external backing of the variant in question. Koine forms in the NT textual 
tradition that have no earlier parallels in extra biblical papyri than the third 
century are assumed to be secondary variants because of developments of the 
Greek. I will also note the textual picture in the early biblical papyri and 
majuscules and their textual trajectories vis-a-vis Koine/ Attic variation. 

This theoretical observation serves as a stepping stone for my study in chapter 
4. It goes through a list of verbs that appear in both Koine and Attic variants in 
the textual tradition of the NT to demonstrate that Atticism indeed is responsible 
for a certain number of alterations but that there is another viewpoint, which has 
not often been considered. I will argue that ( 1) Atticism was operative in the 
early period, and its influence is seen in the early papyri and the later 
majuscules, and (2) the development of Greek itself influenced scribes to move 
also in the opposite direction during the early period of transmission, from Attic 
to Koine. This has nothing or little to do with the Septuagintal idioms per se, 
unless those idioms themselves influenced the development of Greek. This is not 
to say that the Septuagintal idioms did not have an influence on the transmission 
of the NT. They did. My study only shows that there is another perspective that 
is often lacking in the discussions on Atticism, namely, a scribal desire to 
modernise the text to then current literary usage. In other words, the copyists did 
not work in a socio-cultural vacuum, but were at times influenced by the 
developments of Greek itself. This encompasses Atticism, but is not limited to it. 

Thus, chapter 4 fills some gaps in the history of transmission of the NT text 
by presenting textual evidence and corresponding argumentation as to why and 
how certain word forms crept into its textual history. The study offers 
information that can assist in reconstructing the initial text in a total of 3 73 
textual locations. I will also give reasons why the rival forms crept into the 
tradition. 191 Methodologically, this study advances the position that knowledge 
of Greek usage in the first and second centuries is a key component in arriving at 

19° Caragounis 2006: 480 n. 39. 
191 See, e.g., J.K. Elliott 1969, 1970, 1977, 1980; Jordaan 1980 for studies in Atticism. 
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a meaningful text-critical choice for Koine/ Attic variations. This comparative 
linguistic study needs to be repeated for all Koine/ Attic variation known from 
the NT textual tradition, if the dilemma of Attic ism as a criterion is ever to reach 
a working consensus, or the history of transmission of the text of the NT to be 
written involving the second-century milieu and early scribes. 
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2. Son or Chosen in John 1 ,34? 

Jn 1,34 contains a perennial textual problem. Is Jesus depicted as 6 ulo£ tou 
8£0ti, 6 EXAEXtO£ tou 8£0ti, or something else? Previous studies have not 
been able to solve this problem to the satisfaction of all textual critics. This 
study is an attempt to resolve the issue. I will argue that 6 EXAEXtO£ tou 8£0ti 
is the most likely initial reading. All other variant readings are derived from 
this due to second-century scribal tendencies. Thus, Jn 1,34 should read "The 
Chosen One of God". This affects the perceived Johannine theology. 192 

2.1. Introduction 

The Greek text of Jn 1,34 has puzzled scholars because of a difficult textual 
variant. What did the author of John write about Jesus? In his text, did John the 
Baptist say that Jesus is 6 ulo~ w'D Sw'D or 6 £xA.Ex:to~ to'D Sw'D or possibly 
something else? The UBS/NA supports the first reading. Numerous exegetical 
works are based on the assumption that this is the initial reading and several 
commentaries make no mention of any textual variant. 193 Scholars dealing with 
textual considerations most often mention two variants, 6 ulo~ tou Sw'D and 6 
EXAEXto~ to'D Sw'D, and argue for one of them. Translations follow suit. ESV, 
HCSB, NASB, NIV, and NRSV read "the Son of God". Others like NAB, NET, 
NL T, TNIV, and REB read "the Chosen One of God". 

In reality the issue is not as clear-cut as this. There are seven variant readings 
in this textual location that lies at a rather crucial position at the beginning of 
John. The selection of the variant reading is of no little consequence. It shapes 
the reader's understanding of the theology of the author of John. 194 It may also 
cause a re-evaluation of the perceived intrinsic probabilities in other textual 
locations in John. 

There is an additional problem noted recently. It is now contested and unclear 
what P75 original read. Its corrected reading supports the majority reading 6 ulo~ 
to'D Swu, but this reading was written into the papyrus after the original reading 
was erased. Due to uncertainties that now affect the evaluation of whatever was 

192 This chapter is a clear departure from my previous studies, because the information of the 
reading in P75* has changed on the basis of new photographs. For references, see Flink 2005, 2007a. 

193 Bruce 1983: 55; Drewermann 2003: I, 66; Edwards 2004: 29; Wengst 2000: 86. 
194 So, e.g., Ehrman 1995: 365. 
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in P75*, I will argue that 6 EXAEXtO£ tou 8EOu is the most likely initial reading. 
Hence, the variant reading chosen for the UBS/NA is probably not what the 

author of John originally wrote. This would make the end of Jn 1,34 read on 
oh6£ £atLV 6 EXAEXtO£ tou 8EOu. This variant reading best explains the rise of 
rival textual variants on the basis of various scribal tendencies, such as 
harmonisations to parallel passages and doctrinal considerations. 

2.2. Rival Proposals 

I will give a brief description of the competing proposals. What follows is not an 
exhaustive but a representative treatment of scholarly opinions. Numerous 

scholars argue for 6 uio£ tou 8EOu as the initial reading for several reasons. 195 It 
has wide external support across all early textual streams. Manuscript evidence 
for this variant reading in scholarly discussions includes P66 P75 A B De Byz vg 
syrh copbo Or. This list is no longer entirely correct, but the combination has been 
decisive for many exegetes. The internal evidence is also strong. The phrase 
appears elsewhere in John as the author's favourite designation of Jesus (1,49; 
3,18; 5,25; 10,36; 11,4.27; 19,7; 20,31). It conforms to his style. Many exegetes 

believe that 6 uL6£ is the primary theological concept for the author of John. It 
has a messianic background in Ps 2,7. The phrase 6 uio£ tou 8EOu is arguably 
part of the Christian tradition connected with the baptismal confession and could 
have naturally been followed by the author of John. Previously, doctrinal 
controversies had little consequence on this variant reading, because it is found 
in the early papyri, and most scholars argued that they do not suffer from 
theological alterations. This last reason is no longer accepted as valid, and it is 

not used by recent advocates of 6 uio£ tou 8EOu. The editorial committee 
behind the UBS/NA accepted this reading and gave it a "B" rating, indicating 
that in their view the reading is almost certain. The rival reading 6 EXAEXtO£ tou 

8EOU is considered to be a scribal harmonisation in one of two ways. A scribe 

altered 6 UlO£ to 6 EXAEXtO£ either because of the Markan phrase 6 aymtlltO£ 
(Mk 1,11 ), which is a parallel text to Jn 1,34 with a similar kind of meaning as 6 

EXAEXtO£, or because oflsa 42,1 LXX, which speaks oflsrael as 6 £xAEXtO£ !lOU. 
In the latter case it is possible to argue that the scribes would liken the descent of 
the Spirit on Israel to the descent of the Spirit on Jesus and alter the text 

accordingly. The external evidence for 6 EXAEXtO£ tou 8EOu is measured as too 
weak to overthrow 6 uio£ tou 8EOu, because most of its early witnesses present 
the D-text, evaluated as inferior to the B-text. A more inventive argument in 

195 See, e.g., B. Aland 2003: 34; Beasley-Murray 1999: 21; Bernard 1928: I, 52; Braun 1964: 71-
73; Bultmann 1978: 64; Dodd 1963: 260; Haenchen 1980: 168-69; Keener 2003: I, 464-65; Moloney 
1998: 59; Ridderbos 1997: 77; TCGNT 172; Thyen2005: 125-26. 
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favour of 6 ui6£ is a use of a chiastic structure by P.F. Ellis, which parallels 
verse 34 with verse 49, where the text unquestionably reads 6 u io£ tou 8cou .196 

Other variant readings are usually ignored or they are seen as being too weak 
externally for serious consideration. 

Other scholars have argued for the reading 6 EX.AEX.tO£ tou 8cou for several 
reasons. 197 They note that it has a wide enough external attestation to be 
considered, being found in Egypt, Syria and the Latin speaking west. The list of 
supporting external evidence in the scholarly discussions includes pSvid P 1 06

vict ~ * 

77 218 b e ff2 syrs,c Ambr. This list also has its problems (see below). The 
external evidence is seen as being divided enough so that the decision should be 
made on the basis of the internal evidence, which includes several observations. 
There are seven honorific designations in the first chapter for Jesus, each 
different, if 6 £x.A.Ex.t6£ is permitted: (1) the Lamb of God in v. 29, (2) the Elect 
in v. 34, (3) Rabbi in v. 38, (4) the Messiah in v. 41, (5) the Son of God in v. 49, 
(6) the King of Israel in v. 49, and (7) the Son of Man in v. 51. 198 The 6 
EX.AEX.tO£ would fit the theology of the first chapter of John with its different 
aspects of Christology. There are three other titles that are not characteristic to 
this Gospel, namely, "the Lamb of God" (1,29.36) which occurs nowhere else in 
John, "the Messiah" (1,41) which predates the author's usage in Jn 4,25, and 
"the King of Israel" (1,49) which predates the author's usage in Jn 12,13. The 
first chapter appears to be a conflation of titles not specifically those by the 
author of John. Transcriptionally, it is more likely that scribes would change 6 
EX.AEX.tO£ to 6 ui6£ than vice versa in an adoptionistic environment. Doctrinal 
reasoning against Adoptionism offers an incentive for an early scribe to diffuse 
the text of "heterodoxical" interpretations. One may see this in the corrector 
activity of Sinaiticus. The original hand wrote 6 EX.AEX.tO£ tou 8cou. The first 
corrector (~ 1) added 6 ui6£ to the text and then the second corrector (~ 2) 

dropped out 6 EX.AEX.tO£ altogether. This effectively changes 6 £x.A.Ex.t6£ to 6 
ui6£. The longer reading better fits the lamb motif (1,29) for the reason that 
Jesus is the Elect par excellence, who in tum chooses others. Such a reading 
should be seen as a conscious authorial reference to Isa 42,1 LXX and to parallel 

196 The chiastic structure offered by Ellis (1984: 30, 34) looks like this: (a) The Baptist witnesses to 
Jesus (1,19-39), (b) Andrew finds Simon (1,40-41), (c) Jesus changes Simon's name to Peter (1,42), 
(b') Philip finds Nathanael (1,43-45), (a') Nathanael witnesses to Jesus (1,46-51). 

197 See, e.g., Barrett 1978: 178; Becker 1979-81: I, 116; Boismard 1956: 47; Brown 1966: 57, 78; 
Carson 1991: 147-52; Ehrman 1993: 69-70; Fee 1978; von Harnack 1931: 127-32; Morris 1995: 134; 
NET 835-36; Quek 2009; Schnackenburg 1967: I, 305; Tasker 1964: 425; TDNT V, 701-702; J. 
Williams 1974; Zahn 1908: 124-25. 

198 Hahn (1976) notes that reading 6 utos; toii 8EOii in verse 34 would also fit the structure. Then, 
however, the text would have only six titles with one repeated twice. Hahn prefers reading 6 txA.Extos; 
instead of 6 utos; on the basis that such a reading explains Old Latin witnesses most easily. 
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passages about the baptism in the Synoptic Gospels. Additionally, it was perhaps 
a messianic title used in Qumran. 4Q534 speaks of God's chosen one, who has a 
special role in God's providential plan. It is also in harmony with the early 
traditions of the heavenly voice (the author's version for "the beloved" found in 
Mt 3,17; Mk 1,11; Lk 9,35). The reading is also in disharmony with the typical 
usage of the author of John (it 1s unique) and therefore more likely to be the 
initial reading. 199 

These two different positions can be summarised as follows, including the 
geographical distribution, which is now considered a disputed criterion. 

Arf(umentsfor o ulo~ toii 9eoii Arf(umentsfor o hei..exto~ toii 9eoii 
EXTERNAL EVIDENCE 

Witnesses include P"" P/) A B DE> Byz vg 
syrh copbo Origen 

1·:::·:-·:··· ···-··---·-··--·· 
Wide geographical distribution: Rome, 
Egypt, Syria . 

Witnesses include pSvid P 106vid~f 77 218 be 

ff syr'·c Ambrose 

Wide geographical distribution: Rome, Egypt, 

..... ~.YE!.:ol ................................... -............................................................ ·············································-
Second-cen!llryF(!:ol~ing ____ _ --~---··--···-·· .. ~.t!~~!!.~:~t!!!.tl!'YEI!:ol~.i!!g _________________________ _ 
Text-types: A, B, C, D Text-types: A, B, D 

INTRINSIC PROBABILITIES 

Typical expression in John 
Typical theological term in John 

..... Yil_i_qll~t!)(:P!~~~!~Il!!ll.~~!l.. ......................... -----···----
Unique theological term in John 

TRANSCRIPTIONAL PROBABILITIES 

Has OT background in Ps2,7 
·-=: . -· : .. :.: ..... : ... : .......... : ... =····· 

Theological harmony with the Synoptic 
baptismal confession 
Fits the chiastic structure 
Messianic title in Scripture 

. _ . .I:!li~QI_!?:ol~~gE~.llll_~_!!l!~l!.g} ___ ~~~-----···-····-····· _ 
Theological harmony with Synoptic accounts 

__ gft~<? .. ~~liY~!llyygi~t!. .............. .. . .............. . 
... f.i.t_s!~<?~!~t .. ~f~~~ig!ll1ti~!lS:olJ1<!.~9!l!t!.)(:t_____________ . 

An honorific designation in Scripture, and 
possibly a messianic title in Qumran 

199 The concept of "the Chosen One" was important in Judaism. Jews considered themselves as 
God's chosen people on the basis of Scriptural passages (e.g. Ex 19,5-6; Dt 7,7-8; 14,2). As such the 
application of 6 fltAE>tto~ to Jesus would not be a problematic statement per se in early Christianity. 
There is, however, a reason for the desire to change the Scriptural passage during the early second 
century. There were ideas in circulation, which some scribes considered misconceptions, regarding the 
term's implications for the nature of Christ. It was not the term itself but what some groups deduced 
from the term that was seen as a problematic concept: Jesus as 6 fltAE>tto~ is human but not divine (this 
was the problematic deduction). Hence, there was a desire to remove the term itself by substituting 
another term less likely to be misconstrued. There is, however, a caveat to this anti-Adoptionistic 
argument. Is "the Son of God" any less perceptible to misapplications than "the Chosen One of God"? 
Hebrew Scriptures use the term "Son of God" to refer to humans (Ps 2, 7) as well as to non-human 
beings (Job I ,6). Thus, substituting 6 uLo£ for 6 fltAE>tto~ does not necessarily solve the problem 
perceived by some scribes. Perhaps the substitution has more to do with a desire to harmonise the text 
to the known usage of the Fourth Evangelist rather than with doctrinal bias. 
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Arguments against o ulo~ Tou 9wu I Arl(uments al(ainst o bcA.£xTo~ Tou 9wu 
EXTERNAL EVIDENCE 

N/A I Most of the early witnesses are of the 0-text. 

TRANSCRIPTIONAL PROBABILITIES 

Deliberate anti-adoptionistic change or I Harmonisation to Mark (synonym) or to 
harmonisation to context Septuagint (verbal) 

INTRINSIC PROBABILITIES 

Typical expression in John l···iJ~l~·~~··iii:Jf~~1~~~i~~~i~J~·h;; -
......................................... -..... 

Typical theological term in John 

The two positions listed above are like opposite poles of a magnet. Each 
argument has its counter-argument that seems to cancel it out.200 Is there a way 
out of this dilemma? It appears that the external evidence is inconclusive. It is 
too similar in both cases, unless one wants to emphasise certain manuscripts at 
the expense of others. Both readings find support in early textual streams, and 
have second-century roots. Hence, the decision needs to be made on the basis of 
the internal evidence. 

The intrinsic probabilities present problems. Is any author consistent with 
his/her language, which favours 6 utot;, or should variance be allowed, making 6 
btA£Xt6t; more probable? How many times does any author have to write the 
same expression before it can be said to be a tendency from which the author 
does not deviate? This question is still ardently debated.201 The problem with 
intrinsic probabilities is that the variants affect the perception of the theology, 
style and language of the author of John, i.e. the intrinsic probabilities 
themselves. Therefore, it is too much of a circular argument to contend for either 
one on the basis of the intrinsic probabilities. The decision should be based more 
on the transcriptional probabilities.202 But which criterion, if any, takes 
preference: contextual (divided), inter-textual (divided), or doctrinal 
harmonisations (favours 6 EXA£xt6t;)? What is faced is a stalemate, unless one 
selects a text-critical criterion or criteria favouring certain outcomes on an a 

priori basis (best manuscripts, best readings etc). 203 The uncertainty has led 

200 B. Aland (2003: 34) notes that the transcriptional probabilities may go either way. 
201 See, e.g., the contrasting views of Metzger (1992a: 32-33), who believes any author varies 

his/her style occasionally, and J.K. Elliott (1995: 328), who believes that when an author writes the 
same expression numerous times, it becomes a tendency and (s)he is unlikely to depart from it. 

202 Fee 1978. 
203 This "best manuscript" approach is best known from the works of reasoned eclectics like B.F. 

Westcott, F.J.A. Hort, and K. Aland. The "best readings" is an approach usually found within the 
thoroughgoing eclectic school best presented by G.D. Kilpatrick and J.K. Elliott. The "best manuscript" 
approach places the emphasis on external evidence while the "best readings" places the emphasis on 
internal evidence. 
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some commentators like Barnabas Lindars to resist pronouncing a definitive 
verdict on this textual problem.204 By contrast, Augustine accepted both rival 
readings as original to the author of John. 

This begs a question regarding the "B" rating in the UBS4
. The editorial 

committee seems to have been too optimistic about the certainty of their 
decision. This impasse demands a fresh look at this textual dilemma with an eye 
on the criteria of textual criticism. 

2.3. An All-Inclusive Proposal 

Dissatisfied with these results Peter R. Rodgers (1999) has offered a completely 
different approach to this crux interpretum. He argues that second-century 
scribal tendencies for harmonisations split the initial text into smaller chunks. 
This splitting is the cause for different variants. Each chunk was made to 
harmonise the text to some Old Testament and/or Synoptic parallel. He notes 
that some manuscripts read 6 txA.Extos; uios; tou Swu without specifying which 
ones do so, and argues against a notion that such a reading is a Byzantine 
harmonisation. Rodgers notes that some manuscripts of the Palestinian Syriac 
Lectionaries read the Greek equivalent of 6 JlOVoyEv~s; ulos;, though he admits it 

is a conjecture. The lectionary reading in question is cr.~~. It may not represent 

JlOVoyEv~s; ( ~~ in Peshitta). Still, he proceeds with this understanding in 

mind. Rodgers correctly notes that JlOVoyEv~s; is an important word for the 
author of John. With it Jn 1,34 corresponds to a third Old Testament echo in the 
Synoptic Gospels, namely Gen 22,2. He calls attention to the fact that Greek 
aymtl)tos; meant "only", not "beloved", in Classical, Septuagintal, and 
Hellenistic Greek.205 Aquila and Symmachus use JlOVoyEv~s; in place of 
aymtl)tos; in Gen 22,2, as do some Septuagintal manuscripts. They appear to be 
synonyms. Rodgers argues that the scribal tendencies akin to those that produced 

Tatian's Diatessaron resulted in a dropping out of 6 JlOVOyEv~s; from the Greek 
manuscript tradition, because the second-century scribes could not find a 
discernible parallel to it in the Synoptic Gospels. It survived only in the Syriac 
tradition. He explains the omission of 6 ulos; as accidental haplography in part of 
the Greek manuscript tradition, because it was written as yc followed by ec. He 
argues that the author of John originally wrote something like the phrase o-Dtos; 
tatLV 6 JlOvoyEv~s; 6 txA.Extos; ulos; tou ewu. This reading makes the baptism 
mean sonship (Ps 2,7), service (Isa 42,1), and sacrifice (Gen 22,2). 

204 Lindars 1972: 111-12; Kostenberger 2004: 88. 
205 For the meaning of aya:rtl]t6c; in literary Greek (and in Mark 1,11), see BDAG, aymtl]t6c;; 

Pendrick 1995; C.H. Turner 1926. 
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Methodologically his approach is quite a radical departure from that 
employed by the editorial committee of the UBS/NA. It is a conjectural 
emendation built from information in different variant readings.206 Although 
Rodgers argues only for this one verse, not for general text-critical principles, it 
would seem that in this case, for him, the manuscript traditions are simply 
repositories of different readings produced by scribal tendencies. In effect, such 
an approach seems like a radical thoroughgoing eclecticism, in which the 
external evidence has little bearing on the decision over the variant readings. In 
my view, he does not adequately explain how the harmonisation process would 
create the known variants (listed below). For instance, the omission of 6 
txA.Ex-ros; is understandable in an anti-adoptionistic environment, but why would 
any scribe omit wu Owu from the phrase? Such an omission is necessary since 
P75* does not have it (see below). Such an omission is not unheard of, but it is 
extremely rare. The scribe of P66 omitted the second occurrence of wu ewu in 
Jn 11,4. This, however, does not change the meaning of the sentence, because it 
retains the first occurrence of the same. This is not so in Jn 1 ,34. It does not 
appear likely that a scribe would omit wu Owu here. Granted, Rodgers was 
probable not aware that the reading in P75* was erased and is now disputable, as 
this has been noted just recently. Nevertheless, his scenario is unlikely. In my 
opinion, his argumentation does not adequently explain the omission of 6 'Uios;, 
which is required to produce 6 EXAEX'tos; 'tOU ewu. 

Scribes harmonised the readings to their immediate contexts quite often.207 

Thus, the idea that a deliberate omission of 6 'Uios; would produce 6 txA.Ex-ros; 
wu Owu begs the question, since 6 'U los; is found in J n 1 ,49. Scribes would 
naturally and intentionally harmonise the parallel passages, not vice versa.208 It 
does not seem likely that scribes would omit 6 'Uios; in verse 34. It is equally 
unlikely that an accidental gloss would affect such a large number of 
manuscripts, many of which are genealogically unrelated. As a note, Rodgers 
does not explain the variant 6 XQta-ros; 6 'Uios; wu ewu found in ms. 2680 

206 This outcome is quite unconventional, because several scholars demur against conjectural 
emendations for various reasons. For example, Kurt Aland (Aland and Aland 1989: 280) maintains that 
any scholar using conjectural emendations has simply capitulated before the textual difficulties, and 
J.K. Elliott (1995: 322) argues that the original reading is always found somewhere within the 
manuscript tradition. On a more cautious note, Kilpatrick (1981) admits that conjectural emendations 
should not be seen as inadmissible on an a priori basis, but maintains that such corrections are only one 
way to deal with textual problems. Other solutions are more plausible. Metzger (1992b: 185) allows 
conjectural emendations, but notes that the vast manuscript tradition means that the need for them is 
reduced to the smallest dimensions. Similarly, Amphoux (Vaganay and Amphoux 1991: 85) accepts the 
concept, but urges for caution. 

207 Royse 1995: 239-52. 
208 This kind of scribal habit takes away some of the force from the "chiastic structure" argument 

by Ellis. 
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either. Would he be ready to add 6 ')(QL<Jto~ to his all-inclusive proposal? That 

would create something like 6 ~-tovoyEVfl~ 6 'XQlOto~ 6 £x.A.cx.to~ uio~ tou ecou. 
The probability for such a reading is practically zero. On the whole, I do not find 
his proposal convincing, though in all fairness it is intriguing. There are other 
possibilities to explain the variants. 

2.4. Notes on Early Papyri 

There are some issues in early papyri that need to be addressed before turning to 
the evaluation of different variant readings. First, it is debated what exactly does 
psvid read in Jn 1,34. Does it support 6 £x.A.cx.to~ tou ecou as earlier studies 

presuppose, or 6 uio~ tou ecou as some recent scholars have argued? The 
problem is that there are lacunae in P5

, which demand conjectures as to what the 
papyrus read in Jn 1 ,34. A number of scholars are of the opinion that pSvid 

supports 6 £x.A.cx.to~ tou ecou for two reasons.209 (1) 6 uio~ is too short for the 

gap in the text, and (2) P5 has some affinities with ~. which reads 6 £x.A.cx.t6~. 

On a contrary note, scholars working for the International Greek New Testament 

Project on John (IGNTP) support 6 uio~ tou 8cou on the basis that 6 £x.A.cx.t6~ 
is too long for the gap, despite the affinities with Sinaiticus.210 Some scholars 
consider the matter too doubtful to be solved and do not support either reading. 
Reuben J. Swanson prints dots in his text indicating the lacunae and Aland 
cautions against too certain views on what P5 reads. The recent "Text und 
Textwert on John 1-1 0" does not list P5 at all in this textual variation unit.211 

Secondly, there is new information available. Earlier scholarship did not have 
access to the recently found early papyrus P106

vict, which supports 6 £x.A.cx.to~ 
tou ecou, or to P120 which reads 6 uio~ 6 tou ecou, a singular reading. The 
reading in P106 is certain despite a lacuna, as part of £x.A.cx.t6~ is still visible.212 

Also, P75 has been restudied at the INTF, Munster. It is now listed as blank for 

P75*. The variant 6 uio~ tou ecou is the reading of its corrector.213 It is contested 
and unclear what the papyrus originally read, though earlier they reported the 
now abandoned conjecture that P75* read 6 uio~ 6 £x.A.cx.t6~. 

With these notes in mind I will take a closer look at the early papyri as the 
knowledge of the manuscripts in conjunction with the knowledge of the scribal 

209 Comfort 1990: 107-108; 2005: 337; ENTGM 73-75; Schnackenburg 1967: 305; NET 835-36. 
210 W.J. Elliott and Parker 1995: 29; Also, it seems that J.K. Elliott (1999) implicitly supports this 

contention as well since he argues that probably just ~ and P106 with a few minuscules attest this 
variant reading. He does not note the Latin witnesses. 

211 B. Aland 2003: 24-26; Swanson 1995d: 13; Text und Textwert 13. 
212 ENTGM 646. 
213 See [http://nttranscripts.uni-muenster.de/ AnaServer?NTtranscripts+O+start.anv] 
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tendencies - their impact on the manuscripts - should precede the discussion on 
the merits of each textual variant.214 

2.4.1. Papyrus p5 

P5 has lacunae in this verse, but it has c;::Toyey visible for the end of v. 34. It is 
difficult to know what the reading in this papyrus manuscript was. It has to be 
reconstructed on the basis of the average length of lines in P5

, which appears to 
be 25-27 letters in the leaf containing the verse. If P5 supported 6 uLo£; toi:i 9EOi:i 
with nomina sacra, the line appears to be slightly short. This could indicate that 
the papyrus read 6 txA.Ext6£;, as many scholars have argued, including editio 
princeps. However, I looked at a photograph of P5 and came to the conclusion 
that the selection of 6 txA.Ext6£; is problematic. If P5 supported the longer 
reading, 6 txA.Ext6£; would have been written in full. As such the line appears to 
be rather too long to fit. The lines are of relatively equal length. The editors of 
the IGNTP have reconstructed the line to read oy I OCTOyey, the best match 
lengthwise. This creates a reading with only toi:i 9EOi:i written with nomen 
sacrum, but it is not impossible. P120 has this kind of feature, for it reads 
oy I OCOTOyey (see below). Since P5 preserves only Jn 1.23-31.33-40; 16,14-
30; 20,11-17.19-20.22-25, there is no way to know how its scribe used nomen 
sacrum for 6 uL6£;. However, it seems unlikely that the scribe would use it only 
for toi:i 9coi:i, because he uses nomen sacrum for "Jesus", "Christ", and "Spirit" 
also. 

There is an empty space visible between c;::Toyey in P5 and the next three 
letters TH~, which ends the line. This empty space serves as a paragraph marker. 
It can contain up to two letters, as the letters D. I in the next line of the 
manuscript show. With this kind of gap the line is close to the average length of 
the other lines, assuming the shorter reading with nomina sacra is what the 
papyrus read (i.e. oycToyey). With such a gap it is unlikely that 6 txA.Ext6£; 
could fit the line. What follows is my adaptation of the reconstruction of P5 taken 
from the IGNTP and checked against Philip W. Comfort's reconstruction.215 I 
have supplied the same reconstruction with 6 txA.cxt6£; to show that the length 
of the lines slightly favours oycToyey. 

214 Kannaday 2004: 242. 
215 W.J. Elliott and Parker 1995: 13; ENTGM 75. Comfort (2005: 119, 337) disagrees with the 

editors of IGNTP in his recent publication. He argues that the decision to print oy I OCTOyey is 
wrong. I agree with this estimation, but I also disagree with Comfort's own reconstruction. It should be 
noted that the IGNTP's reconstruction is possible, because some scribes were not consistent with the 
use of nomen sacrum. For example, the scribes of P46

, P66 and P75 wrote 6 utoc; both with and without 
nomen sacrum. I disagree with the IGNTP on the grounds that this was a passing phenomenon and 
most of the biblical manuscripts exhibit a consistency in the use of nomen sacrum. 



The Son o God 
xm:aBm vovxa LJ.!EV ]ON EnD. Y[ 'tov 

OU'tO£EOtL voBmt'tL~]WNENfi[ VLay 
LwxaywEwgaxaxaq.!EJ.! ]D.PTYPHKD.O 

'tLOUTO£EOtLVou]~TOyey THE;; 
JtaUQLOVEL£'t11XELOLWUV ]t:JHCKD.I EK 

The Chosen One o God 
xa 'taBm vovxa LJ.!EV ]ON EnD. Y[ 'tov 

OUTO£WtL voBmnL~]WNENfi[ VLay 
LwxaywEwgaxaxmJ.!EJ.! ]D.PTYPHKD.Q 

'tLOUTO£W'tLVoExAExw KToye? THE;; 
JtaUQLOVEL£'t11XELOLWUV ]t:JHCKD.I EK 

len th 
25 
26 
27 
23 (+2 gap= 25) 
28 

len th 
25 
26 
27 
29 (+2 gap= 31) 
28 
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A brief explanation is in order. My reconstruction, based on the text of the 

UBS/NA, differs slightly from the ones found in the IGNTP and Comfort. I have 
reconstructed the end of line two as nN I D.l while the IGNTP has it as nN I D. and 

Comfort has it as nN I 6.11 W. The reconstruction in the IGNTP is possible. Yet 

there seems to be room for one more letter, though a lacuna prevents certainty. 

Comfort's reading is too long. There is no room for at least the last omega, 

unless the scribe wrote past the right margin. This is unlikely. There is a lacuna 

visible before the right margin in the few lines below the one under 

consideration. After measuring its width, and after checking the scribe's 

handwriting style, I came to the conclusion that the line under consideration 

originally had nN I D.l. Hence, the line is of the average length, which seems to be 

25-27 letters on the recto side of the first leaf. With the exception of one line, no 

line appears to be over 28 letters (pace Comfort). The one exception may have 

29 letters, but a lacuna prevents certainty. Lines with 28 letters are not numerous 

on the recto side. Some lines appear to be only 23-24 letters. Thus, it looks like 

the reading 6 EXAEX'tO£ requires too much space to fit the line (29 letters + 2 for 

the gap, that is, 31 letters). Therefore, I submit that pSvid more likely supports 6 

'ULO£ TOU OEOu with nomina sacra (pace editio princeps, Comfort, the 
IGNTP).216 The recent INTF, Munster transcriptions' update (Feb 2009) has pSvid 

reading OYCTOyey. Since uncertainties remain, I will list it in brackets. 

However, it should be understood that it does not support 6 EXAEXtO£, whatever 

its reading was. 

216 I reached this conclusion in my article (Flink 2005: 96), but chose not to use P5 as a witness. I 
will tentatively do so now. 
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2.4.2. Papyrus P66 

The papyrus manuscript P66 is one of the earliest manuscripts of John. It has 
been variously dated to the early third century,217 to the tum of the second/third 
century,218 and to the middle of the second century.219 Be that as it may, this 
papyrus offers early support for 6 uio£ wu 8cou. Studies of the textual affinities 
of P66 have shown it to be a mixed text with A-text, B-text, and D-text readings. 
P66 has some striking relationships with Codex Sinaiticus, though they part ways 
in Jn 1,34. Royse notes that the most striking feature of P66 is the quantity of 
corrections, most of which the original scribe himself made. 220 Most of the 49 in 
scribendo changes are corrections of writing errors towards the scribe's Vorlage, 
though Royse lists one case of textual harmonisation to a parallel account, four 
cases of textual harmonisation to the context (plus another potential one), and 
four general harmonisations. Twice the scribe has spontaneously created variant 
readings found in other manuscripts without them being corrections towards 
another Vorlage. The agreements are likely coincidenta1.221 Moreover, there are 
"obvious" slips in P66

, which include 61 cases of orthographic confusions, and 
105 nonsense readings. All these have been corrected. 222 All of these are 
insignificant changes. 

There are, however, 126 examples of significant corrections according to 
Royse's count. These consist of 12 additions of one word, 48 omissions of one 
word, 13 omissions of more than one word, 9 transpositions, 41 substitutions, 
and 3 conflations. Royse notes that in six cases of omissions longer than one 
word the scribe may have deliberately shortened his text, unless these were 
accidental omissions of entire lines of text. Four of these changes (in Jn 2,13; 
7,46b; 8,33; 16,19a) appear to demonstrate that a sort of scholarly apparatus was 
present in the scribe's Vorlage. The body of text had a variant reading presenting 
one textual tradition while the margin or the space between the lines had another 
variant reading presenting a different one. Several of the additions appear to be 

217 Ehrman 1993: 57; E.G. Turner 1987: 108 n. 63. 
218 Editio princeps (Martin 1956); UBS/NA. 
219 Cavallo 1967: 23; ENTGM 65-66; Seider 1967-90: II, 121. 
220 Royse 2008: 401-402, 409, 413-21. Royse also notes that there are some differences in 

comparison to other editors and commentators in how he has judged what is a correction and what is 
not. This is mostly because it is difficult to decipher at times what the papyrus actually has due to 
matters of preservation and erasure. Comfort (ENTGM 386), however, argues that a good number of 
corrections are in fact a result of paginator activity and another corrector rather than by the original 
scribe. 

221 Royse 2008: 433-35. 
222 Royse 2008: 436-43. 
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harmonisations.223 Approximately 73,5% of the corrections found in P66 transmit 
the reading of the scribe's Vorlage. 

There are 107 locations where the original readings and corresponding 
readings by correctors (P66* vs. P66c) present different Vorlagen. 224 P66* has a 0-
text reading corrected to a B-text reading in twenty-eight cases. The opposite has 
taken place in five cases, which indicates that there was no general tendency to 
correct the text towards a 0-text stream. In twenty-five cases a B-text reading 
has been corrected to what is later found in the A-text stream. In thirteen cases 
the corrected reading conforms to that of a B-text against the rest of the textual 
tradition. In thirty-six cases the corrections are not distinctively of a B-text or a 
0-text and the early tradition is divided.225 There are also thirty-four cases where 

the support for the corrected readings are sporadic, late, or (usually) both. Royse 
(2008: 4 70) takes them as probable errors instead of being the use of a different 
Vorlage, and coincidentally made by later scribes. Hence, P66 has a mixed 
textual stream both in its uncorrected and corrected form. 

What is significant for this study is the general move away from 0-text 
streams, which support various variant readings each containing E"XAE"Xt6<;. It is 
prudent to recall Klijn's (1969: 41-42) observation that "we only know a small 
number of the readings in this second copy, because we may be sure that not all 
the differences between the original and the second copy have been noted in the 

manuscript." In other words, although 6 vloc; tou Swu is found in this early 
witness, it is not unreasonable to question whether that was the reading in the 

scribe's Vorlage. The A-text and B-text streams all have 6 vloc; tou Stou. Only 
the 0-text streams support E"XAE"Xt6<; in various ways. Hence, Jn 1,34 is suspect 
in P66

, though it is possible (even probable) that "the Son of God" is found in its 
Vorlage. 

If, on the other hand, the reading 6 vloc; tou Swu is a move away from one 
of the 0-text streams, how should its presence in the text of P66 then be 
explained? The scribe of P66 made several doctrinally and apologetically 
meaningful changes to his text. If it can be shown that the scribe of P66 altered 
texts elsewhere in John, it is possible that 6 vloc; tou 8wu in Jn 1,34 is an 
intentional alteration based perhaps on anti-adoptionistic tendencies. 

Ehrman wrote a study of the effect of the early Christological controversies 
on the text of the NT, in which he has shown, arguably convincingly, that several 
textual locations of John in P66 suffer from intentional alterations. Ehrman argues 

that in Jn 1,18 the scribe changed 6 J.tOVOYEV~<; vl6c; to J.tOVOYEV~<; 8£6<; to 

223 Royse 2008: 444-57. 
224 Fee 1965a; Klijn 1956/57; Royse 2008: 462. 
225 Royse 2008: 463-69. 
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combat the idea that Jesus was merely a man adopted by God, and by dropping 
the article, to combat potentially patripassionistic ideas. In Jn 1,49 the scribe 
added clJ. .. T]8ws; to make Nathaniel say "Rabbi, you are truly the Son of God" in 
order to combat potentially separationistic concepts. In Jn 6,42 the scribe altered 
a question oux ohos; tcrnv 'IT]aous; 6 ulos; 'Iwa'llcp by changing oux to Otl. This 
changes the question into a statement that heightens the irony of an unbeliever's 
misconception of Jesus' origins. In Jn 10,33 the scribe may have added tov to 
8e6v to make sure that the crowd says Jesus makes himself God, not just a god 
(this may also be a case of dittography). In Jn 19,5 the scribe dropped xal MyEL 
autots; l6ou 6 av8gwnos; altogether. This is supported by Old Latin manuscript 
e. Pilate no longer says that Jesus is a human being or mere mortal. These three 
changes (6,42; 1 0,33; 19,5) were likely directed against the Adoptionists. In Jn 
19,28 the scribe omitted 'Cva tEA£Lw8fl ~ ygacp'll to combat Docetists by making 
Jesus plain thirsty, not only apparently thirsty to fulfil Scripture, as Docetists 
claimed. 226 

One might argue that the significant omission of the second tou ewu in Jn 
11 ,4 challenges the concept of anti -adoptionistic changes, as with the omission 
the text speaks about "the Son" instead of "the Son of God", which leaves the 
text open for an adoptionistic understanding. Interestingly, P45 has autou for the 
second tou ewu, supported by Old Latin manuscripts c,jf, and I. This might be 
a case of textual brevity.227 

The omission in P66 may have been a scribal oversight while making his 
changes, but other possibilities exist. Brown has argued that it is a harmonisation 
to the general Johannine usage, though Birdsall sees this reading as potentially 
the initial reading, because the omission is supported by Sinaitic Syriac. It is also 
supported by Old Latin manuscript Codex Sangallensis 60 (ms. 47 in the Vetus 
Latina Johannes series). Fee takes it as "nothing more than an omission of an 
unnecessary redundancy."228 Hence, the lack oftou ewu might not indicate that 
there were no anti-adoptionistic tendencies in P66

. 

Kannaday has argued that apologetic discourse affected the copying process 
as well. In Jn 4,25 there is a change from ol6a to o'Lbaf!EV by the first 
6wg8wt'lls; of P66 

- a contemporary to the original scribe - which downplays 
the role of women in Scripture in order to mirror the social conventions of the 

226 Ehrman 1993: 57, 79, 84, 94, 160, 194; Royse 2008: 459. The variant reading in Jn 1,18 is 
disputed, but I have opted to follow Ehrman, because the transcriptional probability probably favours 
his choice of a variant reading. The variant reading in Jn 1,49 could also be a harmonisation to the 
immediate context, but it seems that a better case can be made for an alteration based on doctrinal 
considerations. 

227 B. Aland 2003: 28; Colwell 1969: 119; Royse 2008: 175. 
228 Birdsalll960: 17; Brown 1966: 134; Fee 1965b. 
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apologetic era. In Jn 7,8 there is a change from oux to ounw to circumvent the 
problematic statement by Jesus that he is not going to the feast in Jerusalem 
when in fact he does so.229 

None of these changes, doctrinal or apologetic, mean that Jn 1,34 has to 
suffer from corruption. It is entirely possible that Jn 1,34 transmits faithfully the 
reading found also in the exemplar of P66

• Nevertheless, 6 ulo~ tou 8cou is 
suspect as an alteration because of the marked tendency to move away from the 
D-text stream that usually supports £xA.Ext6~ one way or another, and because of 
some indication that the scribe of P66 was willing to alter his text on the basis of 
doctrinal and apologetical reasons. 

2.4. 3. Papyrus P75 

Traditionally P75 has been listed as supporting 6 ulo~ tou 8cou. This is now 
known to be its corrected reading. But what was in the papyrus originally? 
Marie-Luise Lakmann suggested earlier in a private communication with the 
author that the original scribe of P75 wrote 6 ulo~ 6 £xA.Ext6~ with nomen 

sacrum (OYCOEK.>-.EKTOC). Then the scribe erased 6 EXAEXto~ and wrote tou 
8Eou with nomen sacrum instead, resulting in the reading oycToyey. Letters 
TOC are perhaps still faintly visible before the initial letters of the next words, 
tfl E:naugwv, and there are possible traces of the two epsilons.230 However, this 
is a conjecture, and it has now been abandoned. The INTF, Munster, indicates in 
a recent status update on their NT transcriptions (Feb 2009) that it is almost 
impossible to tell what the original reading was. Consequently, the newest 
transcription lists a blank.231 Hence, I follow suit and do not list P75* at all. 
Lakmann informed the author that the scholars at the INTF, Munster, now think 
that TOY is not part of the correction. Lakmann also believes that y in ey is not 
one either,232 though this is disputable. Hence, the recent update on the 
transcriptions note the reading as OyCTOY, followed by four or five unknown 
letters. They refrain from pronouncing what they might have been. The 
following is simply a speculative guess of what may or may not have been in P75 

originally. 
The corrected reading TOyey is shorter than whatever was in P75 originally. 

This has produced the gap with three letters faintly visible. They might read 

229 Kannaday 2004: 91, 186-87. The first otog8oot1l~ made the change in John 4,25. I have based 
this identification on Comfort's work on the scribes of P66 (Comfort 1996; ENTGM 381-91 ). 

230 A private communication with Dr Marie-Luise Lakmann of MUnster regarding the reading and 
the corrector activity found in P75 in Jn 1,34 (January 2005). 

231 Private communications with Tommy Wasserman and Marie-Luise Lakmann (Feb 16, 2009). 
See [http://nttranscripts.uni-muenster.de/], and select P75 on Jn 1,34. 

232 A private communication with Marie-Luise Lakmann (Feb 17, 2009). 
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TOC. If so, there is room for reading 6 £xA.Ext6~ or 6 aya:rt11t6~, both possible 
readings in context, if one argues that TOY is a correction after all. The former 
reading would go with those witnesses that have 6 £xA.Ext6~ one way or another. 
If this is what the papyrus originally read, it might be an accidentally shortened 

form of 6 uio~ toil 8Eoii 6 EXAExt6~ found in some Sahidic witnesses, with 
which P75 has some affinities. Or it might be an inherited singular reading, as I 

have previously argued elsewhere.233 The 6 aya:rtllt6~ would probably be a 
harmonisation to Mt 3,17. This possibility is enhanced by the fact that P75

c adds 
xa'L :rtug( from Mt 3,11 to the text in Jn 1 ,33. But which is the more likely 
reading in light of the scribal tendencies in P75? 

Royse's recent study (2008) sheds light on the scribal tendencies in P75
• The 

papyrus has a fair number of orthographic errors, but no signs of tendencies to 
make grammatical or stylistic improvements overall. There are three times as 
many omissions as additions.234 There are twice as many singular readings by 
omissions as P66

, even though P66 is a product of a generally careless scribe.235 

Royse counts a total of 116 corrections in P 75 on the basis of singular readings. 
Only nine of these corrections are in scribendo. The insignificant corrections 
include 20 orthographical, and 26 nonsensical-to-sensical scribal emendations. 
The significant corrections include 2 additions, 7 omissions, 1 transposition, 3 
substitutions, and 1 emendation on a proper name. The corrections bring the text 
of P75 in harmony with the text found in Codex Vaticanus. Most of these 
corrections are orthographic in nature. Royse postulates 15 corrections that 
might infer a second exemplar, but after a meticulous analysis ends up arguing 
that they are towards the original exemplar, not a second one.236 Three times the 
scribe of P75 has unsuccessfully attempted to correct singular readings of his 
exemplar. He attempted to emend his Vorlage, but ended up with incomplete 
corrections. Five times he first followed his Vorlage but then emended his text. 
This has created what now are singular readings. Once he has produced a 
conflation that is now singular.237 There are no clear theological Tendenz. 238 

However, Comfort has noted three harmonisations to Matthew: Lk 8,21 to Mt 
12,46-50, Lk 10,24 to Mt 13,17 and Jn 6,5 to Mt 14,15 (and/or Mk 6,36). The 

233 Flink 2005: 98-100. 
234 Royse 2008: 197,358,398,544,614,704. 
235 ENTGM 382; Royse 1995: 246. 
236 Royse 2008: 625, 634-42. 
237 Royse 2008: 642-43. 
238 Royse 2008: 698-703. Parsons (1986) has argued for cross-harrnonisations between the texts of 

Luke and John in resurrection narratives to combat Adoptionistic views, but Royse disputes this in his 
study. 
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xa.'t n:ug( in P75
c at Jn 1,33 should be added to the list as a fourth harmonisation 

to Matthew (Mt 3,11 ). 

In light of the above, it seems more likely that P75 read originally 6 utos; 6 

aya.:rt'fltos; as a harmonisation to Mt 3,17 than 6 EXAExtos; as a copying error or a 

genuine singular reading. It was then erased and the reading of the exemplar, 6 

utos; tou 8EOu, was copied back to the text. Be that as it may, the final verdict if 
any on P75* must wait for a multispectral analysis on P75

. Hence, I refrain from 
using P75* in this study and list only P75

c. 

2.4.4. Papyrus P106 

The editio princeps, followed by Comfort, lists P106 supporting 6 EXAExtos; tou 

8EOu.239 This is now in dispute as the recent INTF, Munster, update (Feb 2009) 
on papyri transcriptions reads P106

vid as supporting 6 utos; tou 8EOu instead. 

Although certainty is not possible due to lacunae, it seems that 6 utos; tou 8EOu 
is too short for the line.240 Hence, I follow editio princeps, but list P 106 in 
brackets. 

Assuming that P106 reads 6 EXAEXtos; tou 8EOu, there is no question that P66 

and P75 are B-text witnesses but what about P106? Comfort states that it usually 

aligns with P66
, P75

, ~ and B.241 Aland has listed some of the variant readings 

found in P106
. What follows is a detailed comparison with other witnesses to find 

out its textual affinities. 242 I have selected P66
•
75 B C to present the B-text; ~ b e 

the D-text243
; wsup e /· 13 the C-text; and Byz the A-text. The following table 

contains all the variant readings against the selected manuscripts. Since P106 

contains only Jn 1 ,29-35a and 1 ,40b-1 ,46a with lacunae, this analysis gives just 
clues to its textual type, not absolutely definite answers.244 In the following table 

the abbreviation rell means "the rest of the studied manuscripts". In the case of 
the name Joseph in Jn 1,45 in P66

, the in-process correction made by the original 
scribe is counted as P66*, not as P66

c. Since Latin does not have the definite 

239 Cockle 1998: 13-17; ENTGM 646; 
240 See the digital image at [http://www.papyrology.ox.ac.uk/POxy/) by selection P.Oxy. 4445. 
241 ENTGM 645. Comfort (2005: 312) argues that P106 concurs 8 out of 10 times with P66

, P75 and 
Codex Sinaiticus. The same figure is 9 out of 10 times for Codex Vaticanus, making it the closest ally 
to P106

. It is difficult to know what Comfort measured. He does not give any details, except the 
numbers, but his results seem a bit misleading. In any case, I offer a more detailed analysis. 

242 B. Aland (2002). The problem of establishing the text-type is related to the relatively short 
length of the text available. 

243 Ms. b (Codex Veronensis) presents European Old Latin text, and ms. e (Codex Palatinus) 
African Old Latin text. 

244 Codex Sinaiticus belongs to the 0-text witnesses in John 1-8. It is a 8-text witness elsewhere 
(Fee 1968/69). 
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article, its absence is not counted against the coherence between P106 and Old 
Latin witnesses. 

verse readinl( for P1
"

6 al(ainst P106 

J,?? ...... _!_ltV U!!UQt(av rell W' e 
1 ,3o imE-:-, Q-'----"'--------·--t·····r··-e·-u=·=--·-----························ ·+-e7J3;;----------

omit U!!iv (ott) rell __ W' / 3 
___________ _ 

i,3T tyoo ~3::!)~;-------- c· b rell 

omit t<jl before ubatt rell / 3 Byz 
1,32 omit 6 before "John" rell 7'------------

'lwavvl]c; rell 8 
omit f...€ywv ~ • e rell 

xata~aivov we; 1tEQLOtEQUV E~ rell p
66 ~ /' 13 abe 

rell ~ W' be 
... rell ~ 

E!!ELVEV 
II ,, .. ,.. +··-··=:· 

1,33 xayw 
add t<jl before ubatt (P 106vid) p66 ~ / rell 

£av (singular) rell 
autov rell W' 
omit xalnvQC rell c* 

I ,34 +-t'o-,-Q---a·-·x'·'-·a:.:.: .. .:.: ... : .. s ... : ....................... ___________ +·····p15 w'"iiei3y~·- I·· r··'e····u··················-······· -·--·····-··········II 

£xf...Ext6c; ~ b e rell 

1,40 tOOV with axovaavtoov rell ~·c 

'Iwavvl]c; rell 8 

11 ························!--'-'i)Lx-"-o..:..f...o"cv;c'8:cl1L:a-"'a'-v--------+--(~if1gl!l!I!L .. 
1,41 omit oil toe; b e rell 

rell 

JtQOOtoviJtQOOtoc; (lacuna) rei! b e 
!!EOO(av rell Byz 

1,42 .... omit oiltoc; I xaC ----+-r-e''t''t:· ·············-····························-+-W'-e75sy;_e ____ _ 
omit tov (singular) rell 
omit b€ I xaC rell P75 W' e / 3 e 

ll·······················+--=6_v:-':-'-toc;_,_."-Iw,-'--a:.:.-=-vv'-'-o:...:v=-----------·----+-r·e ___ l,_l, ... -·-····-··············-······-············ _1 __ 7f33Cj!j_~J}y_z_ __ e ______ _ 
_ 1,~3 omit 6 'll]aouc; rell ······-······· _____________________ _ 
1,44 ~lJ8aa'CM rei! p66 p75 ~· e*/ 3 

rell ~· 
1 1 ,4S Mooiiaf]c; 1 ~ell ...... -~ e/By; .. 

vtov tou 'Iwa~qJ rei! W' e /· 13 Byz 

. ... Na!;aQEt -----------+-r,e __ /01,. ···-····················· ... ···-· _ _f'_7~_!Y_~l_: Byz_ ____ _ 
1,46 xaC rell ~ be 

Codex Ephraemi (C) has lacunae from Jn 1,40 onwards, so the affinities are 
based on variants until the first one in Jn 1,40. Its results are not entirely 
comparable to the rest of the witnesses. This portion of the text in Codex Bezae 
(D) has been completely lost due to lacunae, so the principal representative of 
the D-text is unusable here. Its place is taken by Codex Sinaiticus. This kind of 
atomistic study on individual textual variants has limitations that do not answer 
the question of unique patterns of readings found in the witnesses, but it does 
give indications of textual affinities.245 The following table lists the agreement 

245 For a more thorough method, see, e.g., Wisse 1982. 
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percentages based on the studied variants for each witness m comparison to 
pl06vid. 

p66 p75 B c H b e W' @ I ..l~-~ 
24/34 23/34 

1 22734-
. ··~·----·· 

11118 21/34 24/34 20/34 18/34 19/34 22/34 14/34 18/34 
1 71%. .............. ---·---- ---··-····-····-·-·-·- ···-··--· 

68% 65% 61% 62% 71% 59% 53% 56% 65% 41% 53% 

When singular readings in P106 are removed from the comparison, the results 
are as follows. 

p66 p75 B c H b e W' @ I 13 Byz 

24/31 23/31 22/31 11/17 21/31 24/31 20/31 18/31 19/31 22/31 14/31 ... i813i 
77% 74% 71% 65% 68% 77% 65% 58% 61% 71% 45% 58% 

This demonstrates that P 106 is closest to the early B-text representative P66
, 

and to the D-text representative Old Latin b (Codex Veronensis). The next most 
closely associated text is found in P75 and Codex Vaticanus. The affinities with 
Codex Sinaiticus, the chief representative of the later D-text here, are not as 
common. This papyrus is probably not a representative of the A-, C- or D-texts 
for the portion it contains. Old Latin Veronensis casts some doubt on the 
question of whether P 106 is a representative of any of the B-text streams. Since 

the choice between ui6~ and EXAEX'tO~ is the most significant variation in Jn 
1,29-46, one might argue that P106 is a witness to a D-text stream in Egypt. 
However, Old Latin witnesses differ among themselves whether they read 
electus (e,Jj*), electusfilius (a*},jilius electus ()l, 48), or .filius (ac, c,JjC, f, 1, q, 

o, g2
, gat, 33, 47), so there is no consensus over the variant reading in Old Latin 

manuscripts either. One is forced to ask what exactly would the D-text be in this 

instance, when most of the Old Latin witnesses support "Son of God". Hence, I 
will take P106 as a witness to an early B-text (Alexandrian) that has affinities with 
one stream of the D-text, presented in Veronensis. This has repercussions for the 

textual variant in Jn 1,34. The reading EXAEX'tO~ is not limited to the witnesses 

presenting purely different forms of the D-text, though EXAEX'tO~ as a variant 
reading might be a D-text reading that found its way into the B-text stream (or 
vice versa). 

2.4.5. Papyrus P120 

The recently published fourth-century papyri P120 (P.Oxy. 4804) supports 

reading 6 uio~ wu 8wu.246 The recto side has a rather faint 6 ui6~ at the bottom 

of the page, while the text continues with wu 8Eou on the verso side. However, 

246 Gonis eta/. 2007: 2-9 (plates I and II). 
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there is a small anomaly. The papyrus apparently reads oy I OCOTOyey. The 
recto side reads 6 uto~ in full, and after that has a small portion of one letter 
visible that very likely is 0. The right margin is too close for anything else to 
appear in the papyrus. The text continues on the verso side with the nomen 
sacrum of 'tOU 8EOU. 

The additional definite article is probably just a stylistic improvement, but in 
theory it might indicate that btAEX'tO~ had dropped out accidentally at some 
point in the transmissional history (or here in P120

). This would make P120 

supportive of 6 uto~ 6 EXAEX'to~ wu 8wu. However, that is speculative. Hence, 
this papyrus joins the vast majority of other witnesses in support of 6 uto~ wu 
8Eou. I will list it in parenthesis because of the additional article. 

Another noteworthy feature in this papyrus is a gap between 'tou 8wu and 
the following 'tfl EJtaugwv. This is another indication that at least some early 
scribes marked the paragraphs this way. This affects the evaluation of P5 for 
giving some credibility for the IGNTP reconstruction of its text, though I have 
opted to read 6 uto~ wu 8Eou with nomen sacrum for P5

• 

2.5. Evaluation of Variant Readings 

The number of different textual variants now amounts to eight for Jn 1,34. The 
external evidence can be listed as follows, excluding P5

•
119

•
120 and dividing P75 

with its original and corrected readings.247 I include ms. 77 with some 
reservations, because it has been dropped from Text und Textwert. 

(1) 6 uio£ •ou 8wu 

(3) 6 €xA.Ex'to£ uio£ LOU 8wu248 

(4) 6 XQLOLO£ 6 uio£ LOu ewu 

(5) 6 f!OvoyEv~£ uio£ LOU 8wu 
(6) omit O'tL ... LOU 8wu 

(7) omit v. 34 altogether 

p66,75e (Psvict,l2o) ~2 ABC L W' t. 8 'I' 083 0141 0233vict 

j j 3 Byz 33 579 732e 1071 1424 pm OL(aur ae c J!e fl q 
o g2 gat r1 33 47) vg syrp,h,pal-mss copbo arm eth geo slav Or 
AstS Chrys Cyr IohDam Aug314 

(P 106vict) ~· (77) 187 218 228 1784 OL(b* e jf*) syrs,e 

Ambr Aug 114 

~I OL(a* be 1148) vgmss syrpal-mss cop•• 

2680 
syrpal-ms 

732* 

2718 

247 The recently published Johannine papyri P119 (AD m; Jn 1,21-28.38-44) has lacunae. It does not 
contain Jn 1,34 (Gonis eta!. 2007: 2-9). Minuscule 77 is not listed in support of 6 ExA.exto~ tou ewu 
in Text und Textwert 13. 

248 There are some variations within the Latin witnesses: electusfilius dei (a), deifilius electus (be), 
filius electus dei (ff2e). In other words, the form varies between 6 ulo~ 6 EXAfxto~ tou ewu, 6 
ExA.exto~ ulo~ tou ewu, and 6 ulo~ tou ewu 6 ExA.ext6~. The word order is not a major issue, since 
it may derive from the translation process instead of Greek exemplars (Parker 1997: 15). Sinaiticus 
reads 6 EXAfXtO~ ulo~ tOU ewu. 
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The following is a detailed analysis of the variant readings. 

2.5.1. Singular Omissions in Minuscules 732 and 2718 

The variant reading ( 6) omits the latter part of the verse beginning with Otl (ms. 
732*). The variant reading (7) omits the whole verse (ms. 2718). In the case of 

ms. 732, the omission could be accidental, because the words oDtO£ EOtlV are 
found in the previous verse. The original scribe's eye could have slipped to the 
wrong line and he could have thought he already wrote the phrase, especially if 

he was interrupted for some reason. The corrector added the missing clause in 
ms. 732c. The omission of the whole verse in ms. 2718 is more likely a 

deliberate attempt to circumvent the text-critical problem. It is unlikely that the 

previous xayw in Jn 1,33 caused such a long haplography. These variant 
readings need not be considered further, because they do not fulfil the threefold 
criteria for authentic singular readings. They are scribal creations. 

2.5.2. The Singular Reading 6 XQWTO~ 6 vlo~ roV 8mV 

The reading (4), 6 XQWtO£ 6 ulo£ tou 8EOu, is a singular reading supported 
only by a minuscule 2680. This reading is found elsewhere in the Gospels, in Mt 
16, 16; 26,63; Jn 11 ,27; 20,31. It is furthermore found as one of the variant 

readings in Jn 6,69 (with or without tou (;mvtO£) supported by C3 
/). 8 '¥ 0250 

/'
13 33 565 1010 Byz it mss vg syr copbo-mss arm ethmss geo mss Tertullian. It fits the 

style of the author of John. 

There seems to be only one way by which this reading could be the initial 

reading. It is possible only if a scribe altered 6 XQlOtO£ to 6 EXAEXtO£ during the 
very early period of transmission, producing the reading (3), and then that 

reading was the basis for other readings by various second-century scribal 
harmonisations. This is highly improbable. Its presence here in Jn 1,34 is almost 
certainly a harmonisation to a confessional expression used elsewhere, which 

makes it a secondary variant without a good enough claim to originality. It 
presents a singular reading that is a scribal creation. 

Incidentally, Jn 6,69 demonstrates that some scribes were prone to harmonise 

readings within John. The phrase 6 ayw£ tou 8EOu, a unique expression for the 

author of John, was changed to 6 XQlOtO£ 6 ulo£ tou 8EOu. One might also 

argue that 6 XQWtO£ 6 ulo£ tou 8EOu in Jn 1,34 is a rewritten version of the 
reading (3), but this is less likely. 

This variant reading need not be considered further, because it does not fulfil 

the threefold criteria for an authentic singular reading. It is a scribal creation. 
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2.5.3. The Syriac Reading 6 !-lOVoyEvh~ vlo~ rov 8wv 

The reading 6 ~ovoyEvl1s; utos; tou ewu is another singular supported by one 
syrpai-ms alone. Other Syriac witnesses read the equivalent of either 6 utos; toiJ 

ewu or 6 utos; 6 £xA.Extos; tou ewu. The variant reading (5) is a unique 
expression in Scripture, but there is a close expression in Jn 1,18. It is 6 
f.tOVOyEvl1s; ut6s; read by A C3 K X wsup /), e IT w 063 0141 j / 3 565 700 892 
1241 Byz it vg syrc,h,pal cop sa arm ethPP geo and most fathers. Some witnesses ( q 

copsa Ir1a1 113 Ambr1111
vid) even add 8wu.249 Thus, the variant reading (5) could be 

a harmonisation to the variant reading found in Jn 1, 18. It not only matches the 
texts, they also appear in the same immediate context and it is known that scribes 
often harmonised the text to its immediate context.250 It is possible that the scribe 
changed the better attested 6 EXAExt6s; to 6 ~ovoyEv~s; instead of copying it, 
because there is no 6 £xA.Ext6s; elsewhere in John. It also avoids the problematic 
Christological questions posed by the reading (3), which reading appears to be 
its closest relative among the variants, and perhaps its predecessor. The reading 
is surely a secondary corruption.251 It is virtually certain that this variant reading 
is not part of the initial text, because it requires a similar transcriptional history 
as the variant reading (5) in order to be authentic. The probability is too remote 
for that. 

This variant reading need not be considered either, because it too does not 
fulfil the threefold criteria for an authentic singular reading. It is yet another 
scribal creation. 

2.5.4. The Majority Reading 6 vlo~ rov 8wv 

The variant reading 6 utos; tou ewu has by far the widest manuscript support. It 
is found across all the textual streams. It has second-century roots, being attested 
by the early papyri. It is in harmony with the style and the theology of the author 
of John with a clear Old Testament background. It is not liable to heterodox 
teachings and fits the context. But if this is the initial reading, how does one 
explain the variant readings (2) and (3)? In theory, 6 £xA.Extos; tou ewu could 
be a harmonisation to lsa 42,1 or to parallel texts in the Synoptics. The longer 
reading, 6 utos; 6 £xA.Extos; toiJ ewu (with variation in the word order), could 
then be taken as a conflation of these readings (clearly so in ff2c). The scribe of 
P75 may have conformed Jn 1,34 to Lk 9,35.252 Luke reads 6 ut6s; ~ou 6 

249 See McReynolds (1981) for a list of witnesses supporting 6 ~-tovoyEv~<; uL6<; in John 1,18 -
including an extensive treatment of the fathers. 

25° Co1wel11969: 112-14; Royse 1995: 246. 
251 Morris 1995: 134. 
252 B. Aland 2003: 34. 
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EXAEAEXjlEVO~ (P45 P75 ~ B L 3 579 892 1241 pc latmss syrs,h-mss cop), or 6 ut6~ 

jlOU 6 £xA.Ext6~ (8 / 22* pc). This is the closest parallel in the entire NT to the 
variant reading 6 EXAExta~ tou 8cou found in Jn 1 ,34. The reading in Lk 23,35 
-6 XQWta~ tou 8cou 6 £xA.Ext6~- is not close enough. Neither is the reading 6 
uta~ jlOU 6 aymtlltO~ found in Synoptic parallels (Mk 1,11; Mt 3, 17; Lk 3,22), 
because its meaning is different, and it is God who speaks such words, not John 
the Baptist. 

However, there are problems in reading 6 uta~ tou 8cou. Lk 9,35 is about the 
event on the mount of transfiguration, not about the testimony of John the 
Baptist as is Jn 1,34.253 Why rewrite only this instance of 6 ut6~ in John? Also, 
Synoptic harmonisations in P75 appear to be to Matthew, not so much to Luke. 
Royse has demonstrated that many of the changes are actually harmonisations to 
the context and in context Jn 1,34 could have easily been harmonised to Jn 1,49 
that reads unquestionably 6 uta~ tou 8cou. Thus, it does not seem probable that 
the scribe harmonised Jn 1,34 to Lk 9,35. Secondly, it makes no sense in the 
second-century anti-adoptionistic environment to change 6 ut6~ to 6 £xA.Ext6~ 
against the Johannine style, even if the anti-adoptionistic tendencies are not 
behind the rival readings. Also, there is evidence for a reversed change. The 6 
EXAExt6~ is changed to 6 ut6~ in Codex Sinaiticus with its corrector activity, 
whatever the reason was for this change. This demonstrates a scribal desire to 
suppress such readings that could be used to support heterodox ideas (pace 
Haenchen) or would be perceived as somehow unfit for the context in terms of 
the Synoptic parallels. Therefore, the transcriptional probabilities appear to argue 
more against the reading 6 uta~ tou 8cou than for it. 

The 6 uta~ tou 8cou is problematic intrinsically as well. If this variant is 
chosen, the seven honorific titles would not be unique, whereas the author of 
John has a detectable predilection for a range of titles here?54 A variant reading 
with £xA.Ext6~ embedded one way or another would be consistent with traditions 
of the Second Temple period, because I Enoch 39,6; 40,5; 45,3-4; 48,6; 49,2.4 
etc; 4Q534 I, 10; 4Ql74; Mart. Asc. !sa 8,7; Tg !sa 42,llink the concept ofthe 
Elect One with Ps 2,2 to describe the messianic figure to come.255 Secondly, 6 

uta~ tou 8cou breaks down the rhetorical force of the climax of the series of 
titles, because 6 uta~ tou 8cou is the most far-reaching of the messianic titles.256 

The rival variants with £xA.Ext6~ fit the possible allusion to Isa 42,1. This is in 

harmony with Jn 1,23 that cites Isa 40,3. It is also in harmony with 6 UjlVa~ tou 

253 Quek 2009: 27. 
254 Ross 1974. 
255 Quek 2009: 29. 
256 Lindars 1972: 119. 
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8EOu in Jn 1,29.36 that fits the Isaianic Servant passage Isa 53,7 LXX (with 

52, 13). This creates a symmetry of titles and allusions in the first chapter of 

John, ifExA.Extos; is accepted one way or another.257 This does not happen with 6 

uios; tou 8EOu. Hence, the UBS/NA reading should be abandoned. This leaves 

the minority reading with variants. 

2.5.5. The Minority Reading 6 £x).eur:o; ( vlo;) r:ov 8wv 

The variant reading 6 EXAEXtos; tou 8EOu is found in the D-text witnesses(~· b 

e frZ* syr·c Ambrose Augustine 114
) supported by one B-text like papyrus (P106

vid) 

and four or five A-text minuscules ([77] 187 218 228 1784). Hence, the external 

evidence does not easily cohere genealogically. The 6 EXAEXtos; tou 8EOu is a 

second-century reading. It is in disharmony with John's style and liable to 
heterodox ideas. The term 6 EXAEXtos; appears also in other D-text (a vgmss 
syrpal-mss) and B-text (copsa) witnesses,258 albeit for different variants. It is almost 

certain that one way or another such a term was found in the initial text. The 
question is which one? Two rival readings exist. 

The reading 6 EXAExtos; ulos; tou 8EO'D and the translations of the Greek 

equivalent 6 uios; 6 £xA.Extos; tou 8EOu I 6 uios; tou 8EO'D 6 £xA.Ext6s; are found 
in the D-text witnesses ~ 1 a be ff2c vgmss syrpal-mss, and in the Sahidic. The actual 

reading varies from witness to witness. This variant is a late second or an early 

third-century reading with roots in the second century. It is in disharmony with 

the usage of the author of John, but not as much as is 6 £xA.Ext6s; tou 8EOu. It is 

less liable to heterodox ideas than 6 EXAExtos; tou 8EO'D because of its sonship 

concept. 
The solution might lie in the wandering 6 uios;, although it is probably 

partially a result of translational issues. The longer reading diversifies into 

smaller variant readings depending on the position of 6 uios; and the 
exclusion/inclusion of its definite article. However, Sinaiticus appears to be the 

key here. The first corrector adds u los; (~ 1) and the second drops out EXAEX t6s; 

(~ 2). This gives hard evidence of scribal tendencies in this case. The simplest 

explanation is that the first corrector has conflated 6 ulos; tou 8EOu and 6 

£xA.Extos; tou 8EO'D together. This same thing probably took place independently 
elsewhere as several of the early versions attest to similar conflated readings. 

Hence, it seems that 6 EXAExtos; tou 8EOU is the best option currently available. 

Its Isaianic overtones fit the context, as Isa 42,1 LXX reads 6 £xA.Ext6s; JlOU. 

257 C.H. Williams 2005. 
258 I assume in this study that copsa is in basic agreement with the 8-text witnesses 8~, although 

there are also D-text variants in it. The work on textual affinities between Coptic and Greek witnesses 
is still largely undone (so Wisse 1995). 
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Anti-adoptionism, an inter-textual harmonisation to Ps 2, 7, a contextual 
harmonisation to Jn 1,49, or a general harmonisation to the authorial usage 

elsewhere can explain the rise of 6 uio~ tou ewu, which in time influenced 
other scribes to add 6 uios; to 6 EXAEXtos; tou ewu at different positions. Hence, 
the initial reading in Jn 1,34 was likely 6 EXAExtos; tou ewu, despite its slim 

external support. 259 

This outcome fits the context well by allowing seven unique honorific titles 
for Jesus: (1) 6 Ct!lVO~ tOU ewu, (2) 6 EXAEXtO~ tOU ewu, (3) {>a~~(, (4) 6 

!lEaa(as;, (5) 6 uios; tou 8wu, (6) 6 ~a<JLAEU~ tou 'Iaga~A., and (7) 6 uio~ tou 
av8gwnou. It satisfies the chiastic structure suggested by Ellis, balancing 6 
EXAExtos; with 6 uio~. This combines two OT backgrounds: the sonship motif 
from Ps 2,7 with the servant motif in Isa 42,1. It also contains a reference to the 
"chosen one" motif in Ex 4,22; 19,5-6; Dt 7,7-8. The latter passage is especially 
interesting, because Israel is likened to God's beloved, which motif recurs in the 
baptism of Jesus. This outcome appears to defuse the apparent stalemate seen in 
the arguments of previous proposals. The variant 6 EXAEXtO~ tOU ewu is lectio 

dif.ficilior and liable to heterodox interpretations. It is not the only unique 

expression in John. The phrase 6 ayLO~ tOU ewu in Jn 6,69 is another one. Its 
uniqueness is not a good argument against it. 

Thus, I agree with Rodgers' approach that scribal activity has produced the 
plethora of readings, but I disagree with his solution. It is my view - based on 
the findings of this study - that Jn 1,34 initially read xayw twgaxa xal, 

!lE!lUQtUQl]XU Ott oiitos; E<JtlV 6 EXAEXtO~ tOU ewu.260 With this in mind, I 
propose the following hypothesis to explain the transmission of the text.261 

(2) 6 ULO~ 't:OU 8EOii 

(3a) 6 txA.Ex'to~ ulo~ 1:oii 8EOii (5) 6 ~OVOYEV~~ ULO~ 't:OU 8EOii 

(3b) 6 ulo~ 6 EXAEX't:O~ 't:Oii 8EOii 
l·······························································································l 

1 ........ ~~.~~ .. ~ .. ~.~~.~ .. ~~.~ .. ~.~.~~ .. ~ .. ~~.~.~~.~~~ ...... ..1 

(4) 6 XQLO't:O~ 6 ulo~ 't:Oii 8EOii 

6 EXAEXto~ tou ewu is the initial reading that was changed to 6 uio~ tou 
ewu. These were conflated to 6 EXAExto~ uio~ tou ewu. The variant readings 

259 Quek 2009. 
260 This chapter does not deal with whether the verse should read EWQaxa or t6Qaxa. I follow the 

UBS/NA at the beginning of the verse for the sake of convenience. However, I argue for EWQaxa in the 
chapter dealing with the Kaine/ Attic variations. 

261 I have previously argued a completely different scenario (Flink 2007a), based on the now 
abandoned reading 6 ulo~ 6 txA.Ex'to~ in P75 *. 
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6 J.!OVOYEVfl~ uio~ 'tOU ewu and 6 XQL<JtO~ 6 uio~ tOU ewu arose 
independently from 6 uio~ tOU 8EOU because of scribal attempts to harmonise 
the text to Synoptic parallels. 

2.6. Implications and Conclusions 

I start with a methodological note. Scribal tendencies have created a plethora of 
rival readings. This implies that the external evidence cannot decide the matter 
but the final court of appeal rests with the internal evidence, with transcriptional 
probabilities given primacy over the intrinsic probabilities. 

The initial reading of Jn 1,34 was very likely 6 EXAExto~ tou ewu. What 
does this mean for the perceived theology of the author of John? George Eldon 
Ladd points out that "the Son of God" is the most important messianic phrase in 
the study of the self-disclosure of Jesus. Generally speaking, this term's 
nativistic use refers to Adam (Lk 3,28), and its moral-religious use to Israel as a 
chosen people of God, an object of God's love and purpose (Ex 4,22). The 
term's messianic use refers to the Davidic king (2 Sam 7,14), and its theological 
use to the deity of Jesus. The last one is a special emphasis in John.262 Therefore, 
its existence in the NT textual tradition is not a surprise. If accepted, 6 EXAEXto~ 
tou ewu supplements this theme and places the emphasis on Jesus as the new 
Israel, the new object of God's love and purpose. It carries with it the theme of 
Israel's election as God's son and supplements those statements in John that 
speak about the close relationship between the Father and the Son. Election itself 
is not a major theme in John- it appears almost like an explanatory footnote, yet 
it does exist. It is one of the motifs introduced in the first chapter and developed 
elsewhere in John in the form of the Father - the Son relationship statement by 
Jesus. 

To conclude, the text in Jn 1,34 has suffered an early corruption that has 
produced several variant readings. Previous proposals have not yielded generally 
accepted results and opinions have been polarised into two main camps over 
which variant reading is part of the initial text: 6 uio~ tou ewu or 6 EXAExto~ 
tou 8wu. The alternative approach by Rodgers has abandoned the results of 
both camps and produced a conjectural emendation 6 J.wvoyEVfl~ 6 EXAEXto~ 
uio~ tou ewu. I have attempted a fresh look at the text-critical crux in Jn 1,34 
based on the information now available. Although uncertainties remain, it is 
preferable to accept the minority reading 6 EXAExto~ tou ewu as the initial 
reading, as it best explains the rise of other variant readings. 

262 Beasley-Murray 1999: LXXXI-LXXXIV; Ladd 1993: 158-60. 



3. Reconsidering the Text of Jude 5, 13, 15 and 18 

The ECM and a monograph by Tommy Wasserman offer several changes to 

the UBS/NA text. I evaluate these changes by using a methodological 

approach that combines the results of the published CBGM analysis of the text 

of Jude (ECM) and the principles of reasoned eclecticism. Scribal tendencies 

play a key role in determining the initial text, when the external evidence is 

found to be inconclusive. 

I will argue that in Jude 13, 15 and 18 the text should read an:acpg~ov·w, 

miv•a<;; 1:ou<;; a<JE~El<;;, and on EA.qov il~-tlv on £n:' £axchou wu xgovou, 

respectively. These solutions differ from both the UBS/NA and the ECM, and 

agree with Wasserman's reconstruction. I suggest that the initial reading in 

Jude 5 was an:a; n:av"ta OLL 'll]<JOU£.263 

3.1. Introduction 

93 

The letter of Jude has recently received a renewed interest. Its message and 
structure are debated, including the issue of the priority of Jude vs. 2 Peter.264 

Beyond that, the initial text of the letter of Jude has been freshly reworked by 
two publications: the ECM for Jude, and a monograph on the text and 
transmission of the letter of Jude by Tommy Wasserman, though these are not 
the only works to do so.265 Both the ECM (2005) and Wasserman's work (2006) 
are new reconstructions of the initial text of the epistle of Jude. They deviate in a 
few textual variation units from the UBS/NA (1979).266 They disagree with each 
other a couple of times as well. There are three changes to the UBS/NA in the 

263 This chapter is a further development of my article (Flink 2007b ). The argumentation has been 
revised, corrected, and adjusted for this dissertation. 

264 For numerous recent articles dealing with many aspects of the text of Jude and its meaning, see, 
e.g., Brosend 2006; Callan 2004; Charles 2005; D. Clark 2004; Jones 2006; Joubert 2002; Mazich 
2003; Pittman 2004; Smith 2001, 2004; Spitaler 2006; Thun!n 1997, 2004; Watson 2002; Webb 2008; 
Witherington 2005. For recent commentaries, see, e.g., Brosend 2004; Green 2008; Kraftchick 2002; 
Lightner 2002; Saarinen 2008; Schreiner 2003; Senior and Harrington 2003; Skaggs 2004; 
Witherington 2007. 

265 ECM IV; Landon 1996; Wasserman 2006. 
266 The NA27 (so also UBS4

) reproduces the text of the NA26 unchanged. This is why the text dates 
back to 1979. See NA 46*. 
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ECM, and five in Wasserman's work. Elliott believes this is a modest number of 
changes. 267 

The ECM reads U!lil~ areas n:avta otL 'Il]aou~ in Jude 5, which means that 
the ECM has returned to the reading found in the UBS2

• Wasserman has U!lil~ 
areas n:avta OtL XUQLO~. These rival constructions are replacements for il~-ta~ 
n:avta OtL 6 XUQLO~ areas read by the UBS/NA. Wasserman's reading as a 
whole is a conjectural emendation, despite the fact that its individual parts are 
found in the NT textual tradition.268 The change introduced by the ECM into the 
critical text is not a minor issue. It has Christological implications, affecting the 
perceived theology of Jude. 

The ECM retains En:a<pg(Sovta in Jude 13, and n:aaav lJ!ux.~v in Jude 15, 
agreeing with the UBS/NA in both cases. On the other hand, Wasserman 
changes these two textual locations to read <'mmpg(~ovta and n:avta~ tou~ 
aaE~d~, respectively. The latter one is a somewhat significant change, because 
it brings the text of Jude in line with the later A-text stream (Byzantine), and 
concurs with the reconstructed Ethiopian text of 1 Enoch, arguably a possible 
source for the citation found in the text of Jude. 

There are two omissions in the ECM. The first disputed textual location, Jude 
18, now reads otL f'A.cyov U!li:V instead of otL f'A.cyov U!lLV [otL] (Jude 18a), and 
the second one reads En:' EOX,<itou x.govou instead of En:' EOX,<itou [ tou] x.govou 
(Jude 18b). Wasserman accepts the bracketed words as initial and reads otL 
f'A.cyov il~.ti:v otL and En:' E:ax.atou tou x.govou (contra the ECM).269 

These two rival reconstructions, the ECM and Wasserman's monograph, 
provide a reason to evaluate the suggested changes to the text of the UBS/NA. 
Such an evaluation will be conducted using the experimental hybrid method 
described in chapter one. In each case studied (Jude 5, 13, 15, and 18) the 
external evidence cannot alone decide the matter, and the decisions rest 
primarily on internal grounds.270 As far as the discussions on variant readings' 
pros and cons are concerned, the scribal tendencies are shown to be the key to 
unlock the initial text. Hence, it is the transcriptional probabilities that ultimately 
tip the balance one way or another. 

267 J.K. Elliott (2003: 130) has noted the small number of changes and argues that the ECM still 
reproduces an approximation of a text that was used during the 4th century, but not necessarily during 
the earlier period. Landon (1996: 142-45) has 21 changes to the text of the UBS/NA, albeit he worked 
with a different methodological approach than the others. As a thoroughgoing eclectic, Landon gave 
preference to the internal evidence. 

268 Osburn 1981; Wasserman 2006:255. 
269 ECM IV.4 410, 426; Wasserman 2006: 255-66, 291-94, 301-304, 311-14. 
270 M.A. Robinson (2002: 130-31) points out that the primary focus should be the scribal tendencies 

in general. 
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The following table offers a summary of different opinions regarding Jude 5, 
13, 15, and 18. The table lists the textual variants chosen in the UBS/NA, the 
ECM, and the work of Wasserman. It also includes variant readings from the 
Westcott-Hort edition (WH), Tischendorf 81

h edition (1872), Charles Landon's 
work (1996),271 and the Robinson-Pierpont Byzantine Textform (2005) for 
comparative reference.272 

Jude 5 UBS/NA [vf!a£] mivta on [6] XUQLO£ urra~ 
ECM Vf!U£ iirra~ Jt<lVTU on 'h]OOU£ 
WH iirra~ Jt<lVTU on XUQlO£ 
BYZ Vf!U£ iirra~ TOUTO OTL 6 XUQlO£ 
Tischendorf iirra~ JtUVTU OTL XUQlO£ 
Landon JtUVTU OTL XUQlO~ urra~ 
Wasserman - iirra~ JtUVTU OTL XUQlO~ 1!f!U£ 

Jude 13 UBS/NA fJtUCjJQ~OVTU 
ECM fJtU(jJQ~OVTU 

WH fJtU(jJQ~OVTa 

BYZ fJtU(jJQ~OVTa 
Tischendorf fJtU(jJQ~OVTa 
Landon fJtU(jJQ~OVTa 
Wasserman hrrrt(jJQ~OVTa 

·-·-·····-·-·-·········-····· .. -·-·-··· ........ 
~aoav tJ!vx~v Jude 15 UBS/NA 

ECM rraoav tJ!vx~v 
WH rra vwc; TOu<; aoE~Et<; 
BYZ JtUVTa<; TOU<; UOE~EL<; 
Tischendorf JtUVTa<; TOU<; UOE~EL<; 
Landon JtUVTU<; TOU<; UOE~EL<; 
Wasserman JtUVTU<; TOU<; ftlli'RFT.f' 

Jude 18 UBS/NA O'tl EAEyov Vf!LV [oTL] £rr' fO)(UTO'U [Tou] )(QOVO'U 
ECM on EAEyov Vf!LV £rr' fO)(UTO'U )(QOVO'U 
WH on EAEyov Vf!LV £rr' fO)(UTO'U )(QOVO'U 
BYZ OTL E'A.Eyov Vf!LV on fV fO)(UTQl )(QOVQJ 
Tischendorf on EAEyov Vf!Lv £rr' fO)(UTO'U TOU )(QOVO'U 
Landon OTL EAEYOV V[!LV OTL £rr' fO)(UTO'U )(QOVO'U 
Wasserman OTL EAfYOV V[!LV oTL £rr' fO~UTO'U TOU )(QOVO'U 

Such widely differing opinions justify a fresh look at the textual variation 
units in Jude 5, 13, 15 and 18 in the search for the second-century text of these 
textual locations. 

271 Landon 1996: 145-47. Landon subjected the manuscript tradition of Jude to thoroughgoing 
eclecticism. His results differ from the UBS/NA in 21 textual variation locations. 

272 Robinson and Pierpont 2005. 
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3.2. Preliminary Remarks on the Text of Jude 

The CBGM has produced a new view of the transmissional history of the text of 
Jude in terms of which witnesses are potentially closest to the initial text.273 With 
it there is a renewed interest in some Byzantine witnesses. Wasserman includes 
his own study of 560 Greek witnesses for Jude, uses a more traditional text­
critical method, and gives attention to the results of the CBGM analysis.274 The 
findings of the CBGM method concerning the external evidence- as published 
in the ECM series - will be used as described in chapter one. The editors of the 
ECM list the following findings of the CBGM for the epistle of Jude.275 

1. The primary witnesses that were considered to have the initial text as their 

closest related potential ancestor are P72 ~ A B C L 'P 81 88 307 326 431 

436 442 453 808 1739 2200. 
2. The secondary witnesses that were considered to have the initial text as their 

next most closely related potential ancestor are 18 33 35 323 621 623 630 
665 915 1067 1409 1836 1837 1845 1852 1875 2374. 

3. The tertiary witnesses having the initial text as the third to fifth most closely 
related potential ancestor are 5 6 61 93 254 468 1243 1292 1735 1846 1881 
2186 2298 2344 2805 2818. 

By primary, secondary and tertiary witnesses I do not mean that primary 
witnesses are inherently better than secondary ones and so on, but that they 
appear in a prior position in the genealogical tree. Some secondary witnesses 
may be closer to the initial text than some primary ones due to their genealogical 
relationships. This naming concept is a simple convention to differentiate the 
genealogical closeness of the witness to the initial text, not a value judgement on 
the manuscripts. The editors of the ECM consider codex 81 as the "best" single 
manuscript for the letter of Jude. 

Discussion of the merits of different textual variants is not exhaustive. It is 
meant to be representative in order to establish parameters to analyse the pros 
and cons of the textual decisions. It can be debated, but I consider the text of 
Jude as established in textual locations other than those under study, including 

273 I need to add a disclaimer. Since the method is still under further development at Munster, some 
results of this chapter apply only in so far as the ECM text of Jude stands at its initial publication. 
Possible future changes may alter or invalidate the results of this study. The results used are from the 
initial phase of the method, as published in the ECM, which is now under review at Munster. 

274 Wasserman 2006: 105, 124. 
275 ECM IV.4 36·. Please note that these results are taken from the initial publication. The list may 

change in the future, when the editors finish their re-examination of the entire Catholic corpus, and 
update the text and the findings in the forthcoming Supplement to the ECM IV. I am grateful for Dr 
Gert Mink, one of the editors, for this information (a private communication, June 26, 2007). 
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the text of Jude 22-23. The nucleus of external evidence is based on the primary, 
secondary and tertiary witnesses with other supporting evidence added. The 
format is as follows: primary// secondary// tertiary// other. This does not mean 
a value assessment on the witnesses but a grouping of them on the basis of the 
potential genealogical closeness to the initial text. This formula helps to note 
textual trajectories from earlier generations to later ones. If, e.g., a variant 
appears only in the primary witnesses, it has not been copied in later witnesses 
known to us, and therefore its trajectory ends. This information can be used for 
probability assessments of the readings. Variant readings with trajectories in 
later genealogical generations are initially taken as more likely cases of 
potentially initial readings rather than those with no trajectories. The scribal 
tendencies may overrule this in the final analysis, but readings with trajectories 
offer externally a plausible starting point. In each case studied (Jude 5, 13, 15, 
and 18) the variant most likely to be the initial reading has trajectories in later 
textual generations. None are readings that appear in one particular generation 
alone. This particular aspect of the CBGM might be useful on any future work 
on NT textual criticism. Versions and fathers are not to be taken as later 
generations or even trajectories, but supportive evidence. Minuscules noted in 
the section called "other" are later than five generations removed from the initial 
text. Their testimony is meaningful, albeit limited, in that they point out textual 
trajectories. 

The text of Jude appears to follow a carefully constructed outline. The verses 
under study fall under two poetic structures in Jude. Verses 4-15 form a chiastic 
structure and verses 14-21 follow a parallel structure. The combination of these 
structures is presented below.276 

(A) 4- The Lord's judgement 
(B) 5-7 - examples of negative behaviour 

(C) 8- application to the infiltrators 
(D) 9- Michael defers judgement to the Lord 

(C') 10- application to the infiltrators 
(8') 11-13- polemics against negative behaviour 

(A') 14-15- Enoch's prophecy of the Lord's judgement 
(8') 16- reference to the infiltrators 

(C') 17a- address to the community 
(A") 17b-18- apostle's prophecy 

(B ") 19 - reference to the infiltrators 
(C") 20-21- address to the community 

276 This is an adaptation from Spitaler (2006). There are other suggestions for the outline, but I 
accept the one offered by Spitaler. For the other suggestions, see, e.g., Bauckham 1983: 5-6; Harm 
1987; Schreiner 2003: 419-26; Smith 2004; Vogtle 1994: 4; Watson 1988; Wendland 1994. 
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The two structures are linked with verses 14-15, which serve both as the end 
of the first structure and as the start of the second one. This structure needs to be 
taken into account in evaluation of the internal evidence. With this in mind, I 
now tum to those textual variation units, where the ECM and/or Wasserman 
disagree with the UBS/NA and with each other. 

3.3. Jude 5 

This textual variation unit is a crux interpretum in the letter of Jude, principally 
because of the problematic question of the subject of the clause.277 Variants 
abound for this textual variation unit. The ECM lists no less than 31 different 
variant readings, although not all of them are of equal value on the basis of the 
external evidence. Should the text read UJ..ta~ mivta otL 6 xugw~ ana~ (the 
UBS/NA), UJ..ta~ arta~ mivta otl 'Il)aou~ (the ECM), UJ..ta~ arta~ mivta on 
xugw~ (Wasserman) or something else? There are several problematic questions 
on a more atomic scale that need to be answered in any attempt to reconstruct 
this textual variation unit.278 (1) Does the second Uf.!U~ belong to the text 

following urtOVJ..t'flam 6£ Uf.!U~ ~ouA.oJ..tm El66ta~ or not? (2) What is the 
meaning and position of ana~, especially in relationship, if any, to to 
bcutEgov? (3) Should the reconstructed text read rt6.vta, rt6.vta~ or touta? ( 4) 
Who is the subject of the verb cmwA.cacv? Was it (6) 'Il)OOU~, (6) XUQLO~, (6) 

8E6~, or Sco~ xgwt6~? 
This textual variation unit has a text-critical distigme in Codex Vaticanus.279 

Wasserman states that it may apply to any or all of the above questions. 280 I 
disagree with his statement. The distigme marks the line reading 
no.NTD..OT I TCAD..ONEK. It applies most naturally to two questions. The first one 
deals with the attribute of cl66ta~, for which Vaticanus reads no.NTD... Variant 
readings are rt6.vta, rt6.vta~, and touto. The second possibility relates to the 
subject of the verb <'mwA.cacv, for which Vaticanus reads the nomen sacrum Tc. 
Variant readings are 'Il)aou~, xugw~, 8c6~, and Sco~ XQWt6~ (excluding the 
article). The distigme cannot apply to the issue of the inclusion/exclusion of the 

277 Osburn 1981: 111. M. Black ( 1964) argues that this textual variation unit does not need to be a 
crux interpretum, unless readings are adopted which gave rise to other readings. Others call this textual 
variation unit a crux interpretum, because it is disputed which variant reading gave rise to rival forms 
and how. 

278 I am here following the lead of Wachtel (1995: 349-50) and Wasserman (2006: 256-66), who 
also split the textual variation units into these four sub-units. 

279 The DISTIGME (plural DISTIGMAI) is a recently accepted technical term for a pair of dots or 
umlaut, as it was earlier called, that probably marks a location of textual variation known to a scribe 
without stating anything specific about the variation itself (except that it exists). 

280 Wasserman 2006: 266. 
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second Uj.ti'i~. That appears on the previous line. It is possible but not likely that 
the distigme applies to the question of the position of anas, because it appears 
in the post-on position in part of the NT textual tradition. Ultimately this matter 
remains open and awaits an exhaustive study of the nature of these distigmai in 
Vaticanus. Nevertheless, I proceed with the idea that the distigme refers either to 
no.NTO- or Tc. Although it cannot be proven beyond doubt, it seems more likely 
that the scribe had his eyes on Tc rather than on no.NTO-. The subject of the verb 
cmwA.wEv is naturally more likely to draw a scribe's eyes to the rival readings, 
as it is a theologically significant reading. 

The following list of external evidence contains those variants that are 
supported by at least one primary, secondary or tertiary witness. I regard other 
variant readings as secondary corruptions because of the improbability that the 
initial reading is not found in any of the genealogically most important 
witnesses. A genealogically late reading is plausible only if it is supported by 
early fathers and/or versions, and even then only tentatively. 281 The relevant 
external information looks like this. 

Uf.!ilr; ana~ Jt<lVta OtL 'lT]<JOtir; 
B II- II- II-

ana~ navta on 'IT]oour; 
A 81 II 33c II 2344 II L:V A Cyr 
fJt.tar; navta on 'll]<JOtir; ana~ 
-II -II 2298 II-

navta OtL 'IT]<JOtir; ana~ 
1739* II 323 665 II 6 93 1881 II pc 

navta on 6 'll]<JOtir; ana~ 
88 II 915 II -II-

K:SB 

Uf.!ilr; navta on XUQLOr; ana~ 
~11-!1-11-

······················································································-~----········- ·············-··········-·-········-·-

Uf.!ilr; tOUtO OtL 6 XUQLOr; ana~ 
L 326 431 II 18 35 1836 1837 2374 II 254 1292 II 

Uf.!ilr; ana~ to1n:o OtL XUQLOr; 
-11187511468 PsOec 
ana~ tOUtO on 6 XUQLOr; 
307 436 453 808 II 1067 II 61 2186 2818 
ana~ on 6 XUQLOr; 
-II 1409 II- II-

................................................ ·····-·---------------------- ----------------·······················-·--···········-·-· .. ···------·-· 

··-----------·-··· ----------·-····-·-·-·- ·······-····· ·······-·-··-·-··--····-··· 

navta on 6 8Eor; ana~ 
442 II 621 1845 111243 1846 L:T S:Ph 

281 It is possible that such is the case, no matter how small a change, but one aspect of this study is 
to test the results from the CBGM method used in the ECM, which in tum removes the need to go 
through every possible variant reading in any given witness. Singular and sub-singular readings are 
possible if they are found in genealogically early witnesses. 
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The table above shows that the textual history is highly contaminated. No 
reading seems superior to any of the rest on the basis of the external evidence 
alone, though it could be argued that anal; mivta otL 'll'JOOU~ looks like a 
promising candidate (see below). It has a textual trajectory that covers the 
primary, secondary and tertiary generations with the support of two early 
versions and a father. I will deal with each four aforementioned questions 
separately. 

(1) Should the second Uf.-lU~ be included or excluded? The external evidence 
is as follows. The second UJ.-la~ appears in ~ B L 326 431 II 18 35 1836 1837 

1875 2374 II 254 468 1292 (2298) II al Ps0ec.282 This reading could go back to 
the second century, because it is found in Codex Vaticanus that often retains 
early readings. By contrast, the second UJ.-la~ is omitted by P 72 A C2 'P 81 88 
307 436 442 453 808 1739* 2200 II 33c 323 621 623* 630 665 915 1067 1409 
1845 II 5 6 61 93 1243 1735 1846 1881 2186 2805 2818 2344 II a! L:VT K:SB 
S:HPh A Cyr Ephr Hier. It is very likely that the omission goes back to the 
second century, because it is found in P72 and K:S. Both the earliest (P72

) and the 
"best" (codex 81) witnesses omit the second occurrence of Uf.-lU~. For these 
reasons the external evidence seems to favour the omission, but because the 
second UJ.-la~ is included in Codex Vaticanus, the decision needs to be backed up 
with the internal evidence. The fJJ.-la~ in some witnesses needs to be rejected on 
the basis that it is an itacism (uf.-ta~ - fJJ.-la~), and because it is inappropriate to 
the context.283 The ECM does not have bold dots for this word, so the editors 
probably considered their decision to include the second Uf.-lU~ as beyond 
reasonable doubt. Such a decision seems questionable. 

The internal evidence is complex. Several points should be noted. First, the 
words £i()o)~ and ctb6ta~ often stand alone in Greek literature without an 
expressed subject or object. The subject is taken from the main clause, which 
already has Uf.-lU~. Hence, the second Uf.-lU~ is superfluous and arguably lectio 

difficilior, prone to be omitted for stylistic reasons.284 It could be the initial 
reading. Yet a scribe could have also added the second Uf.-lU~ on the analogy of a 
genitive absolute to explicate the subject for cib6ta~.285 This would conform to 
the usage found in the Septuagint, where ctb6ta~ always takes an explicit 
subject (1 Kgs 9,27; 2 Chr 8,18; 4 Mace 16,23; Amos 5,16). Thus, the argument 

282 Landon 1996: 68, oddly prints the reading of P78 as ~ouf..o[!E M>Ef..cpo( ELMw~ Uf!U~. This 
papyrus reads only BOY>-.OMEM E>-.<jJ due to lacunae. It is of no help to determine the existence of the 
second Uf!il~ in the text. 

283 Wasserman 2006: 257. 
284 M. Black 1964: 44; Royse 1995: 244; TCGNT 13*; Wikgren 1967: 149. 
285 Kubo 1965: 58. 
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for lectio difficilior is inconclusive, although the inclusion seems to be a bit more 
probable. Then again, the exclusion conforms to lectio brevior potior. 

Secondly, the second U!-!as; could have dropped accidentally due to 

homoioteleuton (E I t..OTO..CYMC>..C).286 This would fit the scribal tendencies in 
P 72

. Its scribe has 29 omissions in comparison to just 16 additions. If the word 

dropped out accidentally, it had to happen in a very early stage of transmission to 
affect such a vast amount of manuscripts in diverse places. Statistically that 
seems unlikely. In any case, P72 is likely the earliest known witness for the 

omission. 287 

Thirdly, a scribe could have intentionally omitted the second U!-!as; by 

harmonising the text to a parallel account in 2 Pet 1,12. The passage lacks the 

second occurrence of U!-!as;. However, 2 Pet 1,12 is not a close verbal parallel, 
but a thematic one, which makes the harmonisation unlikely. Hence, the Petrine 
passage is not an argument either for the inclusion or the exclusion of the second 

U!-!as;. It is simply non sequitar. 
Fourthly, the second U!-!as; explicitly differentiates the addressees from the 

ungodly ( aaE~E'L<.;) in verse 4 by way of a repetition of emphasis, a pleonasm. 

The author of Jude used a polished precision, which generally lacks 
pleonasms.288 Hence, it is unlikely that a scribe would be motivated to add the 

second U!-!as; against the authorial usage. 289 However, the author used a double 

U!-!as; in v. 3 (ygacpEtv U!-!i:v -ygatjJm U!-!'Lv), so its usage here (u:JtoV!-!fJam U!-!as; 
- dbotas; U!-!as;) would parallel it. 290 But is it the author of Jude or a scribe who 

wrote the second U!-!as; as a double reference? It is questionable whether the 
author of Jude was trying to create a parallel structure, since the structure of 
verse 3 (infinitive-infinitive) is not an exact match with that of verse 5 

(infinitive-participle). Furthermore, the author of Jude composed the wording 

with exquisite care. He seems to have been fond of triadic illustrations as part of 
his style. This feature is seen in the immediate context of Jude 5. Verses 2-3 

have a triadic U!-!LV JtAll8uv8E(ll - ygacpELv U!-!LV - ygatjJm U!-!LV, not just a 

double occurrence of U!-!LV. Similarly verses 3-4 have a triadic tfjs; xotvfjs; ~1-!WV 

286 Wachtel 1995: 350. 
287 Royse 1995: 246. 
288 Bauckham 1983: 142. The argument for the authorial style against pleonasms is dependent on 

textual choices, so the argument is somewhat circular, even when the general tenor of the author's style 
is to avoid pleonasms. This argument should be taken only as auxiliary. 

289 Albin 1962: 599; M. Black 1964: 44; Osburn 1981: Ill; Wachtel1995: 350; Wasserman 2006: 
257; Wikgren 1967: 149; Pleonasm is a figure of speech and a stylistic fault. As a fault, it is a 
redundant repetition of words. As a figure of speech, it is a rhetorical device for emphasis. See Watson 
(1988: 65-66), who cites Quintilian Institutio Oratoria 8.3.53 and 9.3.46-55. 

290 Albin 1962: 599; Mayor 1907: CLxxxm; Wasserman 2006: 257. 
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- toiJ 8EOiJ ~!l&v - tov 'XUQLOV ~!l&v.291 Yet there is no third occurrence of 
il~-ta~ in the immediate context of Jude 5 to create a similar triadic illustration, 
which may indicate that the second il~-ta~ was not original to the author of Jude. 
Consequently, the second il~-ta~ looks more likely to be a scribal attempt for a 
double reference.292 

Even though the early scribes were prone to omit what they considered 
superfluous, it is difficult to explain the omission in so many versions and 
fathers if it was not the initial reading. Both Cyril and Ephraim293 quote the text 
verbatim and neither has the second il~-ta~, though they may have used a text that 
already suffered from a corruption.Z94 The intrinsic probability is quite certainly 
against the second il~-ta~ and favours the omission, because a double reference 
constitutes a break in the author's usage within the letter. He either has a single 
reference or a triadic one. Therefore, I regard the second il~-ta~ as a scribal 
addition for textual clarity.295 

(2) What is the meaning and the position of ana1;, especially in relationship if 
any to tO f>EUtEQOV? The anas appears in both pre-on and post-on positions. 
The anas appears in the pre-on position in the following witnesses: P72 A B C2 

81 307 436 453 808 II 33c 623* 1067 1409 1875 II 5 61 468 1735 2186 2344 
2805 2818 II a! L:V A Cyr112 Ephr Hier Hil Thphyl PsOec. Hence, it is a widely 
appearing reading with probably second-century roots. In this case anas means 
"once for all". On the other hand, anas appears also in the post-ott position in 
the following witnesses:~ L '¥ 88 326431 442 1739* 2200 II 18 35 323 621 

630 665 915 1836 1837 1845 2374 II 6 93 254 1243 1292 1846 1881 II al L:T 
K:SB S:HPh A Clem Did Or. This is also a widely appearing reading with 
probable second-century roots. In this case anas carries a rather rare meaning 
"first time" in conjunction with to f>EutEQOV. Such a split of the external 
evidence makes it inconclusive. The decision needs to be made on internal 
grounds. 

291 Landon 1996: 69-70. 
292 Landon 1996: 69; Mayor 1907: CLXXXIll. 

293 The reference here might actually be Pseudo-Ephraim as it is not certain that the Greek citations 
from Jude ascribed to Ephraem are genuine to him. Tommy Wasserman notes that the edition 
containing the text of Ephraim is of bad quality (private communication in November 2008). 
Nevertheless, I have opted to use Ephraem as the reference, since the matter remains open for a 
comprehensive treatment. 

294 Concilia Oecumenica (CnOec), Concilium universale Ephesenum anna 431 1.1.7.20.37, reads 
dMta~ lbtas li:rcavta on 'llJaou~. This might be a miswritten form of dMta~ li:rcas mivta on 
'll]OOU~ found in A 81 33c 2344 L:V A Cyr. 

295 Bauckham (1983: 48) accepts this reading without a discussion of its merits. Bigg (1902: 328) 
sees the second UllU~ as a scribal slip. Landon (1996: 69-70) argues for the omission on internal 
grounds. Wikgren (1967: 150) reconstructs the text without the second UllU~. 
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The internal evidence includes the following considerations. First, if a:rw; 
originally appeared after ott, it needs to be understood as an adverbial adjective 
with the meaning "first time" in order to go with to O£Ut£QOV, which lacks the 
preceding ngwtov. There are some examples where ana; appears to have a 
sense of "first".296 The ana; would then modify awaw;. Such a reconstruction 
seemingly makes more sense than to take ana; as an adverb of manner with 
d66ta~, because it provides an antecedent for to O£Ut£QOV. As such the subject 
first saved his people out of Egypt but later destroyed them. This would be quite 

an elegant statement. The pre-ott position makes the text say that the readers 
"know everything once and for all", which is clumsy.297 Nonetheless, "first time" 
as a meaning for ana; is questionable in Jude 5, because the context speaks 
about an apostasy from an earlier state and not of a sequence of events 
associated with that apostasy.298 Taking ana; with d66ta~ is lectio difficilior, 
because the sense of the verse flows more naturally when ana; goes with to 
O£Ut£QOV. Linked with this is the fact that the author has already used ana; in 
verse 3 with its regular meaning "once for all".299 It seems unlikely that he 
would alter his usage. Secondly, the to O£Ut£QOV does not necessarily require 
ngwtov or its equivalent, because to o£Ut£gov can mean "afterwards".300 

Transcriptionally, the lack of ngwtov would provide a clear motivation to move 
ana; to a post-ott position. Thirdly, the post-ott position may well be due to 
patristic conventions. Clement, Didymus and Origen quoted the text only 
partially and quite freely. They extracted and reshaped the text. This naturally 
called for ana; to be relocated to go with to O£Ut£QOV, because these authors 
lacked the d66ta~-clause or portion of it altogether.301 Fourthly, the pre-ott 
position is more difficult, because it creates linguistic difficulties for the ott­
clause. There are no such difficulties if the post-ott position is accepted. That is 
to say, an independent to o£Ut£QOV and an awkward fit with the present aspect 
of d66ta~ are more difficult than joining ana; with the punctiliar aspect of 
awaa~.302 This could have given a scribe an incentive to move ana; to go with 
awaa~. Thus, both transcriptional and intrinsic probabilities favour ana; with 
d66ta~. 303 

296 Bauckham 1983: 43; Mayor 1907: 29. 
297 Bigg 1902: 328; M. Black 1964: 44; Wasserman 2006: 258. 
298 Klijn 1984: I, 237-44; Wikgren 1967: 147; 
299 Albin 1962: 599; Wikgren 1967: 147; 
300 Bauckham 1983: 43; Kelly 1969: 254; Lenski 1966: 617; Wikgren 1967: 147; 
301 Osburn 1981: 109-110. 
302 Wachtel1995: 351; Wasserman 2006: 259. 
303 Contra Landon (1996: 76-77), who argues for the post-On position by choosing the subject as 

anarthrous "XUQLO~ with Codex Sinaiticus. 
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(3) Should the reconstructed text read :ruivta, n<ivta~ or to'lno? This 
question is rather straightforwardly answered and does not impose a problem. 
The n<ivta~ is read by P72* S:Phmss arabgib' so this might not be a singular 
reading. However, there are some connections between S:Phmss and P72*. They 
may not offer independent witnesses, but rather two branches of an earlier 
archetype, though it is possible that they are not related and the connection is 

accidental.304 The n<ivta is read by P72c ~ A B C2 W 81 88 442 1739* 2200 II 

33c 323 621 623* 630 665 915 1845 II 6 93 1243 1846 1881 2298 2344 2805 II a! 

L:VTR K:sms>B S:HPh A Cyr Ephr Hier Lcf Or. The rival touto is read by L 
307 326 431 436 453 808 II 18 35 1067 1409 1836 1837 1875 2374 II 5 61 
254 468 1292 1735 2186 2818 II a! K:sms A. The external evidence is quite 
decisively on the side of reading n<ivta. It has second-century roots, and the 
support of the corrector of P 72

, and the two "best" manuscripts (B 81) from the 
CBGM analysis. Most witnesses supporting the singular touto are of the A-text 
(Byzantine), though L is a later witness to the B-text (Alexandrian). The 
Armenian text perhaps relates to the D-text, though it could also be a witness to 
the A-text.305 The existence of the equivalent of touto in a single Sahidic 
manuscript may be accidental. In any case, n<ivta should be preferred on 
external grounds. 

The internal evidence also favours reading n<ivta, because both readings 
n<ivta~ and touto appear to be stylistic embellishments. Transcriptionally, 
n<ivta~ harmonises with db6ta~.306 Since P72 lacks u~-ta~, the change takes 

n<ivta~ as the subject of clbota~ with the text meaning "all of you know once 
and for all". With n<ivta the text reads "you know everything once and for all". 
Mayor points out that it is hardly expected that every reader knew the examples 
the author turns to in his argumentation. This makes n<ivta~ contextually 
unsound. By contrast, there are statements about addressees knowing all things 
elsewhere in the NT, which gives a secondary support for reading n<ivta (Rom 
5,14; 1 Jn 2,20 v.l.; 27).307 

304 Albin 1962: 493; Birdsa111963; Wasserman 2006: 260. 
305 Metzger (1992b: 82-83) notes that the question of whether the Armenian text relates to the C­

text is still not settled. If it does, it is a distant relative to the D-text. Alexanian (1995) divides the 
Armenian text into two subgroups. He states that Arm I relates to the Old Syriac. Its revision Arm 2 
relates more to Latin Vulgate and the Byzantine Greek text. If so, it could be a distant relative to the 0-
text. However, in this case it is also possible that the Armenian reading was taken directly from an A­
text source used in the revision, so it may not carry an independent value. 

306 Wikgren 1967: 149. By contrast, Kubo (1965: 85-86, 141) argues for the "originality" of 
:n:anw; on the basis that the final C could have easily dropped out accidentally. He finds support in I 
Joh 2,20 where many witnesses read :n:avta instead of :n:avtEs;. This is possible transcriptionally, but 
the external evidence is too strongly against reading :n:anas;. 

307 Mayor 1907: CLXXXIV. Bauckham (1983: 48) argues that the apostolic faith the addressees had 
received at the time of their conversion was complete. It was not in need of new information. 
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touto is common in Greek literature in collocations of dow<; with the 
demonstrative pronoun plus otL-clause that has an argumentative context. ruivta 
would be ambiguous in such a context,308 for which reason it is lectio difficilior. 

Another possibility is that touto is an interpretation of the collective sense of 
the author's remarks on judgement and thus a later scribal harmonisation.309 Be 
that as it may, touto nevertheless violates the sentence structure by creating 
clauses void of an object. The subordinate clause depends on urrov!lfJOm, not on 
d66ta<;. 310 Intrinsically, the author of Jude positions rra<; before its agreeing 
substantive (v. 3, 15, and 25). Here rra<; is substantive itself but that is not 
significant, because the word order involving rra<; is flexible. 311 As a result the 
intrinsic evidence is inconclusive but the transcriptional probability favours 
rravta, which should be taken as the initial reading. 

(4) The last but not the least of the questions is who is the subject of the verb 
cmwAEOEV? This is the most difficult aspect of this textual variation unit to 
decide. The external evidence is divided between five readings. 

(6) X.UQLO~ ~ c* L 1¥ 307 326 431 436 453 808 2200 II 18 35 630 1067 1409 1836 

( 6) 'I l]<Joii~ 

The external evidence faces a problematic assessment. Two readings are 
secondary in terms of their supporting witnesses, namely, a minority reading ( 6) 
'XUQLO<; 'lllooiJ<;, and a singular reading 8Eo<; XQLOto<; found in P72

, but the other 
three readings present a problem.312 A good number of the manuscripts deemed 
closest to the initial text read ( 6) xugwc;. This may well be a second-century 
reading, but there is no external evidence that would place it there without a 
doubt. There appears to be no D-text witnesses supporting it, but it commands 
the respect of some church fathers and the Syriac (Harclean). The amount of 

Wasserman (2006: 261) notes that 1 Jn 2 is particularly interesting, because it also has opponents, who 
do not know the truth. 

308 Wasserman 2006: 261; Wikgren 1967: 149. 
309 Osburn 1981: 111. 
310 Wachtel 1995: 353; Wasserman 2006: 262; Wikgren 1967: 149. 
311 BDF §292. 
312 CnOec refers to Concilia Oecumenica, and lonCas to Johannes Cassianus. 
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pnmary, secondary, and tertiary witnesses makes it a good candidate for the 
initial text. Some witnesses add the definite article. 

By contrast, the "best" manuscript by the CBGM analysis, codex 81, supports 
'llJaout;, which reading very likely has second-century roots, as it appears in B, 
K:S and Or1739

mg as well. Some witnesses add the definite article. There are only 
a couple of A-text witnesses in its support ( 424c f96

), and the corrections in ms. 
424 are generally not of the A-text character. Thus, it is doubtful whether this 
reading exists in other textual clusters than the B-text, except by coincidence. 

What complicates matters is that the third reading, 6 8c6t;, is found in some 
important manuscripts, and it has a rather wide distribution, especially among 
the versions, though by and large it is found only in the later Greek witnesses. 
This reading may go back to the second century, because it is found in Clement 
(before AD 215), and L:TR. Clement of Alexandria is the earliest Greek 
reference to this reading, perhaps earliest of all witnesses, because the evidence 
of Old Latin witnesses may not go back to earlier times. Clement is problematic, 
for it is not certain that the reading in Clement represents the text known to him. 
Clement's citation is somewhat free, which might make this reading a patristic 
adaptation.313 However, P72 gives a secondary support for 8c6t;. 

The external evidence appears to give a slight edge for 'llJOOUt; genealogically 
over the rival readings. It is both an early and widespread reading, but this is not 
decisive.314 The rival XUQLOt; has most of the important manuscripts in its favour. 
The third reading 8c6t; appears as early as 'llJaout;, but it is uncertain whether it 
is truly a variant reading, or just an early patristic and/or scribal corruption. 
Thus, the matter cannot be decided by the external evidence. 

The internal evidence is also complex. The reading XUQLOt; 'llJaout; is likely a 
conflation of the two separate readings. It could also be a harmonisation of one 
of the components to the immediate context, as Jude 4 already has both. If so, 
either XUQLOt; or 'llJaout; lies behind this reading. There are no good 
transcriptional reasons to drop either XUQLOt; or 'llJaout; in light of the author's 
usage of the terms. The author of Jude speaks of Jesus as the Lord without 
variae lectiones in verses 4, 17 and 25, and in verse 21 with all witnesses except 
L:V, which omits the clause. These references would offer a reason for a scribe 
to harmonise the texts. It is not likely that the conflated reading would be 
fragmented and only the pieces survive in the manuscript tradition with an 

313 0sburn 1981:109. 
314 Bartholomii (2008) argues that the external evidence favours 'Il]crous;. I find this to be slightly 

too optimistic. Wasserman (2006: 263) is more cautious by stating that 'Il]crous; has the strongest 
support. I concur with Wasserman. The external evidence is strong for 'Il]crous;, but not decisively so. 
The decision rests on the internal evidence, because the external support is also strong for the reading 
XVQLO£. 
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almost total disappearance of the fuller reading. It is more likely that either 

Didymus or a scribe before him created the reading. Didymus also cites the text 

reading 'l'YJOOU~ only. The reading 'X'UQLO~ 'l'YJOOU~ is therefore hardly the initial 

reading. 

The singular reading 8Eo~ XQLO't6~ in P72 should be rejected as a possible 

anti-adoptionistic corruption. It is too hard a reading. The scribe apparently 

conflated two readings, 8£6~ and 'l'YJOOu~ (unless an earlier scribe did it, which is 
less likely) as a Christological harmonisation to the Pauline concept, in which 

Christ is active in the Old Testament (1 Cor 10,4). If so, this reading is an 

interpretation of the reading 8£6~ within the Pauline line of thought,315 but 
adjusted to serve a theological agenda. This possibility is strengthened by the 

observation that P72 omits xa( in 2 Pet 1,2. This omission equates God with 
Christ.316 As such it cannot be the initial reading. One other possibility for the 

rise of 8Eo~ XQLO't6~ is a scribal blunder. Albin suggests that the exemplar of P 72 

read Tcxpc, which a scribe inadvertently changed to ecxpc. If so, the reading 

probably derives from the variant reading 'l'YJOOu~ harmonised to the author's 
usage (elsewhere he always has Jesus Christ).317 Metzger has suggested that the 

scribe may even have attempted to write 8tou XQLO't6~, which he garbled, 

though I do not find this convincing.318 If8Eo~ XQLO't6s; was the initial reading, it 

is possible that it was changed to 'l'YJOous; as a simplification of the text, but there 

are no good reasons why 8eos; XQLO't6~ would be changed to xugws;. The 
reversal with Christological interpretation is more plausible. All in all, it is 

unlikely that the other variants derive from 8eos; XQLO't6s;. Thus, we are left with 

the same three readings as with the external evidence, namely, xugws;, 'llloous; 

and 8e6s;. But which one is the likeliest one? 

6 8e6s; could be a harmonisation to 2 Pet 2,4. The Petrine passage speaks of 

God, who did not spare angels. This parallels the context of Jude. A scribe 
harmonising these two parallel passages would more likely have changed XUQLos; 

or 'llloous; to 8e6s; than vice versa, irrespective of whether Jude or 2 Peter is an 

earlier work.319 6 8e6s; might also be a harmonisation to the LXX usage found in 

315 Wachtell995: 356. By contrast, Kubo (1965: 86, 141) argued for a Patripassionistic corruption, 
but such is less likely the case. 

316 Ehrman 1993: 87-88; Kelly 1969: 255. 
317 Albin 1962: 600; Wikgren (1967) notes that these two variant readings, 'ltjaoii~ and 8eo~ 

XQLOt6~, are related with preference to 'll]aoii~ as more likely the "original" whence the other derives. 
318 TCGNT 657. 
319 I find arguments over the priority of2 Peter vs. Jude non-binding on this issue, because this kind 

of harmonisation requires that both texts were available to a scribe. It does not matter which one was 
originally written first. The question is which reading is more likely to be subdued. There is no varia 
lectio in 2 Pet 2,4. 
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Num 23,22; Dt 4,20, which texts speak about God bringing his people out of 
Egypt.32o 

Another possibility is that 6 8E6~ is a scribal interpretation of an earlier 
anarthrous xugw~, which is ambiguous.321 It could refer to Jesus or to God. A 
scribe could have made the statement unambiguous by altering the reading to 
that of 2 Pet 2,4. Yet some scholars are sympathetic to the authenticity of 8E6~ in 
Jude 5. The idea is that a scribe read ec but wrote accidentally either Tc or i<c 
because of an indistinctly written theta. This requires the priority of Second 
Peter, which the author of Jude used as a source for his own letter. It also 
requires a transcriptional blunder, which itself is revised either unintentionally or 
intentionally. The probability for this suggestion seems too remote. Current 
scholarship generally argues for the priority of Jude, though the matter is still 
open for debate. 322 Transcriptionally it is quite unlikely that 'IY]aou~ would be 
written in place of 8E6~ in witnesses that do not attempt Christological 
"improvements", but the opposite makes sense in light of 2 Pet 2,4. Thus, it is 
unlikely that 6 8E6~ is the initial reading. This leaves two textual variants to 
contend for authenticity: ( 6) 'I lJOou~ and ( 6) xugw~. 323 

Intrinsically, XUQLO~ appears by itself elsewhere in Jude (vv. 9 and 14), while 
'I11aou~ is always found as part of the fuller construction 'IY]aou~ XQtat6~ (vv. 1, 
4, 17, 21, and 25). It would be an exception to the author's style to find 'I11aou~ 
alone in verse 5. Hence, XUQLO~ fits the author's style and is more likely the 
initial reading.324 However, the letter of Jude is short and offers a minimal 
database to study the author's stylistic features. This means that there is room for 
a possibility of variance in his style, though it cannot be demonstrated from a 
text this short. 

The transcriptional probability, on the other hand, is more complex. Both 
xugw~ and 'I11aou~ were written as the nomen sacrum, KC and Tc respectively. 

320 Green 2008: 64. 
321 Bauckham 1983: 49; M. Black 1964. 
322 Bauckham 1983: 157; Grundmann 1974:33 n. 30; Spitta 1885: 324. 
323 Hort and Westcott (1881: II, 1 06) conjectured that the original reading was simply OT I 0, which 

was then read inadvertently as OT I Tc, or perhaps even OT I KC. Metzger and Wikgren (TCGNT 657) 
noted favourably this possibility in a minority vote. It was adopted into the RSV. Howard (1976) 
conjectured a highly speculative idea that the author of Jude originally wrote i11i1", which then gave 
rise to the various Greek nouns, because scribes attempted to rewrite the text to say what it was taken to 
mean. I do not consider either conjecture as a real possibility for several reasons. (1) Conjectures are to 
be dismissed if a variant reading exists that can be given a reasonable meaning in its context. (2) 
Conjectures may obscure an author's stylistic peculiarities. (3) Conjectures are like scribal emendations 
i.e. improvements of the text in themselves (Fossum 1987; Landon 1996: 18; Kilpatrick 1981; Wikgren 
1967. 

324 Landon 1996: 73; Wachtel 1995: 355-56. It is possible that verse 25 does not apply, because 
there is a textual variant that omits the phrase altogether, but this does not change the fact that 'Il]aous 
would be unique within Jude. 
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A scribe could have accidentally confused them due to a common vertical stroke. 
It could go both ways, not just from KC to Tc.325 If the change was accidental, 
there is no certainty which way it went. There are, however, reasons to believe 
that the change was not accidental. The second corrector of codex C felt 
uncomfortable with xugws; and intentionally changed it to 8e6s;, so there needed 
to be a reason to do so. As I pointed out, 8e6s; is likely a harmonisation to the 
Petrine parallel, as the LXX usage is less likely, given the close parallelism of 
the Petrine text. This does not affect the question of xugws; vs. 'llloous;, but it 
does provide an incentive for the change, namely, an explication of the subject. 

There is another possible reason for the above change. Since the anarthrous 
xugws; is ambiguous (God or Jesus?), it is possible that an early second-century 

scribe interpreted xugws; as 8Eos;. Another scribe interpreted it as 'llloous; in 
light of the previous verse and perhaps due to Logos-Christology. Thus, the text 
of Jude 5 was changed either to 8Eos; or to 'llloous; to explicate the meaning of 
the text. The latter case is strengthened by the fact that the author of Jude uses 
xugws; for Jesus elsewhere (vv. 4, 17, 21, and 25). This interpretation was rather 
popular, testified in the writings of several church fathers. Such an alteration 
created a statement for the high Christology and would have provided 
ammunition to be used against those with leanings toward a low Christology. 
The change was perhaps based on the popular Joshua-Jesus typology. However, 
such a typology does not fit the context of Jude 5, because Joshua did not 
destroy unbelievers or imprison angels, but Bauckham thinks a scribe could have 
missed its pitfalls.326 Nowhere is it said specifically that Jesus imprisoned angels 
either, unless this is the only such reference (v. 6). This makes the reading 
'llloous; suspect as an alteration. If so, the initial reading was xugws;. Likewise, 
Christological motivations for attributing divine characteristics to Jesus may 
have turned xugws; to 'Illoous;. 

The xugws; hypothesis (or hypotheses), however, has a problem. The variant 
reading 'llloous; has no parallel anywhere in similar contexts, not even in Jude. 
The text of Jude does not mention Joshua, so a possible reference to Jesus does 
not imply Joshua-Jesus typology, no matter how famous it may have been 
among the early church fathers. Hence, a scribe would have been unlikely to 
have created 'llloous; as a substitute reading for xugws;, even on the Joshua­
Jesus typology, because it was not only out of harmony with the style of the 
author of Jude, but would also have created an unnecessary lectio difficilior with 
its idea that Jesus destroyed both unbelievers and imprisoned angels, a concept 

325 Bartholoma (2008: 149) indicates that both have a common vertical stroke, which could have 
confused the scribe. 

326 Bauckham 1983: 43; Wachtell995: 356. 
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with no parallels anywhere (contra Bauckham). Thus, the probability is the 
reverse. It is easier for a scribe to change 'IT)oous; to xugws;, if he wanted to 
harmonise the text to its immediate context, or for some reason remove a 
destroying activity ascribed to Jesus instead of to God or the Lord, or simply to 
harmonise the text to a LXX usage in Ex 7,5; 12,51; 13,3.9.14.16; 16,6; 18,1; Dt 
1,27; 26,8.327 Philipp F. Bartholoma (2008: 150) has suggested that a scribe 
could have made such a change, because the human name Jesus might appear 
too bold and/or improper a designation for a pre-existent Christ. 

Secondly, Jude stands somewhat apart from most of the first-century 
Christian literature in that there appears to be a high respect for Jewish 
apocalyptic texts, namely, 1 Enoch and T. Mos. Jude apparently belongs to that 
section of early Christianity in which the Jewish apocalyptic outlook was 
reinterpreted to apply to Jesus. In such circles apocalypticism was the dominant 
vehicle through which the faith of Jesus found its expression. This 
apocalypticism died out later in the second century,328 which appears to be the 
general timeframe when the textual corruption took place. There was also a 
distancing of Christianity from Judaism in the early second century.329 To read 
from the letter of Jude that Jesus is Yahweh of the Hebrew Scriptures could have 
been too much for some scribes in their second-century social setting, as Roman 
society had become anti-Judaic because of the Jewish rebellion. Christian 
communities were seen as Jewish sects by society at large. Hence, apologetic 
reasons could have compelled a scribe to tone down the Jewish aspects of the 
NT writings.330 This offers an alternative explanation for the often repeated 
theological reasoning that 'IT)oous; arose as an interpretation of xugws;, one way 
or another. It seems reasonable to assume that the author of Jude wrote 'IT)oous; 
and a later scribe changed it to xugws; in order to distance his local Christian 
community from Judaism by removing from the text the idea that Christianity's 
primary person was none other than the Jewish God. Such an alteration on the 
basis of social setting would not be unique.331 Bartoloma's suggestion- a change 
from 'IT)oous; to 8c6s; due to Christological reasons - is a plausible hypothesis. 

327 Green 2008: 64. 
328 Bauckham 1983: 10. 
329 See, e.g., Dunn 1989. 
33° Codex Bezae has long been held to contain some anti-Judaic features in its text, both additions 

and omissions. Parker (1997: 32) has argued that this Greek-Latin bilingual majuscule was in fact 
prepared in Berytus (Beirut), which was an important centre of Latin studies in the Eastern Roman 
Empire. If so, it would testify to some kind of rewriting of the New Testament texts in the eastern part 
of the Roman Empire at the time when Christianity and Judaism were clashing theologically. Epp 
( 1996) and Rice ( 1980a, 1980b) have also argued for anti-Judaic alterations in Bezae. Some of Epp' s 
results are questionable, but there appear to be tendencies to smooth out Jewish aspects from the text. 
For a criticism of Epp's and Parker's positions, see Read-Heimerdinger 1994. 

331 Kannaday 2004. 
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The same kind of change to X'UQLO~ as a scribal attempt to avoid attributing OT 
events to the pre-existent Son instead of God the Father seems equally 
plausible.332 

These suggestions show that the transcriptional probability may go both ways 
with intentional changes, whatever the reasons were for the changes. There 
appears to be nothing inherently implausible for accepting either XUQLO~ or 
'IYJOOU~ as the initial reading. This means that transcriptional probability turns 
out to be quite inconclusive for Jude 5. Intrinsic probability would favour 
reading XUQLO~ if the author kept to his style consistently, but the external 
evidence is in my opinion strong enough to overrule this. Thus, I accept 'lYJOOu~ 
as the initial reading. 

Putting all of the above together, my reconstruction for Jude 5 reads arra~ 
rravta ott 'lYJaou~, which is the reading found in A 81 II 33c II 2344 II L:V A 
Cyr. This reading has been suggested by Wikgren ( 1967), and Grundmann 
(1974). Metzger notes that this suggestion was rejected by the other UBS/NA 
editors.333 It is a widespread and early reading, found in A, L:V, and Cyril. It has 
second-century roots, because of its existence in Codex Vaticanus (which adds 
il~-ta~). It is found in the genealogically "best" manuscript (codex 81 ), and it is 
neither a singular reading nor a conjectural emendation. Part of it is also lectio 

dif.ficilior. 

3.4. Jude 13 

This textual location contains a text-critical problem that concerns whether the 
text should read £rracpgl'Sovta (the UBS/NAIECM) or <'macpgl'Sovta 
(Wasserman) followed by ta~ taut<i'>v ataxuva~?34 There are no bold dots in 
the ECM. Apparently the editors believed their choice is beyond reasonable 
doubt. There is no distigme for this textual variation unit in Codex Vaticanus, 
which probably indicates that its scribe did not know the rival reading. The 
external evidence is as follows. 

btacpg(Sovta 
~A B L IJ1 88 307 436 453 8081118 35 915 
1067 1409 1836 1845 1875 2374116 61c 468 

332 Bartholomli 2008: 151. 

a:n:acpg(Sovta 
P72 C 81 326 431 442 1739 2200 II 33 323 621 
623 630 665 1837 1852115 61" 93 254 1243 

333 Grundmann 1974: 80; Wikgren 1967: 149. Metzger's commentary (TCGNT 657-58) does not 
note what he (or Wikgren) thinks of the second U!las;. 

334 Kubo 1965: 87. Landon (1996: 109) suggest a third variant reading, !lftacpg(Sovta, presumably 
supported by ms. 429. However, ms. 429 reads E:n:acpg(Sovta. This is noted by Wasserman. 
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1846 2186 2818 II pm BasRt Ephr Pall Phot 
PsOec Thdse35 

1292 I 735 1881 2298 2344 2805 I I pc CnOecJJo 
lsid 

The external evidence looks quite evenly divided. Though both the earliest 
witness (P 72

) and the "best" witness (codex 81) support an:acpQ~Ovta ("to 
skim", "to scum"), the rival reading £n:acpQ~ovta ("to foam") is also attested by 
early witnesses (~ A B Ephr). Both readings likely have second-century roots. It 

is possible that this is a case of phonetic confusion. Only the initial letter needs 
to change, but that does not tell which way it went. P72 has such irregularities, 
though in none is a taken for E (unless this is the only exception), though the 
opposite has taken place once in 2 Pet 3,14.337 Consequently, the external 
evidence is quite inconclusive, giving only a tiny edge for an:acpQ~ovta on the 
basis of P 72 and ms. 81 against B. 

Gerd Mink argues that £n:a<pQ~ovta has a perfect genealogical coherence in 
the known NT textual tradition, while an:acpQ~OVta emerged repeatedly by 
coincidence. Mink doubts whether there is an average connectivity between the 
genealogical states among the textual witnesses for an:acpQ~ovta, and prefers 
£n:a<pQ~ovta even if there would be one.338 However, this lack of genealogical 
coherence between witnesses supporting an:a<pQ~ovta could simply be a matter 
of now lost intervening witnesses. 

The internal evidence faces a difficult assessment. Both variants are hapax 

legomena. From the language point of view £n:acpQ~W predates Jude. It is found 
in Greek poetry, and offers a common verbal milieu for the author of Jude to 
use.339 By contrast, an:acpQ~W is a very rare, closely associated word. Previous 
scholarship has maintained that it did not exist in the first century, but I have 
found it in one first-century author, Pedanius Dioscorides (ca. AD 60).340 This 
evens the odds between the rival readings. Arguments that an:acpQ~W is not 
found in first-century Greek and could not have been used by the author of Jude 
must now be abandoned. Transcriptionally, both readings are equally difficult 

335 Theodorus Studites, Parva Catechesis 25.28, reads EltmpQ(WVIa tat; £aut<i'>v aioxuvas;. 
336 Concilia Oecumenica, Concilium Lateranense a. 649 celebratum 6.406.25, reads CtrtaQJQLWvm 

tat; £aut<i'>v aioxuvas;. 
337 Albin 1962:611. Royse (1981: 473-74; 2008: 562-64, 572-76) lists every orthographic mistake 

in P72
• His study confirms that only 2 Pet 3,14 has an error that goes from a to E. 

338 Gert Mink, private communications with the author, July 26, 2007. I remain sceptical about this, 
because too many early witnesses have been lost. It is possible that the witnesses supporting 
CtJta<pQ~ovta cohere perfectly if the now lost intervening witnesses had a genealogical link. 

339 Bigg 1902: 335. 
340 Pedanius Dioscorides, De materia medica 5.23, noted by Sophocles (1914: 204), though listed 

as 5.31. Witnesses for the De materia medica are all from the later centuries, so absolute certainty is 
not possible, but they read uniformly Ctlta<pQ~W. Wasserman (2006: 292) notes a second-century 
author Galen, who also used this word, but is unaware of the entry in Dioscorides. 
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with no parallels anywhere (contra Landon).341 Neither word is found in the 
Septuagint, so there is no direct link to the Hebrew text in light of the possible 
textual background in Isa 57,20, which has a similar theme of comparing the 
wicked to a tossing sea. Another possible background is an echo of Isa 57,15. In 
Qumranic texts 1QH 2,27-28; 8,15 such an Isaianic echo is used of the ungodly 
spitting out their shame upon others, like the waves of the sea.342 Thus, both 
external and internal evidence are quite inconclusive in solving the matter. This 
textual variation unit needs to be solved by exegesis of the passage. 

The verb is not the only problematic issue. The meaning of tas; Eautwv 
alozuvas; is debated.343 Does it refer to deeds or words or perhaps teachings? 
The immediate context speaks of the opponents, men like Balaam, who shepherd 
themselves, who are clouds without rain, blown along by the wind, men who are 
fruitless and uprooted late autumn trees, twice dead. These descriptions find 
parallels elsewhere in Scripture. The author of 2 Peter speaks of ungodly men as 
waterless springs in the context ofBalaam's error (2 Pet 2,15-17). The author of 
Ephesians warns his readers not to be tossed to and fro by waves, or be carried 
by every wind of doctrine, by deceitful schemes (Eph 4,14 ). The author of Titus 
speaks of a need for good deeds in order for one not to be found fruitless (Tit 
3,14). Hence, the descriptions are about actions. In the larger context, however, 
the author of Jude appears to be particularly interested in the quality of the 
opponent's speech. They slander (v. 9). God will punish them for their remarks 
(v. 15). They murmur in discontent and utter arrogant words (v. 16). They are 
scoffers (v. 8), who categorise people (v. 19)?44 

These descriptions would identify the opponents as false teachers, whose 
deeds and words are likened to the way of Cain and the rebellion of Korah. The 
chiastic structure links verses 5-7 and 12-13 to identify these men with the 
ungodly ( aoE~Ei:<;;). Their ungodliness is of the same nature by thwarting the 
grace of God into a licentious immorality in deeds and words. Thus, it seems 
best to take tas; Eautwv atoxuvas; as "their abominations", a reference to a 
lifestyle. These abominations are deeds and words that flow out of false 
teachings. Do they spill over their abominations? The author of Jude also 
describes these men as dangerous reefs ( omA.a6Es;), which points to the fact that 

341 Landon (1996: 110) argues that EJtacpg~ovta, which is a hapax legomenon, was changed to 
aJtacpg~ovta. However, aJtacpg~ovta is also a hapax legomenon, so the change may go the other 
way around as well. 

342 Bauckham 1983: 88. 
343 For an argument for "deeds", see, e.g., Schreiner 2003: 462-68. For an argument for "words", 

see, e.g., Reicke 1964:207. Bauckham (1983: 89) takes a neutral stance. He translates "abominations". 
344 Thuren 1997: 463. 
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in context these are men who can shipwreck one's faith. Is there a parallel in 
btmpg~w vs. (macpg(Sw? 

In anatomical works both btacpg(Sw and a:rmcpg~w refer to the froth of the 
mouth, but there is a small difference in nuance. The use of £nacpg(Sw would 
imply that a person is simply foaming, but anacpg~w implies that this foam is 
also cast off upon those around the one foaming. 345 Landon has argued that if it 
is cast off, it no longer remains on the ungodly men in Jude and thus 
<'macpg~ovta should be rejected as a non-fit for the context.346 Yet this is not 
the nuance anacpg(Sw has in anatomical texts. It is more to do with spilling over 
than removing the filth. 347 Also, in the context of Jude it is the waves of the sea 
that foam. This is a picture of a constant stream, not a one time event. 

If the initial reading was £nacpg~ovta, the text means that the ungodly men 
were foaming their own shameful abominations with which the readers of Jude 
had no part, but if the initial reading was anacpg(Sovta, there was a real or 
perceived danger that these shameful abominations were spilling over to the 
recipients of the letter of Jude. This may explain the perceived urgency as to why 
the author wrote his letter (cp. anou&~ in verse 3).348 Thus, in my opinion, 
anacpg~ovta fits the context better (contra the UBS/NA/ECM)?49 

3.5. Jude 15 

This textual location contains a text-critical problem that has to do with whether 
the text should read naaav 'Wux.~v (the UBS/NA/ECM) or navtac; tout:; 
a<JE~Ett:; (Wasserman). There are no bold dots in the ECM, which may indicate 
that the editors believed their choice is beyond reasonable doubt. Mink believes 
that if naaav 'WUX.~V is not the initial text, it needed to emerge coincidentally 
three separate times in the NT textual tradition. He doubts this, because P72

, ~ 

and 1852 are not genealogically closely related witnesses.350 Again, the problem 
with such an argument is the lack of the early witnesses. It is not possible to 
know for sure which witnesses are and are not related. There might have been 
now lost intervening witnesses, which would make P72

, ~' and 1852 related to 

345 Wasserman 2006: 292. 
346 Landon 1996: 110. 
347 Wasserman 2006: 293 n. 250. 
348 Koskenniemi (1956: 67-87) has shown that words like XOLV'ij OWTl]QLU and avay-Xl] (both used 

by the author of Jude) do not necessarily mean a hasty reason to write something. They are typical of 
an apologia for not writing before. Yet artouol] appears to add some kind of urgency to whatever the 
historical situation was behind the letter, whether real, perceived or fictitious. See also Thuren 1997. 

349 Those in favour of artmpQCl;ovta include Kubo 1965: 87; Wasserman 2006: 293. 
350 Gerd Mink, private communication with the author, July 26, 2007. 
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each other, while this relationship has been lost due to historical exigencies. 
Even if further findings regarding textual evidence in the future would still point 
to coincidental agreement, such a historical circumstance is not impossible due 
to scribal tendencies to occasionally distort the transmission of the text by 
creative thinking (see internal evidence below). Thus, the question remains open 
for debate. The external evidence is as follows. 

naoav 1JJux~v nav1:a<_; w:U<.; aoE~Ei<.; 
p72 ~II 1852 II- II K:SBmss S:Phmss ABC 'I' 81 307 326 431 436 453 808 2200 II 33 623 630 

665 1067 1409 1837 1845 2374 II 5 61 93 468 1243 1292 
1735 1846 2186 2344 2805 2818 I I pm Ephr N icSeid Phot 
AG:Al Sl:M 

The external evidence is divided. The earliest witness (P72
) reads naaav 1!Jux~v, 

but the "best" witness (codex 81) has mivta~ tou~ <'wE~EL~. The latter reading 
has the secondary support of the following witnesses containing variations of it 
(adding autwv or dropping tou~): 1739 II 18 35 323 915 1836 1875 II 56 254 
1881 2298 II pm. Vulgate, Bohairic, Harclean and some Philoxenian manuscripts 
support reading navta~ tou~ <'wE~ET~ with or without the article.351 Hence, the 
latter reading is widespread. The ECM reading has a relatively weak 
attestation,352 though this in itself is not necessarily an argument against it. The 
scribe of P72 was probably a Christian Coptic, because the papyrus has a number 
of notes in haphazard Greek, much orthographic confusion indicative of a Coptic 
ear, and some Coptic glosses.353 For these reasons P72 and K:S may be related to 
each other, and do not necessarily yield an independent testimony, despite the 
fact that P72 has an uncontrolled text in Jude.354 If this is so, the external 
attestation is further weakened in comparison to that of navta~ tou~ aaE~ET~. 
There is no distigme for this textual variation unit in Codex Vaticanus, which 
may indicate that its scribe did not know the rival reading naaav 1!Jux~v. 

The internal evidence is more complex. The known sources of 1 Enoch, a 
probable textual source used by the author of Jude, contain a text close or related 
to navta~ tou~ aaE~ET~. In none of them is naaav 1!Jux~v found. This could 
give scribes ample reason to harmonise the text of Jude 15 with that of 1 Enoch 
1,9. The incongruence between the texts of Jude and Enoch are explicable as 
modifications that the author of Jude has introduced into the text of his 

351 Wasserman 2006: 302. 
352 Wachtel (1995: 359) admits this, though genealogically the case is stronger as it may look, 

because the witnesses are not genealogically related. 
353 Kilpatrick 1963a: 34; Testuz 1959: 9-10; Wasserman 2005: 31-32. 
354 ENTGM 479. 
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source(s).355 He has omitted a reference to the destruction, and the object of the 
second clause, joined the remaining clauses into one, and applied the resulting 
text to his opponents.356 As a result, :rr;fwav -wux~v could be just another 
modification by the author of Jude. Since Jude 4 has aaE~Ei<;, it is possible that a 
scribe at some point in the transmission of the text harmonised Jude 15 to it. 
These reasons favour naaav -wux~v as the initial reading. 

By contrast, :rr;aaav -wux~v could be a scribal emendation due to the influence 
of Rom 2,9 to avoid repeating aaE~ET<;. Paul speaks about affliction to those who 
do evil and reads :rr;aaav 1tJux~v.357 It could also be a reading in conformity with 
xa'ta nav'twv in the same verse to avoid repeating the aaE~- word group four 
times in a single verse. 358 Another reason in favour of the longer reading is that 
:rr;av"ta<; wu<; aaE~ET<; appears in a triadic expression. The author of Jude often 
has :rtO.£ +definite article+ an adjective or a substantive, three times in Jude 14-
15 if the longer reading is accepted. This creates a triad of triadic expressions, 
nav'ta<; wu<; aaE~Ei<; - nav'twv 't&v E"gywv - :rtaV'twv 't&v aXATJQ&v, a 
stylistically polished formula, which is broken if :rr;aaav -wux~v is chosen. Such 
a triplet is a common feature in the author's Greek and fits well with his terse, 
picturesque and impassioned style.359 The chiastic structure supports the longer 
reading, because Jude 4 and Jude 14-15 constitute a parallel pair, both reading 
aaE~Ei<;, if the longer reading is accepted. 

To conclude, the external evidence favours only slightly (if at all) the longer 
reading, but the internal evidence makes better sense with it. Thus, Jude 15 
should read :rr;av'ta<; wu<; aaE~ET<; (contra the UBS/NA/ECM). This brings the 
text in harmony with the later Majority text and the Ethiopian tradition of 1 
Enoch, irrespective of whether this tradition tells us anything about the source( s) 
used by the author of Jude. 

355 Kelly (1969: 276) argues that the author of Jude quoted from memory, but this seems unlikely. 
Mazich (2003) argues that not all sources known to us could have been used by the author of Jude, 
because Ethiopian sources are later than Jude. Syriac sources are no help either, because they derive 
from the known Greek sources. Mazich believes the author of Jude used an Aramaic source, which he 
perhaps paraphrased, or combined an Aramaic and Greek source together. Osburn ( 1977) argues that 
the author of Jude used a text similar to that of the Ethiopian text. Wasserman (2006: 302) lists the 
readings from the Aramaic source 4Q204 (known as Codex Panopolitanus), an Ethiopic source, Ps.­
Cyprian, and Ps.-Vigilius. Whatever the source(s) may have been, it is not so much an issue, as the 
reading miv1:a<; wu<; aaE~Ei<; may in any case derive from an early source or sources known to the 
author of Jude. 

356 Osburn 1977:338. 
357 Kubo 1965: 88. 
358 Albin 1962:615. 
359 Charles 1991: Ill; Landon 1996: 117-18. D. Clark (2004: 137) has questioned whether four 

occurrences in a row of the same word really is a polished style, but his remarks do not change the 
thrust of the argument in favour of the longer reading. 
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3.6. Jude 18a 

There are two minor text-critical issues in Jude 18. The first one deals with the 
second occurrence of ott in the sentence ott fl....cyov UllLV [ott]. Should it be 
included (Wasserman) or excluded (the ECM)? The editors of the UBS/NA did 
not make a clear decision on this issue, but placed the word in brackets. The 
ECM editors indicate by a bold dot that the inclusion of the second ott 

(henceforth ott 2) is either of equal value or that the exclusion was made without 
complete confidence?60 The external evidence is as follows. 

omiton2 

~ B L'l¥ II- II 61 2344 II L:R Lcf 
on2 

P72 A C 81 88 307 326 431 436 442 453 808 1739 2200 II 
18 33 35 323 621 623 630 665 915 1067 1409 1836 1837 
1845 1852 1875 2374 II 56 93 254 468 1243 1292 1735 
1846 1881 2186 2298 2805 2818 II pm L:V S:HPh Cyr 
Ephr 

The external evidence appears to be on the side of inclusion of ott 2 in terms 
of the number of primary, secondary, tertiary and other witnesses, though this is 
not decisive, because they may simply contain an early corruption. Syriac 
witnesses may suffer from a translational issue in accordance with the Syriac 

usage of introducing a quotation with ~. Therefore, Syriac witnesses may not 

necessarily give evidence for the underlying Greek reading.361 However, two 
important witnesses (P72 and ms. 81) support the inclusion. It is an early, 
widespread reading. 362 

By contrast, the exclusion of ott 2 is found in a handful of witnesses, most 
notably in B~. The Latin witness L:R refers to the Latin text of Codex Bezae as 

taken from Lucifer of Calaris, so L:R and Lcf are not independent witnesses. 
Also, the absence of ott 2 in Latin witnesses may have arisen due to a 
translational process, so the Latin witnesses may not present their underlying 
Greek Vorlage. 

Codex Vaticanus contains no distigme, so its scribe apparently did not know 
the rival reading or did not consider it worth noting with a distigme. The 
correctors of L and P inserted ott 2 into the respective manuscripts, but this may 
only tentatively support the exclusion of ott2

• The correctors may have also re­
introduced an earlier reading back into their respective manuscripts. Thus, 
though the inclusion is more persuasive among the genealogically early 

360 ECM IV.4 426. The bold dots are not used with a single meaning. It is difficult to know what 
they mean in any particular textual location. 

361 Mayor 1907: CLXXXV; Wasserman 2006: 311. 
362 Comfort (ENTGM 479) notes that in Jude the text of P72 is more Western than Alexandrian. 
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witnesses, the matter needs to be solved in conjunction with the internal 
evidence, because both readings are early with probable second-century roots.363 

The internal evidence is more complex, but perhaps not ambiguous.364 The 
existence of the second otL may be a straightforward introduction of an indirect 
statement or a recitative introduction to a 'quotation' that follows. Its inclusion 
makes sense. Its absence could then be a scribal harmonisation to Jude 14, which 
has A.£ywv without on. Alternatively, it may be a simplification of the clause, 
since the first otL seemingly makes the second otL redundant. A scribe could 
have perceived the second otL as superfluous and dropped it as a stylistic 
improvement. 365 In comparison, the phrase A.£ywv otL is rare in the NT with only 
10 hits (the UBS/NA), out of which only 5 occurrences are textually undisputed. 
The rest have variae lectiones.366 The preponderant usage is Mywv without on 
(160 hits in the UBS/NA) as in Jude 14. In light of this, the absence of otL in 
Jude 14 is a typical NT usage. Similarly, the phrase £A.tyov otL appears only 13 
times elsewhere, of which only 8 occurrences are textually undisputed. 367 Again, 
the usage without otL is preponderant, with 65 hits (the UBS/NA). 

Though the author of Jude had his own idiosyncrasies, which may or may not 
conform to the general tendency of different authors elsewhere, the inclusion is a 
rare phenomenon and cannot be dismissed lightly. If the second otL was absent 
from the initial text, it needs to be explained why a scribe added it here but not in 
Jude 14. Such an addition is against the preponderant usage in a passage, which 
includes a direct "quotation" from 1 Enoch. The absence of otL is more Classical 
than Hellenistic Greek. 368 Though the inclusion of the second otL may be a 
scribal emendation,369 there exists no good reason why early scribes would make 
a perfectly sensible clause cumbersome by adding another otL. Such an addition 
would deviate from the common literary usage. The only possible explanation in 
such a case is a harmonisation to the parallel passage in 2 Pet 3,3. This is, 

363 Albin (1962: 618) argued that the decision needs to be made on internal grounds because the 
external evidence is divided. True, but he made his comments long before the existence of CBGM that 
could be used to reconstruct the hypothetical transmissional history. Though the decision needs input 
from internal evidence, which is not so ambiguous as to be of no help, the external evidence does 
suggest the inclusion as more likely the "original". 

364 Wasserman (2006: 311) thinks that the internal evidence is ambiguous. 
365 Landon 1996: 123; Wasserman 2006: 312. For a general treatment of the scribal tendencies, see 

Colwelli969: 107-24; Head 1990, 2004; Royse 1981, 1995, 2008. 
366 Mt. 9.18, Mk 1.15, 5.23, 12.6, Lk. 8.49, 19.42, Jn 1.32, Acts 19.26, Heb. 10.8, and I Jn 2.4. 

Textually undisputed occurrences are underlined. 
367 Mt. 27.47, Mk 3.21, 22, 6.14·, _u (twice), 35, Jn 4.42, 6.14, 7.12, 9.9, 10.41, and Acts 2.13. 

Textually undisputed occurrences are underlined. It should be noted that there is a minor variation of 
EAEYOV vs. EAEYEV in Mk 6.14, but this does not change the general formula ofA€yw plus on. 

368 BDF §397:3. 
369 Albin 1962: 618. 
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however, unlikely because there is no close verbal correspondence between Jude 
18a and 2 Pet 3,3.370 It is more likely that the scribes omitted the second o·n for 
better readability, so as to emulate Classical Greek. Therefore, the ott 2 in Jude 
18 is transcriptionally more difficult and thus likely the initial reading. 371 

Intrinsic probability apparently contradicts the transcriptional one. The text in 
Jude 14 is not in dispute and it lacks ott. This may set the style of the author, 
when ott is taken as a recitative. However, a single example is insufficient to say 
much concerning the author's style.372 On the other hand, the literary skills of 
Jude seem to favour the absence of ott2

• Bauckham describes Jude's style as 
'lively and vigorous'. The vocabulary is rich and varied with numerous hapax 
legomena, yet the sentence construction is relatively simple, though parataxis is 
rare. The author of Jude used great economy of expression.373 This increases the 
likelihood that the absence of ott 2 is the initial reading, because the second ott 
makes the clause cumbersome. Thus, the absence of ott 2 is possible but not 
probable enough. The reasons for the absence of ott 2 are not strong enough to 
offset the external evidence or the transcriptional probabilities. Therefore, the 
second ott should be included in the text (contra the ECM).374 

3.7. Jude 18b 

The second issue in Jude 18 has to do with the prepositional phrase with or 
without the definite article. Should the text read Ert' £axatou xgovou E'aovtm 
(the ECM), Ert' £axatou toi:i xgovou E'aovtm (Wasserman), or something else? 
This textual variation unit includes numerous different phrases, not all of equal 
value. 375 The UBS/NA reads tou in brackets. The ECM editors indicate by bold 
dots that there are other variant readings of equal value or that the printed text is 
not absolutely certain in the minds of the authors, but it is not possible to tell 
which readings they are referring to and how to interpret the meaning of these 
dots.376 I assume that only the prepositional phrase is in dispute, not the 

370 Wasserman (2006: 311) notes as a possibility that there may be a syntactical, structural 
parallelism between 2 Peter 1-l v~aEh]VaL . " toth:o :n:gG.ltOV YLVWGXOVtE~ on and Jude 1-l V~G8TjtE ". 
ott IO.Eyov UJ-li:V ott. I find this unconvincing due to a lack of verbal coherence as a whole. 

371 Kubo 1965:48. 
372 Wasserman 2006: 311. 
373 Bauckham 1983: 6. 
374 Landon 1996: 123; Wasserman 2006:312. 
375 Wasserman 2006: 189-90. 
376 ECM IV.4 426. J.K. Elliott (2003: 138) has already noted this unfortunate setback in his review. 

The fact that dots are not used with a consistent meaning casts doubt on their usefulness. Gerd Mink 
told me in a private communication (July 26, 2007) that the bold dots are only hints. Some find them 
useful, others do not 
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following verb. This is based on the assumption that EAEuaovtm for !Eaovtm is 
a harmonisation to 2 Pet 3,3 and the singular avaat~aovtm (W) may reflect 
Synoptic influence.377 The external evidence is as follows, when those variant 
reading are included that have a reasonable claim to authenticity. I have not 
included readings, which have no support in the primary or secondary witnesses. 
They all appear to be secondary corruptions. 

Ert , EOXU'tOU XQOVOU Ert , EOXU'tOU 'tOU XQOVOU 

P72 B C '¥ 11623115 124311- ~A 431 436 22001133 630 1067 1409 1837 1845 

1 }?~2(12541292 18461/pcC:yr
112 I)i~Ephr ..... 

Ert' EOXU'tOU 'tOOV XQOVWV 
81 307 453 1739 II 323 II 6 2186 2298 2805 2818 

·-····-····-··--·--······ . ---------·-······ 
II pc Cyr112 K:SBA ............... 

EV EOXU't<j) XQOVO) Ert' EOXU'tqJ 'tOU XQOVOU 
L 88 8081118 35 915 1836 1875 23741146811 32611-11-11-
pm PsOec 

··- ········-······ ...... "" .. " ........................ .,,.,..,_.,..., ..... ,..,._ ........ 

Ert , EOXU't(l}V 'tOOV XQOV(l}V 

442116651193 234411 a! K:Bmss 
-·······-·········- ·········-·······-··- ···-·-·--·--·-·- ·····-·····-······-··- ·-·-······-···-·-····· 

Ert , EOXU't(l}V 'tOU XQOVOU 
-1162111173511 L596 

Two old manuscripts (P72 and B) support the variant reading bt' EOX<itou 
xgovou.378 This likely places the reading in the second century. However, the 
amount of witnesses is small, seven in number, though this does not exclude it as 
a good candidate for the initial text. The "best" manuscript (codex 81) reads En' 
EOX<itou twv xgovwv with the support of the Coptic tradition. It is possibly a 
second-century reading, as it appears in the Sahidic witnesses. The third reading 
En' EOX<itou toil xgovou is not found in witnesses that would absolutely place it 
in the second century, although this is possible. Variant readings En' EO)(Ut(J) 
toil xgovou, En' EOX<itwv toil xgovou and En' EOX<itwv twv xgovwv are 
poorly attested. They should be taken as secondary readings. I agree with 
Wachtel and Wasserman that the Majority text reading EV EOX<it0 XQOV(J) is a 
later normalisation of the text, and should be dropped from consideration.379 This 
leaves three readings, (1) En' EOX<itou XQOVOU, (2) En' EOX<itou toil xgovou, 
and (3) En' EOX<itou twv xgovwv, which enjoy the best external evidence and 
can contend for the most likely initial reading. The articular forms are better 
attested, so the external evidence may slightly favour the inclusion of the 
article. 380 It is conceivable that the difference between the exclusion and 

377 Wasserman 2006: 314. 
378 Grundmann (1974: 45) accepts this reading as initial on the basis of P72

• The reading is not 
found in Rome. 

379 Wachtell995: 361; Wasserman 2006: 313. For a contrary view, see Kubo 1965: 144. 
380 Wasserman (2006: 314) states that the external evidence is ambiguous. This might be a slight 

overstatement, but it is essentially correct. 



121 

inclusion of the article goes back to the second century, and the external 
evidence is thus quite inconclusive. There is no distigme for this textual variation 
unit in Codex Vaticanus. The omission of the article has the secondary support 

of the Majority text, while TWV gives secondary support for wu (and vice 
versa).381 The question is whether to exclude or include the article, and if it is 
included, whether to include the singular or the plural form. In case of the 
inclusion, the external evidence is too closely divided between the singular and 
plural forms. For such reasons the decision needs to be made on internal 
grounds. 

The internal evidence is complex. The reading tn' tax<i'Twv Twv XQ6vwv is 
likely a harmonisation, as it is found in 2 Pet 3,3.382 The author of Jude may have 
had the Hebrew phrase o~l'j~i1 n~1n~J in mind, when he wrote tn' £ax6.Tou 

[wu] xgovou. He was fond of set expressions, and the Hebrew phrase would 
have provided him with a well-known OT literary unit.383 It has been variously 

translated in the Septuagint as £n' tax6.wu Twv ~!!EQWV (Num 24, 14; Jer 23,20; 
49,39; Dan 10,14; only in Heb 1,2 in the NT), as £n' tax<i'Twv Twv ~!!EQWV (Gen 
49,1; Jer 30,24; Eze 38,16; Hos 3,5; Mic 4,1; only in 2 Pet 3,3 in the NT), as £n' 
tax<i'Tq> Twv ~!lEQWV (Deut 4,30), as E'axawv Twv ~!!EQWV (Deut 31,29), and as 
tv Ta'L~ taxaTm~ ~!!EQa'L~ (Isa 2,2). Theodotion's version has £n' tax<i'Twv Twv 
~!!EQWV in Dan 10,14.384 Although the same Hebrew expression has five 
different Greek "equivalents", they all have the article just like the Hebrew 
phrase itself. 

On the other hand, the Aramaic phrase ~~m~ n~1n~J, similar to the Hebrew 

expression, may have been what the author had in mind, because it is found in 
the eschatological context of Dan 2,28. It has been translated as £n' tax<i'Twv 

TWV ~!!EQWV in the Septuagint.385 If so, it is more likely to appear as £n' 
£ax<i'Tou wu XQ6vou in Jude rather than as £n' £ax6.wu xgovou, because the 
Aramaic expression has the definitive article. The text in Jude has the singular 

XQOVO~ instead of the plural ~!!EQWV, but this is not a major obstacle. The author 

381 One might write out this problem as P72 8 C (L) \If (88 808) al (Byz) against~ A (81 307) 
431 436 ( 453 1739) 2200 al Cyr Did Eph Thph (K:SBA). 

382 Kubo 1965: 144; Landon 1996: 124. 
383 Kelly 1969: 282; Landon 1996: 32; Wasserman 2006: 313. Bauckham (1983: 6, 104) notes the 

Hebrew phrase, and argues that the author of Jude translated the Semitic expression relatively freely. I 
am assuming that the author had Semitic expressions in mind. This of course is not certain. The matter 
is debated how much Semitic ideas and expressions dictated the author's Greek. 

384 The list given by Wasserman (2006: 312) should be augmented with Theodotion Dan IO,I4. 
Interestingly, neither Jos 24,27 nor Dan 11,20 has "in the last days" in the Hebrew text. They exist only 
in the Septuagint. Additionally, Prov 31,25 reads ]11m~ 01' ~ I EV ~1-lEQcw; EOX<il:m~, which is not a 
close parallel to Jude 18. Hence, it might not apply to the discussion on Jude 18. 

385 Wasserman (2006: 312) notes the reference, but does not explain the Aramaic phrase itself. 
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of Jude may have g1ven his own rendition of ~,m, ii,1n~J instead of 

following the LXX. The Hebrew 01, has been translated as XQOVot; in various 

phrases in the Septuagint (Gen 26,1.15; Deut 12,19; 22,19.29; Jos 4,14.24; 
24,29; Est 9,28; Job 10,20; 12,12; 29,18; 32,6; 32,7; Prov 9,11; 15,15; 28,16; Isa 
23,15; 38,5; 65,20; Jer 45,28), though Cl,rJ,i1 ii,1n~J is never translated as £Jt' 

£axatou tou xoovou or £Jt' £ax6.tou t&v xoovwv in the LXX. But the plural 
Cl,rJ, appears as the singular xoovot; in the LXX Job 32,7. In other words, the 

author of Jude might have translated Cl,rJ,i1 (freely) as t&v xoovwv or tou 

xoovou on the basis of the Septuagint usage. 
Intrinsically, the absence of the article is better Greek, while the inclusion is 

more Semitic. It seems unlikely that any scribe would change a Greek expression 
to a more Semitic type of expression rather than vice versa. 386 The scribe of P 72 

could have omitted the article because of his tendency to shorten the text ( 41 
omissions), though most of his omissions are not related to the definite 

articles. 387 The plural t&v xoovwv found in some witnesses, including codex 81, 
is likely a scribal harmonisation to 1 Pet 1,20. Interestingly, the Petrine passage 

has a secondary textual variant reading £Jt' £axatou tou xoovou read by~ W, 

which may have been taken from Jude (or vice versa). Albin has argued that 
homoioteleuton can explain the omission (ECXC.. TOYTOY ~ ECXC.. TOY).388 

These observations support reading £Jt' £axatou tou xoovou.389 

By contrast, the ECM reading £Jt' £axatou xoovou can be argued on the 
basis that the author of Jude composed his letter with exquisite care and adding 
the article would be awkward. Without the article the expression is ambiguous; it 
can mean "in the last time" and "in the last of time". Adding the article makes 
the phrase less ambiguous. 390 As such the inclusion is suspect as a scribal 
emendation. Another possibility is a partial harmonisation to 1 Pet 1,20. The 
article may have risen accidentally by dittography, the reason perhaps being 
fatigue (ECXC.. TOY ~ ECXC.. TOYTOY). The author of Jude has both articular 
and anarthrous genitive constructions in his letter, but it is of some note that 

~-tfYUAl'Jt; ~1-tEQat:;, the only other temporal reference in the genitive case, is 
anarthrous. That may give some stylistic support to the omission of the article in 
Jude 18. 

386 Albin 1962: 618; Bigg (1902: 338) notes that t:n:' tcrxch:ou xgovou is better Greek and less 
Hebraistic. Paulsen (1992: 80) regards the anarthrous expression die seltene Formulierung. 

387 Royse 1981: 455-58. 
388 Albin 1962:618. 
3

H
9 Bauckham 1983: 104; Wasserman 2006: 312-14. 

39° Kubo 1965: 144-46; Landon 1996: 124. 
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To conclude, the external evidence slightly favours the inclusion. 
Transcriptional probability is equally balanced, perhaps slightly supporting the 

inclusion. Intrinsic probability slightly favours the omission. However, if the 

article was originally absent, it is difficult to explain why so many early Greek 
fathers and the Sahidic text have it. Thus, it seems best to accept the article as 

initial, with some reservations. 

3.8. Conclusions 

I conclude that the text of Jude should read cotacpg(Sovta (Jude 13), mivta<;: 

tOU<_;: aaE~ET<;: (Jude 15), OtL EAfYOV UJ.tLV OtL (Jude 18a), and E:rt' f.axatou toil 

xgovou (Jude 18b ). These conclusions are the same as found in the work of 

Wasserman. I suggest that the reading ana; :rtavta OtL 'ITJOOU~ found in A 81 
33c 2344 L:V A Cyr is the initial reading for Jude 5. It seems that the ECM 

editors have not given enough weight to the external evidence proposed by the 

CBGM method. This applies to Jude 15 and 18a and to a lesser degree to Jude 13 
and 18b. Jude 5 continues to be a crux interpretum. There are also important 

internal arguments in support of variant readings other than those chosen by the 
ECM editors. Wasserman appears to have a more balanced treatment of the 
external and internal evidence, but I disagree with him on Jude 5. I suggest that 
the critical text of Jude should still be reconsidered. The solution of the ECM 

and of this study both support high Christo logy, which implies that the author of 
Jude was one of those who very early on argued for a pre-existence of Jesus of 
Nazareth. 

Transcriptional probabilities had a key role in determining the most likely 
initial reading as a whole in Jude 5, where the external evidence reached only the 

conclusion that several readings of (almost) equal validity existed in the second 
century. The external and internal evidence for Jude 13 were too evenly 
weighted without a proper exegesis of the passage. Once that took place, a 

scribal habit to conform a rare a:rtacpg(Sovta to a better known E:rtacpg(Sovta is 
the likeliest reason for the rival variant reading, which became much better 
attested in the NT textual tradition. The internal evidence as a whole tipped the 

scales in Jude 15. The transcriptional probability coupled with the external 
evidence overruled the intrinsic probability in Jude 18a, whereas Jude 18b 
suffers from a "chronic case of stalemate" of evidence at the present time with 

only tentative results. The decision here rests on transcriptional probability. 
The implications for text-critical methodology appear relatively clear. The 

further back in time NT textual criticism is able to reach - currently the second 

century - the relative importance of the internal evidence increases with the 
external evidence becoming increasingly less important. The early scribal 
tendencies are one of the keys to solve many textual problems, and at times offer 
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quite a different picture of the early transmission of the text of the NT than is 
perhaps the case with just the external evidence. Thus, I conclude that the 
second-century text is achieved only if the internal evidence has the final say. 
This leaves ample room for subjectivity, but the genealogical methods take us 
only so far. They can reveal those variant readings that are early, but only the 
internal evidence appears to be able to take the final step of deciding which one 
is likely to be the initial reading. At times the decision needs an exegesis of the 
passage and some decisions are still only tentative. 

3.9. Excursus: A Reconstructed Text of Jude 

The critical apparatus in the ECM of Jude reveals that the initial text of Jude in 
the ECM series is a critical edition based on texts found in three manuscripts 
alone in terms of chosen readings as they exist in the manuscript tradition of 
Jude. All the chosen readings are found variably in mss. P72

, Band 81. Although 
the edition lists a large number of witnesses, the ECM reconstruction of the text 
of Jude is possible with no more than these three manuscripts.391 

The preface of the ECM edition notes that ms. 81 has the closest agreement 
with the reconstructed text (96.9%) with Codex Vaticanus as a close second 
(95.4%).392 There are two hundred and four textual variation locations in Jude. 
Codex Vaticanus and ms. 81 need to be augmented with P72 only twice. 
Elsewhere the initial reading chosen is found in Codex Vaticanus and/or in ms. 
81. In a sense, other witnesses are inconsequential. Jude 15 and 16 are the two 
textual locations where the ECM departs from both mss. B and 81; in Jude 15 
with variant reading :rtaaav 'ljJux~v (P72

), and in Jude 16 with variant reading 
tm8Uf.tLU<; taut&v (P72c).393 Since Codex Vaticanus and/or ms. 81 cover 
202/204 textual locations in the ECM, the text of Jude does not change much if a 
critical edition would be constructed using only those two witnesses. When they 
depart from each other, textual decisions would be made on internal grounds. 

This excursus presents a text of Jude based on just two witnesses: mss. B and 
81. It shows the possibility of reconstructing a working text using only a 
minimal amount of external evidence because, on the whole, the NT tradition of 
Jude is quite coherent despite numerous textual problems. 394 The text includes a 

391 Here is the crux of the matter for some textual scholars. A scholar using thoroughgoing 
eclecticism might produce exactly the same text or something very similar to the one found in the 
ECM, because the textual tradition in Jude, despite a high degree of contamination, is still relatively 
unified. 

392 ECM IV.4 36*. 
393 P72

" accidentally omits the phrase, but the scribe has restored it into the text. 
394 ECM IV.4 35*. 
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minimal critical apparatus. It is based on the ECM text elsewhere except in Jude 
5, 13, 15 and 18, where the text follows my reconstruction as discussed above. 

Since I am arguing that Jude 15 should read rtavta<;; tou<;; aoE~Ei:<;;, the only 
textual location where B or 81 does not perhaps give the earliest achievable 
reading is in Jude 16. That location offers a minor variation (Eautwv vs. autwv) 
that does not affect the overall meaning of the sentence. There is one variant 
location (tou in 18b), which could be reconstructed as a conjectural emendation 
from t<i':Jv found in ms. 81 combined with xgovou found in Codex Vaticanus. 

Although based on only two witnesses, albeit excellent ones for Jude, the 
excursus presents a text very close to the initial text, or identical with it if one 
accepts my reconstructions, the ECM choices elsewhere, and autwv in Jude 16. 

The Letter of Jude 

~,IouDat; 'I11aou Xpwtou DouA.ot;, aDEA.cpot; DE 'laKwpou, tolt; f:v 9H~ Tiatpl. 
~yaTillfH~vOLt; Kat 'ITwou XpwtQ tH11P11f.LEVoLt; KA11tolt;" :z,EA.Eot; Df.LlV Kat Elp~vll Kat 
&yaTill TIA.1leuv9EL11. 

3 'AyaTI1ltoL, miaav aTiouD~v TIOLOUf.LEVot; ypacpELv Uf.LlV TIEpL tf]t; Kowf]t; ~f.LWV 
ac.utllPLat; &vayK'IlV Eaxov ypa$aL Df.LlV TiapaKaA.wv hayc.uv((E09aL t'fl aTia~ 
1T!XpaDo9dau "COlt; ay(OLt; TILO"CEL. 4TI!XpELOEDUOIXV yap "CLVEt; &vepc.uTIOL, oL TIUAIXL 
TIPOYEYP!Xf.Lf.LEVOL ELt; "COUto "CO KPLf.l!X, aaEPElt;, "C~V "COU 9EOU ~f.LWV r xapL ta 
f.LHCXn9EV"CEt; ELt; cXOEAYELIXV KIXL "COV f.LOVOV DE01T01"11V KIXL KUpLOV ~f.LWV 'lllOOUV 
Xpwtov &pvouf.LEVOL. 

5'YTIOf.LVTJOIXL DE Uf,Liit; pouAOf.l!XL, ElMtat; T UTIIX~ TIUV"CIX on 'lllOOUt; A.aov EK yf]t; 
Al yumou awaat; "CO DEUtEpov tOUt; f.l~ TILO"CEUOIXV"C!Xt; cXTIWAEOEV, 6&yyEA.out; "CE tOUt; 
f.l~ '11P~aavtat; t~v E=autwv &px~v &u& aTiohTI6vmt; to '(DLOv olKllt~pLov Elt; 
KpLOLV f.LEYUAllt; ~f.LEp!Xt; DEOf.LOlt; a"(6LoLt; UTIO (6cpov "CH~P11KEV, 7wt; ~ODOf.LIX KIXL 
r6f,Loppa KIXL aL TIEpL autat; TIOAELt; "COV Of.LOLOV tpOTIOV "COU"COLt; EKTIOpVEUOIXOIXL KIXL 
cXTIEA.9ouaaL oTI(ac.u aapKot; hEpat;, TipOKELVtaL DElYf.LCX Tiupot; alc.uv(ou MK11V 
UTIEXOUOIXL. 

8'0f.LOLC.Ut; f.LEV"COL KIXL OU"COL EVUTIVL!X(Of,LEVOL aapK!X f.LEV f.LLIXLVOUOLV KUpl01"111"1X DE 
&enouaw M~at; DE pA.aacpllf.LOuaw. 9'0 DE MLxa~A. 6 &pxayyEA.ot;, otE tQ DLap6A.C¥ 
DL!XKpLVOf.LEVOt; DLEAEYHO TIEpL "COU Mc.uDOEC.Ut; OWf.l!X"COt;, OUK Et0Af.l110EV KpLOLV 
ETIEVEYKElV pA.aacpllf.LL!Xt; &u& EL TIEV" ETIL nf.L~OIXL OOL KUpLOt;. 100utOL DE oaa f.LEV 
OUK o'LDaaLV pA.aacpllf.LOUOLV, oaa DE cpUOLKWt; Wt; t& &A.oya (<.\)a ETILO"CIXV"CIXL, EV 
"COU"COLt; cp9E(povtaL. 11oual. IXU"COlt;, on t'fl 66<.\) "COU Ka"(v hopEU91lOIXV KIXL tiJ 
TIA.avu tou BaA.a&f.L f.LL09ou E~Exue11aav KIXL t'fl &vnA.oy(~ tau K6pE aTiwA.ovto. 
120uto( ELOLV oL EV "C!Xlt; &yaTI!Xlt; Uf.LWV 01TLAUDEt; OUVEUWXOUf.LEVOL &cp6pc.ut;, EIXU"COUt; 
TIOLf.LIXLVOV"CEt;, VEcpEA!XL &vuDpOL UTIO cXVEflWV r TI!Xp!XcpEpOf.LEVIXL, DEvDpa cp9LV01TC.UpLVa 
UK!Xp1T!X DLt; cXTI09av6vta EKP L( c.u9EV"CIX' 13KUf.l!X"CIX &yp LIX eaA.&aa'llt; r cXTI!Xcpp (( OV"CIX tat; 
E=autwv alaxuvat;, &atEpEt; rTIA.avf]taL ott; r6 (6cpot; tou aK6tout;' ELt; alwva 

tH~PlltiX L. 
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' 4riipoE<j)~rEuaEv bE mi. wuwLr; EPboj.lor; &no 'Abail 'Evwx 'AE:ywv· Lbou ~'A8Ev 
KupLOr; E=v &yf.cnr; j..LUpLaaw auwu 15noLf]aaL Kpf.aw Kar& n&vrwv KC£L E='AE:y~cx.L 
n&vrac; Tour; aaEPEk nEpL n&vrwv TWV Epywv aaEPELar; C£UTWV wv ~aEPT)aav KC£l 
nEpL n&vrwv TWV GKAT)pWV T wv EAcXAr]GC£V Ka.T' C£UTOU Ctj..LCX.pTWAOL aaEPE'ir;. 160UTOL 

ELaw yoyyuaml. j..LEj.ltjJLj..LOlpOl KC£Ta rae; E1Tl8Uj..LLC£r; C£UTWV nopEUOj..LEVOl, KC£L TO GTOj..LC£ 
C£UTWV AcxAEl lJTIEpoyKa, 8C£Uj..LcX(OVTEr; npoawna w<j}E'AE(ar; xaplV. 

17uj..LE'ir; bE, &yanT)TOL, j..LV~G8T)TE rwv pT)j..LcXTWV rwv npoELpT)j..LEVWV uno rwv 
&noar6'Awv rou Kup[ou ~j..LWV 'IT)aou Xpwwu 18on E'Aqov uj..Ll.v· 0 on E=n' E=ax&rou 
(TOU xp6vou) EGOVTC£l Ej.lnC£l.KTC£l KC£Ta Tar; EC£UTWV E1Tl8Uj..LLC£r; nopEUOj..LEVOl TWV 
aaEPElWV. 190UTOL Elaw oi &nobLOpL(OVTEr;, tjJUXlKO[, nVEUj..LC£ ll~ EXOVTEr;. 

20uj..LE'ir; M, &yanT)roL. E=noLKoboj.louvrEr; Eaurour; r'tJ &yLwr&nJ uj.lwv ntarEL. E=v 
nVEUj..LC£Tl ay[4J npOGEUXOj..LEVOl, 21EC£UTour; EV &y&nu 8EOU r TT)p~GC£TE npoabEXOj..LEVOl 
TO EAEOr; TOU Kup[ou ~j..LWV 'lT)GOU Xpwrou Elr; (w~v aLWVlOV. 22Kal. our; j..LEV 
rEAEiiTE blaKplVOj..LEVOUr;, 230our; bE' acJ(ETE EK nupor; &pna(OVTEr;, our; bE EAEiiTE EV 
<P6P4l j.llGOUVTEr; KC£l TOV &no rf]r; aapKor; EG1TlAWj..LEVOV XL TWVC£. 

24T<i) bE buvaj..LEV4J <j)u'A&~aL Uj.liir; aTITa[arour; mi. arf]acx.L KC£TEvwmov rf]r; M~T)r; 
C£UTOU cXj..LWj..LOUr; EV aya'A'AlaaEL, 25 j..LOV4J 8E<i) awrf]pl ~j..LWV bla 'IT)GOU XpLGTOU TOU 
KupLou ~llwv M~a llEYa'AwauvT) Kparor; Kal. E=~oua[a npo navror; rou alwvor; Kal. vuv 
KC£L de; navrac; roue; alwvac;, cXjl~V. 

4 rx&plTCXV 81 I 5 TUj.liir; B I 12 rnapa<j)EpOj..LEVOl B I 13 rEna<j)p((ovra B I 
"n'Aavf]rEr; B I r(o<j)oc; aK6-rour;) B I 14 rEnpoE<j)~TEUGEV B I 15 T'A6ywv 81 I 18 °B I 

(TWV xp6vwv 81; xp6vou B; txtcj. 121 rTT)p~GWj..LEV B 122 rEAEYXETE 81123 °B 



4. Scribes and Attic Greek 

This chapter studies the NT textual tradition in terms of Koine and Attic 
variant readings in order to establish two complementary but opposite scribal 
tendencies. I will show that Atticism, a scribal habit to conform Koine forms 
to their Attic equivalents, affected the transmission of the text of the NT to a 
certain degree. Secondly, a complementary but opposite affect is seen in a 
scribal habit to conform the Attic forms to their Koine equivalents on the basis 
of the development of the Greek language itself. These two opposite 
phenomena are seen in 712 textual variation locations studied. The style of 
Greek used by the biblical authors apparently had little impact for the scribes, 
who copied their work. 

4.1. Introduction 
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Greek texts of the first century vary considerably in their literary styles and 
stylistic features, as a consequence of their authors' social conditions.395 Some 
authors wrote non-literary Koine ranging from vernacular (e.g. papyri, ostraca) 
to conversational style (some papyri). Some authors used polished literary Koine 
(e.g. Polybius, Josephus, Philo), while others worked in a literary style known as 
Atticistic Greek (e.g., Lucian, Aristides, Phrynichus, Moeris ). This latter style 
was an artificial reshaping of first-century Koine Greek towards the classical 
Attic by Atticist grammarians. This type of Greek was used in written texts by 
authors wanting to imitate Attic style.396 

The vernacular was the language of the streets - colloquial, popular speech. It 
is found principally in the papyri excavated from Egypt. This was the lingua 
franca of the day for most people living in the Greco-Roman setting. The 
conversational style was its higher level cousin, the spoken language of the 
educated classes. It was for the most part a grammatically correct Greek, often 
used in sermons and letters meant to be read aloud.397 It is neither vernacular nor 

395 Frosen 1973: 100-101. 
396 Wallace 1996: p. 23. See also Porter (2006), who notes that the vulgar (vernacular) is found in 

many papyri. By contrast, the non-literary usage (conversational) is found in the official and 
documentary papyri, scientific and related texts, inscriptions, and some popular philosophers; and the 
literary usage is found in historians and philosophers of the Greco-Roman era in general; Atticism is 
found in Plutarch and Lucian, among others. 

397 Wallace 1996: 20-23. 
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literary language, but stands in between them. On the other hand, literary Koine 
was a more polished form of the common language by those with higher 
education. It shared some vocabulary with Attic, but was not necessarily prone 
to follow Attic literary conventions. All three categories are found in the texts of 
the NT. 

By contrast, Atticistic Greek was a brainchild of Atticism, a multifaceted 
movement with cultural, linguistic and political agenda. 398 The movement started 
during the first century BC. Its goal was to uphold Attic literary conventions 
against what the Atticists perceived as a rapid decline of the "good old" Greek 
towards the vernacular in the hands of "barbarians". Atticism had its 
representatives among Christian authors such as Basil, Origen and Chrysostom. 
It was the lingua franca of the educated classes.399 The Atticistic tendencies 
influenced primarily the language of literature with return to Attic stylistic 
features. These literary sophistications were mostly lacking in non-literary 
writings. Scribes influenced by Atticism often attempted to re-Atticise the texts 
they were copying by mimicking Attic vocabulary and literary conventions. 

Different NT authors generally wrote using different styles of Koine. The 
Gospels of Mark and John, 2 Peter, the Letters of John and Revelation were 
written mostly with the Semitised vernacular. Matthew and most of the Pauline 
corpus use the conversational style. Hebrews, Luke-Acts, James, Pastorals, 1 
Peter, and Jude represent the literary Koine in varying degrees. None were 
written with Atticistic Greek, although literary Koine had much in common with 
Attic.400 Every biblical author was influenced by Semitic thought patterns. This 
distinction of style in their Greek usage needs to be noted as it may point to their 
usage of Koine vs. Attic forms. The vernacular texts may be more prone to use 
the Koine readings while the literary texts may be prone to do just the opposite 
by using Attic forms. This is not a hard-and-fast rule. It is only an initial 
assumption of the authorial usage. It is helpful in situations when text-critical 
reasoning cannot establish a preference for either the Koine or the Attic form i.e. 
when the external and the internal evidences hang in the balance. 

The Atticist grammarians had a list of words in which they rejected the Koine 
forms of those words for various reasons, and advocated the use of their Attic 
equivalents. Some of these words appear in the NT, and approximately 31% of 

398 Caragounis 2006: 121. 
399 Browning 1983: 50. 
400 LaSor 1973: II, 8-3; Wallace 1996: 28-30. Furthermore, Horrocks (1997: 48) notes that 

although some authors do not accept the concept of literary Koine, the inscriptions and some non­
biblical authors exhibit such a polished form of Koine, which is yet different from Atticistic Greek, that 
the debate is more over what to call it than the evidence itself. 



129 

them are in Attic instead of Koine.401 The percentage is lower within the total 
literary output of the NT, which means that the texts of the NT fit well with 
different styles of Koine. 

At the same time there are many NT manuscripts with textual variations 
which are by nature orthographical. Both Koine and Attic forms of certain words 
appear in the NT textual tradition. Since these variations are the results of scribal 
activities in some sense, the question that I deal with is what sorts of changes are 
found in the NT textual tradition in terms of Koine/ Attic variations and what 
scribal activities can be deduced from such variations. This study has 
implications for studies in NT orthographica, the Greek usage and literary styles 
of the biblical authors, and the likelihood for singular and sub-singular readings 
being part of the initial text of the NT. What would scribes do with the texts of 
the NT? Would they try to "improve" their perceived literary qualities, perhaps 
moving from Koine to Attic? What impact would the natural development of 
Greek have on the transmission of the NT in terms of Koine/ Attic variation? 
Were the scribes influenced by Atticism? These questions still wait for adequate 
answers. 

This study sheds light on these questions by going through 712 textual 
locations throughout the NT. These locations show a selected group of words 
that have both the Koine and the Attic forms as variant readings. I will present 
evidence using these textual variations to argue that at times scribes acted like 
Atticist correctors by replacing the initial Koine readings with their Attic 
equivalents. At other times scribes were influenced by the natural development 
of Greek itself to replace older forms used in earlier centuries with more 
contemporary ones. Thus, the initial Attic forms turned into their Koine 
equivalents in later centuries. These bi-directional changes take place mostly in 
John and Luke-Acts, the two opposite poles in terms of literary style, the 
vernacular and the literary Koine, respectively. 

4.2. The Debate on Atticism 

It has been a source of debates since the 1960's whether or not some scribes 
rewrote the Koine texts to their Attic equivalents based on Atticistic tendencies. 
It is not my intention to duplicate the debate in full. Instead, briefly stated, the 
debate is as follows. On the one hand, scholars like George D. Kilpatrick and J. 

401 Caragounis 2006: 137; Wallace 1996: 30. I have some reservations for the figure provided by 
Caragounis. He seems to ignore textual variations. I have found that in many cases both the Attic and 
the Koine forms appear in the NT textual tradition, while Caragounis seems to count his figures on the 
basis of the forms accepted into the UBS/NA. Nevertheless, he is correct in saying that Attic forms 
were used by the biblical authors on many occasions. The true figure, however, is below 30% (an 
estimate). 
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Keith Elliott have defended a methodological concept which prefers Koine 
forms over their Attic equivalents whenever both forms appear as variae 
lectiones in the NT textual tradition. Elliott has argued that this should be done 
when other matters are equal, but this methodological choice is tied to their 
system of textual criticism (thoroughgoing eclecticism). Elliott reasons his 
preference for Koine from the fact that scribes were educated men influenced by 
the Atticist grammarians.402 On the other hand, Colwell, Fee and Carlo M. 
Martini have disputed their arguments. They have maintained that although 
Atticism may explain some variants, there are other factors that often overrule 
the arguments for Atticistic tendencies (such as the LXX usage, external 
evidence and so on).403 Colwell went so far as to accuse Kilpatrick of falsely 
relegating the manuscripts to the role of supplier of readings in disregard of the 
history of the transmission of the NT text. 

The basic difference between these two groups of scholars is their view of the 
history of the transmission of the NT. One group sees Attic ism affecting the 
transmission of the text to such a degree that the "original" readings may have 
survived only in a handful of witnesses. Such witnesses may even derive from 
later centuries. The other group takes a more cautious approach and argues for a 
less decisive role for Atticistic tendencies. Some are close to ignoring the 
possibility of Atticism altogether. Decades later the debate is still in process. 
Atticism features in the list of internal criteria in Bruce M. Metzger's textual 
commentary (1994). Yet Charles Landon notes (1996) that scholars do not agree 
on the extent to which the preference for Koine forms may be invoked.404 Eldon 
J. Epp gives only cautious support for such a principle (1997)405 and Matthew C. 
Williams is very guarded about it and argues the principle has little value 
(2006).406 

This very brief look at the debate means that there is still no consensus on 
whether Atticism as a criterion has merit or not. Therefore, the purpose of this 
chapter is to take a closer look at the NT textual tradition with an eye for 
Koine/Attic variations in certain words such as d:rwv-dna. Such words appear 
both as Koine and their Attic equivalents in the NT textual tradition. These 
morphological divergences are practically equivalent to orthographica, which in 
the minds of scribes were interchangeable. The scribes did not think that the 
perceived quality of the copies was weakened by such changes from their 

402 J.K. Elliott 1995: 321-35; Kilpatrick 1963b, 1977. 
403 Colwell1969: 148-71; Fee 1976; Martini 1974. 
404 Landon 1996: 36. Vaganay and Amphoux (1991: 57) hold a similar concept. They argue that the 

Hellenistic ELJtav and ~f..eav were changed to the Attic ELJtov and ~f..Sov. 
405 Epp 1997; TCGNT 13*. 
406 M.C. Williams 2006: 58. 
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exemplars.407 These changes reveal something about scribal tendencies, albeit 
only to a limited degree. But what exactly did the scribes of the NT do? This is 
still partially an unanswered question relating to the history of the transmission 
ofthe NT.408 

I will argue that some textual variations were the result of Atticistic 
tendencies, while others were the results of inconsistent and perhaps 
subconscious moves towards Koine Greek of the later era on the basis of the 
development of Greek. The scribal changes moved the text not only towards 
Attic at times, but also towards later Koine at other times. Both of these 
movements need to be screened out in any attempt to reconstruct the earliest 
achievable NT text. This screening needs to take into account the literary style of 
each individual author and to investigate the development of Greek vis-a-vis the 
NT textual tradition. 

4.3. The Development of Greek 

The development of the Greek language during the Ptolemaic and Roman period 
saw an intrusion of first aorist endings into the inflexion of the second aorist to 
smooth out possibly confusing verbal endings.409 This feature was very frequent 
during the Roman period. The evidence of the papyri of the Roman and 
Byzantine periods indicates that first aorist endings are substituted for second 
aorist endings mostly in first person singular and first and third person plural.410 

Attic had already some heteroclite forms like the Elnov-dna variation, which 
gave a starting point to alter the conjugation of the second aorist verbs to that of 
the first aorist. This tendency broadened throughout Koine. Dialects, especially 
Ionic, were largely responsible for this gradual increase in the frequency of the 
first aorist endings in place of the second aorist ones. Thus, one would expect to 
find these thematic forms throughout the NT. They are indeed found, but the 
textual evidence seems to be mixed (see the tables at the end of this chapter). It 
testifies to both the Attic and the Koine forms in different manuscripts and at 
different textual locations. The evidence is partially inconsistent and 
contradictory, both within a single manuscript and in comparison with other 
manuscripts. It is not always clear which form was used by the biblical author, 

407 Mink 2004. 
408 There are several studies on individual scribal tendencies, but the overall literary level and 

scribal improvements relating to that level of language has received relatively little attention. For 
studies on scribal tendencies, see, e.g., Colwell 1969: 106-24; Head 1990, 2004; Royse 1981, 1995, 
2008. 

409 Mandilaras 1973: 148-56; Gignac 1981: 335. 
410 Gignac 1981: 336. 
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which form is the result of scribal activity in the copying process, nor how. The 
currently known NT textual evidence does not permit a direct investigation of 
first-century usage,411 but the quest for the state of the NT text during the second 
century is possible. What would the second-century NT text have looked like? 

Chrys C. Caragounis has estimated that quite a number of post-Classical 
Greek words rejected by the Atticist grammarians like Phrynichus and Moeris 
were used by the biblical authors.412 Phrynichus discussed a range of Koine 
words he rejected as spurious diction or for other reasons. Over fifty-four percent 
(54,4%) of such Koine words appear in the UBS/NA text. At the same time, 
more than thirty-one percent (31 ,8%) of the Attic forms approved by Phrynichus 
against their Koine equivalents appear in the UBS/NA text. The rest of the words 
discussed by Phrynichus do not appear in the NT. Thus, the Greek of the NT was 
apparently a mixture of Koine and Attic, or more precisely, Koine in common 
with Attic. The degree of mixture in individual parts of the NT is related to the 
literary style of each biblical author. 

Caragounis, who calculated the figures, does not discuss textual variants or 
distinguish between the different literary styles of biblical authors. Nevertheless, 
his general outcome appears to be valid, because textual variations in the NT do 
not alter the percentages significantly. This is in contrast to the development of 
Greek to its modem Neohellenic form. Now only 35,6% of the words rejected by 
Phrynichus are used. Modem Greek has 48,4% of the words discussed by 
Phrynichus in common with Attic. This demonstrates that while the NT was 
written mainly in Koine, in conjunction with some Attic (or Attic-like Koine), 
the pendulum has swung in the opposite direction, back towards more Attic 
vocabulary and spelling. 

This same pendulum swing is seen in the NT textual tradition. While many 
Koine forms are regularly found in the witnesses from the second to the fifth 
centuries, they mostly disappear from the later tradition, being replaced by their 
Attic equivalents. I have studied 712 textual locations (716 for Codex Bezae 
with its longer text in Acts), of which 3 73 locations contain both the Koine and 
Attic forms as variae lectiones in the early witnesses (see the tables at the end of 
this chapter). Most of these locations pertain to the four Gospels ( 445 out of 
712). Whenever a verb is concerned, I have included only aorist indicatives, or 
in the case of 6gaw, only perfect indicatives and one pluperfect indicative. 

The later Byzantine Majority text has only 47 forms in common with the 
Koine variants (EQPAK* and EIIIA *), except in some Byz:nss where UXQLs; is 

411 Although Kim (1988) has argued that P46 goes back to the end of the first century, his 
conclusion has been generally rejected. I agree with Comfort (ENTGM 204-206) that P46 is a second 
century manuscript. 

412 Caragounis 2006: 137. 
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found. As such, the Majority text is Atticistic in comparison to the early 
witnesses. This alone shows that there is a shift from Koine to Attic in the NT 
textual tradition, paralleling the development of Greek back towards Attic, but it 
does not answer the question regarding what took place in the early history of 
textual transmission. It applies only to the later period. 

This pendulum swing from Koine to Attic implies that there may be Koine 
forms that were lost or almost lost in the NT textual tradition due to scribal 
tendencies. These forms may be the initial readings. The opposite may also be 
true. Some Koine forms in themselves may be the results of scribal changes. 
Hence, these scribal activities need clarification. In order to find out what kind of 
changes the scribes introduced into the NT textual tradition, I have selected a 
group of words that have both the Koine and Attic forms in the NT textual 

tradition. They are CUtES a v *' a XQ l(£), E~aA. * with its compounds, Ei6 *' ELJt *' 
Eix;* with its compounds, £A.a~*, fA.Eyav/f-A.Eyov, Ef.ta8*, EUQ*, £cpuyav/£cpuyov, 

EWQU'X */Eogax *, lj/...8* with its compounds, and f.tEXQL(£). 
The reason why these words have been selected is that they appear outside the 

NT both as Attic and Koine forms in the non-literary Greek papyri.413 They form 
a point of reference for the development of Greek usage during the first centuries 
after the original penning of the NT. There are other such words, but the 
selection is sufficient to demonstrate the scribal tendencies of Atticism and of 
what I would call "a modernisation to the current Greek idiom". 

Methodologically speaking, any Koine/ Attic form found as varia lectio in the 
NT textual tradition with no parallels in the non-literary papyri and/or literary 
Greek of the first century, or the second century at the latest, is suspect of being 
a later scribal change. Such forms would require an extensive external evidence 
in their support in the NT textual tradition in order to qualify as part of the initial 
NT text, and even then only tentatively. The extra-biblical material acts as "a 
measuring rod" which is needed to balance the checks on the possible scribal 
tendencies on the NT text. This approach has one drawback. It relies on the 
currently known Greek textual evidence at large from antiquity. Such evidence, 
by its very nature, is only a partial window onto the past but it offers a relatively 
objective category to test the possible scribal tendencies in each textual case. 

4.4. Observations on the State of Text in the NT Textual Tradition 

Tables at the end of this chapter give a list of the external evidence for the 
occurrences of Koine/ Attic variation for words selected for this study. The study 

413 Mandilaras 1973: 148-54; Gignac 1981:335-45. 
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limits itself to indicative mood when dealing with verbs. The following table 
summarises the overall results from the NT textual tradition. 

Koine/Attic only Attic, Style 
variation no variation 

Matthew 561113 _'!?16_'y.>_ 57/113 50,4% Conversational 
Mark 32/77 41,6% 45/77 .. ?814~o Vernacular 

··---··-··-·--······-·-·-··· 

Luke-Acts 139/220 63,2% 81/220 
···-·--··-·--···-·······-· }~&% Literary 

John 90/156 ~7.1.~~- 661156 42,3%_ Vernacular 
·······························-···········-······ ·····--·--··-·····--···-··· ······-······· ............ 

.... l"l1llli!:I.~ .. ~'?.IPll~ .. 27/70 38,6% 43/70 61,4% Conversational/Literary ·: ..................... 

Catholic Letters 13/15 8~,}% 2/15 13,3% Vernacular/Literary 
Revelation 15/61 24,6% 46/61 75,4% Vernacular 

Works written in the vernacular style (Mark, John, the Letters of John, and 
Revelation) have 142 Kaine hits. Works written in the conversational style 
(Matthew, Pauline corpus, excluding Pastorals and Hebrews) have only 76 hits, 
and the works with literary Kaine (Luke-Acts, Pastorals, Hebrews, James) have 
14 7 hits. The authors of Mark and Revelation used vernacular, and yet the NT 
textual tradition suggests that they generally used Attic forms rather than their 
Kaine equivalents. When it comes to Mark, scribes might have tried to improve 
its quality, perhaps due to Atticistic tendencies, or the opposite might be true, 
with partial modernisation of its language to later Kaine. When it comes to 
Revelation, the majority of readings are in Attic with no variation, though this is 
largely based on a couple of Attic words appearing regularly. Other words 
vacillate between Kaine and Attic forms, but they are distinctly rarer. The other 
vernacular works, John and the Letters of John, are distinctively Kaine in their 
orientation with a lot of Attic variation in John. Their textual tradition therefore 
might suffer from Atticistic tendencies. 

The Pauline corpus is understandable as Attic. Paul and his literary assistants 
(and the possible pseudo-Pauline authors) might have attempted to use the Attic 
forms instead of the Kaine ones because of Greco-Roman rhetorics. Matthew is 
almost evenly weighted between the two, so not much can be said about it at this 
stage. The large number of Kaine forms in the narratives of Luke-Acts probably 
conforms to Kaine literary usage, but it is nevertheless surprising. Luke-Acts 
offers some of the most sophisticated Greek in the entire NT, and one would 
expect Attic forms to dominate in light of the fact that the NT works written in 
the vernacular seem to do so. 

For whatever reasons, many (if not all) Kaine/Attie variations are due to 
scribal activity, but how can one explain what happened and why? Are we 
looking at the possibility that large numbers of Kaine variants have been 
completely lost from the NT textual tradition? Or did the biblical authors write 
Attic and some Attic words were modernised to later Kaine? Is it possible that a 
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biblical author's overall literary style has little affect on his choice of verbal 
forms, whether Koine or Attic, which could vary from one passage to another 
with no consistent tendencies? What about the scribes? What did they do? A 
closer look at the early textual evidence reveals a mixture and general confusion 
of such forms in the NT text, not only in the papyri, mostly early ones, but also 
in the early uncials. 

4.4.1. Papyri 

The extant NT papyri tend to reflect a generally mixed text rather than the major 
textual streams like the B-text for the early period of the transmission of the text 
of the NT.414 The papyri testify to both Attic and Koine forms in words studied 
in this chapter, where extant (see the tables). How much mixture exists and what 
does it reveal about the transmission of the text? 

First, I note the Greek usage in the papyri. This is an important observation. 
When a given papyrus has a form associated with Koine/ Attic Greek that goes 
against its general tendency, the likelihood for the originality of such a form is 
increased. The following list contains information relating to the following dated 
papyri (centuries AD415

): P5 (III), P13 (III/IV), P28 (III), P34 (vn), P37 (m/rv), P41 

(VIII), p45 (III), p46 (II/III), p47 (III), p50 (IV/v), pSI (V/vl), p53 (III), p59 (VII), p60 

(vrr), P66 (rr/m), P72 (m/rv), P74 (vrr), P75 (III), P85 (rv/v), P106 (III), and P115 (III/rv). 
Hence, not every papyrus is necessarily early in the traditional sense, but 
nevertheless contains information pertinent for this study that may reveal early 
readings. 

Koine Koine% Attic Attic% 

-~ 112 50% 112 50% 
pH 0/9 0% 9/9 100% 
plS 011 0% Ill 100% 
P" 0/4 0% 4/4 100% 
P' 113 33% 2/3 67% 
pi I 0/3 0% 3/3 100% 

~ 6/32 19% 25/32 81% 
pi• 6/52 12% 46/52 88% 
pll 1/13 8% 12/13 92% 
pl8 1/1 100% 0/1 0% 
P"' 011 0% 111 100% 
p51 0/3 0% 3/3 100% 
p51 0/1 0% 111 100% 
r• 0/1 0% 111 100% 

414 Petzer 1986: 21; M.A. Robinson 2003:45-67. 
415 Some dates are debated and might be earlier. Comfort (ENTGM 141, 203, 362, 376, 501, 665) 

argues that P37 belongs to the middle of the third century, P46 to the middle of the second century, P50 to 
ca. 300 AD, P66 to the middle of the second century, P75 to the late second or early third century, and 
P115 to the middle or late third century. 
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P"lj 0/2 0% 2/2 100% 
Jl"6 451121 37% 761121 63% 
p7J 0/1 0% 111 100% 
p74 23/82 28% 57/82 72% 
p75 45/140 32% 95/140 68% 
P"5 111 100% 0/1 0% 
p1Y6 0/1 0% 1/1 100% 
P'" 0/3 25% 3/3 100% 

The above table has been constructed using every occurrence of every word 
found in the tables at the end of this chapter. For this reason only some papyri 
are valid for this study, because other papyri do not have the verses that contain 
the words studied. The "Kaine" and "Attic" columns give the ratio of those 
textual places where the form is certain, discounting any lacunae, while the 
"Kaine%" and "Attic%" columns give the same in percentages. Corrector 
activities are ignored. Only the original readings are counted. Thus, e.g. P66 has 
in its 121 occurrences ofwords related to this study 45 Kaine forms and 76 Attic 
ones. Most papyri are too short for general observations other than to note that 
p4s,ss support the Kaine, pi3,28,34,4t,so,st,53,59,6o,n,to6,tts the Attic, and p5,37 are mixed 

in the extant text. One thing may be deduced from this observation. Kaine forms 
are found in the B-text and the D-text. This same situation applies to the Attic 
forms. Thus, the affinities with the textual streams are not much of a concern. 
The more extensive papyri, which give a more realistic picture of the textual 
state, vary considerably against each other. P45 (81%), P46 (88%), and P47 (92%) 
are mostly written with good literary level Greek resembling Attic, in so far as 
the selected words are concerned. P66 (63%), P74 (72%), and P75 (68%) are more 
mixed. All of these papyri offer some Kaine forms, but this latter group has a 
considerable amount of them (37%, 28%, 32%, respectively). 

The papyrological testimony for the Kaine and Attic forms is not uniform 
and it is often mutually contradictory.416 This is seen in many instances. For 
example, P66 and P75 overlap in John. P66 reads ~A.Sav in Jn 1,39; 7,45; but 
~A.Sov in Jn 3,26. P75 gives contradictory information by reading ~A.Sav in Jn 
1,39; 3,26; but not in Jn 7,45. In other words, they agree only in Jn 1,39 and 
disagree with each other in Jn 3,26; 7,45. This same phenomenon applies to 
other words as well. P66 reads dn:av in place ofdn:ov in Jn 1,22.25.38; 2,18.20; 
3.26; 7,3.35.52; 8,39.41; 9,10.12.20.24.28.34; 11,12.46; but not in Jn 8,48; 9,23. 
On the other hand, P75 reads dn:av in Jn 1,22.25.38; 2,18.20; 3.26; 7,52; 8,39.48; 

416 BDF §80-81 notes several instances of confusion over first and second aorists. My study 
supplements the list considerably. For instance, Martini (1966: 121) notes that P75 has alpha forms for 
~A.Sov and its compounds 10 out of 20 times in Luke alone, the highest percentage of any witness he 
examined. I have listed all the references, so the percentage is 10 out of 26 textual locations. See also 
Birdsall 1976. 
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9,20.23.24.34 but not in Jn 7,3.35; 8,41; 9,10.12.28; 11,12.46. These two early 
papyri agree 10 times and disagree 11 times. This is hardly a consensus on the 
variant readings. In comparison, P45 reads d:rcov in Jn 11,46, agreeing with P75 

against P66
. Similarly, P66 reads the Koine EWQax* in Jn 1,18.34; 5,37; 6,36; 

6,46; 8,38; 14,7; but Attic EOQax* in Jn 14,9; 15,24; 20,18. On the other hand, 

P75 reads EWQax* in Jn 6,36; 14,9 but not in Jn 1,18.34; 5,37; 8,38. P75 is not 
extant in 4 cases for comparison, so in this case they agree once and disagree 5 
times. Both P66 and P75 read dbav in Jn 1,29. This reveals an inconsistency of 
usage within a single papyrus and in contradiction to other papyri. All of the 
above means that the second century saw an intrusion of scribal changes into the 
text, but the discrepancies do not reveal the specific trend. 

This appears to be a general phenomenon, because the other papyri follow 
suit. P75 reads cmf]/..8av in Lk 10,30. P45 contradicts it by reading cmf]/..8ov. 
Both P45 and P75 read El:rcav in Lk 9,54. P45 reads ~/..8av in Acts 17,13; but a 
much later P74 contradicts it by reading ~/..8ov. Furthermore, the usage in P74 is 
not uniform as it reads ~/..8av in Acts 28,23. Likewise, there is another 
contradiction among the papyri. P74 reads d:rcav in Acts 12,15; but much earlier 
P45 has d:rcov. Similarly, P74 reads El:rcav in Acts 19,3; the much earlier P38 has 
£/..qov and the near-contemporary P41 has El:rcov.417 Both P48 and P74 read d:rcav 
in Acts 23,14, even though four hundred years separates these two papyri. 
Moving to the Pauline corpus, P46 reads UXQL~ in Gal 3,19; Heb 3,13; but UXQL 
elsewhere.418 In Luke, P75 reads ~/..8av in 8,35; 24,1.33; but ~/..8ov in 5,7; 23,33. 
These examples could be multiplied. 

Another aspect to note is that Attic texts tended towards brevity, spareness 
and frugality. 419 Royse has noted that generally the early papyri tend to shorten 
the text. The following table is an adaptation from Royse's study.420 It lists the 
early papyri on the basis of how the scribal tendencies have added/omitted 
words/phrases. This is seen in the singular readings found in these witnesses. I 
have added the level of Koine and Attic variation on the basis of the study in this 
chapter. 

417 This is an interesting test case, because P74 ~ A B (d:n:av) contradicts P38 D (EA.qov) and P41 H 
L P '¥ (El:n:ov). It shows that at least the first two variants are found already in the early witnesses. P38 

(m/IV) is the earliest of these witnesses with P41 
(vm) and P74 

(vn) clearly later manuscripts, but it 
stands to reason that the variation goes back to the second century exemplars, at least in the case of P38 

and P74
. 

418 Rom 8,22; 11,25; 1 Cor 11,26; 15,25; 2 Cor 3,14; 10,13.14; Gal4,2; Phil1,5.6; Heb 4,12; 6,11. 
419 Kilpatrick 1963b: 18. 
420 Royse 1995:246. 
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P46
' 55 167 283 471 0.60 12% 88% 

1>'~71 s. .... is· 43 51 0.84 8% 92% 
:poo· 0.21 

........... '63%·········· 14 19 22 107 37% 
.. p75 I·· ...... 

12 41 53 119 0.45 32% 68% 

This comparison of general scribal tendencies and the Koine/ Attic variation 
in these same papyri allows one particularly interesting observation. The bigger 
the rating signifying the words lost per significant singular reading (column six), 
the higher the Attic percentage as a whole. In other words, the more scribal 
tendencies affect the transmission of the text, the closer the text is to Attic in the 
early period. Apparently many of the singular readings are intentional changes. 
P66 has the lowest loss/singular rating (0.21) and the highest level of Koine 
variants (37%). By contrast, P47 has the highest loss/singular rating (0.84) and 
the lowest level of Koine variants (8%). The middle ground is more 
unpredictable, though still follows the trend. P75 has the loss/singular rating of 
0.45 and the second highest level of Koine variants (32%), while P45 has almost 
the same rating (0.46) but a significantly lower level of Koine variants (19%). 
Since Head has shown that spelling is the chief cause of singular readings,421 I 
suggest that Atticism was indeed operative in the early period of transmission of 
the NT text. It affected the transmission of the NT text in these early papyri to a 
measurable degree.422 

The above discussion means that several early papyri give evidence of the 
state of the text during the transmissionally important second century, which is 
not a uniform picture of the text,423 and the differences mentioned are not the 
only divergences with the known papyri. This indicates that the early scribes are 
responsible for the alterations, but it was likely a gradual process that introduced 
alterations as scribe after scribe copied the text, changing one textual location 
here and there, but never did all of them do so consistently.424 I include the 
readers as proofreaders to this group of scribes changing the text gradually, 
since Hainen-Eitzen's study shows that such a phenomenon existed in Antiquity. 
This is supported by the fact that there are no detectable patterns in the variation. 
There is no direct indication which way the change went in each case either. 
That has to be determined using text-critical probabilities. The variation does 
show that the second century is the era when the scribes attempted to improve 
their text, whatever they regarded as an improvement. Since the scribes were 

421 Head 1990: 246. 
422 I agree in principle with Kilpatrick (1963b: 31 ), who suggested that the early papyri have not 

escaped the influence of Atticism. 
423 Kilpatrick 1977: 110. 
424 The same kind of position was taken by Zuntz (1953: 271) concerning the Alexandrian text in~ 

and B, which he saw as a result of a gradual process of the scribal tendencies. 
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generally educated men, it is more likely that linguistically they moved the text 
from non-literary Koine towards literary Attic due to Atticistic tendencies, which 
was a powerful social and cultural force during the second century, unless other 
motives can be shown, such as an assimilation to the LXX usage, a 
harmonisation with other texts, the development of Greek in later periods etc. 

These observations also show that the early papyri do not follow a uniform 
pattern internally. Both forms are often found within a given witness and often 
contrary to the reading in other early witnesses. This means that scribes 
"improved" spasmodically the text here and there without being consistent with 
what they were doing. Thus, there appears to be a general confusion in the text 
during the earliest period of transmission. These observations are supported by 
Royse's recent study. He notes that P45 has occasional stylistic and grammatical 
improvements towards Attic/Classical standards; corrections in P46 betray a 
deliberate attempt to improve the text of its Vorlage; P47 contains a clear attempt 
to improve style and grammar; P66 has a high density of corrections, sometimes 
to a different exemplar, but overall there is an attempt at accurate copying with 
tendencies to smooth the text; P72 has a high density of spelling inconsistencies 
(orthographic) and theological tendencies; P75 has a fair number of orthographic 
errors with no signs of tendencies to make grammatical or stylistic 
improvements.425 These general tendencies would create a mess of Koine/Attic 
variation in the textual tradition. Does this confusion of Koine/ Attic variant 
readings apply to the early majuscules? 

4.4.2. Early Majuscules 

The early majuscules give a somewhat different picture to that of the early 
papyri. The following table contains the same information for the early 
majuscules as the previous table for the early papyri. They are not extant for 
every textual location, though Sinaiticus comes very close. The values exclude 
corrector activities, which explains why even Sinaiticus is defective, as there are 
712 textual locations in total. 

A B c D/05 E/08 W 
Koine 172/709 97/607 172/631 76/428 135/477 16/76 80/430 

··Koine% 24o/~- ·---f6o/~·· ·······27%··- 18% ··-·-·28%····- 21%···· --19%-
Attic · ······· ·5377709 ·-s!·o/6o7··· ... 4.59163T -3-527428- -3-427477 .. ··6oi76 -35o/430 
Attic% 76% 84% 77% 82% 72% 79% 81% 

The Koine forms are more common in the early majuscules than they are in 
the early papyri. Each majuscule is also more extensive in comparison to the 

425 Royse 2008: 197,358,398,544,614,704. 
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papyri. The fifth-century426 Codex Alexandrinus has the least Koine forms (A, 
16%) and another fifth-century Codex Bezae has the most (0, 28%). Fourth­
century Codices Sinaiticus (~, 24%) and Vaticanus (B, 27%) have more Koine 

forms than the fifth-century Codices Ephraemi (C, 18%) and Washingtonensis 
(W, 19%) or the sixth-century Codex Laudianus (E, 21%). Only Band D, and~ 

to a lesser degree, have a comparable amount of Koine forms to that of P74 and 
P75

, while P66 has noticeably more Koine forms than any other witness. In other 
words, there is an eventual decrease in Koine forms. The later NT textual 
tradition has only a few (48/712, 7%). Even non-Byzantine witnesses show a 
decrease. For instance, the ninth century Codex Koridethi (8), an important 
witness to the C-text type (mixed), has 60/453 (13%) Koine forms. All this 
means that many Koine forms found in the early NT textual tradition disappear 
from the later tradition almost totally. 

Using the same words as references as for the early papyri- Elnav, El6av, 

twgax. * and ~A.Sav - the following applies. Codex Alexandrinus is missing 
most of Matthew, Codex Bezae does not have the Catholic Letters, and Codex 
Washingtonensis applies only to the Gospels. For this reason I have counted 
textual locations only in Mark, Luke, and John in order to make sure that all 
codices have comparable results. The following table summarises the results to 
show that there is no consensus on what the initial reading in many textual 
locations was. Each entry shows how many times the Koine is found out of the 
total number of textual locations containing Kaine variant readings. The list thus 
excludes Attic variants entirely. For example, there are seven textual locations 
where the Koine E16av is found in Mark, Luke, and John overall as varia lectio 
within the totality of the NT textual tradition. Sinaiticus has the Koine form only 
three times. Hence, four times it reads the Attic variant reading against the Koine 
one found in some other witnesses. Here are the results. 

A D w 
Elbav 3/7 43% 0/7 14% 

tlrrav 47/?.?. .... L_~~-~--·~· 
EWQUX * 20/20 l 00% 
-,Is-;~ --i72f-'! -::cso/ccc-o-~---c:-c-:--l 

The codices thus often disagree on the variant readings, even when the 
percentage is comparable to each other. Generally the same confusion over the 
form is found in the early majuscules as is the case with the early papyri. For 
example, Codex Vaticanus reads ~A.eav in Mk 6,29; Lk 2,16; 8,35; 24,1.23; Jn 

426 References to the age of the early codices have been taken from the list of manuscripts in the 
UBS/NA. 
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1 ,39; 3 ,26; 4,27. Codex Alexandrinus has no ~A.8av at all. Codex Bezae reads it 
in Mk 3,8; Lk 1,59; 23,33; Jn 12,9; 21,8. These three codices disagree in every 

textual location mentioned. Similarly,~ and B contradict each other over doav 

in Mk 9,14; Lk 9,32; Jn 1,39; and over dJtav in Mk 10,37; Lk 1,61; 5,33; 11,5; 
18,26; 22,35; Jn 1,22.25.38; 2,18; 2,20; 3,26; 7,52; 8,41.52.57; 9,22.26.28.40; 

11,12.37.46; 16,17; 19,24. They agree on doav only in Lk 10,24; Mk 6,50; and 
on dJtav just 46 times (61 %). Clearly, there is no consensus on the readings. 

The following diagram shows the percentage of Kaine forms per witness 
(columns) per century (rows). Only the more extensive papyri are listed. 

piS pl6 p66 p74 p75 H A B c D E w 
2"" 12% 37% 

32% 3'd 19% 
4'h 24% 27% 
5'h 16% 18% 28% 19% 
6'h 
7'h 28% 
8'h 18% 

The diagram shows that equally old witnesses diverge from each other as to 
their Kaine usage. P 74 contains a high percentage of Kaine forms, even though it 
is a seventh-century witness. The biggest gap in percentage terms is found 
between P46 and P66

, both from the second century. The next biggest gap is 
between P46 and P75

. This comparison is not entirely illustrative of the problem 
in Kaine/ Attic variation, because these papyri contain a different part of the NT. 
However, when P46 is compared to B, which contains the same text as P46

, a 
similar kind of gap is found, though to a lesser degree. A comparison between 
P45

, P66 and P75
, on the other hand, indicates a broad gap within the same parts of 

the NT. This indicates that the Kaine/ Attic variation derives from the second­
century scribal tendencies, at least partially. With the exception of P74

, which 
Kurt Aland lists as a category I witness,427 the later witnesses contain a smaller 
percentage of Kaine forms. 

4.4.3. Atticistic Tendencies 

There is some evidence that the scribes copymg the NT text probably did 
occasionally act like Atticist correctors. I will list a number of examples where it 
is likely or possible that this has taken place in the NT textual tradition.428 Most 

427 Aland and Aland 1989: 101. 
428 J.K. Elliott (1972b, 1976) has listed several other possible cases of Atticistic corrections. E.g. 

~EAOVrJ for QmpCc; in Mk 10,25; Lk 18,25; d6oo!-68utoc; for LEQ68utoc; in I Cor 10,28; EOEi:to for 
EbEEto in Lk 8,38; oUbECc; for ouflECc; in all relevant textual locations; ltrJXEWV for ltrJXWV in Jn 21,8; 
Rev 21,17. 
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of the words in the NT generally appear either as Koine or Attic throughout the 
NT without variation,429 but certain words have both forms as variae lectiones in 
the NT textual tradition. 

(1) Atticist grammarians rejected the Koine og8gLv6~ in favour of the Attic 

OQ8QLO~. Phrynichus was inflexible about it, for he wrote OQ8QLVO~ OU'X aA."A' 
og8gw~ XWQL~ tou v ("no og8gLv6~ but og8gw~ without the nu").430 The 
adjectives og8gLva( and og8gLm are found as variae lectiones in Lk 24,22, 
which is the only occurrence of this word in the NT. Several witnesses read the 

Koine form (P75 ~ A B D L W pc), which should be accepted as initial (so the 

UBS/NA). Nonetheless, most of the NT textual tradition goes with the Attic one. 
Majuscule K and minuscule 1582 reveal a corrector activity, in which the change 
from the Koine to Attic form takes place. 

(2) The Koine oJn8Ev was rejected by Phrynichus.431 It is found as varia 
lectio in the original hand of Codex Sinaiticus at Mk 5,27. It was corrected to the 

Attic o:rua8Ev by another scribe (~ 1 ). As Mark was written in vernacular, 

perhaps om8Ev should be accepted as the initial reading despite being a singular 

reading, and oma8Ev as an Atticistic improvement. 432 The oma8Ev appears 
unchallenged elsewhere except in Rev 4,6. There om8Ev appears as varia lectio 
in two later minuscules (mss. 93 1626), possibly revealing that Rev 4,6 may also 

have read OJt:L8Ev, originally due to the vernacular style of Revelation as a 
whole, though Rev 5,1 reads oma8Ev unchallenged. Thus, Rev 4,6 is another 
possible case of Atticistic correction. 

(3) Phrynichus rejected the Koine :rrotmt6~ as spurious diction.433 It is the 
form used almost exclusively in the NT textual tradition. Its Attic equivalent 
:rro&a:rro~ appears in Codex Bezae at Mk 13,1 (twice); Lk 1,29: 7,39; and in 1 Jn 
3,1 (ms. 1842). This shows that even later scribes occasionally acted as Atticistic 
correctors. The Koine form is found uniformly in Mt 8,27; 2 Pet 3,11. It is not 
entirely confined to the vernacular as Josephus has the Koine form in two of his 
literary works.434 The Attic form is to be rejected as an Atticistic correction. 

429 Caragounis 2006: 124-40. The discussion takes up words from his list. 
430 J.K. Elliott 1972b: 134. 
431 Caragounis 2006: 125. 
432 The problem is that in the non-literary papyri the Attic form is earlier. It is found in SB 11384.4 

(AD 113-120) while the earliest entry for the Koine form in the Duke Databank of Documentary Papyri 
is P.Oxy. 4394.16 (AD 494-500). Nevertheless, the fact that Atticists commented on it in the second 
century means that the Koine form is early and may be the initial reading. 

433 Caragounis 2006: 126. 
434 Flavius Josephus, De bello Judaica libri vii, book 1, section 390; Antiquitates Judaicae, book 

17, section 239. 



143 

( 4) The Attic tygl']yogf]am appears in place of the Koine YQllYOQf]am in Mt 
26,40 in the singular witness P37 

(rn/IV AD), which also has EYQllYOQELt£ in 

place of YQllYOQELt£ in the next verse. In both cases P37 goes against the rest of 
the NT textual tradition. This is an early scribal testimony for an Atticistic 
tendency in the transmission of the NT text. The original hand of Codex 

Sinaiticus attests the Attic EYQllYOQWV in Rev 3,2 against the rest of the tradition. 
(5) The Attic ')(EQOL appears in place of the Koine ')(EQOLV in Mk 7,5 in ms. 

124. This is another late case of Atticistic tendency. In 1 Cor 4,12 the textual 

tradition is divided between supporting Koine ')(Ega(v with most of the early and 
important witnesses435 and Attic XEQO( with the rest of the tradition. The Koine 
form appears uniformly elsewhere. It is noteworthy that B* reads the Koine form 

throughout, but the second corrector (B2
) has changed the reading to its Attic 

equivalent in Mt 15,20; Mk 7,2; Lk 6,1; 1 Cor 4,12; Eph 4,28. He seems to have 
missed Mk 7,5; Jn 20,25; 1 Thess 4,11. The Koine ')(EQO(v appears in the non­
literary papyri already before the NT era, e.g. in P.Petr. 9.4 (ca 240 BC), 17.60 
(229-228 BC); BGU 1760.20 (51150 BC), and in the contemporary sources, e.g. 
in BGU 844.9-10 (AD 83), 1201.18-19 (AD 2), so it was an established usage 
and with little if any doubt the initial reading in the NT. 

(6) The Hellenistic VEO!-tl]Vta<; is replaced by the Attic VOU!-tl]Vta<; in Col2.16 

by the majority of witnesses (~ A C D P Byz Eus Or). The Hellenistic form is 

read by a group of witnesses (B F G 81 330 pc Ambrst Dam Mcion Tert). The 
Old Latin witnesses are also divided between neomeniae and nominiae (or 
alike). P46 has a lacuna here, so it is impossible to know its reading. Only 

v ... v(a<; is visible. The Koine VEO!-tl]Vta<; appears quite often in the non-literary 
papyri, e.g. in P.Mil.Vogl. 27.62 (AD 1281129); P.Oxy. 188.30 (AD 127), 
1647.14 (n AD). The Attic form is rarer but it is found in contemporary sources, 
e.g. in P.Iand. 26.35 (AD 98).436 The Koine form was opposed by Phrynichus.437 

The biblical author could have used either form. However, the nature of the text 
as conversational, Origen as an Atticistic author, the opposition by Phrynichus, 
and the general usage favouring the Koine form makes it the more likely initial 
reading. Hence, the Attic VOU!-tl]Vta<; is an Atticistic correction, despite the fact 
that Modem Greek follows the Attic form. 438 This is a case where the more 

435 P46 ~BCD F G L PI 33 69 88 326 910 1175 1241' 1243 1270 1424 1506 1646 1735 1836 
1837 1874 2464. 

436 Duke Databank of Documentary Papyri has 139 entries for VEOf!TJVtas; and 23 entries for 
VOUf!TJVtas;. Thus, the Koine form dominates the Greek usage in non-literary texts. The appearance of 
the Attic would give a scribe an incentive to alter the reading. 

437 Caragounis 2006: 128. 
438 I take this position against Caragounis (2006: 480 n. 39), who argues that the Attic form should 

be accepted as original because of the modem usage. He is correct that the Attic form was not a 
passing second century reading, but fails to take into account that the Atticised reading in Col 2,16 may 
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likely initial reading vco~ TJV(a~ managed to survive scribal and historical 
exigencies only in a handful of witnesses. The Atticistic correction became very 
pervasive in the NT textual tradition, perhaps partially because the Attic form 
survives into the Neo-Hellenic439 and the Koine form dies out. 

(7) The Koine EQQE8TJ (~ A P 2329 2351 Byzmss) is changed to the Attic 

EQQ~STJ (046 1854 1862 2028+2029+2044+2054+2083 Byz) in Rev 9,4. There are no 
serious doubts to EQQE8TJ being the initial reading, which is also found regularly 
in the LXX.440 It has a strong external support in two somewhat different 
genealogical branches of the early text, presented by ~ and A. 

(8) Although the Attic dta is the form used by the biblical authors almost 
exclusively, the Koine ELtEV appears as varia lectio in Mk 4,28 twice. The Attic 
form is also found in the non-literary papyri, e.g. in P.Oxy. 3053.9,10 (1 AD); 
PSI 463. (AD 157/160); P.Mich. 204.9 (AD 127). Though the Koine form is not 
found in the non-literary works of antiquity at present, it was used since 
Phrynichus opposed it.441 The first ELtEV is read by B*!:!. and the second by~ B* 

L, both against the rest of the tradition. Codices ~ L !:!. are contradictory in 

themselves within the same verse. This indicates that at least some scribes did 
not consistently rewrite the text. The second corrector of B has rewritten the text 
with d ta in both cases. The Attic form appears uniformly elsewhere. The d tEV 
should probably be accepted as the initial reading in Mk 4,28 (twice) with dta 
as an Atticistic correction,442 as such a change is more likely in the hands of 
educated scribes than the reverse. Mark has dta in Mk 4,17; 8,25. This would 
give a scribe a reason to harmonise the usage within the context of Mk 4. 

(9) The Koine aaA.mat&v (A C pc Byz) is changed to the Attic aaA.myx.t&v 
in Rev 18, 22 by two witnesses (2053 Hipp).443 Since aaA.mat&v/aaA.myx.t&v 
is a hapax legomenon in the NT, the decision rests on the external evidence and 
the transcriptional probabilities. Intrinsic probabilities are of little help. The 
external evidence quite indisputably favours the Koine form. Transcriptionally 
either Hippolytus himself is responsible for this change or it predates him, in 

only indicate adaptation to the Greek usage. The survival of the Attic form does not make it a more 
likely initial reading, because the general usage in the non-literary second-century papyri follows the 
Koine form instead. 

439 Caragounis 2006: 128. 
440 Aune (1998a: 486 n. 4.b-b.) notes this. Andreas' commentary (Comm. in Apoc. on Rev 22,18) 

explicitly identifies the Attic form as being a result of scribal activity (J. Schmid 1955: I, 262). 
441 Caragounis 2006: 127. 
442 J.K. Elliott 1972b: 133-38. 
443 Several witnesses(~ 172+2018 1611 1678+1778 1854 2080 2329 Byzmss syrh [bo]) alter the sentence 

to read aaA.JtLyywv. This is a secondary variant reading as it emphasises a trumpet-call rather than a 
trumpeter. 
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which case an early scribe had Atticistic tendencies. The Attic craA.myxt~£ is 
found in Pap.Agon. 7.1 (AD 264-268),444 indicating that the form was still in use 
in the third century in the non-literary papyri. This would provide an early scribe 
an adequate reason for the change. The Neo-Hellenic follows the Koine, which 
Phrynichus rejects,445 so the Attic variant is likely an Atticism. 

(10) The Koine (Doric) craxxos; is changed to the Attic craxos; in Rev 6,12 by 
a number of later witnesses (mss. 18* 175 325+456+517 459+628+680 627+2048 935 
1094(+2077

) 1957 2033 2061 2138 2256). The Koine form is common in the non­
literary papyri, e.g. in P.Dion. 10.20, 22 (109 BC); P.Dryton 38.6 (153-141 BC); 
P.Oxy. 2424.37 (II-III AD); SB 14178.13 (II AD); Stud.Pal. 59.12 (II/III AD); 
BGU 2359.5 (III AD). The Attic form is found e.g. in P.Cair.Zen. 59753.26 (III 
AD) and survives to the Neo-Hellenic.446 Phrynichus complained that the Koine 
form originated with Doric, which he rejected and argued in favour of craxos;. 
This would provide a later scribe an adequate reason for the change. It is 
possible that this is not a pure Atticism, but a change due to the development of 
Greek instead. However, the outcome is the same, as the development of Greek 
may have been influenced by the Atticist movement. 

(11) The Koine n:avboxeiov in Lk 10,34 (P75 A B D Byz) has been changed 
to Attic n:avboxEiov (P45 ~ E>), which Phrynichus recommends.447 Similarly, the 

Koine n:avboxET (P75 A B Byz) in Lk 10,35 has been changed to the Attic 
n:avboxti (P45 ~ D). BDAG notes that the older Attic form is found e.g. in 

Plutarch, who is heavily Atticistic in his Greek.448 The differences in external 
evidence in verses 34 and 35 points to the inconsistency in the changes as D* 
supports the Koine in the first instance, but the Attic in the latter, which a 
corrector has restored to the Koine form. 

(12) Roman and Byzantine papyri show a striking preference for reading 
thematic conjugations for -ttL verbs, and replacing them with their thematic 
synonyms.449 Thus, Lk 12,28 reads the Koine aJ.-tqn€sn (P45

•
75 D L) with the 

Doric UJ.!<JlLUSEL (B) and the Attic Uf.!<JlLEvvumv (~ A W a! Byz Cl) as variae 

lectiones. There is little doubt that the Koine form is the initial reading, and 

444 This is the only entry in the Duke Databank of Documentary Papyri. This form has not been 
found in Attic inscriptions. They read aaA.mxtJ1s; (without the gamma). Such a form is found e.g. in 
SIG 153.68 (rv BC); P.Oxy. 519.16 (n AD). See also the LSJ entry foraaA.myxtJ1s;. 

445 Caragounis 2006: 129. 
446 Caragounis 2006: 131. 
447 Birdsall 1976: 40. 
448 BDAG, JtavboxEtov- "inn". 
449 Mandilaras 1973: 72. 
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aJ.!qn£vvuat v an Atticistic correction. Vaticanus probably exhibits an early 
corruption by a Doric-influenced scribe.450 

4. 4. 4. Corrector Activities 

Scribal correctors did occasionally rewrite the Koine forms to their Attic 
equivalents. I note changes in the following early witnesses: ~' B, C, D, and W. 

Some other manuscript exhibits similar kinds of changes, but they are rarer. The 
~ 1 corrector refers to a scribe, who is (perhaps) a near contemporary with the 

original scribe of~, or no more than two centuries removed. If the latter is true, 

his Greek would already be that of the post-Roman period. The corrector W1 is 
to be identified as a contemporary bwg8on~~ to the scribe of W. Their Greek 
idiom is that of the early post-Roman period. The correctors ~2 and B2 lived in 

the seventh century, and C3 and D2 in the ninth century.451 Together they 
represent the later period of transmission, when the Greek language had left its 
Roman period behind. 

There are 37 cases where the corrector has changed the Koine word to its 
Attic equivalent (appendix, table 1). Matthew has 5 hits, Mark 2 hits, Luke-Acts 
11 hits, John 16 hits, and the Pauline corpus 3 hits. The vernacular nature of 
John's Greek has had the most changes, while the opposite is true for another 
vernacular, Mark. The reason for this is probably found in the popularity of John 
in comparison to Mark. The next most altered text is that of Luke-Acts despite 
its literary Koine. Excluding the Catholic Letters, Luke-Acts and John are those 
works that exhibit the greatest Koine/ Attic variation in percentage terms. The 
corrector activity correlates with this phenomenon, when moving from Koine to 
Attic. 

The opposite is also true. The same scribes altered the Attic words to their 
Koine equivalents elsewhere. There are 27 such cases (appendix table 2). 
Matthew has 2 hits, Mark 1 hit, Luke-Acts 3 hits, John 8 hits, Pauline corpus 6 
hits, and Johannine letters 7 hits. Here the situation is different. The Johannine 
writings exhibit most of the changes ( 15 hits). The Pauline corpus provides the 
next largest group. The rest are relatively untouched. These kinds of changes do 
not correspond to the Koine/ Attic variation phenomenon in the textual tradition 
except in John. 

450 Browning (1983: 126-29) and Horrocks (1997: 40) note that Doric speakers are found well into 
the Christian era, particularly in Rhodes and the less accessible parts of the Peloponnese (authors such 
as Strabo, Dio Chrysostom, Pausanias). Doric-like Koine was spoken in Peloponnese still in the sixth 
century AD. Alexandria saw an influx of Doric speakers in the third century BC, which affected the 
local dialect of Greek. 

451 NA 48*. 
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The changes are not very evenly divided in the manuscripts. Codex ~ has 10 

changes, B has 3 7, C has 6, D has 10, and W has 2. The second corrector of B is 
therefore of special note. He has changed the Koine word to its Attic equivalent 
18 times while doing the opposite 20 times. The changes are related to certain 
words, and are done rather consistently. The £wgax*/E6gax* variation has 16 
hits (42%), and (rrgoa-)~A.8* variation 9 hits (24%). The rest are sparse. The 
db* and (av-)d5g* has 3 each, cm€8*, EA.a~*, and drr* 1 each, and UXQL(~) 4 
hits. There is only one inconsistency. B2 has once changed £wgaxEv to E6gaxEv 
in Jn 1, 18. Elsewhere the change is the reverse. 

4.5. A Look at the Koine/Attic Variations 

The following rather meticulous discussion goes through the selected words by 
first giving the information about the forms of the word in the NT textual 
tradition. Then I present extra-biblical evidence to establish grounds for 
analysing scribal tendencies. After that I discuss the likeliest initial readings and 
finally observe scribal tendencies behind the NT textual tradition. This is 
repeated in order for each verb. The treatments of UXQL~ and !lEXQL~ are a little 
different due to the fact that both are prepositions. The titles follow the Koine 
diction. 

I note the following methodological issues before going into the detailed 
discussion. As noted, the Septuagint does not provide much useful information 
about the Greek usage, because most of its witnesses come from the later 
centuries. Many early ones are the same codices as for the NT (~, A, B, C, W), 

which make them liable to the same scribal tendencies as the NT part. Therefore, 
the bulk of the evidence for the Greek usage comes from the non-literary papyri 
(including ostraca), which can be dated relatively accurately. They offer a 
window onto the usage of Greek that pertains mostly to its vernacular and 
conversational style, forming possible parallels to NT usage. The literary works 
offer secondary information that pertains mostly to Luke-Acts as a work of 
literary Koine. Since the literary works may suffer from scribal tendencies of 
their own (and probably do), especially if the text is based on editions built on 
top of medieval manuscripts (as many are), they are not as reliable sources for 
the Greek usage as the dated non-literary papyri, unless the supporting witnesses 
are early. 

There are two limitations in this study. The first pertains to the textual 
evidence presented for the biblical words. I have collected the evidence from 
various sources,452 which do not give the total picture of the whole textual 

452 The following sources have been used: NA27
; UBS4

; ECM IV. I; ECM IV.3; ECM IV.4; W.J. 
Elliott and Parker 1995, 2007; Hoskier 1929; Swanson 1995a, 1995b, 1995c, 1995d, 1998, 1999,2001, 
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tradition. Until the ECM is completed for the entire NT, textual information is 
incomplete, mainly limited to minuscules. This means that some singular and 
sub-singular readings may turn out to be anything but singular/sub-singular. 
Some textual locations with no variation may in fact contain some variation for 
the same reason. This is not necessarily a major problem as the NT textual 
tradition gives only a partial picture of the textual history. Nevertheless, better 
textual support for a singular/sub-singular reading offers a more convincing case 
for its authenticity if it is so deemed in the first place. The singular and sub­
singular readings need to be taken tentatively as part of the initial text if they fit 
the first-century usage and the author's probable usage and style. This position is 
debatable but it seems plausible in light of the results of this research (see 
below). Since the textual tradition is only a partial window onto the NT 
witnesses, readings that are now singular/sub-singular may have enjoyed a 
widespread support in the past. Hence, this dissertation takes the position that 
singular/sub-singular readings may be authentic and were almost lost due to 
historical and scribal exigencies. 

Secondly, the evidence for the Greek usage is based on the information found 
in the Thesaurus Lingua Graecae and Perseus Database (including the Duke 
Databank of Documentary Papyri). As these two major works are constantly 
evolving, this study is valid in so far as the extra-biblical usage stands as of 
March 2008. New findings and/or new information added to the databases 
regarding first-century Greek usage may alter some conclusions, especially if 
forms currently not known from the first-century sources will be found. 
Methodologically I assume that if there is no first-century evidence for a given 
Koine form, such a form in the NT textual tradition is more likely to be a later 
alteration on the basis of the development of Greek usage. 

Thirdly, arguments about author's style are problematic because of the partial 
nature of the evidence. In the Gospels authorial usage of Greek dialects may 
shift from pericope to pericope. The Pauline corpus may exhibit similar shifts in 
the Greek usage due to the possible use of different literary assistants. Unless a 
clear majority of textual locations testify decisively for Koine or Attic forms, 
authorial usage cannot be decided conclusively. Lost textual witnesses impact on 
how the current NT textual tradition carries the perceived authorial usage. 
Textual locations with no variation may not constitute a good argument against 
the usage in places where variation occurs, unless other evidence points to the 
same conclusion. Nevertheless, the intrinsic probabilities cannot be ignored. 
They are important arguments in orthographical considerations, but there may be 
a limit to their usefulness. 

2003, 2005 [all works with errata lists]; von Tischendorf 1869-72; New Testament Transcripts 
Prototype online at [http:/ /nttranscripts. uni-muenster.de/ AnaServer?NTtranscrip ts+O+start.anv ]. 
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What follows is a detailed discussion of the Koine/ Attic variation in the NT 
textual tradition, which includes variant tables for each word studied. In these 
tables synoptic parallel passages are marked with '»'. ltacism, movable nu and 
haplography are ignored. Koine variants in the UBS/NA are marked with 
underlined references. Papyrus references marked with videtur are certain to 
support the given form, despite some lacunae. For statistical purposes, I have 
included the papyri and majuscules~' A, B, C, D/05, E/08 and W (with wsup) for 

every textual location for which they are extant. I have also occasionally noted 
genealogical relationships by grouping related witnesses into families using plus 
signs and superscripts (e.g. 13+69+788

, which are all members of the / 3 family). 
This is important in establishing whether the genealogical combination of 
witnesses is a singular or sub-singular reading. Hk marks the Harklean Group, 
and rell the rest of the NT textual tradition. In a few cases there are other Attic 
variants than those listed, but they are inconsequential for this study and not 
found in witnesses studied (orthographic alterations within Attic forms). Literary 
styles are marked as (v)emacular, (c)onversational, and (l)iterary. 

4.5.1. AIIEBANA* 

The indicative aorist forms of ano9vanxw 453 appear both as Attic and Koine 
forms in the NT textual tradition, though the preponderant usage is Attic. The 
following table summarises the findings. 

Reference, Style Koine readinf(s Attic readinf(s 
Mt 8,32 c UJtE8UVUV ~I aJt€8avov ~· B w relll UJtE8UV£V c 
Lk 20,31 I a1t€8avav s' aJt€8avov ~ A 8 2 D W rell 

Jn 6,49 
!--

v aJt€8avav 2 aJt€8avov P66
'
75 ~ A B C D W rell 

--.-·---·-·-·-----·--·-
Jn 6,58 v N/A aJt€8avov P66

'
75 ~ B C D W rell 

--·--·--·······.................. - ........... -. 

Jn 8,53 v a1t€8avav o· aJt€8avov P66
'
75 ~ A B c DC w rell 

-·-- .. -·- .. -- ~ 

Rom 5,15 c N/A am:~8avov ~ A B C rell 

Rom 7,10 c N/A am~8avov ~ A B C rell 
·•··· 

Ga12,19 c NIA aJt€8avov P46 ~ A B C rell Cl 
------·-·-·----- I --

N/A --~-J'tE8<ivn£ ABC relli aJto8avn£_~ Col2,20 c 
I "&:;;;~-e6~-a:.:£-J:>46C 

·-··-··-·· 

aJt£8<ivn£ P46*~ ABC rell Col3,3 c 
··-··-··-------·-·-···--·····-·--··-·-·-·-·~--~-~---- aJt€8avov P46 ~ A-;ell _________________ 

Heb 11,13 I N/A 

Heb 11,37 I N/A aJt€8avov P46 ~A rei! 
-- -

Rev 8,11 v N/A aJt€8avov ~ A rei! 

The occurrences of Attic an~::9<iv£t£ and (m€9avov are unchallenged in Mt 
8,32, Jn 6,58; Rom 5,15; 7,10; Gal 2,19; Heb 11,13.37; Col 2,20; Rev 8,11 by 
their Koine equivalents. The Koine forms all appear as variae lectiones: 

453 BDAG, aJto8vanxw- "to die", does not note the Koine form. 
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am~86.va'tE in Col3,3 (P46c); arr£8avav in Mt 8,32 (~ 1 ); Lk 20,31 (B*); Jn 6,49 

(ms. 2); Jn 8,53 (D*). Each time the Koine readings are limited to a single 
witness. They appear across the vernacular (2/4 hits, 50%), conversational (2/6 
hits, 33%), and literary (113 hits, 33%) texts. Since the number of occurrences is 
small, literary styles reveal little of the Greek usage other than both the Koine 
and the Attic forms appear irrespective of the styles used. The LXX has 
arr£8avav in 2 Sam 11,24; 13,33; Tob 3,9; by contrast, the Attic arr£8avov has 
17 hits in the LXX. 

There are no occurrences of this word in the Ptolemaic papyri except 
arr£8avE in P.Cair.Zen. 59312.9, 17 etc (250 BC), and the infinitive arro8avETv 
in P.Par. 4 7.11 ( ca 152 BC). Both forms look alike in Koine and Attic, so they 
do not represent valuable information for this study. The Koine forms, however, 
are preponderant in the Byzantine period, if not before.454 In the non-literary 
works arr£8ava in found in SB 13588.8 (rv AD), and arr£8avav in CPR 54.10 
(II AD). The earliest reference in literary works is from the fifth century.455 

Therefore, the Koine forms appear to be a second-century phenomenon. 
Since the Koine variant readings are all singular, the external evidence stands 

against them. They do not appear to be inherited readings. Since the Koine forms 
have not been found in the first-century evidence, it is likely that all the Koine 
readings are secondary developments. The first corrector of~ in Mt 8,32 is one 

of those working in the scriptorium in the fourth century. The original text is not 
crossed out, but a small alpha has been added on top of the omicron. This, 
however, is probably not the same corrector, who did most of the changes in 
Matthew.456 It is not possible to know whether the corrector himself is 
responsible for the Koine form or some earlier scribe, whose work the corrector 
retained, but the alpha form cannot be traced further back than the second 
century, even if the corrector restored an earlier reading. It is unlikely part of the 
initial text.457 The Codex Vaticanus reading in Lk 20,31 probably has second­
century roots. The Codex Bezae reading in Jn 8,53 may be a second-century 
reading or its scribe may be responsible for it, seeing that Codex Bezae has so 
many Koine forms relative to other contemporary witnesses. The arr£8avav in 
ms. 2 at Jn 6,49 is likely a later change. 

454 Mandilaras 1973: 151-52. 
455 Chorographie Anonymae, Chronica Byzantina breviora, chronicle 34.1 section 21A line 37ff. 
456 Private communication (Jan 31, 2008) with Dirk Jongkind (Tyndale House I Cambridge), who 

has done extensive work on the correctors of~. See also Jongkind 2007. 
457 Hort and Westcott ( 1881: II, 246-4 7) note that singular readings are common in Sinaiticus, 

especially in the Apocalypse, and scarcely ever commend themselves on internal grounds. 
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The earliest Kaine form is found in P46
, made by a professional scribe using 

attXot, perhaps an employee of a scriptorium.458 Since the alpha form is found 
as a correction, it needs to be asked who made the correction in Col 3,3 and 
why? It is not a change made by a later corrector (P46

c
2

, late third century), who 
used a distinctive cursive handwriting style. Was it the original scribe,459 a 
contemporary paginator acting as &wg8wt~~ (P46

c
1
), or someone else (P46

c
3)? 

Judging from the fact that the change is orthographic in nature,460 it is likely that 
it was made either by the original scribe, who was fond of such alterations, or the 
contemporary paginator. Royse has recently argued for the latter.461 The original 
scribe of P46 had a tendency to alter wilfully what he read.462 Both the original 
scribe and the paginator made many blunders while correcting the text, 
especially in orthography, leaving many texts uncorrected and making flawed 
corrections.463 For that reason an:c8avatE in Col 3,3 is an early secondary 
corruption, which coincides with the development of Greek usage in the second 
century. 

Hence, all of the alpha forms are secondary corruptions due to the 
development of Greek, which started to affect the orthography of an:c8av* 
during the second century.464 None is original to the authors themselves (so the 
UBS/NA). Intrinsic probabilities concur with these outcomes in the Pauline 
corpus, though elsewhere the rarity of aorist forms of an:o8vonxw means that 
not much can be said of the author's usage ofan:c8av*. In any case, the external 
evidence and general Greek usage are decisively against the Kaine forms. These 
reasons indicate a scribal habit, intentional or unintentional, to modernise the 
spelling of an:c8a v *. 

4.5.2. AIIHABA * 
The indicative aorist forms of aJtEQXO!lat 465 appear both as Attic and Kaine 
forms in the NT textual tradition. The general usage is Attic but there are 
numerous Kaine variants. The following table summarises the findings. 

458 ENTGM 207. 
459 Royse (1981: 235-38) has noted that the original scribe made most of the 160 corrections. Most 

of the corrections shift the textual character of P46 from a 0-text lookalike to a B-text. 
460 Royse 1981: 236. 
461 Royse 2008: 853. However, the NT transcript prototype does not identify the corrector. Comfort 

(ENTGM 330) notes this change, but makes no guess as to who did the correction. 
462 Royse 1981: 269. 
463 Royse 1981: 236; Zuntz 1953:253-54. 
464 This implies that the three entries in the LXX are also secondary developments based on scribal 

tendencies. 
465 BDAG, cm€QXO!lUL- "to go away, to leave", does not note the Koine form. 
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Koine readin s Attic readin s 

Mt 20,5 

c <'mftA.Sav B arrftA.Sov ~ C W rell ,,,,,,,,.,,,,,,,,,,,.,,,, ........ ,, .... , .............. 1 
c N/ A arrftA.eov ~ B C W rell 

......... ._ .. -.-·--·-······--····--··--··--·-· 
Mt 22,22 

·····························---.-----·-·-······ 

Mk 1,20 

,, ~~~is~~ ~ cw I ;~ii '' 
, .. ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, .. ,,,, .. ,,,,,,,,,,,,,, .. ,,,, .. ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 

arrftA.Sov ~ A B C relll ~A.Sov e I 
~xoA.ouST](JUV I)'W_1424 

Mk 3,13 arrftA.Sov ~ A B C W relll ~A.Sov D 

Mk6,32 ,,,,~,~~ie~'~''~''A.scw;~ii'l''~~'~'ie~~J'3 '157'i3"Y;''' 

,, _________ ,,,, .. , .. , .. , .. , .. , .. , .. ,, .. , .. , .. , .. ,,,, , .. , , ,,,, .... ,,, .. , .. , .. , .. ,, .. ,,,, .... , .. , .. , .. , .. , .. , .... ,,,, ........ , ........ , .. , .... , .......... ,, ,, J<'tYcx~<:l:v:r10s I? 
Mk 11,4 

Mk 12,12 

Lk 2,15 
, ,, ,, ,, .. , .. , .. , .. , .... ,, .. , .... , .. , .. ,, .......... ,,j C .. +-:,, .. ,,, .. , .. ,:-:--, .. , .... ::o< .. , .... , .. , .. , .. ,, .. , .. , .. , .. ,,, 
Lk 10,30 

Lk 24,24 

Jn 6,22 

Jn 6,66 

Jn 11,46 

Jn 18,6 

Jn 20,10 

Gal1,17a 

Gal1,17b 
"''"'"'"'"'"'""'"'"'"'"'""""'""""•""""'""'"'"1 ~ .. +·-·-·-··, .. , .. , .. , .. , .......... ,.,, .• ",, .. ,.. .................................... - ........... 1 

Rev 10,9 

Rev 21,4 v arrftA.Sav A 

arrftA.Sov ~ A B C W relli arrEA.eovtES D 8 
565 700 

arrftA.Sov ~ A B W rell 

~~~ie~~ ~ A relll t'mftA.Sov P51 B D:F G 88*, 
1836 2344 24641 ~A.Sov P46

vid 

~~~ie~~ !>5 i ~ As ;~it '' 

arrftA.Sov rei! I rragftA.Sov /rragft1..9EV 051 
1 104 • 181 Byzmss _ .... __ .......... .. ............................................ _ _ __ ........................ .. 
aJtftA.SEV ~ 1854+2050+2329 rell Oec+2053+20621 

rragftA.Sov /rragftA.9Ev 664 1611 

This distribution of Koine/ Attic variations is mixed. <'mf]A.Sa is found in Gal 
1, 17b (P46

); Rev 10,9 (P47
•
85

vict A a[), but not in Gal 1, 17a. anf]A.Sav is found in 
Mt 8,32 (B); Mt 22,22 (B D W*); Mk 12,12 (D); Lk 10,30 (P75

); 24,24 (L); Jn 
11,46 (P66 D); 18,6 (~ B D W Did); Rev 21,1 (~ A 2329 By:/'); 21,4 (A); but not 

in Mk 1,20; 3,13; 6,32; 11,4; Lk 2,15; Jn 6,22.66; 20,10. Based on the witnesses, 
both the singular anf]A.Sa and the plural anf]A.Sav have second-century roots. 
The UBS/NA accepts the Koine forms in Mt 22,22; Rev 10,9; 21,1.4; but rejects 
anf]A.Sav in Jn 18,6, even though it has the strong external support of~ B D W 

Did. The Koine forms are found in vernacular (5/13; 38%), conversational (3/5; 
60%), and literary (2/3; 66%) parts of the NT. anf]A.Sav is found in the LXX in 
Jdg 18,21 and as varia lectio in Codex A in Jdg 2,6; 18,24. The LXX 
predominantly supports the Attic form. 

Entries before the second century are rare but they exist. Only anf]A.Sa in 
P.Bad. 100.6-7 (I AD), and anf]A.Sav in SB 6011.9 (I AD) are found. These are 
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the forms found in the NT textual tradition. In literary works Hennas (I AD)466 

and Protevangelium Jacobi (11 AD, section 18, line 16) both have <'m:f)A.8av 

once. The second- and third-century evidence for artllA.8a * is more prominent in 

the non-literary papyri and ostraca. artf)A.8a is found in P.Bingen 74.11 (u AD); 

P. Oxy. 3988.5-6 (u AD), art'llA.8a~-tEV in BGU 1676.3 (u AD); P.Lond. 988.11 

(III AD), and artf)A.8av in ostraca O.Claud. 261.6 (ll AD).467 artliA.8a~-tEV is also 

found in Evangelium Petri (ll AD, section 60, line 2). Thus, the alpha forms are 

contemporary to the biblical authors, but they become more prevalent in the 

second and third centuries. 

Matthean references present a problem. Mt 8,32; 22,22 has the variation but 

Mt 20,5 reads uniformly in the Attic form. The UBS/NA accepts the Koine form 

only in Mt 22,22. If Mt 20,5 is any indication of the authorial style, Mt 8,32; 

22,22 may present early corruptions. On the other hand, the Koine form may 

have been lost in Mt 20,5. His conversational style could go either way. This 

makes the authorial usage inconclusive and creates a dilemma. In light of the 

contemporary Greek usage, transcriptionally and intrinsically the Koine/ Attic 

variation may go both ways. The artf)A.8av is singular in Mt 8,32 (B), but could 

be accepted as initial in light of artf)A.8av in Mt 22,22 (B D W*). Any decision is 
tentative at present, but perhaps preference should be given to the Koine in light 

of the author's conversational style and first-century Greek usage in non-literary 

works. Hence, tentatively, I read artf)A.8av in Mt 8,32; 22,22. 

All Markan references except one testify uniformly to the Attic form, which 

most likely is the authorial usage despite his vernacular style. Mk 12,12 is the 

only one that reads artf)A.8av. It is a singular reading based on Codex Bezae. In 

light of the high degree ofKoine forms in D, it is likely that Mk 12,12 presents a 

corruption, an attempt to modernise the spelling. 

Lucan references present a similar kind of problem to Matthean references, 

but it is easier to solve. Lk 2, 15 uniformly attests to artf)A.8ov, but Lk 10,30 

(P75
); 24,24 (L) have artf)A.8av as varia lectio. Both are singular readings. Royse 

believes that P75 has a substitution for the initial Attic form in Lk 10,30 on the 

basis of scribal habits.468 This is supported by the generally literary style of 

Luke. Codex Regius (VIII AD) is a badly written copy with many scribal 

blunders.469 Hence, Lk 1 0,30; 24,24 most likely present early corruptions to 

modernise the spelling. 

466 Hennas, Pastor, chapter 4 section 3 line 3. 
467 Gignac 1981: 341; DDDP lookup, Feb 10,2008. 
468 Royse 1981: 551; 2008: 840. The three entries in the LXX are likely secondary developments 

based on scribal tendencies. Codex Alexandrinus probably suffers from some sort of anti-Atticistic 
tendency in Judges. 

469 Metzger 1992b: 54. 
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Johannine references are similarly divided. The Attic anf]A.8ov is found 
uncontested in Jn 6,22.66; 20,10. anf]A.8av is found as varia lectio in Jn 11,46 
(P66 D); 18,6 (~ B D W Did). Since John is vernacular, anf]A.8av may be the 

initial reading in both textual locations. This would create a shifting authorial 
style, but the external evidence in Jn 18,6 seems too strong to be ignored. It is 
possible that the Kaine forms have been lost in Jn 6,22.66; 20,10. As in 
Matthew, the decisions are tentative at best, but the vernacular style of John, 
first-century Greek usage, and external evidence favour the Kaine form in Jn 
18,6 and maybe in Jn 11,46. 

Though a singular reading, anf]A.8a in Gal 1, 17b could be the initial reading. 
Royse takes it as a substitution for the original Attic form. 470 Intrinsic 
probabilities in the Pauline corpus offer no help because anf]A.8a I anf]A.8ov 
appear only in Gal1,17. Royse's argument has a problem. Why would the scribe 
of P46 change the Attic to its Kaine equivalent in the second occurrence but leave 
the first untouched? Several witnesses (P51 B D F G 88* 1836 2344 2464) 
change avf]A.8ov to anf]A.8ov in Gal 1,17a, and these same witnesses read 
anf]A.8ov against anf]A.8a in Gal 1, 17b. This harmonises the usage within the 
same verse, indicating the secondary nature of anf]A.8ov in at least Gal 1, 17a. P46 

is highly Atticistic in nature, so the appearance of a Kaine form here may well 
be the initial reading. This is likely if Paul originally wrote avf]A.8ov - anf]A.8a 
(P46 has ~A.8ov - anf]A.8a ), both of which then changed to anf]A.8ov by scribal 
activity. Therefore, Gal 1,17b should read arcf]A.8a and the rival reading should 
be seen as an Atticistic alteration (contra Royse, the UBS/NA). It seems unlikely 
that the scribe would create this reading, when elsewhere he is generally 
following Attic diction.471 

There is little doubt that anf]A.8a is the initial reading in Rev 10,9 (P47
•
85

vid A 
2329 2351 ByzP\ so also the UBS/NA) because of its strong external evidence.472 

Since every textual location in Revelation vacillates between Attic and Kaine 
forms (Rev 10,9; 21,1.4) and the literary style is vernacular, Rev 10,9 probably 
indicates authorial usage and each textual location should read the Kaine form 
(so the UBS/NA).473 The Attic forms are probably Atticistic alterations in 
Revelation. 

470 Royse 2008: 804. 
471 Royse (1981: 270) argues that the singular reading is a creation of the scribe of P46

, but the 
overall usage in P46 suggests that this early scribe has retained a reading that goes back to the first 
century and which was almost lost from the NT textual tradition. Royse's argument has validity, 
because the scribe of P46 has a lot of singular readings, but in this instance the general literary tendency 
of P46 should take preference over the argument on singular readings in general. 

472 Aune 1998a: 552 n. 9.a. 
473 Aune 1998b: 1110 n. l.a-a, 1111 n. 4.f-f. 
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4.5.3. AXPII 

The Attic azgt appears 46 times in the NT, 32 times with the Koine azgtc;474 as 
varia lectio, that is, in 70% of all the textual locations. The UXQL is found 
uncontested 11 times (Mk 16,8; Lk 4,13; Acts 1,2; 2,29; 3,21; Rom 5,13; 8,22; 
Heb 6,11; Rev 2,26; 14,20; 17,17). Thrice there are variants other than azgtc; 
involved. Acts 1 ,22; 13,11 has azgt vs. E"wc;, and 1 Cor 4,11 has azgt vs. J.tEXQL 
vs. E"wc;. azgtc; appears in the vernacular (4/8, 50%), the conversational (12/15, 
80%), and the literary (16/23, 70%) parts of the NT. The following table 
summarises the findings. The Koine form is noted with bold face if it is followed 
by a word starting with a vowel (for reasons, see below). 

»Lk 17,27 

Mk 16,8 

Lk 1,20 

Lk4,13 

Lk 21,24 

Acts 2,29 

Acts 3,21 

Acts 13,6 

Acts 13,11 

Acts 20,6 

Acts 20,11 

Acts 22,4 

c 

v 

Koine Readin Attic Readin 
UXQL ~~ ~!lfQU~ ~ B D W rei! 

~liil1~;~~iQ~; e---- -~-~--~--~ ··a;c(;;~~~~€(;~~P75 ~::\-8n~w-;:-~/T~ 
......... ·········-.-----····- ..............................•...... 

N/ A ~ A B C D W rei! 

iiXQtc; fn.tiQac; We 461 
iiXQtc; ~c; iJJI:iQ~c;)?~'!' 
N/A 

................ ·-ifw;~-;;~-C--D-i5~f8~92~rnT ___ UXQL ~A B W rell 
-------------·---------·--------------

N/A UXQL ~~ ~!lfQU~ ~A B DE rei! 
f------------1-------·------~ 

N/A UXQL ~A 81 104 1175 C+il~) 323 945 
1739 B C D E rei! 
UXQL ~ A B C D Erell 

··-··lixg·~---·p7·4·--~----A·--s··c···n-·E--;~ti · -·-· ··- ·· ---·--·------------
--~~--- ····E·······r·--e~t-~t·-~--~------~-------~-~-- ··iixt?~~;;~~P74···s·cos.Y;iiissThp~hyi····· 

iiXQtc;4409179271245 1646 
1837 1854 1874 1989 Hk Byzmss 

iiXQtc; C D rell 
JtiXQtc; 1243 

UXQL~ 'I' 1646 Hk 

UXQtc; rell 
[UXQL!l ~·] 

UXQL A B D rei! 
cm6 P74 ~ E 33 

~ABE3394517391891 

474 BDAG, UXQL- "until, as long as", notes the Koine form. 
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Rom 5,13 

Rom 8,22 

Rom 11,25 

I Cor 4,11 

Gal3,19 

Gal4,2 

Phill,5 

Phill,6 

Rev 7,3 

Rev 14,20 

Rev 20,5 

UXQL ~ A B C rell 
·lixo~ ~t P46 s· i5()5 2495 a_;;;n;,, 

I· · ··+·······'·: .. c .. :. .................................................... ___________ ·l····· ············•····•······ · ······· ·················· ·· ····· ··········· ······· · ·---
c UXQL ~ A B C rell 

!!EXQL Hk 
____ 

1 
ew-; F G 

iiJ(QtS oii ~2 A B2 C-;_ell --&xg~-~tP46 ·~-·--s•-jz6Jij9-I837-Byi"" 
----lixg~-~-r~2s2;~,----- lix(;·;-~tr46-~'As·-ro4s-c!24333 

1739 

~A B rell 

iiJ(Qt\; ~ A B C rell 

~ABC rell 

UXQL ~ A B C rell 

t-,-------------,_---------------l !!EXQL 436 441 442 
·ax(i;-~~~c-1_6_i_i+23298yzmss O~c +2053 rell 

--- ----- --------- ------------------------ .. ~CJ:>SQ~~§£z::'~ ·-·---·-·---····················· ---
N/A ~A C rell 

v UXQL'; ~ 2031 Or 
iiJ(Qt\; liv Byzmss liiXQtS oii 

~ A C relll~-tiXQL 

The Atticists denounced U')(QLc; as a spurious diction (a66XLJ.tov).475 Moeris 

wrote a')(QL avcu tou a 1\tttxwc;, U')(QLc; 'EA.A.YJVLxwc; ("liXQL without the a in 

Attic, U')(QLc; in Hellenic Greek"). Similarly, the Philetaeros attributed to 

Herodian reads U')(QL xal J!EXQL avEu tou a, to 6£ auv t0 a 'Iwvtx6v ("a')(QL 

and J!E')(QL without the a, but with a Ionic").476 It is, however, found in pre­

Classical poetry interchangeably with U')(QL to suit the metre. The pre-Classical 

tendency was to write U')(QL before consonants, and U')(QLc; before vowels, though 

this tendency was not consistent. Attic never used U')(QLc;, which is why Atticists 

475 Caragounis 2006: 125. 
476 J.K. Elliott 1976: 149. 
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rejected it.477 During the Hellenistic period, however, UX,QL~ again gained 
momentum, especially in the non-literary use of the language. The Duke 

Databank of Documentary Papyri has 114 entries for ax.gt~. Several of them are 
of interest, e.g. P.Bas. 18.4 (30 BC - AD 1 00); BGU 830.13 (1 AD); BGU 896.3 
(AD 138-61); BGU 1576.5 (AD 133-135); P.Mich. 789.27 (AD 190); P.Oxy. 
1346.1 (II AD); P.Russ.Georg. 2.26.16 (AD 160), 2.27.9 (AD 16112); P.Ryl. 
2.116.18 (AD 194); PSI 233.8 (II AD); P.Thmouis 1.94.10, 1.95.17, 1.106.7 etc 
(AD 170/171). The later non-literary papyri have UX,QL~ with consonants, e.g. 
Chrest.Wilck. 281.17 (AD 368/369); P.Mil. 41.12 (v AD); P.Petra 11.10 (AD 
569); PSI Congr. XVII 27.9 (IV AD); P.Ryl. 2.116.18 (AD 194). The Koine form 
is found in some literary work as well, e.g. those of Theocritus (IV/III BC), 
Apollonius of Rhodes (III BC), Bion (II BC), Tryphon (1 BC), Philo (1 BC/1 AD), 
Josephus (1 AD), Plutarch (1/n AD), Galen (II AD), and Oppian of Corycus (II 
AD) before vowels.478 Thus, the Koine usage in the first-century texts appears to 

have been to write UX,QL~ before vowels and UX,QL before consonants. Later 
development of Greek saw the intrusion of UX,QL~ before consonants. 

Despite these developments in Greek usage, some scholars claim that the 

Attic preposition ax.gt is used almost exclusively in the NT.479 Its Hellenistic 
counterpart UX,QL~ is claimed to be limited to two instances, one in Gal 3,19 and 
the other in Heb 3,13, although some critical editors like von Soden, UBS4 and 

Westcott-Hort accept UX,QL~ in other places as well.480 This is one of the very rare 
differences between the NA27 and the UBS4

• The NA27 reads UX,QL~ only in Gal 
3,19; Heb 3,13; and in brackets at Rev 2,25. The Robinson-Pierpont edition of 
the Byzantine Majority text of the NT has no occurrences of UX,QL~ anywhere. It 
follows Attic diction throughout. By contrast, Elliott has challenged this modern 

tendency to avoid UX,QL~.481 He notes that ax.gt~ is common in the NT textual 
tradition and argues for its originality in several textual locations. 

I will reassess the question of authenticity of UX,QL~ in the NT textual 
tradition. First, some textual locations exhibit multiple variants (Acts 11,5; 
20,6.11; 22.4; 28,15; 2 Cor 10,14).482 The variant reading E"w~ marks a 
continuous extent of time,483 like ax.gt(~) and f!I€X,QL(~), in Acts 11,5 (D 241); 

477 LSJ, liXQL. 
478 Oppian ofCorycus is not to be confused with the later Oppian of Apamea (mAD). 
479 BDAG, UXQL; BDF §2 I; Caragounis 2006: 125. The LXX has UXQL ofi in Job 32,11; and UXQL 

twice in 2 Mace 14,10.15. 
480 Westcott-Hort: Lk 21,24; Acts 7,18; 11,5; 20,6.11; 28,15; Rom 11,25; 1 Cor 11,26; 15,25; Gal 

3,19; Phil 1,6; Heb 3,13; Rev 2,25. Von Soden: Acts 28,15; Rom 11,25; 1 Cor 11 ,26; 15,25; Gal 3, 19; 
Heb 3,3; Rev 2,25. UBS: Rom 11,25; I Cor 11,26; Gal3,19; Heb 3,13; Rev 2,25. 

481 J.K. Elliott 1972b, 1976. 
482 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger (2004b) do not list the Koine UXQL~ at all. 
483 Louw-Nida67:119. 
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22,4 ('I' 88 102 927 Chr); 28,15 (P 74
vid). Its appearance is explicable as a scribal 

embellishment. It avoids (1) the choice between UXQL and 1-tEXQL, and (2) the 
choice concerning the movable a. Codex Bezae often rejects both UXQL(c;) and 
1-tEXQL(S') in favour of £we; against most witnesses (Mt 13,30; 28,15; Mk 13,30; 
Lk 16,16; Acts 1,22; 11,5; 13,11; Phil2,30). Furthermore, E'wc; is Attic,484 and a 
favourite form in the LXX (1564 hits). Atticistic tendencies or Septuagintalisms 
are the probable reasons why E'wc; has been substituted for U)(QL(c;)IJ.tEXQL(c;). 
Thus, E'wc; is to be rejected. 

Secondly, J.tEXQL(c;) exists as a varia lectio for UXQL(c;). The J.tEXQLc; in Acts 
20,11 is read only by ms. 1243, so it is to be rejected, though it could perhaps be 
seen as a secondary witness for reading UXQLc;. In the same way, J.tEXQL is likely 
an alteration of UXQL in Acts 22,4; 2 Cor 2, 14. This change may have been 
inspired by the LXX, where it appears 69 times, overpowering the mere four 
occurrences of UXQL(c;). Thirdly, the use of art6 in place of UXQL(c;) in Acts 20,6 
(P74 ~ E 33) is likely another scribal embellishment. The substitution of 

E'wc;/J.ttXQL(c;)/art6 for UXQL(c;) reveals scribal tendencies to "modernise" the text, 
perhaps to a local usage of Greek. Codex Bezae appears to suffer from this kind 
of textual corruption.485 This leaves only UXQLc; to contend with a)(QL as the 
initial form. 

The NT textual tradition attests to UXQLc; before consonants in Acts 13,6; 
22,4.22; 23,1; 26,22; 27,33; Rom 1,13; 2 Cor 3,14; 10,13.14; Gal4,2; Phil 1,5; 
Heb 4,12; Rev 7,3; 15,8; 20,3.5. Most of these references have Codex Athous 
Laurae ('I') as the principal witness to such a grammatical feature. The earliest 
are Codex Sinaiticus (Rev 7,3), Codex Bezae (Lk 1,20), and Codex 
Claromontanus (Heb 4,12). The rest are found in much later witnesses. Many of 
the references are singular and sub-singular readings. It is likely that UXQLc; 
before consonants represents a secondary corruption. However, some (or many) 
witnesses support U)(QLc; before a vowel in Mt 24,38; Lk 1,20; 17,27; 21,24; Acts 
7,18; 11,5; 20,6.11; 28,15; Rom 11,25; 1 Cor 11,26; 15;25; Gal 3,19; Phil 1,6; 
Heb 3,13; Rev 2,25. These cases need to be studied more closely, as they may 
concur with contemporary Koine usage. 

Elliott argued that UXQL ~c; appears without a variant UXQLc; ~c; and that this is 
probably due to euphony in the NT.486 This is incorrect. The U)(QL ~c; has U)(QLc; 

~c; as a varia lectio in Mt 24,38 cf 3)//Lk 17,27 (8), and in Lk 1,20. Luke-Acts 
has UXQLc; as a varia lectio in every textual location followed by a vowel. Hence, 

484 Palmer 1980: 274. 
485 Amphoux (1999: 12-13) has argued that Codex Bezae is a redactional work done in Smyrna 

around 120 AD. If so, an Asiatic style of Greek that in many ways resembles Atticistic tendencies 
could be a contributing factor to the discussion on scribal tendencies. 

486 J.K. Elliott 1972b: 135; 1976: 149. 
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it is likely that Luke-Acts also follows the Koine usage: UXQL with consonants, 
UXQLs; with vowels. One might dispute this by arguing that Luke-Acts as a 
literary work might follow Attic throughout and Koine forms are later 
corruptions. This is difficult to maintain, because so many important textual 
witnesses support Koine forms in diverse places, followed by a vowel (P45 ~ A B 

CD E W 8 'I' / 3 157 440 1241 Hk Byzmss). Hence, it is preferable to see Luke­
Acts as following general Greek usage. 

It is possible that Mt 24,38 and Lk 17,27 assimilated to each other due to 
related textual witnesses (/ 3 

- 8), so they do not carry entirely independent 
testimony. Nevertheless, they follow the practice of reading UXQLs; with a vowel. 
They should be accepted as initial. Lk 21,24 should read UXQLs; ov with C D 
157 892 1241. Likewise, Acts 7,18; 11,5; 20,6.11; 28,15 should all read UXQLs; as 
they are followed by a vowel. In detail, idiomatic UXQLs; ov is read by both Lk 
21,24; Acts 7,18. This hints at authorial usage. Lk 1,20 has UXQLs; (W 8 461), 
U)(QLs; ~s; (D K W), and UXQL ~s; (rell) as variant readings. The UXQLs; ~s; would be 
aberrant for Atticistic grammarians and sound inelegant. It is unlikely that a 
scribe would create such a reading. It could easily be rewritten both as UXQLs; and 
UXQL ~s; by two different scribes copying the text independently. One with 
Atticistic tendencies would drop the final sigma ( -aXQL ~s; ~!lEQas;), the other 
one would probably drop ~s; because of a confusion of similar sounds between 
I C and HC coupled with the desire for euphony (-liXQLs; ~!lEQas;), or due to 
haplography (~s; TJ!lEQas;). One might accept that UXQL ~s; turned into UXQLs; ~s; 
due to later developments in Greek, but it is difficult to explain why UXQL ~s; 

would be changed to UXQLs;, because the rough breathing sound makes it hard for 
I and H to assimilate to create UXQLs;. Therefore, Lk 1,20 should read UXQLs; ~s; 
despite its slim external support. This makes the authorial usage in Matthew and 
Luke-Acts follow the general Koine practice. 

The Pauline corpus, including Hebrews, has UXQL with no varia lectio, and 
followed by a consonant in Rom 5,13; 8,22; 1 Cor 4,11; Heb 6,11. On the other 
hand, Gal 3,19 has UXQLs; with UXQL as a varia lectio in just one witness (ms. 
1243). Heb 3,13 has almost the same situation: UXQL is read only by P13 0243 
1518, while UXQLs; is found in the rest of the tradition, including P46

• Both textual 
locations most likely read UXQLs;. Both times the next word begins with a vowel 
(so the UBS/NA). A reformed documentary hand in P13 reveals that it is a work 
of a professional scribe, who probably dropped the final 5 due to Atticistic 
tendencies.487 These textual locations likely set the authorial style to UXQL before 
consonants, and UXQLs; before vowels. This requires that Rom 11,25; 1 Cor 
11,26; 15,25; Phil1,6 should read U)(QLs;. 

487 ENTGM 83-84. 
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Revelation has only one case of axpl~ with a vowel, in Rev 2,25, unless one 
is prepared to read UXQL~ av or UXQL~ ov with some Byzmss in Rev 7,3. This latter 
case is not likely.488 Manuscripts A Byzmss read E"w~ in Rev 2,25, which avoids 
the dilemma over the dialect altogether and appears to be an Atticism. There are 
two textual locations that are Attic only (Rev 2,26; 17, 17), so the basic scheme 
of UXQL with consonants, U)(Ql~ with vowels should be followed in Revelation as 
well. Rev 2,25 should read UXQL~.489 The final sigma should be retained and the 
brackets removed from the UBS/NA. Elsewhere in Revelation liXQL~ is a later 
corruption. 

To summarise, liXQL~ has probably been Atticised to UXQL in some witnesses 
at Mt 24,38; Lk 1,20; 17,27; 21,24; Acts 7,18; 11,5; 20,6.11; 28,15; Gal 3,19; 
Heb 3,13; Rev 2,25.490 This seems to have taken place especially in Luke-Acts. 
Metzger argues that in Acts 11,15 it is difficult to know whether Attic ism was 
operative,491 but I suggest on the basis of general Greek usage that it did. Scribes 
might even have had apologetical reasons to do so, though this is only a 
hypothesis.492 By contrast, the initial Attic reading has turned into its Koine 
equivalent in Acts 13,6; 22,4.22; 23,1; 26,22; 27,33; Rom 1,13; 2 Cor 3,14; 
10,13.14; Gal 4,2; Phil 1,5; Heb 4,12; Rev 7,3; 15,8; 20,3. Hence, different 
scribes have felt different needs to "improve" the text. Some worked with 
Atticistic tendencies. Others have modified the text towards later Greek usage, 
writing liXQL~ even with consonants following. U)(Ql~ should be read in Mt 
24,38; Lk 1,20; 17,27; 21,24; Acts 7,18; 11,5; 20,6.11; 28,15; Rom 11,25; 1 Cor 
11,26; 15;25; Gal 3,19; Phil 1,6; Heb 3,13; Rev 2,25. Elsewhere the initial 
reading is U)(QL. These results are similar to those of the Westcott-Hort edition 
but depart from the UBS/NA.493 

488 Aune (1998a: 427 n. 3.d.) notes that secondary nature ofliXQL~ in Rev 7,3. 
489 J.K. Elliott 1972b, 1976:149; Aune 1997: 199 n. 25.b. 
490 These textual variants are generally not discussed by commentators, presumably because they 

do not affect the meaning of the text. E.g. Barrett (1994, 1998) accepts UXQL in Acts 7,18; 11,5; 20,6 
without discussing the alternatives. 

491 TCGNT 339. 
492 Luke-Acts was written with non-Jews in mind. This would perhaps render it more likely open 

for pagan opposition to Christianity than other canonical Gospels for its non-Attic Greek. Kannaday 
(2004: 25-26) has noted that pagan opponents of Christianity generally portrayed Christians as ignorant 
and superstitious people. This could have caused some scribes to improve the literary level of the text 
they copied in order to impress their opponents with the literary sophistication of the Christian writings, 
i.e. "we are not as ignorant as you claim and the use of Attic is a proof of that". 

493 J.K. Elliott (1972b: 135; 1976: 149) has UXQL~ in Lk 21,24; Acts 11,5; 20,6.11; 28,15; Rom 
11,25; 1 Cor 11,26; 15,25; Gal 3,19; Phil 1,6; Heb 3,13; Rev 2,25. This is essentially the same list, 
except for Mt 24,38; Lk 1,20; 17,27q. He does not deal with Acts 7,18. 
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4. 5.4. EBAAAN 

The indicative third person plural aorist form of ~aA.A.w494 appears generally in 
Attic and occasionally in Koine forms in the NT textual tradition. The E'~aA.av 
was originally a Doric form that survived well into the fifth century.495 The 
following table summarises the findings. 

Reference, Style Koine Readinf(s Attic Readinf(s 
Mt 13,48 c E'~aA.av D 700 t'~aA.ov ~ B C W rell 

Mk 12,44 v N/A - i~~i~~~ABDW;~iT 
))Lk 21,4 

1 

N/A t'~aA.ov ~A B D W rell 
Lk 23,34 N/A t'~a~~~-p75-~-A-BC_D_W~---
;;]~i9··-,·2··-4 --+v --~-N-/A--------------+~~-a--A.--o·--v-~-A---8--W-;~/ 

Jn 21 ,6 v N/ A t'~aA.ov ~ A B C D W rell 
Acts 16,23 I 1 N7A ···········································-································ ·-i~~~~~p74 ~ABCDE;~[j···· 

II··············-- ····-- ·cc -- ···· · - 1·--:-cc-·c·------·-------- ·- -··-·--·-·-·-··-·-··-···-------·-··---·-·-·····--···-·-· ·· 

Acts 16,37 I E'~aA.av B D t'~aA.ov P74 ~A Erell 
····-~=-~-=~~~----!-~------------------------ -------·11 

Rev 18,19 v E'~aA.av C 1828 Hipp t'~aA.ov ~A rell 

Note: at times there is also E'~aA.A.ov as a variant reading. They have not been 
listed. 

The Attic E'~aA.av appears nine times, in Mt 13,48; Mk 12,44; Lk 21,4; 23,34; 
Jn 19,24; 21,6; Acts 16,23.37; Rev 18,19. In two instances two pericopes are 
parallel, which means that there are seven independent pericopes containing 
E'~aA.av. Mk 12,44//Lk 21,4 and Lk 23,34//Jn 19,24 form two pairs. Both pairs 
consistently read the Attic form. Thrice the Koine (Doric) E'~aA.av is found as a 
varia lectio. It is a sub-singular reading in Mt 13,48 (D 700); Acts 16,37 (B D). 
Rev 18,19 has the support of three witnesses (C 1828 Hipp). These three 
occurrences cover vernacular once, conversational style once, and literary style 
once. This means little due to the sparse nature of the occurrences. The UBS/NA 
accepts E'~aA.av in Acts 16,37 (B D). The LXX reads E'~aA.av in 1 Kgs 6,1 (but 
LXX Codex L has EVE~aA.av).496 

The earliest references in the non-literary papyri are E'~aA.a in P.Oxy. 2729.18 
(IV AD), and E'~aA.av in P.Apoll. 63.12 (AD 703-715). Since the Koine forms 
generally appear in the second century,497 it is not surprising that related 
compound forms auv£~aA.a in P.Ross.Georg. iii, 4.14 (m AD), ErtE~aA.av m 

494 BDAG, ~aA.A.oo -"to throw, put, cast", notes the Koine form. 
495 LSJ, ~aA.A.oo. Browning (1983: 126-29) and Horrocks (1997: 40) note that Doric speakers are 

found well into the Christian era, particularly in Rhodes and the less accessible parts of the 
Peloponnese (authors such as Strabo, Dio Chrysostom, Pausanias). Doric-like Koine was still spoken in 
the Peloponnese in the sixth century AD. Alexandria saw an influx of Doric speakers in the third 
century BC, which affected the local dialect of Greek. 

496 The LXX Codex L (Purpureus Vindobonensis, v/vi AD) is not the NT Codex L (Regius, vm 
AD). 

497 Mandilaras 1973: 149. 
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P.Rein. 47.10 (II AD), and EsE~aA.av in BGU 1673.9 (II AD, written defectively 
as Esa(~aA.av) are the earliest known forms ofE'~aA.a*. Nevertheless, the alpha 
forms have not been found before the second century. In literary works 
Hippolytus is the earliest reference.498 He may even be responsible for the Koine 
reading in Rev 18, 19 if his reading spread to the NT textual tradition. The alpha 
forms replace most of the omicron forms by the third century. 

Therefore, all three textua1locations (Mt 13,48; Acts 16,37; Rev 18,19) are 
likely to suffer from secondary corruptions to modernise the spelling, perhaps to 
a local idiom.499 In this instance that idiom might have been a local Doric-like 
dialect that had survived the Hellenisation process. The changes might go back 
to the second century. In any case, this observation requires a change in Acts 
16,37 to E'~aA.ov (contra BDF §81, the UBS/NA), supported by P74 ~A Erell. 

4.5.5. ELdA * 
The indicative aorist forms of 6gaw500 (db*) appear both as Attic and Koine 
forms in the NT textual tradition. The general usage is Attic, but there are a 
number of Koine variant readings. The following table summarises the findings. 

Koine Readin s 

Acts 11,5 
----·--·-·-·-- .... 

Acts 26,13 

Ga11,19 dbov P46
'
51 ~A B rell 

-·a~T2~-~4--· .... Elbov ··p·46 ~ A B c rell 

Note: Rev 1,12.17; 4,1; 5,1.6.11; 6,1.5.8.12; 7,1.9; 8,2.13; 9,1.17; 10,1.5; 13,1.2.11; 14,1.6.14; 
15,1.2.5; 16,13; 18,1; 19,11.17.19; 20,1.4.11; 21,1.22 do not have Elba (P47 10 hits,~ 37 hits, A 37 
hits, C 18 hits). 

498 Hippolytus, De antichristo, section 41 line 31. 
499 Aune (1998b: 971 n. 19.a.) notes the variants. He reads E'~aJ.ov. The LXX I Kgs 6,1 probably 

suffers from a textual corruption. 
500 BDAG, 6Qaoo- "to catch sight of, see, perceive, witness", does not note the Koine form. 



Mt 25,39 

Mt 25,44 

Mk2,12 

»Lk 5,26 

Mk2,16 
----1············· t 

--------········--··· 
Mk 6,33 

Mk6,50 

Mk9,9 

Mk9,14 

Mk 9,38 

»Lk 9,49 

Mk 11,20 

Jn 6,22 

Jn 6,26 

Jn 19,6 

Jn 19,33 

Acts 4,20 
----·-·-·-·"·--·----·-·-·-·-- ..... 

Acts 6,15 

Phil4,9 

Heb 3,9 

Heb 11,23 

Jas5,11 

163 

EL00f.l£V ~ A B C W rell 
-~ri>-~~-~~-:?75-~-i..-8-c -o V.i",:~ii 

-----------------+----------------------·-······------------------------ ---
eloov ~ A B C D W rell 

doate 876 ewete ~ A B rell 

The Attic first person singular El6ov appears 47 times in the NT textual 
tradition. Twice its Kaine equivalent Elba appears as a varia lectio (Rev 17,3 
with A Hipp; 17,6 with~ A 2329). The Attic plural d'6o1-u:v, d'6ttE, and d6ov 

are found 43 times with their Kaine equivalents d'tlaf!EV, d'6atE, and El6av 21 
times as variae lectiones. The Kaine forms cover the vernacular (10/56, 18%), 
the conversational (2/13, 15%) and the literary (11/21, 48%) parts of the NT. 
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They are unevenly distributed. Matthew has 2/9 (22%), Mark 6/10 (60%), Luke­
Acts 10117 (59%), John 2/7 (29%), James 111 (100%), and Revelation 2/39 hits 
(5%). The LXX has dbav in Jdg 6,28; 16,24; 18,7; 1 Sam 6,19; 10,14; 19,20; 2 
Sam 10,6.14.19; Jdt 6,12; Ps 34,21; the Attic dbov predominates in the LXX 
usage (120 hits). The UBS/NA reads c'Cba~Ev in Acts 4,20 and dbav in Mt 
13,17//Lk 10,24; Jn 1,39; Acts 9,35; 12,16. The last one is a sub-singular 
reading, so one wonders why the UBS/NA editors rejected clbav in Mk 6,50 (~ 

B); Lk 9,32 (~ L). This is probably due to some inconsistency of choice. 

The dba~ in BGU 1143.19 (18 BC) is the only Koine form found in the non­
literary papyri before the second century. Its Attic rival dbc~ is found e.g. in 
UPZ 70.5 (152/151 BC); BGU 923.11 (I-II AD501

); PSI 1033.10 (AD 166); SB 
7368.28 (II-III AD). Other Koine forms are found from the second and third 
centuries. The dba is found in P.Diog. 46.18 (AD 1411142), d'ba~EV in P.Mich. 
157.18; SB 4435.14; 4436.15-16 etc; P.Meyer. 16.13; 17.15; P.Ryl. 112A.10, 
112B.15 (all ca. AD 250), and clbav in P.Sakaon 44rpdupl (IV AD).502 The 
c'Cba-rE appears to be absent in the non-literary papyri currently known. Several 
Koine authors use the alpha forms in their literary works, but significantly only 
Polycarp is roughly contemporary with the NT authors. The Philippian Letter of 
Polycarp has ctba-rc in Phil 9,1 (I/n AD),503 although the work leans more 
towards the early second century (most would date it to AD 110-140).504 The rest 
are no earlier than the second century AD (e.g. Herodianus, Epitaphium Abercii, 
Protevangelium Jacobi). 505 Thus, some Koine forms might have existed in the 
first century, but they are found no earlier than the second century except elba~. 
The implication is that the alpha forms might be initial readings in some textual 
locations in the NT, but doubt exists for forms other than Elba~, which does not 
appear in the NT.506 The UBS/NA editors accept the Koine readings in Mt 
13,17//Lk 10,24; Jn 1,39; Acts 4,20; 9,35; 12,16.507 The following is a detailed 
analyses of the Koine forms in the NT textual tradition. 

Koine variae lectiones appear twice in Matthew, in Mt 13,27; 25,37. The 
Attic is uncontested in Mt 2,2.9.11; 17,8; 25,38.39.44. This appears to set the 

501 The editor of editio princeps has written Elba~ into his text, and noted the original, misspelled 
form olbE~ in the footnote. I disagree with the editor with his decision to read Elba~, as olbE~ implies 
more likely ELbE~ due to itacism than Elba~. 

502 Gignac 1981: 343; Mandilaras 1973: 152. 
503 This is the only occurrence of any alpha form in the Apostolic Fathers. 
504 See, e.g., [http://www.earlychristianwritings.com/polycarp.html]. 
505 E.g. Herodianus, lle(Jtnarwv, volume 3 part 2, page 356 line 11; Epitaphium Abercii, 

Epitaphium, line 10; Protevangelium Jacobi, section 47line 12. 
506 The NT attests dbE~ in Acts 26, 16; Rev I, 19.20; 17,8.12.15.16.18. 
507 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger (2005) note the variants, but they make no decisions about 

which one is the most likely initial reading. 
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authorial style to Attic, as it is unlikely that eight different textual locations have 
all lost the initial Koine readings completely. This casts doubt on the Koine 
readings in Mt 13,27; 25,37. The latter is a singular reading (ct6a~J,EV in B*), 
which may be rejected as a secondary corruption. The d6av in Mt 13,27 has a 
relatively strong external combination (~ B N 33), but it is explicable either as a 

scribal harmonisation to its Synoptic parallel in Lk 10,24 or as an early gloss. 
Hence, Matthean references should all read the Attic form. This requires a 
change to d6ov in Mt 13,27 in the UBS/NA, despite its external support and 
author's conversational style. 

Koine variae lectiones appear six times in Mark, in Mk 2,12.16; 6,33.50; 
9,14.38. The Attic is uncontested four times, in Mk 9,8.9; 11,20; 16,5. Twice 
there is a Lucan parallel account: Mk 2,12 with Lk 5,26 and Mk 9,38 with Lk 
9,49. It is difficult to decide the authorial usage conclusively. All except one of 
the Koine references are singular or sub-singular: Mk 2,12 (ct6a~J,EV CD); 2,16 
(d6av D); 6,33 (d6av D); 6,50 (d6av ~B); 9,14 (d6av B*). Only Mk 9,38 has 

a stronger external support for ct6a~J,EV in genealogically independent witnesses 
(A-text: N W; B-text: L; C-text: ms. 346; D-text: D). Therefore, the decisions 
are tentative only. There are no papyri containing those portions of Mark that 
relate to EI~A *. P45 is Atticistic in nature elsewhere. Little if anything can be 
inferred from it as a secondary, indirect testimonial to the possible Markan usage 
of EI~A *. Two reasons favour the Koine forms: ( 1) the vernacular style of 
Mark, and (2) the higher amount of Koine variae lectiones in comparison to 
Attic-only textual locations. By contrast, two reasons argue against them. ( 1) 
The combination of all vernacular references in the NT for EI~A * shows only a 
few textual locations where the Koine variae lectiones appear. Most references 
are Attic only. (2) The Koine forms have slim external evidence at best. Thus, it 
seems best to disregard all Koine variae lectiones as secondary corruptions at the 
present time. 

Koine variae lectiones appear ten times in Luke-Acts, in Lk 5,26; 7,22; 
9,32.49; 10,24; Acts 4,20; 6,15; 9,35; 12,16; 28,4. The Attic forms appear 
uncontested in Lk 2,20.30; 19,37; 24,24; Acts 7,34; 11,5; 26,13. However, Acts 
7,34; 11,5; 26,13 all read d6ov as the first person singular. They may be 
disregarded, because they do not necessarily impact on the author's usage of the 
plural forms. This reduces the list of Attic-only plural form references to Lk 
2,20.30; 19,37; 24,24. In detail, ct6a~J,EV and ct6atE appear as variae lectiones in 
every textual variation location in Luke-Acts. d6av is found in six out of ten 
textual locations as a varia lectio. This tips the balance of intrinsic probability 
slightly in favour of the plural Koine forms. Yet the slim external support and 
the literary style of Luke-Acts cast some doubts on the Koine readings. Lk 5,26; 
7,22; 9,32.49; Acts 6,15; 12,16; 28,4 are all singular or sub-singular readings. 
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Only Lk 10,24 and Acts 4,20 have a stronger external support. There are two 
likely harmonisations to the corrupted textual tradition in the parallel texts: 
ctba~-tEV in Lk 5,26 (C 13+60+788

) harmonises with Mk 2,12 (C D), and Lk 9,49 
(L) with Mk 9,38 (D N W 346). This leaves Lk 7,22; 9,32; 10,24; Acts 4,20; 
6,15; 9,35; 12,16; 28,4. Tentatively they might read the Koine forms. The critical 
text could read ctba~-tEV in Acts 4,20; ctbat£ in Lk 7,22; and c16av in Lk 9,32; 
Acts 6,15; 9,35; 12,16; 28,4. 

Koine variae lectiones appear twice in John. Jn 1,39 reads c16av (P66 P75 B* 
C wsup); Jn 6,26 has ctbatc (D). The Attic is uncontested in Jn 1,48.50; 6,22; 
18,26; 19,6.33. Three textual locations (Jn 1,48.50; 18,26) contain clbov as the 
first person singular. As in the case of Luke-Acts, these may be disregarded, 
because they do not necessarily impact on the author's usage of the plural forms. 
Even so, the authorial usage seems to favour Attic forms, despite the use of 
vernacular style. Jn 1,39 has a strong external support, so it cannot be easily 
rejected. Perhaps the author's usage shifted from Koine to Attic somewhere 
between Jn 1,39 and Jn 6,22. It is possible that Jn 1,39 testifies to an early 
second-century corruption but any decision to classify it as such would be 
tentative at best. The ctbat£ in Jn 6,26 in Codex Bezae is likely a secondary 
corruption to the later Greek usage. 

The Pauline corpus has no Koine variae lectiones anywhere. All references 
are uniformly in Attic. The only reference in the Catholic Letters (Jas 5,11) 
likely contains a later corruption as it is a singular reading found in ms. 876.508 

Revelation contains 39 times the first person singular clbov, twice with Koine 
elba as a varia lectio, in Rev 17,3 (A Hipp); 17,6 (~ A 2329). The preponderant 

authorial usage is decisively against dba. Although it appears in such a good 
witness for Revelation as Codex Alexandrinus, it is likely a second-century 
corruption. 

4. 5. 6. EIIIA * 
The indicative aorist forms of A.€yw509 appear both as Attic and Koine forms in 
the NT textual tradition. Most of the textual locations with singular forms attest 
Attic only, but there are a number of Koine variant readings. In total, drca and 
drew; appear in 12/39 (31%) textual locations. By contrast, the Koine/ Attic 
variation occurs in almost every textual location with plural forms: c'Crcat£ and 

508 J.D. Miller (2003: 241) accepts the Attic dbetE without any discussion of the rival reading. lt is 
not mentioned, so perhaps he was not aware of its existence, or chose to ignore such a singular reading 
altogether. 

509 BDAG, t..Eyw -"to say", does not note the Koine form. 
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ELnav appear in 1321138 (96%) textual locations. The following table 
summarises the findings. 510 

Jn 3,28 

~ 
Jn 6,36 

Jn 8,24 

Koine Readin s 

Elrcov ~ 8 C D W rell 

d~~~ P37 ~ A 8 C D W rell 
... ··-························-··· 

dJta~ ~ A 8 C D W rell 

~1~;~ p6655 ~ A B C'' D W'"P rell 
···~1~~·~··Pr;r;;?s··~·A8Cw'iir;~i/···· 

~----------------------" · ~1~~~)l66:?s~A.8-w'"r;~/i 
~ A 8 W'"P rell 

v N/A 
v ··· ··-£t;t<l£-I>"6:75_A_s2 c-ow;~!T ____ _ 
v N/A 
v N/A 

~1~;~ P6655 ~A8 o:w;~ii 
········ ·· ~1~;~ i>6655 ~···xs w ;~11···1 ~<i~;;;rie··· 

·-j;;-t-6.3~f------ ············ '-·-············ .,.,c-.·-,-~----··-·-····-·--··--·--·--··-·--·-·-·-·-··-··· . ~t;t;;~ A 6 ~ eoiii/333 5 79 s;;i"'' 

Jn 10,36 

Jn 11,40 

Jn 11,42 

Jn 13,33 

Jn 14,2 

Jn 14,26 

Jn 14,28 

Jn 15,20 

Jn 16,4 

Jn 16,15 

510 Mealand (1996) discusses Luke's Greek and covers the Koine forms of EIIT*. Unfortunately, 
his view of the matter is based on the occurrences of the alpha forms in the U8S/NA text instead of 
textual variants. Thus, Mealand's treatment ofthe Greek of Luke-Acts should be augmented by noting 
that Luke-Acts has more Koine forms than listed in the U8S/NA (see the discussion in the text). 
Mealand gives the following statistics for Luke-Acts with compounds: *ELJta 1 hit, *dJta~ I hit, 
*ELJtUftEV no hits, *dJtm:E 3 hits, and *ELJtav 44 (46) hits. Yet the manuscript tradition has the 
following statistics when excluding the compound forms: ELJta l hits, ELJta~ 1 hit, ELJtUftEV no hits, 
ELJtatE ~hits, and dJtav 48 hits. So, even without the compounds the figures are higher. 
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.......... , ,--=-------------------------,, ............ ", ................................................................................................................ . 
Acts II ,8 d:n:a D d:n:ov P74 ~ A 8 E rell 

··········· ---~---·····1 l-c·---~r- ----------------------····-·---·1······························································································································ 

Acts 22,10 !Ot,t;;_p74D d:n:ov ~A 8 Erell 
........... 

Acts 22,19 ...... N/A d~~~p74 ~ ABE rell 
................................ : ........... 1 

Acts 26,15 ... ·;:r;r;;.·:p74A_"_s_CE-H+M9+os6+124r3-3 ___ -d:n:ov ~ rell 

818810433092711751243 
1739+945 1854 2344 

_Q~J.?,_!_~·-······_---_·········_·-I··c··l N/A ········-·-· --- --- ····· et~;;~P46 ~~ll 

Heb 3,10 1"-ci:n:;-Abc 33 441 442 Byzm" Ch;--- ~t~~~p46 ~:Sc;~ii 
Cyr Euthal (D* has a misspelling 

______________ .......... _EJ~~V.L _____________ _ 
N/A ~t~~~i>46 -~ AC;~ii Heb 10,7 

PLURAL 
Mt 2,5 c d:n:av ~ 8 d:n:ov C D W rell 

~~~==~----1----·--~~-----------------------1 

Mt 9,3 c d:n:av 8 d:n:ov ~ C D W rell 

Mt 10,27 c d:n:m:E ~ 8 C D W rell N/A 
1----- ..... j. . ........................................................................................... . 

II~»~L=k=l=2,~3 __ 1-~-------1~Ev~L:n:~a~t~E-~P_75_~~~A~8~C~D~W~~re~~~~~--------l'E~L:n:~tE 
Mt 12,2 c d:n:av ~ 8 C e 33 d:n:ov D W rell 

»Lk 6,2 T d:n:av W X d:n:ov ~A 8 C relll EAfYOV D 579 
11----------j .......... ~------------------------1 ······························-········· .................. ··-········. 

Mt 12,24 c N/A d:n:ov ~ 8 CD W rell 
-~ik:T!:i-5------1--············· ~--~·t=,-c·-;;_----.--8··---R-··-------------------+·- d···=·:n:····o······v·····-P···,·. 7"7:s>·--~---··A·········c·········D·········w···········r···e····,···-,··········· 

EA.aA.~aav A.€yonE~ P45 

··-···---··------jl---············ ---- ----------------~····································································································· 

c d:n:av ~ 8 L e 33 124+346+788 d:n:ov D W rell Mt 13,10 

Mt 13,27 c d:n:av 8/3 d:n:ov ~ 8 CD W rell 

Mt 15,12 c d:n:av ~ d:n:ov C W rell 

ll-----l-·····-·-·-l--:::-----c-~---------j---~-¢y()_1J(JL\' ___ ~_ .. Q~/./3_}_~ ___ ??.~}QQ ___ _ 
c d:n:av ~~ / 3 d:n:ov 8 CD W rell Mt 15,34 

»Mk 8,5 v d:n:av ~ 8 N W /'<,. 565 579 d:n:ov A C D rell 
-+···=··················································································································································· -Mt-l(i,T4 ____ ----~----··· d:n:av 8 IT 33 El~~v ~ CD W rell 

.... I ··························································· ................................................................................ . 
»Mk 8,28 v d:n:av ~ 8 c L"" 579 a:n:EX.QC8T]OUV A D w rell 
-~>-Ck-9~-19 _____ - - d:n:av p75 8 ~ D 700 d:n:ov A C W rell 

Mt 17,19 c d:n:av ~ 579 d:n:ov 8 CD W rell 

Mt 17,24 c d:n:av ~2 8 D d:n:ov~· C W rell 
L>::~~~J~ L'------------------------------

Mt 21,5 c d:n:m:E ~ 8 CD W rell (cite the 

I~M~t=2=1,=16:__j c 
Mt 21,27 c 

LXX) 

d:n:av ~ 8 D L e 124 

d:n:av~ De 124 
tvitiT;J-8 ----·-·c ----- -:N/A.-

N/A 

d:n:ov P45 C W rell 

d:n:ov 8 C W rell 

d:n:ov -~ 8 C D W rell 

....... 

................. 

·····--------1 I 
»Mk 12,7 v ~l;;;~~ ~ 8 CD L W f'l. W 

----------------······-··· .................................................................... . 

EL:n:ov A rell 

28+700 209 
_-::_:::____:::::c:.::_ ________________________ . ······ ... ······················-

Mt 22,4 c d:n:atE ~ 8 CD W rell N/A 
1 Mt-25-.8·--· c -- ~t~;;_~ B CL-Ei33 d:n:ov ~---A······D·········w··········r····e·····u············································ ..................................... . 

..... 

Mt 26,18 c Et:n:atE ~A 8 D W rell NIA 

»Mk 14,14 v Et:n:atE ~A 8 CD W rell N/A 

~M':l::t~26~,3:::5:___j c d:n:av e 33 69+ 7~8 d:n:ov P31 ~ A 8 CD W rell 

Mt 26,61 c d:n:av ~ e 124 d:n:ov A 8 CD W rell 
-M-t-26.6=-6 ----1-c t-E-=l_:n:_a_v_ ~-.,-3_3 ________________ 1 ~t;;;~~~2A8cow;~// · ··· · 

··· ·············· -···-·············--------- ---·- ---------------------··········--------··--·--- 1·······················································-············································································-·················· I 

Mt 26,73 c d:n:av 124 d:n:ov ~A 8 CD W rell 
-~;j~--~8~25____ . ~------- EI,ta~-P66________________________ ~t;;;~~ ~ ABc w ;~iii ~t;;;~~ A --
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Jn 8,13 

Jn 8,39 

Jn 18,25 

Jn 18,30 

~t~~~ j>66;7s 8 c· wsup 

· £t~~~i>66:75 ·8-CI\i w'"ii-()i62·3:f······ 
Or 

·~t~~~~····· 
· -~r;-~~-i>66·~-o-w579 ___________ _ 

dnav P66
·
75 ~ 8 D We 579 

--£t;:;;~·~··p66Y;;;.· 13 ·;~11····· 

£t;:;;~~·ii75 .A.s···c:···ow;~ii····· 
.... £t;t~~P66:75 8c0w re····l···l······················································ 

EAEyov A KIT 
···£t~~~r45 A.scw;~~~·· 



Acts 19,3 

Acts 21,20 

~t~;;~ i>74 ~83388i245 .. 1646 

2344 
-Acts i:(l4- m ellta~:P48.74 ~-A-B c E p 81 

88 307 309 1646 1828 2344 
Acts 28.21 elltav ~A B 049 81 88 462 

1646 1854 /59 

c dltm:E ~ A B C rell 
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N/A 

Literary styles appear to have little bearing on the Greek usage, as most 
authors covered in the table above have Koine/ Attic variation. The LXX 
abounds with the Koine forms (545 hits) in comparison with the Attic 
equivalents (222 hits). The UBS/NA reads the Koine forms in most cases where 
they appear in the NT textual tradition, except in Mt 13,27; 15,12; 17,19; 26,73: 
27,49; 28,7; Mk 12,32; Lk 11,15; Jn 6,25.34; 7,3.35.45; 8,13.52.57; 9,26.28.40; 
18,25; Acts 2,37; 4,19; 11,8; 19,2; 21,20; 22,10; Heb 3,10. The external evidence 
for each alpha form varies greatly. This has led to a number of inconsistencies in 
the UBS/NA. The editors have accepted clnav as a singular reading in Mt 9,3 
(B); Mk 16,8 (D); Jn 4,52 (D); Jn 6,60 (D); Jn 9,22 (~); Jn 11,37 (~), but 

rejected it in Mt 15,12 (~); Mt 26,73 (ms. 124)//Jn 18,25 (P66
); Jn 6,25 (W); Jn 

6,34 (8); Jn 7,3 (P66
); Jn 7,35 (P66

); Jn 7,45 (8); Jn 8,13 (8); Jn 9,26 (~*);Acts 

2,37 (D*). Similar inconsistency appears with sub-singular readings. They have 
been accepted in Mt 2,5 (~ B); Mt 26,66 (~ • 33); Lk 6,2 (W X, parallel to Mt 

12,2); Lk 9,12 (L 3), but rejected in Lk 11,5 (B R, parallel to Mt 12,24); Mt 
13,27 (8 /\ Mt 17,19 (~ 579). Likewise, this inconsistency appears in other 

textual locations. The clnav is read in Mt 15,34 (~/' 13); Mt 16,14 (BIT 33); Mt 

17,24 (~ 2 B D); Mt 26,61 (~ 8 124); Lk 18,26 (~ R 124); Jn 11,12 (P66 ~ 8); Jn 
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11,46 (P66 ~D); Jn 12,19 (P66 ~B), but rejected in Jn 8,52 (~ D 8); Jn 8,57 (~ D 

8); Jn 9,40 (~ D W); Acts 4,19 (P74 B 1175). Summarising, the UBS/NA reads 

EtJtav 95 times and rejects it 22 times. The EtJtav was used in Attic, but dJtov 
predominated until the Koine period. 511 Consistency would have required that all 
cases of EtJtav had been accepted due to the editors' acceptance of so many 
singular and sub-singular readings. The caveat is that this may be an 
oversimplification due to interchangeability of dJtav/dJtov in the first-century 
Greek usage. 

There is plenty of pre-second century textual evidence available for the Koine 
forms in the non-literary papyri. EtJta appears in BGU 1141.50 ( 13 BC), 2604.17 
(7 BC), 1847.12 (I AD); PSI 391.23 (242/241 BC); P.Quseir 13.3 (I-11 AD); UPZ 

62.15 (163 BC), EtJtas; in P.Cair.Zen. 59300.8 (250 BC); P.Lond. 2007.10 (207 
BC), 2012.2 (243 BC); P.Yale 34.4 (250 BC); P.Zen.Pestm. 38.2 (253 BC); UPZ 

52.5, 53.6, 62.21 (161 BC), and dJta~Ev in P.Cair.Zen. 59354.8-9 (243 BC); 
PSI 512.18 (253/252 BC); P.Tor.Choach. llbis.68 (119 BC), 12.296 (117 BC); 
UPZ 185.22 (152-1461141-132 BC). The second-century evidence is too large to 
be included here, but all forms of EIIIA * are found. This phenomenon is 
partially explicable by the fact that Attic already used ELJtas;. 512 By the time the 
LXX was translated, the alpha forms were already in common use. 

Matthew has 31 textual locations with Koine variae lectiones. Only three 
textual locations are Attic only (Mt 16,11; 12,24; 21,38). Several locations are 
Synoptic parallels: Mt 10,27//Lk 12,3; Mt 12,2//Lk 6,2; Mt 12,24//Lk 11,15; Mt 
15,34//Mk 8,5; Mt 16,14//Mk 8,28//Lk 9,19; Mt 21,38//Mk 12,7; Mt 26,18//Mk 
14,14; Mt 26,73/Jn 18,25. Six times all parallel accounts read the same Koine 
variae lectiones. By contrast, Mt 12,24; 21,38 are Attic only, when their Lucan 
and Markan parallels have the Koine variants. There are some singular and sub­
singular readings: ELJta appears in Mt 28,7 (~*); ELJtav in Mt 2,5 (~B); 9,3 (B); 

13,27 (8 / 3
); 15,12 (~); 17,19 (~ 579); 26,66 (~· 33); 26,73 (ms. 124); 27,49 (B 

124+346+788
). The author of Matthew very likely wrote using Koine forms, 

because there are eight textual locations with no Attic variae lectiones at all (Mt 
10,27; 21,5; 22,4; 26,18.25.64; 28,7.13). These outweigh the three Attic-only 
locations. Hence, there is little doubt that most of the Koine forms are authentic 
on the basis of their supportive external evidence, but I suggest on the basis of 
the Greek usage in the non-literary papyri that (1) they are all authentic, (2) the 
three textual locations (Mt 16,11; 12,24; 21,38) have suffered an early corruption 
with such consequences that their initial Koine form has been completely lost 
from the tradition, and (3) the singular and sub-singular readings are all that is 

511 Gignac 1981: 336. 
512 Gignac 1981: 336-337. LSJ, dn:ov, notes that the form is Attic, Epic, and Ionic. 
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left of the initial text in their respective textual locations. Suggestions 2 and 3 are 
perhaps conjectural deductions, but they seem reasonable enough. Hence, the 
UBS/NA needs an adjustment in Mt 13,27; 15,12; 17,19; 26,73; 28,7. 
Concurrently, the text of Matthew has suffered a lot of Atticistic changes. 

Mark has 14 textual locations with Koine variae lectiones. None are Attic 
only. Additional Synoptic parallels to those listed above include Mk 11,6//Lk 
19,34 and Mk 12,16//Lk 20,24. Every reference has a Koine varia lectio. There 
is only one singular reading, Mk 16,8 (D). Three times there are no Attic 
readings at all (Mk 11,3; 14,14; 16,7). Thus, the authorial usage is very likely 
Koine in Mark. Its text has been Atticised, like Matthew. This requires a change 
to the UBS/NA in Mk 12,32. It wrongly reads elmo~ with~· D L Byzmss. Instead, 

Mk 12,32 should read dna~. Elsewhere the UBS/NA correctly reads the Koine 
form. 

Luke-Acts has 56 textual locations with Koine variae lectiones. Two 
locations are Attic only (Lk 24,24; Acts 22, 19). By contrast, Lk 20,3 uniformly 
reads Koine dna't£. There are six singular and sub-singular readings: Lk 6,2 (W 
X); 9,2 (L 8); 11,5 (B R); Acts 2,37 (D*); 11,8 (D); 22,10 (P74 D).513 Again, the 
authorial usage is likely to be Koine, and the text has been Atticised. This 
requires changes to the UBS/NA in Lk 7,22; 11,15 (against the parallel Mt 
12,24); Acts 2,37; 4,19; 11,8; 19,2; 21,20; 22,10. 

John presents a different picture. It has 40 textual locations with Koine variae 
lectiones, and 26 textual locations that are Attic only. However, 23 of these 
Attic-only textual locations read the first person singular clnov, with no Koine 
dna as a varia lectio. In other words, they are limited to one particular form. 
Only one exception is found. Jn 10,34 reads dna with P45

•
66

•
75 ~ B W Byz. This 

location contains a citation from Ps 81,6 LXX, reading £yw dna Oco( E<J't£, so 
the Koine form should be retained here (so the UBS/NA). Three times John has 
no Koine variants (Jn 6,28.30; 18,31 ). There are eleven singular readings: Jn 
4,52 (D); 6,25 (W); 6,34 (8); 7,3 (P66

); 7,35 (P66
); 7,45 (8); 8,13 (8); 9,22 (~); 

9,26 (~*); 11,37 (~); 18,25 (P66
). Thus, it appears that the Johannine usage was 

Koine in the plural, and probably in the second person singular, but Attic for the 
first person singular. Royse takes the singular dnav in P66 at Jn 7,3.35; 18,25 as 
a substitution for the Attic form, 514 but such a contention is probably wrong in 
light of the general Koine usage in John. It is probable that the initial Koine 
dnav has been lost in Jn 6,28.30; 18,31. John should be read with Koine forms 

513 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger (2004b) note that Dreads dn:a, but instead of discussing 
its merits, they only note that it is rare in Attic Greek and found also in Acts 26,15. 

514 Royse 2008: 823, 824, 828. 



174 

throughout. This requires changes to the UBS/NA in Jn 6,25.34; 7,3.35.45; 
8,13.52.57; 9,26.28.40; 18,25. 

This leaves the Pauline corpus. Gal 2, 14 reads uniformly Attic singular drtov. 

By contrast, Col 4,17 reads uniformly Koine drtatE. They need not be 
considered further. Heb 3,10 attests to Koine drta as a varia lectio with A De 
33 441 442 Byzmss Chr Cyr Euthal. Heb 10,7 reads uniformly Attic drtov, which 

probably points to Heb 3,10 being a later corruption, since Hebrews is a literary 
work. There is no need to change the UBS/NA usage in the Pauline corpus. 

4.5. 7. EIL:HABA * 
The indicative aorist forms of ElaEQXO!!at515 appear both as Attic and Koine 
forms in the NT textual tradition. The usage is Attic, except for a few textual 
locations where the Koine/ Attic variation is found. The following table 
summarises the findings. 

Reference, Style Koine Readings Attic Readings 
Mt 25,10 c N/A dof)I..Sov ~ABC D W rell 

:~~ii~!~I~=~:':•~········ :~~~·~:~~------~----~--~~~=::: ________ 1-E'-lo_f),_l.. __ eo_v_A __ B_C_W __ ·_ rell_,_[__,_ ~]:1.._8o_v_ D _______ -n 
Mk 5,13 v dof)I..Sav W dof)I..Sov ~A CD rell[ dof)I..8Ev Be 

--;Lk·s:jj ________ ····· . -~-N:·-~~:-:A···:·'····---··--·-······················--·········-····-··--·-·-·--·f--d-o_:f)/.._8_o_v_P"75'~--A--B-C--'-re--/l.,-[-E:.,-to-f)-,--I..8-E-v-S--U-W-

._ ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 1gj565 700 I 00{_)[-ll]O(lV D 
Lk 7,45 ................... f ' NIA dof)I..Sov ~A B D W rei! ....... . 

····················-······-·····-·-·-·······+ .. ,.. !-··:··:-:···:··-·-·-··········································································· ·t ····-·-----·--·-·-···--- -·-·························· .. . ------·· ... . 
Lk 9,52 N/A dof)I..Sov P45 ~ABC D W rell[ dof)I..8Ev 

p75 
t-····································· "< --············· :·············+-:--~--::~-----::------- -------------------
do~l..8m:E P75 ~ A B Cc D do~I..8E1:E rell 

·····-····························-··· 

Lk 11,52 
E* H L M W r t;.j 3 33 

----------------- 565 579 1071 
Jn 18,28 v N/A dof)I..Sov ~ABC W rell 
1\cts-1;13 ___ .... i N'/1\ ------- .......... dofJ"i-e~~-~:.\8c_£_r_e/T--;t~~~e~~-o------ --

Acts 5,21 ............ I N/A d~~~e~~ P74 ~":.\s DE ret/ 
........... 

Acts 16,40 ········-· 1 -Nil\ ··-·················· ~t~~~e~~ 1'74-~-As E:-;;/t
1 

~ie~~ Di 175-
-·----------------·-·--------------- . . .. . . . ------·-····-··---- ...... ··-····-·-·······-·--···-···-······-·-·-· 

Acts 28,16 I do~I..Saf.!EV A do~I..Sof.!EV ~ B rell 

. _il~~gft_~y L W_ 0_5§_f!Elf_k_f!y_z_~~-------·-····· 
dof)I..Sov P13

•
46 ~ A B C rell 

The plural forms of Ela~/...8* appear 13 times in the NT. The Koine forms 
appear as variae lectiones as follows. Acts 28, 16 reads Ela~A.Sa!!EV as a singular 

reading in Codex A. Lk 11,52 has Ela~A.SatE with P75 ~ B A cc D W pc, 

accepted in the UBS/NA. Mk 5,13 has Elaf)A.Sav as a singular reading in Codex 
W. The LXX has Ela~A.Sa!!EV as v.l. in Jdg 18,9 (A); Ela~A.SatE in Jos 24,6; 

515 BDAG, dOEQXOf..lUL- "to enter", notes the Koine form. 
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Amos 4,4; Jer 2,7; 51,8; and dafJA.Sav in 2 Sam 10,14; 17,18; 2 Chr 29,17f. 
Again, the usage is predominantly Attic. 

The earliest non-literary papyri supporting the Koine forms are as follows: 
dafJA.Sa in BGU 846.8 (n AD); P.Mich. 221.5 (ca. AD 296), da~A.SaflEV in 
P.Oxy. 1670.17 (III/IV AD), and dafjA.Sav in P.Gen.2 3.17 (AD 178); SB 
15452.3 (II AD); P.Oxy. 123.14 (m/rv AD). Nothing is earlier than the second 
century, and the occurrences increase in the later centuries. The Koine forms do 
not appear in the literary works. 

Matthew, John, and Hebrews have no Koine variant readings. In light of the 
Greek usage in the non-literary works, there is little doubt that dafJA.Sav in Mk 
5,13 (W) is a secondary reading, attesting to a scribal habit to modernise the 
spelling. 

Luke-Acts has two Koine readings, both likely secondary corruptions. The 
da~A.eaJlEV in Acts 28,16 (A) is singular, and can be rejected, because the 
external evidence, the Greek usage, and the authorial usage are all against it. Lk 

11,52 reads da~A.8a'tE with an impressive list of witnesses (P75 ~ A B cc D E* 

H L M W r ~ / 3 33 565 579 1071), but suffers from an early corruption to 
modernise the spelling. The change from Attic to Koine must have happened 
very early on to appear in such a wide variety of witnesses. This demonstrates 
that the external evidence can be deceiving at times. Normally a variant reading 

supported by P75 ~ A B D W / 3 would be considered quite certainly the initial 

reading in Luke, but not here. Contrary to the UBS/NA, Lk 11,52 should read 
da~A.8nE. This decision hinges on the findings in the contemporary non-literary 
and literary works. However, unless new evidence is found that places the Koine 
forms in the first century, it seems relatively safe to regard the Koine forms as 
later developments of Greek. 

4.5.8. EIXA * 
The indicative imperfect forms of E"xw516 appear both as Attic and Koine forms 
in the NT textual tradition. The general usage is Attic, but there are a number of 
Koine variant readings. The following table summarises the findings. 

le Koine Readin s Attic Readin s 
c N/A Elxov~BCDWrell 

11-:-c:--::-c:-:-"---t ····· ······ ····················· ············· ·· ········ ································ ······· --- ··· 
Mt 21,46 c N/A Elxov ~BCD W rell 

·-· ··············-······ .. 

Mt 27,16 c N/A Elxov ~A B D W rell 
lt--:-··::·:--::····:-::---···-··-1 

Mk 3,10 v N/A Elxov ~ABC D W rell 
11-:-M::-k-=s-=, 7,..--+v -I·-~--···········-~-·····s········o·········w···········/::,.··········1··· 4·····2·····4················ +·ELxov-A.c-;~iiio~it-~>"65-- - - --------· ·-·-· 

516 BDAG, exoo- "to have, own", notes the Koine form. 
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v N/A Elxov ~ABC D rei! 

£xovw; P45 we //3 565 700 
Mk 11,32 v N/A Eixov ~ABC rei! I ijoncrav D W Q 565 

·····-···--·--·- ------------1· .... I ···c······························································ ·I 
Lk 4,40 D dxov ~ A B C W rei! 

Jnl5,22 v ~lxa~o· EixovA relll~lx~~(';~---P66 ~BLNI33 
1~--:-Jn-:-:15:-:,2:-:4-- 1 v ~txa~o· ····················· ---~t:X~~Ao2 r~lil~lx~crav P66 ~ s Le'i 33 565 

Acts 2,44 N/A ~lxov P74 ~ ABC DE rei! 

N/A dxov P74 ~A B DE rei! 

N/A dxov P74 ~ABC D rei! I dxovte~ E ······ ~txa~ &~; a~~~~o ·· 
~tx~y ~9~~ : .. ~?······ 
N/A 

none (addition in D only) 
none (addition in D only) 
elxo~P74-~--As c'E-;ell. 
Eixov ~ A rei! 

ELXO!!EV P13 ~ A rei! 

2 Jn 5 ELXO!!EV B rei! 

Rev 6,9 dxov ~ A C rell 
lf----c------1-··········+·=·······················································--·· 1·----·------· ............... ________ _ 

Rev 9,8 dxov relll dxovte~ Byzmss Prim 
---R-ev-9-,9 --lv I:--:':'-,-----------------------·--·--·--·--···------------·--------···------·· 1 dxov P'115 ~ A rell 

The Attic ELXO!lEV appears twice (Heb 12,9; 2 Jn 5), both times with its Kaine 
equivalent £LxallEV as a varia lectio: as a singular reading in Heb 12,9 (P46

), and 
as a sub-singular reading in 2 Jn 5 (~ A). Royse takes the former as a 

substitution for the Attic form. 517 The Attic dxov appears 18 times in the NT, six 
times with the Kaine dxav as a varia lectio. Four of them are singular readings: 
Lk 4,40 (D); Jn 15,22 (D); Jn 15,24 (D); Heb 11,15 (P46

). Twice it is better 

supported, in Mk 8,7 (~ B D W 11 1424) and Rev 9,8 (~ A 792). Codex Bezae 

attests two more cases ofdxav in Acts 16,19; 19,14 with sentences that do not 
appear in other witness. There are no entries in the LXX. The UBS/NA rejects 
all Kaine forms as secondary readings, which appear in the vernacular (5/10, 
50%), and the literary (3/7, 43%) parts of the NT, but not in the conversational 
text of Matthew with its three textual locations. 

The Kaine forms are found as follows in the non-literary papyri: dxa in 
P.Cair.lsid. 65.5 (AD 298/299), El')(U!-!EV in UPZ 18.26 (163 BC); P.Oxy. 2873.9 
(AD 62); SB 9386.42 (II AD), EL')(Ul"E in P.Oxy. (II-III AD), and dxav in P.Oxy. 

1585.2 (II/III AD); P.Par. 23.26 (AD 163); P.Ryl. 238.11 (AD 262). The dxav 
appears also in some Attic inscriptions of the Roman period, but the form is 
nowhere unanimously attested. 518 The Koine forms are attested from the third 
century onwards in literary works.519 The related compound verb :n:goEixav is 

517 Royse 2008: 815. 
518 Gignac 1981: 332. 
519 Testamentum Salomonis, section 1171ines 9 and 33; section 181ines 2 and 9 (III AD); Didymus 

Caecus, Commentarii in Psalmos 22-26.10, section 108 line 15 (iv AD); Chrysostom, Laudatio Pauli 
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found in P. Grenf. II, 41 (AD 46). Hence, the Koine forms are contemporary with 
the NT. 

There is one textual location with clx.av as a varia lectio in Mark, against 
three Attic-only locations. This probably sets the authorial usage as Attic, 
although the external support for dx.av in Mk 8,7 is quite strong (~ B D W !':!.. 

1424). Although Mark is vernacular, it seems best to take clx.av as a widespread, 
second-century corruption of the text to modernise its spelling. 

Luke-Acts offers a window onto an early scribal tendency to modernise the 
spelling. Lk 4,40 in Codex Bezae is the only textual location with Koine clx.av 
appearing as a varia lectio, if two so-called "Western interpolations" in Acts 
16,19; 19,14 are disregarded. The authorial style in Luke-Acts is decisively 
Attic, which appears uncontested in Acts 2,44; 4,14; 13,5; 25,19 and every other 
textual witness for Lk 4,40. The interpolations read dx.av. This probably means 
that Codex Bezae suffers from the scribal tendency to rewrite the text in order to 
reflect later Koine, away from Attic, because Elx.av contradicts the original 
author's usage. This leads to the conclusion that Lk 4,40 suffers from a 
secondary corruption. This conclusion is true also of John, where both textual 
locations (Jn 15,22.24) read clx.av with Codex Bezae only. 

There are two textual locations in Hebrews, both with Koine variae lectiones 

in a single witness P46
: Heb 11,5 (dx.av); 12,9 (ELX.U!-tEV). This earliest witness to 

the text of Hebrews is characteristically Atticistic, so these two Koine variant 
readings may be authentic, despite the author's use of the literary Koine. The 
decision is tentative only, but I accept these Koine readings. This would require 
changes to the UBS/NA in these two textual locations. 2 Jn 5 has E'Lx.a~-tEV as a 
varia lectio in its only occurrence of the imperfect of E"x.w. It is a sub-singular 
reading (~ A). Since this form is found in the first century and 2 John is 

vernacular, the Koine variant reading should be accepted as initial. This requires 
a change to the UBS/NA. Revelation reads clx.av once, in Rev 9,8 with~ A 792. 

Two other textual locations in Revelation attests the Attic-only case, which 
perhaps sets the authorial usage as Attic, despite Revelation's vernacular nature. 
This is somewhat difficult to determine, because the textual history of 
Revelation differs so markedly from the rest of the NT. Nevertheless, it seems 
best to take E1x.av in Rev 9,8 as a secondary corruption. 

apostoli, line 123 (v AD); Chorographie Anonymae, Chronica Byzantina breviora, chronicle 65,3 
section 38 line 35ff. 
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4.5.9. EAABA* 

The indicative aorist forms ofA.a11~avw 520 appear both as Attic and Koine forms 
in the NT textual tradition. The preponderant usage is Attic, but there are a few 
Koine variant readings. The following table summarises the findings. 

EA.apov ~ A B C rei! I E/,6.~tPavov D G W pc 

... ~P.~.~-(~)c:>~p~J~c;t~~~~~c:>Y.~.Z~--- ..... ___ _ 
f:t..aPnE ~ B c L w tJ. w 1 t..J1(~t)'i'weE o e / 565 

f:t..apnE ~ A B C rell 
·--~i;ip~~~!'46vlctiii.A.8c ;~11····· ···························· -
ti~p-~~~~-P46-~ A B-C rell ························· - ............. ··-·· 

2 Cor 11 ,4·---~-----l--·-·-·--·-····---·-·----·-·-······-------- --t~~~~~~-p34:46·tii-A.8-;~/T________________ - ------- -- -
Gal 3,2 t~-;i-~;~~--1'46-~-A.-s·c-;~-,y- ----------------------­
Col4,10 

Heb 11,35 

Heb 11,36 

····i~~~-;~~--1'46-iiiA.s·c·;~// ·····-- ···················- ········-·-·- -----------·····-·-·---· 
EA.apo~-P 13 ~A ;~jj --- . . -

...... P46·-~---A··;;iT·--- ----------------------------------·-------------

520 BDAG, f..a~tP<ivw- "to take, grasp", does not note the Koine form. 



1 Jn 2,27 

2 Jn 4 

Rev 17,12 

Rev 20,4 v 
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~A rell 

O.a~ov ~ A rell 

The Attic forms £A.a~o~cv, £A.a~ttc, and EA.a~ov appear 39 times in the NT. 
Their Koine equivalents are sparse: £A.a~a~cv is found in Lk 5,5 (A), £A.a~atc in 
1 Jn 2,27 (B), and E'A.a~av in Jn 1,12 (B*); 12,13 (P66

); Rev 17,12 (mss. 2049* 
2196). The UBS/NA rejects all of these Koine forms. The LXX has £A.a~av 2 
Sam 23,16 and as v.l. in Jdg 1,24 (A). 

The Koine forms are found in the non-literary works as follows: E'A.a~a in 
P.Athen. 61.11 (1 AD); P.Thomas 8.4 (I AD); O.Berenike 101.1 (AD 32-70),521 

E'A.a~a~ in SB 5218.7 (AD 156), £A.a~a~cv in P.Hamb. 39.14 (AD 179); 
P.Louvre I 33.2 (AD 200), £A.a~atc in P.PalauRib. 28.7 (I AD), and EA.a~av in 
P.Oxy. 3988.7-8 (II AD); SB 15380.9 (II AD). In the literary works, £A.a~a~cv is 
found once in Heraclides. 522 The Attic forms are also found in the first/second­
century non-literary works. The E'A.a~E~ e.g. in O.Bodl. 972.3 (I AD), £A.a~o~cv 
e.g. in P.IFAO 8.8 (I AD), £A.a~ttc e.g. in SB 9050.51 (I-rr AD), and EA.a~ov e.g. 
inP.Oxy. 15708.62 (AD 100). 

Matthew, Mark, and the Pauline corpus, including Hebrews, attest uniformly 
Attic usage in every textual location. Luke-Acts has one location, Lk 5,5, with 
Koine £A.a~a~cv as a singular reading in Codex Alexandrinus. All three 
references in Acts (7,53; 19,2; 1 0,47) read Attic without Koine variants. This 
sets the authorial usage to Attic, and marks £A.a~a~cv in Lk 5,5 (A) as a 
secondary corruption. John has two textual locations with Koine EA.a~av as 
singular readings, but the majority of textual locations read Attic, which sets the 
authorial style. Hence, both Jn 1,12 and 12,13 are likely secondary corruptions. 

Johannine Letters and Revelation have two textual locations each with one 
containing the Koine variae lectiones. The authorial style in these vernacular 
works can be either Attic or Koine. In light of the first-century usage in the non­
literary works, I suggest that tentatively 1 Jn 2,27 could read £A.a~atc, and Rev 
17,12 E'A.a~a v, in spite of the fact that they are singular and sub-singular 
readings. This would require changes in the UBS/NA. 

521 Second-century witnesses abound with O.a~a: O.Claud. 153.6 (AD 100-120), 155.4-5 (II AD), 
166.8 (AD 100-120), 167.4 (AD 107), 220.8 (AD 137-145), 234.6 (II AD), 236.2-3,6 (II AD), 438.7 
(AD 1371138), 441.7 (AD 137), 511.9-10 (AD 145), 546.8 (AD 145), 629.3 (AD 188/189); 
Chrest. Wilck. 480.9 (II AD); P.Heid. 399.21 (AD 149); P.Milnch. 120.19-20 (II AD). 

522 Heraclides, Fragmenta, fragment 50, lines 15 and 18 (!/II AD). 
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4.5.10. EAEFAN 

A.£yw 523 has a first aorist ending in the third person plural indicative imperfect. It 
appears in both Attic and Koine forms in the NT textual tradition, though Attic 
predominates almost exclusively. The Koine form is rare. The summary is found 
below. 

Mt 9,11.34; 12,23; 21,11; 26,5; 27,41.47.49; Mk 2,16.24; 3,21.30; 4,41; 5,31; 
6,14.15.35; 11,5.28; 14,2.31.70; 15,31.35; 16,3 has no EA.Eyav 
(~ 25 hits, A 20 hits, B 25 hits, C 23 hits, D 25 hits, W 23 hits) 

Koine Readin s Attic Readin s 
N/A EAEYOV ~A B D W rell 

--,----IN:·:/-, A .. ,....................................................................... 1 ........ i>45· 75 ~ ABC D W ~ell 

~ AB D W rell 

~ABC D W'"P rell 

EAEYOV P66•75 ~ ABC D W rell 
.............. EA.ry-~~-Jl66:75 ~--8-o_w_;~/T·-----------.-----

··············· ri:~)'~~p66)5 ~ B D W rell 
............... ·n.~)'~~-:P66-~-8 w--;.~!T-- .. ·----·----··-···-·---

...... ···+--+··············'·······················:·······························+-Ef.._E_:y_o_v P.66"55~s0* w r~tT 
H······:······-:-························-· 

~ B D W rell 

EAEYOV 
·:··:··············································· +····EA. ........ Eyov P66•75 ~ A B C D W rell 

·D:~)'~~-P-75 ~T:.\8cw-~~iT ___ _ 
dJtOV D 
U..qov A B D W rell 

··············· -ii~")'~v p66,75via-~TA8c_o_w7~ii--------

············· riEy~~f>45vid,66,75vid~ A B w rei! 

··············· -ii~y~-~J>4s.66:7s~ A 8"1:) v;;;~/T 
EA.Eyov P45

•
66 ~2 A B C D W rell 

Ef..Eyov ~ A B D W rell 
............. ····--·-- ··········-·-···-

U..qov ~ A B De E relll f..EyovtE~ D 
Acts 9,21 N/A 

················ -ii~y~-~-i>74 ~A-:sc-w;~~~-······- ··-····-·-----· 

523 BDAG, t..Eyw- "to say", notes the Koine form. 
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N/A EAEyov ~ A B 0 W rell 
·--·---·--------·.--·--- --- ------- --·-·-------·----

EAEyov ~ A B 0 W rell 

ri.~y~v P74 ~ACE rell 
.................................. ·-----·-··-··--------------·--·-··· 

~A B rell 

Rev 5,14 v N/A 

Attic 'f) ... cyov is found in 61 textual locations in the NT. Thirteen of these 

contain Koine 'EI...cyav as a varia lectio: Lk 24,10 (D); Jn 7,31 (D); 7,40 (De); 

8,22 (D); 9,10 (~); 9,16 (~); 10,20 (~); 10,24 (D); 11,36 (~); 11,47 (~); 11,56 (~ 

D); Acts 21,4 (B); 28,6 (B). There are no parallel texts in any of these cases. 

Each time the early papyri read against 'EI...Eyav with the rest of the textual 

tradition. Fee has demonstrated that Sinaiticus is a representative of the D-text in 

John 1-8, genealogically related to Codex Bezae. Six occasions of 'EI...Eyav in 
Codex Sinaiticus might show this kind of influence elsewhere in John to a 
limited degree. There are no entries in the LXX. 

The Koine is found twice in the non-literary papyri: 'EI...cyar; in BGU 595.9 

(AD 79-80), and 'EI...cyav in P.Flor. 132 (AD 257). The Greek literary does not 
have the alpha forms before the fifth century. 524 The Greek usage may imply that 

the Koine form was in use in the first century. However, though BDF notes that 
fathers and Apocrypha have some occurrences of imperfects with first aorist 

endings (§82), no 'EI...Eyav is found. 525 Also, it is too rare in the NT textual 
tradition. Luke-Acts has only 3/11 hits, and John 10/26 hits. All but one are 
singular and mostly either in Codex Bezae or in Codex Sinaiticus. Therefore, it 

is unlikely to be the authorial usage. For these reasons it is unlikely that 'EI...cyav 

is authentic. Rather, it is quite decisively a later corruption. 

4.5.11. EMABA* 

The second person plural indicative aorist form of J-tUV8avw 526 appears in both 
Attic and Kaine forms in the NT textual tradition, although Attic predominates. 

The summary is found below. 

le Koine Readin s Attic Readin s 
c N/ A E!!U8EtE P46 ~ A 8 C rei! 

c E!!~8EtE P46 ~ A B C rell 

hi! 4,9 c t!!a.e;~~-p46 ~ A B rei! 

524 Chorographie Anonymae, Chronica Byzantina breviora, chronicle 34,1 section 21A line 33ff. 
525 This was ratified by a search on the Perseus Greek and Roman materials on Feb 7, 2008. 
526 BOAG, !!UV86.vw -"to teach", does not note the Koine form. 
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The Attic E~t<iEktE appears four times in the Pauline corpus (Rom 16,17; Eph 
4,20; Phil4,9; Col 1,17). The Attic E!la8ov is found once, in Phil4,11. Each text 
was written in conversational style. There is one Kaine variant reading E!l<i8atE, 
in Col 1, 17. It is a singular reading in Codex Sinaiticus. There are no entries in 
the LXX. The Kaine usage is found in some non-literary works as follows: 
E!la8a in P.Abinn. 8.20 (AD 342-351), E!laea!lEV in P.Oxy. 1032.25 (AD 162), 
and E!l<i8atE in P.Fouad. 25.93 (II AD). There are no hits for the literary texts. 
The scribe of ~ only occasionally employs the alpha forms, other than El:rmv 

(401405 hits). Thus, E!l<i8atE in Col 1,17 goes against the predominant usage in 
Codex Sinaiticus and could be the initial reading. However, the lack of first­
century evidence for Kaine forms of the aorist of !laveavw, and the external 
evidence for the Attic form in Col 1, 17 make it very likely that Sinaiticus suffers 
from a later scribal alteration. 

4.5.12. ESEBAAA* 

The indicative aorist forms of £xB<iA.A.w 527 appear both as Attic and Kaine forms 
in the NT textual tradition. Half of their textual locations have the variation, 
summarised below. 

Lk4,29 

Jn 9,34 

Jn 9,35 

Acts 13,50 

.................................................. + 

Attic Readin s 
ESE~aA.o~EV B c w rei! I ESE~ano~EV ~. 
ESE~aA.ov B C W rei! I E'~aA.ov ~ 

~ABC D W rei! 

ts€~aA.ov ~ A B C W rei! I EsE~aA.A.ov 118 

tsaJ't:((J~EL~C:XY I? Lg(]tE~lJ!av 69 
ts€~aA.ov ~ A B C D W rei! 

. t~€~~~-~~- il75 ~ A 8 D ;~iT 
................................ , .. ,..................... + · i~€~~~-~~i'75 ·-~--A·s·o··v;·;~iiJi~€~~-ii~~-e<··········· 

ESE~aA.av 226 ··i~€~~~-~~i'4554 ~ As CDE:;~ii ................ . 

The Attic E~EBaAO!lEV and £~€BaA.ov appear uncontested m Mt 7,22; Mk 
12,8; Lk 4,29; 20,12. The Kaine £s€BaA.av is found in four references as singular 
and sub-singular readings; Mt 21,39 (D); Jn 9,34.35 (P66 W, P66

); Acts 13,50 
(ms. 226). There is one case of Synoptic parallels (Mt 21,39 II Mk 12,8 II Lk 
20,12), in which the evidence divides between reading Kaine £s€BaA.av (v.l. Mt 

527 BDAG, tx~aA.A.w- "expel, send out, remove, disregard", does not note the Koine form. 
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21,39) and Attic £s£~aA.ov (Mk 12,8; Lk 20,12). There are no entries in the 
LXX. The UBS/NA rejects all Koine forms. 

The Koine forms are not found in any known extra-biblical non-literary 
papyri. Two hits in P66 are the earliest known cases. Royse takes both of them as 
scribal substitutions. 528 This may be the case, but the authorial usage could have 
been Koine as well. It is quite certain that Matthew, Mark, and Luke-Acts were 
written in Attic. Koine £s£~aA.av in Mt 21,39 (D) is an early corruption typical 
of Codex Bezae, but the two Johannine references are open to debate for the 
following reasons. (1) Codex Washingtonensis shows that either Jn 9,34 or Jn 
9,35 suffered a corruption at some point in textual transmission, if both verses 
initially read Koine or Attic uniformly, which is likely. (2) The scribe of P66 was 
a practiced one, writing in calligraphic hand.529 He made many mistakes and 
corrected himself often, but did not touch these two textual locations. The later 
correctors did not touch them either. Hence, it is possible that the readings go 
back to the original author. However, it is probably best to retain the Attic 
reading even in John, because readings in P66 alone, or nearly alone, are not 
indisputable, as there are no extra-biblical references to support the Koine usage. 

4.5.13. ESHABA* 

The indicative aorist forms of £s£QXO!lm530 appear both as Attic and Kaine 
forms in the NT textual tradition. The general usage varies. Often the majority of 
witnesses are the Koine forms. The opposite is true at other times. The following 
table summarises the findings. 

Koine Readin s 
c t;~A.8at£ ~ B C D G L N P W 

e+700 Q 28 33 157 Cyr 
t;EATJAU8at£ F b. 

;;i_j~-7.24-- -················ -i~~~e~~-EP75 s~A D L w/3 

»Lk 7,25 

157c 565 579 1424 Cyr 
t;EA. TJA u8at£ rei! 

t;~A.8at£ ~ B C D L N P W b. e 
28 33 157 788. 
t;EATJAU8at£ F 
t;~A.8m:£ p75vid B ~AD L W 
13+69+346+788 33 118vid 157 565+700 

579 1071 1424 
e;E~T)~ U8a_t£_r_e/_/ __ 
t;~A.8at£ ~ B C D L N P e 28 
33 157 

528 Royse 2008: 824. 
529 ENTGM 381. 

Attic Readin s 
t;~A.8Et£ rei! 

t;~A8£T£ rei! 

530 BDAG, t;tgxo~tm- "to go out, to go away", notes the Koine form. 
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f:l;EI..TJI..u8atE F w 
f:l;~~S~tE p75~ B ~ 6i 13+69+T24+7s·s 

157 565+700 579 1071 1424 
EsEI..T]I..USatE A w rei! 
f:l;t11..8atE ~ A B C E F G L W /'>,. f:l;t11..8EtE rell 
e*j 3 28 33 1424 

D 
f:l;t11..8atE ~ A B C D E G H L N f:l;t11..8EtE rei! 
w""' e+565+700 } 3 2 579 1071 1424 

~"-=""'-"'··············I····! f:l;t11..8atEP75 B~-DLT8j 3 f:l;t11..8EtEKMITIP0171 1424 

28 157 
579 Or 
f:l;Ef..T]/..USatE A W rei! 
f:l;f)/..8av e 

f:l;f)/..8av ~ D 
f:l;f)/..8av A B C Cl Cyr CyrH Did 

ll·=··: ...... = .................. ~ ......... 1 1 Epiph MarcEr PsOec 
2 Jn 7 v f:l;f)/..8av A 

3 7 v f:l;f)/..8av ~ B 
....................... --·-·----····--
Rev 9,3 v f:l;f)/..8av 2021 

Rev 15,6 v f:l;f)/..8av C 

f:l;f)f..Sov p37vid,45vid,53vid ~ A B C D W 
rei! 
f:l;f)/..8ov ~ A B C D W rell 

f:l;f)I..Sov ~ A B C D W rei! 
f:~~~-e-;;-~~P45~Ts-c w-r-e/_1 ____ 11 

.. tsrt~~_()~~~~Q ____ ~---~-··-~·--~---~~ .. 
f:l;f)/..8ov ~ A B C D W rei! 

~~~ie~~ P75 ~ A B C D W ;ell 
:rcagayEVOfuO:vwv D 
-~s~ie~~P66·75~~A.~8~cn w~;~-~y---~~~-

f:l;f)/..8ov ~ A B C D W rei! 

f:l;f)/..8ov ~ABC W rei! 
-~~~~-e~~~P14_A._8~E:-r~!! ________ _ 

f:l;f)/..8ov ~ A rell 
el;~ie~~ }>47,, is~;~t/1 £~~t..eEv A 

Es'YJA8a * has several hits in the NT textual tradition. ts~A.SatE appears in 
parallel accounts of Mt 11,7//Lk 7,24; Mk 11,8//Lk 7,25; Mt 11,9//Lk 7,26; and 
Mt 26,55//Mk 14,48//Lk 22,52. Each of these four accounts supports ts~A.SatE 
in each Synoptic textual location with strong external evidence. Each location 

has the Attic ts~A8EtE as a variant reading. The UBS/NA accepts ts~A.SatE in 
every textual location. The tsflA.Sav is more sporadic and rare. It is found in Mt 

25,1 (8); Mk 8,11 (ms. 472); Jn 21,3 (D); Acts 16,40 (~D); 1 Jn 2,19 (ABC Cl 

Cyr CyrH Did Epiph MarcEr PsOec); 2 Jn 7 (A); 3 Jn 7 (~ B); Rev 9,3 (ms. 

2021); 15,6 (C); but not in Mt 26,30//Mk 14,26; Mk 3,21; 14,16; Lk 8,35; Jn 
4,30; 12,13. Hence, it is a singular or sub-singular reading in each case, except in 

1 Jn 2,19. The UBS/NA reads £sflA.8av in Acts 16,40; 1 Jn 2,19. ts'YJA8a* 
appears as a varia lectio in the vernacular (8113, 62%), the conversational (5/6, 
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83%), and the literary (5/6, 83%) parts of the NT. The LXX has £~~A.8atE in 
Exo 13,3; £sf]A.8av in 1 Sam 7,11; 2 Sam 10,8; 11,23; 20,7; 2 Kgs 7,12; Tob 
5,17. Attic forms predominate in the LXX. 

E3HAE>A * is not found before the second century in non-literary papyri. 
£~f]A.8a is found in P.Oslo 155.1 (u AD), £sf]A.8ac; in P.Tebt. 575.1 (u AD), 
£~~A.8a~-tEV in P.Gen. 144.10 (II AD), E~~A.8atE in P.Tebt. 420.5 (III AD), and 
£~f]A.8av in P.Mich. 492.7 (II AD). £~f]A.8av is found in two literary works, in 
Liber Enoch (Il-l BC)531 and in Protevangelium Jacobi (II AD).532 The former 
work predates the NT, which implies that the biblical authors could have used 
Koine forms, although the bulk of the extra-biblical evidence comes from the 
second century AD. 

Five out of six textual locations in Matthew have the Koine/ Attic variation 
(Mt 11,7.8.9; 25,1; 26,55). Only one location is Attic-only (Mt 26,30). Hence, 
Matthew's authorial usage was probably Koine, which seems to be beyond 
reasonable doubt in Mt 11,7.8.9; 26,55 because of the strong external evidence 
supporting the Koine readings. This is not absolutely certain, because Matthean 
usage may have been harmonised to parallel accounts in Mark and Luke, but in 
light of the first-century usage, it is better to accept the Koine forms as authentic. 
Hence, Mt 25,1 could read £sf]A.8av, though supported only byE>. Alternatively, 
Mt 11,7.8.9; 26,55 may inherit the Koine readings from Markan and Lucan 
parallels, which leaves it open as to whether Mt 25,1 should read £sf]A.8av or 
not. The decision is somewhat tentative, but I accept the singular reading here, 
since Mt 26,30 may inherit its Attic reading from the Markan parallel (Mk 
14,26), and does not necessarily imply the authorial usage in Mt 25,1. This 
would require a change in the UBS/NA at Mt 25,1. 

Two out of five textual locations in Mark have the Koine variant readings 
(Mk 8,11; 14,48). The latter reference parallels Mt 26,55. Elsewhere Mark 
attests to Attic only. The Attic £sf]A.8ov in Mk 14,26 parallels the same in Mt 
26,30. This leaves only Mk 3,11; 14,16 as independent references against Mk 
8, 11. It is difficult to decide on the authorial usage. Scribes may have 
harmonised parallel accounts and there is no certain way to know which way 
these possible harmonisations went. Tentatively, the usage is more likely to have 
been Attic, unless the initial readings have been completely lost. Furthermore, 
Mk 8,11 is a singular reading (£sf]A.8av in ms. 472), so it seems better to regard 
it as a textual corruption, even though Mark is vernacular. 

Five out six textual locations in Luke-Acts attest to Koine variae lectiones. 
Lk 7,24.25.26; 22,52 are parallels to Mt 11,7.8.9; 26,55//Mk 14,48. They do not 

531 Liber Enoch, Apocalypsis Enochi, chapter 18 section 5 line 3. 
532 ProtevangeliumJacobi, section 18, line 9. 
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offer an independent testimony of the authorial usage, which is seen in either Lk 
8,35 (Attic only) or in Acts 16,40 (the Koine/Attic variation). The literary style 
of Luke-Acts may tip the balance in favour of Attic usage. The fact that, at 
present, Acts 16,40 is sub-singular (~ D) lends support to this contention. 

However, the author of Luke-Acts may have followed a source with an Attic 
reading in Lk 8,35. This leaves only Acts 16,40 on which to base the authorial 
usage, which means that it is inconclusive. The least unsatisfactory choice 
appears to be to leave the textual choices in the UBS/NA as they are in the hope 
that future findings will shed more light on these textual locations. 

One out of three textual locations in John attests to a Koine varia lectio. It is a 
singular reading in Jn 21,3 (D). In light of the general characteristic of Codex 
Bezae coupled with two Attic-only references (Jn 4,30; 12,13), it seems best to 
regard £~iiA.8av in Jn 21,3 as a secondary corruption, despite the fact that John is 

vernacular. 
The Johannine Letters and Revelation, on the other hand, have a Koine varia 

lectio (EI;iiA.Sav) in every textual location (1 Jn 2,19; 2 Jn 7; 3 Jn 7; Rev 9,3; 
15,6). This likely guarantees the authorial usage as Koine in these works, even 
though two of the occurrences are singular and two others sub-singular. This is 
tentative, not certain, except in 1 Jn 2,19 where a number of fathers support the 
Koine reading found in A B C. Hence, the UBS/NA requires a tentative change 

in 2 Jn 7; 3 Jn 7; Rev 9,3; 15,6. 

4.5.14. EIIEBAAAN 

The third person plural indicative aorist of £:n:tB6.AA.w 533 appears m the NT 
textual tradition as follows. 

Reference, Style Koine Readinf(s Attic Readinf(s 

The Koine (Doric) £:n:£BaA.av is found as a varia lectio in Mk 14,46 (~ B), 

and Acts 21,27 (A). Neither one is accepted in the UBS/NA. Elsewhere the Attic 
form is uncontested (Mt 26,50; Acts 4,3; 5,18). Mt 26,50 and Mk 14,46 are 
parallel accounts that do not agree on the reading. The only known occurrences 

.
533 BD~G, btt~a~A.w -: "thro~ over, lay on, beat upon, fall to etc", notes both Koine forms as 

vanae lectzones;. LSJ, EJtLf3aA.A.w, hsts the alpha form as Doric. For an argument that Doric was used in 
certam areas dunng the first century, see Browning 1983: 126-29. 
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83%), and the literary (5/6, 83%) parts of the NT. The LXX has £1;~/..SatE in 
Exo 13,3; £1;f]/..8av in 1 Sam 7,11; 2 Sam 10,8; 11,23; 20,7; 2 Kgs 7,12; Tob 
5, 1 7. Attic forms predominate in the LXX. 

E3HAE>A * is not found before the second century in non-literary papyri. 
£1;f]/..8a is found in P.Oslo 155.1 (II AD), £1;f]/..8w; in P.Tebt. 575.1 (II AD), 
£1;~/..Sa~-tEV in P.Gen. 144.10 (II AD), £1;~/..SatE in P.Tebt. 420.5 (III AD), and 
£1;f]/..8av in P.Mich. 492.7 (II AD). £1;f]/..8av is found in two literary works, in 
Liber Enoch (II-I BCi31 and in Protevangelium Jacobi (II AD).532 The former 
work predates the NT, which implies that the biblical authors could have used 
Koine forms, although the bulk of the extra-biblical evidence comes from the 
second century AD. 

Five out of six textual locations in Matthew have the Koine/ Attic variation 
(Mt 11,7.8.9; 25,1; 26,55). Only one location is Attic-only (Mt 26,30). Hence, 
Matthew's authorial usage was probably Koine, which seems to be beyond 
reasonable doubt in Mt 11,7.8.9; 26,55 because of the strong external evidence 
supporting the Koine readings. This is not absolutely certain, because Matthean 
usage may have been harmonised to parallel accounts in Mark and Luke, but in 
light of the first-century usage, it is better to accept the Koine forms as authentic. 
Hence, Mt 25,1 could read £1;f]/..8av, though supported only by E>. Alternatively, 
Mt 11,7.8.9; 26,55 may inherit the Koine readings from Markan and Lucan 
parallels, which leaves it open as to whether Mt 25,1 should read £1;f]/..8av or 
not. The decision is somewhat tentative, but I accept the singular reading here, 
since Mt 26,30 may inherit its Attic reading from the Markan parallel (Mk 
14,26), and does not necessarily imply the authorial usage in Mt 25,1. This 
would require a change in the UBS/NA at Mt 25,1. 

Two out of five textual locations in Mark have the Koine variant readings 
(Mk 8,11; 14,48). The latter reference parallels Mt 26,55. Elsewhere Mark 
attests to Attic only. The Attic £1;f]/..8ov in Mk 14,26 parallels the same in Mt 
26,30. This leaves only Mk 3,11; 14,16 as independent references against Mk 
8, 11. It is difficult to decide on the authorial usage. Scribes may have 
harmonised parallel accounts and there is no certain way to know which way 
these possible harmonisations went. Tentatively, the usage is more likely to have 
been Attic, unless the initial readings have been completely lost. Furthermore, 
Mk 8,11 is a singular reading (£1;f]/..8av in ms. 472), so it seems better to regard 
it as a textual corruption, even though Mark is vernacular. 

Five out six textual locations in Luke-Acts attest to Koine variae lectiones. 
Lk 7,24.25.26; 22,52 are parallels to Mt 11,7.8.9; 26,55//Mk 14,48. They do not 

531 Liber Enoch, Apocalypsis Enochi, chapter 18 section 5 line 3. 
532 Protevangelium Jacobi, section 18, line 9. 



186 

offer an independent testimony of the authorial usage, which is seen in either Lk 
8,35 (Attic only) or in Acts 16,40 (the Koine/ Attic variation). The literary style 
of Luke-Acts may tip the balance in favour of Attic usage. The fact that, at 

present, Acts 16,40 is sub-singular (~ D) lends support to this contention. 

However, the author of Luke-Acts may have followed a source with an Attic 
reading in Lk 8,35. This leaves only Acts 16,40 on which to base the authorial 
usage, which means that it is inconclusive. The least unsatisfactory choice 
appears to be to leave the textual choices in the UBS/NA as they are in the hope 
that future findings will shed more light on these textual locations. 

One out of three textual locations in John attests to a Koine varia lectio. It is a 
singular reading in Jn 21,3 (D). In light of the general characteristic of Codex 
Bezae coupled with two Attic-only references (Jn 4,30; 12,13), it seems best to 

regard £1;f)A.8av in Jn 21,3 as a secondary corruption, despite the fact that John is 
vernacular. 

The Johannine Letters and Revelation, on the other hand, have a Koine varia 
lectio (£1;f)A.8av) in every textual location (1 Jn 2,19; 2 Jn 7; 3 Jn 7; Rev 9,3; 
15,6). This likely guarantees the authorial usage as Koine in these works, even 
though two of the occurrences are singular and two others sub-singular. This is 
tentative, not certain, except in 1 Jn 2, 19 where a number of fathers support the 
Koine reading found in A B C. Hence, the UBS/NA requires a tentative change 
in 2 Jn 7; 3 Jn 7; Rev 9,3; 15,6. 

4.5.14. EllEBAAAN 

The third person plural indicative aorist of bn~aA.A.w 533 appears m the NT 
textual tradition as follows. 

Reference, Style Koine Readinf(s Attic Readinf(s 
Mt 26,50 c N/A ent~aA.ov P37 ~ABC D W rell 

------------------------
»Mk 14,46 v EJtE~aA.av ~ B EJtE~aA.ov A C D W rell 

--·-·-·-·-·-·------·--·--·-·--·-------·-· 
Acts 4,3 I N/A ent~aA.ov P74 ~ ABC E rei! I EJtE~aA.one~ D 

Acts 5,18 I -N}A _____ ------------ t;;€~~i~~p;is-vid~-B D E r~lTJ~~€~~~i~;-A ____ _ 
.................. ,_,, ..... 

EJtE~aA.av A EJtE~aA.ov ~ B C E relll EJtE~aA.A.oucrw D 
Acts 21,il .......... I 

The Koine (Doric) £n:€~aA.av is found as a varia lectio in Mk 14,46 (~ B), 

and Acts 21,27 (A). Neither one is accepted in the UBS/NA. Elsewhere the Attic 
form is uncontested (Mt 26,50; Acts 4,3; 5,18). Mt 26,50 and Mk 14,46 are 
parallel accounts that do not agree on the reading. The only known occurrences 

533 BDAG, em~aA.A.oo - "throw over, lay on, beat upon, fall to etc", notes both Koine forms as 
variae lectiones; LSJ, em~aA.A.oo, lists the alpha form as Doric. For an argument that Doric was used in 
certain areas during the first century, see Browning 1983: 126-29. 
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of the Koine forms are £n€~aA.a in P.Herm.Rees. 67.11 (VI AD), and EJtE~aA.av 
in P.Rein. 47.10 (II AD).534 No literary work reads these Koine forms, and there 
are no LXX entries. 

Theoretically, assuming Markan priority, Matthew could have rewritten 
Mark's vernacular Koine with his conversational style (£n€~aA.av ~ 

£n€~aA.ov ). However, this is unlikely in view of the absence ofEn€~aA.a* in the 
first-century evidence. The EJtE~aA.av in Mk 14,46 (~B), and Acts 21,27 (A) are 

likely secondary corruptions. 

4.5.15. EflHABAN 

The third person plural indicative aorist ofEnEQXO!.!m535 appears once in the NT, 
in Acts 14, 19. It has the Koine/ Attic variation as follows. 

E1tf]f..8av ~ A 8 

The UBS/NA accepts the Koine form with ~ A B, as opposed to its Attic rival 

£nf)A.8ov with P45 C D E re/1. There are no LXX entries. Additionally, the 
UBS/NA reads £nf)A.8av in Jn 4,27 with~· alone in a textual variation location, 

which otherwise contains ~A.8av/~A.8ov variation. This latter case is hardly the 
initial reading. Two matters argue against it: (1) the external evidence against it 
is too strong, and (2) the sentence has £n(, which suggests that £nf)A.8av is a 
stylistic improvement. Therefore, the latter case can be disregarded from the 
discussion except to note a need for a change in the UBS/NA at Jn 4,27. 

£nf)A.8av is found in BGU 72.5-6 (AD 191), 454.8-9 (AD 193), 2461.6 (ca 
AD 174); P.Fay. 108.10 (ca AD 171); P.Lond. 342.10 (AD 185); P.Oxy. 3561.8 
(ca AD 165); PSI 1526.7 (AD 160); SB 9238.7-8 (AD 198-211), 11904.4-5 (ca 
AD 184), 12199.12 (AD 155); BGU 146.5 (II/III AD); Pap.Choix. 25.10 (III AD); 
P.Gen.2 16.23 (AD 207).536 Nothing is earlier than the second century. The 
earliest literary work to use it is by Nicon (XI-XII AD).537 Therefore, £nf)A.8av in 
Acts 14,19 (and in Jn 4,27) presents a secondary corruption.538 The UBS/NA 
requires a change to £nf)A.8ov. 

534 Gignac 1981: 342. 
535 BDAG, EJtEQXOI!aL- "arrive, come upon, happen, attack", notes the Koine form as a varia lectio 

for Acts 14,19. 
536 Gignac 1981 : 341. 
537 Nicon, Canonarium vel Typicon, chapter 4 page 105 line 10. 
538 TCGNT 374-75, only notes that the D-text (Western) tries to smooth out the abruptness of the 

text. 
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4.5.16. EYPA* 

The indicative aorist forms of Eug(crxw 539 appear both in Attic and Koine forms 
in the NT textual tradition. The general usage is Attic, but there are a number of 
Koine variant readings. The following table summarises the findings. 

Reference, Style Koine Readings Attic Readings 
Mt 22,10 c EiiQav 0 diQOV ~ A B W rell 

~-~---·,·~-~~~~~~ ~ 

Mt 26,60a c N/A EiiQOV ~ A B c 0 w relll f1JQLOXOV e 124 
~ ~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~-~~-~---~~~-~ ~~~~ ~ -~~~- ~ -~ -~~~--~~~--~~-

Mt 26,60b c fiiQaV Nc d'JQOV A cc 0 w relll omit~ B c· N. 
~--~~~-~~---------

Mt 27,32 c N/A diQov ~ A B 0 W rell 

Mk 1,37 v N/A EiiQOV ~ B 0 L 
EtiQOVtEt; A C rellJA.EyovtEt; W 

-----·--·---·-·-·-·-·--- --
Mk 11,4 v N/A diQOV ~ A B C 0 W rell 

~----~~ 

~~~<:~~~~~ »Lk 19,32 I diQOV ~ A B 0 ret! 
....................................... ·---~------

Mk 14,16 v N/A diQov ~ A B C W relll bcotl]OUV 0 
~--~~~-~~~~~-~- -~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

»Lk 22,13 I N/A diQOV ~ A B C 0 W rell 

Lk 2,16 
~ ~ ~~~ ~~ ~~~ ~~~~~ 

~~ i 
UVEUQUV B' UVEiiQOV ~·A B2 rell 
EiiQav~2 L _EfQO\f 0 W /1! 565 579 

~ ~- -~~ 

Lk 2,46 I N/A diQOV ~ A B C 0 W rell 
-----··-- --·····-··········-· ·········-····-······ ......................... -·-·-··-·-····--·- ······· ------"----- ~--

Lk 7,10 I N/A diQOV ~ A B C 0 W rell 
.. 

~~ ~~~~ ~ ~t(;;;~j)15 8" ~ 
··--································-··---···· 

EVQov ~ A B2~C W relll 8EOOQl]Oavtoov 0 Lk 8,35 I 
---·-·-··--·--····-·-·- ····-····-· ... ~ ~~ I ~~~~ ~ ~~~ ~ • ~~~~~ ~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~ 82 

ElJQO[!EV P75 ~A B2 oc w relll EVQOV o· Lk 23,2 I ElJQU[!EV B L T'l' 1+IS 1071 
··----

i EiiQOV P75 ~ A B C 0 W rell Lk 24,2 N/A 
---~--~-

N/A ~VQOV P75 ~ABC 0 W rell Lk 24,3 I 
r-Lk242~ -Etg~-~-P75 ~-A B 0 W rell 

~ -
1 N/A 

' --
Lk 24,33 I N/A ;VQ~V P75 ~A B 0 W ret! 
------------

~~ ~~~<:' EVQOV ~ B 0 rell Acts 5,10 I AE 
~ ~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Acts 5,22 I N/A diQOV P74 ~A B 0 Erell 
~---:--------~ 

1 diQU[!EV E Acts 5,23a diQOf!EV ~ A B 0 rell 
-

Acts 5,23b I ElJQU[!EV P14 E EiiQO[!EV ~ A B 0 rell 

diQa' EVgov P74 ~ B-C-D Erell-
--~·----- ~---

Acts 13,6 I A 
~~ ~ ~ 

Acts 19,19 1 N/A diQOV P74 ~ A B 0 Erell 
,~~~~~~ ~~~~~ 'j N/A EVQOV P74 ~A B W rell Acts 24,12 

Acts 24,18 I N/A diQOV P74 ~ A B C W ret! 

N/A EiiQ~P74-~-A.scw-,.~/-t ----- --··--
Acts 24,20 I 

Acts 27,28a I N/A EtQ~~-P74 ~~A B C-~lf-----· ·-~-

--~-·---------

Acts 27,28b I N/A EVQOV P74 ~ A B relll diQO[!EV C 

The Attic EUQO!!EV and EUQOV are found 29 times in the NT. Nine textual 
locations testify to the Koine forms as variae lectiones. The EUQU!!EV appears 
three times, in Lk 23,2 (B* L T '¥ 1+1582 1071); Acts 5,23a (E); 23b (P74 E).540 Lk 

539 BOAG, EliQtoxoo ~ "find, discover", notes the Kaine form as a varia lectio for Lk 23,2; LSJ, 
EtiQtOXoo, notes that the alpha forms are late (i.e. Hellenistic) with roots in Homer and Ionic. 

540 Rius-Camps ( 1999) does not note or discuss this variation at all. 
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23,2 is externally not as impressive as it may look at first, because codices B, L, 
and T are genealogically closely related.541 Still, it was accepted by the 
UBS/NA. P74 contradicts itself within one verse in Acts 5,23 by first reading 
d5QO~!EV and right after that Ei5Qa~-tEV in the second position. A scribe 
responsible for this disparity apparently did not feel a need to be consistent with 
his use of Greek (unless this phenomenon goes back to the original author). The 
d5gav is found in Mt 22,10 (D); 26,60b (Nc); Lk 2,16 (~ 2 L); 8,35 (P75 B*); 

19,32 (W); Acts 5,10 (A E); 13,6 (A). Lk 2,16 also has avEugav (B*), read by 
the UBS/NA. The corrector of N testifies to another case of inconsistency in Mt 
26,60. Both forms appear within the same verse. Mark has no Koine forms in its 
three textual locations. The conversational text of Matthew has two Koine forms 
in four textual locations (50%). The literary text of Luke-Acts has eight Koine 
forms in 22 textual locations (36%). The LXX has Ei5Qa~-tEV in Ezr 4,19; Ei5gav 
in 2 Sam 17,20. The Attic is read elsewhere. 

The non-literary papyri have EiiQa in P.Yale 66.15 (I AD); P.Lond. 254v.53 
(II AD), Eiigw; in UPZ 78.10 (159 BC); BGU 1898.353 (AD 172), Ei5Qa~-tEV in 
P.Alex. 26.16-17 (II/III AD); P.Mich. 226.27 (AD 37), 512.2 (III AD); P.Mil. Vogl. 
74.10 (AD 138); P.Oxy. 2274.10 (III AD); P.Princ. 67.3 (r/II AD); P.Ryl. 131.16 
(AD 31); PSI 1080.4 (III AD); SB 6222.12;14,34 (III AD), 10918.4 (III AD), and 
Eiigav in SB 9203.11 (AD 222-35). EUQa~-tEV is also found in some literary 
works: in Apocalypsis Esdrae (II BC)542 and in works of Eratosthenes (III-II 

BC),543 Heron (I AD),544 and Vettius Valens (II AD).545 No literary work has 
Eiigav. Ostraca O.Edfou. 466.5 (r AD) might read Eiigav, but this is uncertain, as 
the beginning of the word is lost, though EYPO.N is visible. There is uncertainty 
whether the visible part of the text is the ending of another word or not. The 
Koine (Ionic) avEUQato appears in Apollonius' Argonautica (III BC),546 a poetic 
work, which so far is the only reference to avEuga* outside the NT. Hence, the 
Koine forms could have been used by the biblical authors. 

Eiigav appears twice in Matthew as a singular reading, in Mt 22,10 (D); 
26,60b(Nc). Two references, Mt 26,60; 27,32, have Attic only. Although the 
first-century Greek usage allows the Koine forms, it is quite likely that both 
singular readings are secondary corruptions to the later Greek usage. Codex 
Bezae often stands alone in support of the alpha forms, and the reading in N is a 

541 Metzger 1992b: 54-56. 
542 Apocalypsis Esdrae, page 30 line 3. 
543 Epatosthenes, Catasterismi, chapter I section 28 line I 0. 
544 Heron, Dioptra, section 10, line 25; De mensuris, chapter 24, section I, line 6, chapter 45 

section I line II. 
545 Vettius Valens, Anthologiarum libri ix, Kroll's edition, page 82 line 7. 
546 Apollonius Rhodius, Argonautica, book 4 line 1128. 
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correction. The external evidence is too slim in my estimation to overthrow the 
Attic forms, and the authorial usage could as easily be Attic as Koine. 

The majority of textual locations in Luke-Acts support the Attic forms only. 
This likely affirms the authorial usage in view of the author's literary style. 
Koine variant readings appear as singular or sub-singular readings only, with the 
exception of Lk 23,2. Even there the external support is slim, especially if B, L 
and T are taken to have a common hyperarchetype, whence their reading derives. 
These observations point towards textual corruptions in those locations, and it is 
better to disregard EifQa~-tEV and digav as secondary variant readings. This 
requires a change to ElJQO!-!EV in the UBS/NA of Lk 23,2, notwithstanding its 
external evidence, which likely attests a widespread second-century corruption. 
If this is not permitted, the other option would be to take the majority of Lucan 
references as cases where the initial form has been completely lost. On the other 
hand, the UBS/NA in Lk 2,16 probably correctly reads avEugav, since (1) 
digav/digov has a less impressive external support than avEugav/avE'Dgov, (2) 
the Koine form is likely contemporary with the NT, and (3) it is a text-critical 
hapax legomenon. avEUQ* appears nowhere else. It does not need to comply 
with the Lucan usage of digov. 

4.5.17. EC/JYFAN 

The third person plural indicative aorist of <pEuyw547 appears with Koine/ Attic 
variation in the NT textual tradition as follows. 

Heb 11,34 

Attic Readin s 
fcpuyov ~ B C W rei/ 

··-··-··-··-··-··-··-··-·--· 

fcpuyov ~ A B C D W rell 
----- i~~Y~~-P75 ~A:sc;~ii _____ _ 

t-------Ic··:·;··;·--------.......................... t·---------------------·-·- ----------------.. --
fcpuyov ~ A B C W rei! 

1----+-- ----:--·····------------------------------·--···-----.--· +---------------------------------------------.- ....................... . 

N/A 

~ABC D W rell 

fcpuyov ~ A B C D W rei/ 
fcp~y~~ p 13,46 ~-A-B rei/ 

There are two Synoptic parallels: Mt 8,33//Mk 5,14//Lk 8,34 which has the 
Koine EqJUyav in the Lucan text with D W A, and Mt 26,56//Mk 14,50 which 
uniformly attests Attic. Hence, Matthew, Mark and Hebrews read Attic EqJUyov 
in Mt 8,33; 26,56; Mk 5,14; 14,50; 16,8; Heb 11,34. The LXX has EqJuyav in 
Jdg 7,21; 2 Sam 10,13.14; 13,29. The UBS/NA does not accept EqJuyav in Lk 
8,34. 

547 BDAG, cpn)yw -"flee, escape, avoid", does not note the Kaine form. 
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The Koine form appears in the non-literary papyri in P.Apoll. 9.7 (AD 704-
705); 18.4 (AD 705-706), but the compound JtQOOEqn)ya~-tEV is found in the 

P.Fam.Tebt. 15.72 (AD 114), and ngoo€<puyav in P.Koln 317.32 (VI AD). 
Hence, Lk 8,34 contains a secondary corruption. 

4.5.18. EQPAK* 

The Koine period witnessed a blurring in orthographic alternations, such as E ~ 
11 (~-tE8EvE( for !-!llOEvC) and o ~ w (ngooonov for ngoownov). This is 
detectable already in the third century BC. It became a common element in 
Greek during the second century AD,548 because some second-century authors 
were uncertain of older phonetic quantities, and in their hands the long vowels 
generally shortened. This is an important development of Greek during the 
second century, because it affects the evaluation of the Eoogax* vs. E6gax* 
variation. 549 In Attic E6gax* forms prevailed, but Koine had EWQax* forms. 550 

The LXX predominantly reads Ewgax* with 76 hits. The E6gax* has 20 hits. 
The following table summarises the NT textual tradition for this Koine/Attic 
variation. 

Reference, StJ;/e Koine Reading§ 
Lk 1,22 I EWQUX.EV ~ A 8 2 C D W rell 

··-···········································- ················-····-·-·-·-····- ··········-·-·-·-·-·-····-·-······· 
EWQUlW.V 8 700 

EWQax.amv ~A rell 

Attic Readings 
EOQU%EV 8 E G H /::,. 33 

EOQU%EV P45* 

EOQU%UV P45c•75 C2 L 
Eogax.amv c· E H we 33 788 
Eogax.ELatv G I E8£aaav D*l 
E8Eaaano De 

Jn I, 18 . ................ v 1 Ew··,···· Q·····a······x.·····E····v····-P ... 6,,6,···~·········A··········8···,·······c·········w········,::u·::P:···r····e····,···,····· ·············+ t6g~~-~~P15 B2.Byi'i. .. ·· 
1n u4·--· ··~··· ··t~!?~~~i'66 ~-A.-8c-;~/T -·········· ·· ··i6g~~~-i>75·.Toilc{w'"p·eoi3333i24 

ByzPt 
-J-;;-JTt_______ . ~-- ···I··E··,··· w·····Q······a····x.····a·····f.l·····E····v······p·····6,.6, ... ~·······A········8·······r···e··,··/·· ·-··-··-············ I t;;g6:~~~~~-P15 wsiiii~rr·os3.33 565·-· 

Jn 3,32 v 
, .......................................... ,, ............................................... ,:., .. , ................................ , ..... z~~-#):'z:~~---······················································ ············································ 

EWQU%EV P66 ~ A 8 D wsup rell EOQU%EV L /';. 083 ByzP1 

Jn 5,37 v EWQU%U1:E P66 ~A 8 D vi;ell EOQU%U1:E P75 L W'"P /';. e IT 33 

-·-· .............. 

Jn 6,36 v 
... .................................................................................................. . .. ~?-~_§yz:pt························ ........................................................ . 
EWQUX.UTE ~ A 8 C D W rell E6gax.Ev L T /';. IT ByzP1 

Jn 6,46a v 
··-···--···-·-··-···-----··· 

~~~~~~~-~~::~E~=-~---~~it[~~----··· E6gax.Ev 8' L W /';. 8 565 788 ByzP
1 

Jn 6,46b v EWQUX.EV P66 ~A 8 2 CD rell EOQUX.EV 8 L W /';.IT 0233 13 33 

Jn 8,38a v 
, ...................................... ;:·, .............................................................................................. , §?_l~~}~§?§~§yz:~t . 

EWQU%U P66 ~ 8 c D w rell EOQUX.a P75 L e 565 ByzP1 

....... 

Jn 8,38b v t~!?6.~~~~P66 ~*i)N"slT/\·w·n EOQU%UTE rell! i]x.ouaaTE P75 ~2 8 c 
'·-············ . .? .. } .. !§_ __ !~:!.!.?.?.? .. QQ_l_Q71_}_:!_2._'! ________ .. _ K L Y W 8//3 33 565 

548 Palmer 1980: 177. 
549 8DAG, 6gaw- "catch sight of, visit, perceive, experience", notes the variation. 
550 8DAG, 6gaw; 8DF §68. TLG search reveals that Aesopos (VI 8C) used EWQax.* forms (unless 

they are scribal corruptions in themselves). LSJ, 6gaw, notes that the alpha forms are late (i.e. 
Hellenistic) with roots in Homer and Ionic. 
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. --, ......... ··················-····------------------·-···--------····----·-···------.----·············---···············-a··-·-·············--······-····-··························-···············-·-······-, 

v toogaxac:; ~2 A B2 C D //3 579 E6gaxac:; P66 rell 
700 Byzmss 
toogaxEc:; w {;ogaxEc:; s· e 
EOOQUXEV ~· EOQUXEV P

75 
070 

v ----~~g-;:;~~~~A-s2 o/J32 157··--·--·--····-··--·--·-- -I6t?a~a~i>66·'5 s····:vi;~~~----·--·-· 

11-~~--+· -- -t-??~ _ _ZQQ_}_QlJ...~:!?:!§Y.~:ss .. ---------- -- ------- ---------- ------- ---- -············-·······----
Jn 14,7 v twgaxa'tE P66 ~ A B C D j togaxmE rell 

------1--··+[
3
_? __ 1??_?_7?_?QQ_}_Q?I)±?:!§.J:~=~~----t-·:··:·---------·····:c·•,r····-··--·--··················-·-·:······-···-----·········· -·-·-11 

Jn 14,9 v EOOQUXEV P75 ~A B D w rell EOQUXEV P"" E H K L IJ. e 2 28 565 
788 

11--:---:-::-::--:--t--··. t----------------------------------·-··-··-----····---·----------------t .. ·-'···--'-·-·············--· .. --.. ,-z---··"""""""""""""""""""'"""""""""""""""""" ----1 
Jn 15,24 v twgaxaaw ~A B D rell togaxamv P66 E G H K L M r IJ. E> 

2. 33 565 
i~Q"~~~-~8 L w 107,-- ---- - ·-·f6t?a~ai'66 i\i. ··--··-··--·-·-····--· -- . - . ---- ............. ------

Jn20,18 v 

EOOQUXEV AD rell EOQUXEV G K M IJ. e rr· 078 565 
EWQUXU~-tEV s 33 

'-1~2-::o.-2".5'--------·-t v ~~(;6;~~~~--~A82 ;~// ···········-·--··-··-·· --· togaxa~-tEv s· E o K L M w ~J. e 2' 
ll---c-c-c---+--+--·---·-------·--·-··-········--·-··"""""·----·-- .. , ..... ,.,--------·-·····-------t--?!'i.? .. _ .. ________________ , __________________ , _____________ _ 

Jn 20,29 v toogaxac:; ~ABC >//3 2 157 E6gaxac:; W rell 

Acts 7,44 ---i~~~-~~~~7I~~~1:?~2;~ii- -----·--·--·--········· -i6t?a~-~~-i' -- -- --- -·--· 
EOOQUXEV E \11+049 104 330 1175 EOQUXEV D H 
1646 1739+945+1891 2492 2495 

............ ···-·-········ 

Acts 22,15 toogaxac:; P 74 ~ A B E rell E6gaxac:; L 1175 2344 
i c~-r 9,1 -- c--- ··i<6Q'a~a-i>46 As1 ·;~!T _________ _ ··-··--·-- ----~6(;~~~-~ s··orFoK:Pi3Ti75-

1646 1735 2464 
Col2,1 c toogaxav ABo· F G 0150 i6·;;~~~-~-:P46 ~·c-:Po48vid o2o8 

toogaxamv 0 1 \11 075 Byz togaxamv ~2 0 2 H 0278 Byzmss 
tl---:--c----+----+-----------------·--····,-z--·-----~·-···------·-·-· .. ------... -... - ..... __ t-tciQ";:;~-~~~-8*-c_o_iP-- -·---------------

Col2,18 c EWQUXEV P46 A B2 rell 

ll!LLl v twgaxa~-tEV ~ A B2 C rell f~t?~;za·~~~-s··467'ii75 ts452464 · 
f'O 

t················································· ······························································+· 

I Jn I ,2 v twgaxa~-tEV ~ B2 rell togaxa~-tEV A B' 1175 1845 2464 
-- .. ~-----J-n··-~--.3--------•- ---..,---- i;;;;;·~~~~~~-~-A-82 c·;~ii___ · --·--·--·-············· i~t?ri~-a~~~-8'252"-ri751845-2464 

I Jn 3,6 v -~~Q~~~~--~-A-sT(:;~~----- E6gaxEv B' 2464 
11--1-J n-4.-2-0a--+--·v·--+--E-~Q-~~~~-~-AB2·;~/T _____________ . ----t-~t·o··,:· g··-a·--x--E-·v·--·· s=· ••... 2,-5~-2'" .··cl--8=·4·:·6·:·--·-······-·----·--· .. ··----------« 

T1fi4.2ob _____ v -t~I?~~~~~-A82 ;~;~-- --------··- E6gaxEv s· 252' 459 
1 jjfiil v t~g~~~~~AB2C;~jj'QictP~-O~~ E6gaxEv B' 252 1846 2818 Pall 

The Duke Databank of Documentary Papyri has only one entry for £wgaxa 
in the first century (SB 14132.27) and none for the other forms before the fourth 
century. Nothing is found for Mgax * before the sixth century. In the second 
century, however, the shortening of w to o would give a double reason for 
scribes to change omega forms to omicron forms. Such a change would not only 
be Atticistic in nature but would also follow the natural development of Greek 
during the second century. This gives grounds for taking the Koine w-forms as 
initial readings, even though the Attic forms disappear from the later NT textual 
tradition. 

£wgax * appears across the vernacular (22/22, 100% ), the conversational (3/3, 
100%), and the literary (4/4, 100%) parts of the NT. Every occurrence of the 
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Koine £wgax* has the equivalent Attic Mgax* as a variant reading. It is, then, 
not a surprise that 29 out of 32 occurrences of £wgax * forms have been accepted 
in the UBS/NA. They are all found in Luke-Acts and the Johannine writings, 
where the authorial usage most likely follows the £wgax* forms. In Pauline 
references (1 Cor 9,1; Col2,1.18) the UBS/NA reads the Attic forms against the 
Koine varia lectio, which seems an inconsistent departure from the normal 
practice of its editors. 

The early papyri are mixed in their testimony. Papyrus P66 reads the Koine 
£wgax* in Jn 1,18.34; 5,37; 6,36; 6,46; 8,38; 14,7; but the Attic Mgax* in Jn 
14,9; 15,24; 20,18. Papyrus P75 reads the Koine £wgax* in Jn 6,36; 14,9 but the 
Attic in Jn 1,18.34; 5,37; 8,38. The Attic is supported by P45 in Lk 9,36 and by 
P106 in Jn 1,34. Papyrus P74 has Koine forms in Acts 7,44; 22,15. These mixtures 
probably testify to the second-century confusion over the length of vowels. The 
£wgax * forms should be read in every textual location. The external evidence, 
transcriptional probabilities ( w - o ), and the probable authorial usages strongly 
support them. In light of this, the three Pauline references require a closer look. 

The UBS/NA reads Mgaxa in 1 Cor 9,1 (~ B* D2 F G P 33 pc) against 

£wgaxa (P46 B2 A n* W 1739 pc Hk Byz). Corrector activities contradict each 
other. Codex V aticanus moves from Attic to Koine, while Codex Bezae goes 
from Koine to Attic. Both readings have second-century roots. Both readings are 
found across a wide geographical area (Egypt, Rome, Syria), though the Koine 
form is more prevalent in the NT textual tradition. The external evidence is thus 
divided and the decision rests on internal evidence, although P46 may give a 
slight edge for the Koine, as it usually supports the Attic form. The Koine form 
does not fit the scribal proclivities in P46

• Transcriptionally, the Attic Mgaxa is 
easily explained as an Atticism. The author's style cannot be verified without 
any doubts, because each Pauline reference has the variation. Nevertheless, the 
external evidence and the development of Greek in the second century favour 
reading £wgaxa (contra the UBS/NA). 

The situation in Col 2, 1 is more problematic due to multiple textual variants. 
The choice is between Mgaxav (P46 ~· C P 048vict 0208), £ogaxa<nv (~ 2 D2 H 

0278 Byzmss), £wgaxav (A B n* F G 0150), and £wgaxaatv (D 1 W 075 Byz). 
The corrector activity in Codex Bezae attests to a scribal habit of moving the text 
from the Koine £wgaxav to the Attic £ogaxaatv via the Koine £wgaxa<nv. 
The longer word is probably a later spelling, so the question is whether 
£wgaxav or Mgaxav is the initial reading. Externally, the decision is 
essentially a choice between the ABD * trio vs. The P46~C trio. Since they are 

relatively evenly matched, the choice needs to be made on internal grounds. The 
related Col 2,18 needs to be noted. It has a less problematic situation. The 
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decision there is essentially a choice between reading £wgaxEv with the P46 AB2 

trio vs. MgaxEv with the ~BCD quartet. Only ~ and A are consistent in their 

readings within Colossians. The external evidence for MgaxEv is strong, but 
could still be a result of Atticism. It is not very likely that the scribe of P46 would 
change Attic to Koine. Hence, Col 2,1 should read £wgaxav and Col 2,18 
£wgaxEv (contra the UBS/NA). 

When these three Pauline references (1 Cor 9,1; Col 2,1.18) are changed, 
£wgax * is then attested everywhere in the NT in conjunction with the 
contemporary Koine, 551 and the Attic forms are the result of Atticistic 
tendencies. 

4.5.19. HABA* 

The indicative aorist forms of EQXOf-tat552 appear quite extensively in the NT 
textual tradition, often as Koine/Attic variae lectiones. The following table 
summarises the findings. 

Koine Readin s Attic Readin s 
N/A 

··· ~ie;;~·s· 
~~~---~~~·+······· 

ijA.8o~-tEV ~ B C D W rell 

~A.8ov ~ C W rei! 
~~8~~~ ···- - . .. -.... -~~e;;~scw;~IT··· 
~ie;;~os4· ~ B C D W rell 

ll--:-:::--c:-:::-::---+·--~-+ ~A.e;v w 

Mt 25,39 

Mk 1,29 

Mk3,8 

c 

NIA 

ijA.8atE ~A B D L W 6. 

33 157 1424 
························-·····················-·-······ ··································-·-······ 

ijA.8a~-tEV D 1424 ijA.8o~-tEV ~ A B W rell 
···~-~e~~·ii.·"A··c-;~iil··~~e~~-·s··ow 8769·--

124 565 579 700 788 1424 E* 

~A.8ov ~ABC relll EA!]A.u86twv D 

II--:»L:-:k--6:-,:1-8::--+·:···l ~ied~"L .......... . .......... -~r~~~~(~w~;;ji~~f-~~~)0 --
·····-·-···-·-·-·------- -------···-·-·-·-·-·-·-····- ··············-·-·-·-·- ---·-·--·-·-·----- -·-···-·-·--------------------- """" .. ----···----------·-· 

Mk 5,1 v ~A.8av W ~A.8ov ~A B D rell 

Mk 5,14 v NIA 
~A.8Ey C EG L M 6. 8/3 28 579 700 

······· ~~e~v ~2 A. B L 33 118 s79 13),;"'" · · ·· ··· 
El;~A.8ov ~ • C D W rell 

v --~ie;;~sLe.i3-i424. ······· -~~-8~-~-~ A. c. o·w ;~,i 1 ~~e~~ 346. 
"Mk:-9;3-3 --lv +·:·':··:···:···-·····································································-····-·-····················· , .. ~ie~~~sw/565 1424 Mk6,29 

··--··-·-·--·····-~··· ··l···································································································································t· h~~()<:J(t\1 l?Lh~e~y :"\ C: r:ell_ 
Mk 14,16 v ~A.8ov ~ABC D W rei! 

Lk 1,59 · ~~e~~-ii.·A.-8Co2 w;~~~ 
.•..... L ......... .I .............................................•.•.........•.. 

551 See also Kilpatrick 1977: 110. 
552 BDAG, EQXO~-tm- "go, come", notes the Koine forms. 



Lk 4,42 

Lk 5,7 

Lk 8,35 

Lk 23,33 

~1-eav ~ L W 435 
···--~-~e·~~--·p1s···s····················· ···························· .. -······ 

····················-·-····-······ 
~t-eav D 

· ~iedv.i'15 s· 
11---···········-···:·················----11---······· I ~ie~v!'75J3' . -

·····~iedv.I'';66:7s··s···c···w'"r···· 

·· ~iedvi'75···s· w'"r 
~t-eav 8*lbtfJA.8av ~· 

.................. . .......................... . 
N/A 

~t-eov 
I 071 I t'mf]l-8ov rell 
~l-8ov ~ A B2 C W relll TlQXOVto D 

~l-8ov ~ A B2 D W rell 
..................................... 

~l-8ov ~ A rell 
.. -~~8~~}>66-~f\82;~/i······· 

~~e~~:p66)s ~282:1\Cowsup rett 

.. ~~8ov P66•75 ~ A B2 C D wsup rell 

auvf]l-8ov 8* 
Jn 4,45 

............................... ·-····-·-····-······ .. --~~-e-~~--p66.7s A B··c···n-·wsup·~ell 
EATJAU8Laav ~ 

Jn 6,24 ~~8~~ 1>75 ~ A B D W rell 
Jn 7,45 ... . ........ ~~eo~i>75 ~ 8 J) w reu 
Jn 1o,8 ······························· ·······----- -~ie~v :P6655-~-;\8-ow reu 

11--J-n -~-o.-4-1 ---J .............. .~. ........ : ....................................................................................... ·-·····--··········· -+-~~8~~1'45:66.7 5-~-:A-scow-;~/T __ _ 
Jn 12,9 ·····--· ··· ~~e~~i>66: 75 ~:A8w;~ii ····· 
Jn 19,32 ~1-eov ~A B W rell 

Jn 21,8 ·-~~e~~i>66 ~1\s·cw·;ett 
-···-·········-···· .. -·-·--·-·----·-·-

Acts 4,23 ~l-8ov ~ A B E rell 
11----_:_----\ .. ······-\ -··········································-·························-·······-····-·····-························ --1····· .. ··- ······· .............. ···--··--···-···-·. 

~A.8ov ~ A C B E rell 
l--·······························································································································l ~~e~~i>74 ~:A-·sE ;~ii 

~ieov P74 DE rei/ ................ -· -~~e~~p74 ~ J\c········B········E········r···e·····u··········· 

11_A_c_t_s_l_3_:_,5_1 ___ 1 _____ j •.•. ---···-·-·--·····-·-····-··--································-·······-··-·--·-·-··············---+ -~ie~~-ll74-~-l\-c-8E:;~/i ----------

Acts 20,6 

Acts 20,14 

Acts 21,1 

........... ----- ..... 1:'~~!1\l.~lJ_(J(l\fJ:) ···--------
~~-eov ~ A B C rei/ 

.............................................................. liA8ov P
74 
~ABE rei/ 

P74 ~A B CD rei/ 

~A 8 DE rei/ 

~A 8 CD E rei/ 

T11-8o!!EV ~ A 8 C E rel/1 flxo!!EV D 
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Acts 21,8 ·- ·-··········-· ~~8~~~~r74vid·~···:AcE··;~// 1 ·-~-~e~~--if·L···:p··· 

Acts 28,13 

Acts 28,14 

Acts 28,15 

Acts 28,23 

049 I 69 88 226 330 547 618 1241 1243 

l••••••••••m•m•-•-•-•-•-•·•-••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••-•-••••••••••-••••-•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••-••••-l 1646 1828 1854 2492 

~l-8av ~ 8 
El;f]l-8ov rei/ ········-·-·-·-·-·-··-·-·-···· ·--~~-e;;~--~-s··;;tii~~~~~--ii6···L·-p-·wo4·9·-····6·9······ 

·······································-··········-······ ··········································-····-·-·········-·· _:::a.:l ___ -························· 
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Gai2,12 ···---,~ ·· NIA ········· - ·················· ~~e~~-Ac·;;/TJ~~e~~r46 iit86iiG33 

330 
Rev7}3 ___ 1 ~- ~i8a~2329 ...................... ····························. ~~8~~-iit .A. c r;ttl ~~-e~~ 2o5T2o64 2067 

The Kaine ~A.Sa!-!EV, ~A.SatE, and ~A.eav are found quite often in the NT 
textual tradition as variae lectiones for their corresponding Attic equivalents, but 
singular ~A.ea and ~A.Sw; do not appear.553 The UBS/NA editors accepted ~A.eav 
in Lk 2,16 (B* L 3 579); Jn 1,39 (P5

•
66

•
75 B* C wsup); Jn 4,27 (B*); Acts 12,10 (~ 

A B 33)554
; 28,15 (~ B). This is not a very consistent pattern, because Mk 6,29 

(B L e 33 1424); Lk 5,7 (~ L W 435) were rejected, and there is one singular 

and one sub-singular reading. Kaine variant readings occur in the vernacular 
(14/20, 70%), the conversational (5/8, 63%), and the literary (16/29, 55%) parts 
ofthe NT. 

The non-literary works attest to this verb being approximately contemporary 
to NT authors in two references. ~A.ea; is found in BGU 530.11 (I AD), and 
~A.Sa!-!EV in P.Oxy. 743.9-10 (2 BC). The rest of the occurrences in the non­
literary papyri are from the second century onwards.555 ~A.ea is found in BGU 

814.12 (III AD), ~A.Sa; in SB 4630.10 (II AD); P.Oxy. 1483.3 (n/m AD), 
~A.Sa!-!EV in P.Oxy. 2342.17 (AD 102); SB 10772.7-8 (II/m AD), and ~A.eav in 

P.Lund 1.41 (AD 198); PSI 822.10 (II AD); P.Yale 81.4 (n AD). Early literary 
works have ~A.Sa£ in Evangelium Petri (r AD),556 ~A.Sa!-!EV in Clement (I AD),557 

and ~A.eav in Hermas (II AD)558 and Hippolytus (II AD).559 While the Attic 
usage predominates, the LXX has ~A.ea in 1 Mace 6,11; ~A.ea!-!EV in Num 13,27; 
2 Chr 14,10; ~A.SatE in Gen 26,27; 42,12; Dt 1,20; Jdg 11,7; Tob 7,1 (v.l. in 
Codex~); and ~A.eav in Jdg 18,13 (v./. in Codex A); 2 Sam 13,36; 17,20; 19,16; 

24,7; 2 Chr 25,18; 1 Mace 7,11. Hence, the Kaine forms may be authentic in the 

553 Mealand (1996) discusses HAE>* with compounds in Luke-Acts, but his figures rely on the 
UBS/NA text instead of the NT textual tradition. Mealand claims that Luke-Acts exhibits the Koine 
forms 13 times. He then notes that textual variation of HAE>* with compounds makes it unwise to 
attempt counting with precision. But why not deal with the textual variation, determine the author's 
usage text-critically, and only then count the figures? Counting compounds, the manuscript tradition 
has 29 Koine forms, a much higher figure than Mealand's, even when some of the occurrences are 
unlikely to be what the author of Luke-Acts initially wrote. The outcome is that Luke-Acts is probably 
not as close to Dionysios linguistically as Mealand claims. 

554 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger (2005: 155) do not note this textual variation location. 
555 Gignac 1981: 341; DDDP lookup, Feb 10,2008. 
556 Evangelium Petri, section 56 line 1. 
557 Clemens Romanus, Homiliae, homily 13 chapter 1 section 3 line L 
558 Hermas, Pastor, chapter 4 section 1 line 1. 
559 Hippolytus, Commentarium in Daniel em, book 2 chapter 1 section 1 line 6. 
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NT.560 They are common in the NT textual tradition, and most probably have 
second-century roots (20 out of25).561 

All but one Koine references are singular or sub-singular in Matthew: Mt 7,25 
(B); 7,27 (~); Mt 14,34 (084, paralleled with Mk 6,53 [W]); Mt 25,39 (D 1424). 

The textual location in Mt 25,36 has strong external evidence supporting the 
Koine form(~ A B D L W!:!. 8/3 2 33 157 1424). Twice the Matthean textual 

tradition has the Attic form only (Mt 2,2; 21,1 ). Text-critical choices are 
problematic. On the one hand, the external evidence supports reading the Attic 
throughout, except in Mt 25,36 perhaps. On the other hand, the Attic-only 
references are in the minority and therefore the authorial style may have been 
Koine, seeing that the Greek style is conversational. Also, if oral sources are 
permitted, Mt 25,36.39 may present a pericope with Koine variants as authentic, 
The same might apply to Mt 7,25.27. If Matthew used Mark as a source, Mk 
14,34 might read the Koine form attested by W in Mk 6,53 (assuming its 
authenticity). The rest of Matthew could conform to Attic usage. Any decision is 
tentative only, but because the non-literary and literary works used Koine forms 
in the first century, I suggest that all Koine readings are authentic, and managed 
to survive only in a handful of witnesses. If so, the Attic equivalents are 
Atticistic corruptions. This would require changes in the UBS/NA at Mt 7,25.27; 
14,34; 25,39. 

Five out of eight references have Koine variae lectiones in Mark, yet all but 
one are singular readings, in Mk 1,29 (L); 3,8 (D); 5,1 (W); 6,53 (W).562 Only 
Mk 6,29 has a stronger external support (B L 8 33 1424). Mk 9,33 shows a 
variant where the second aorist has the same ending as in imperfect (-aav). This 
was another development in the movement of Koine Greek away from Attic. 563 

Its appearance in Codex Bezae seems to betray a scribal habit towards the later 
Greek usage. There is no ~A.8av in Mk 5,14; 9,33; 14,16. As in Matthew, 
Markan usage is difficult to determine. On the one hand, the external evidence 
supports reading the Attic throughout, except in Mk 6,29 perhaps. On the other 
hand, the Attic-only references are in the minority and therefore the authorial 
style may have been Koine, as Mark is vernacular. Any decision is again 
tentative only, but because of the extra-biblical Koine usage, I suggest that all 
Koine readings are authentic, and managed to survive only in a handful of 
witnesses. If so, the Attic equivalents are Atticistic corruptions. This case is not 

560 Royse (2008: 824, 829) takes the singular ~J..eav in Jn 7,45 and 19,32 as scribal substitutions. 
561 Mt 7,25 (8); 7,27 (~); Mk 1,29 (L); 3,8 (D)//Lk 6,18 (L); Lk 1,59 (D*); 8,35 (P75 B*); 23,33 (D); 

24,1 (P75 B*); 24,23 (P75 B*); Jn 3,26 (P75 s• wsup); 4,27 (B"); 7,45 (P66
); 12,9 (D); 19,32 (P66

); 21,8 
(D); 14,24 (D); 17,13 (P45

); 28,15 ~B); 28,23 (P74 A). 
562 Metzger (TCGNT 64) makes no mention of~J..Sav in his discussion on Mk 1,29. 
563 Gignac 1981: 345. 
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as strong as in Matthew, because the best supported example (Mk 6,29) is not as 
favourable to the Koine forms as is Mt 25,36 for Matthean usage. The 
acceptance of the Koine forms would require changes in the UBS/NA at Mk 
1,29; 3,8; 5,1; 6,29.53. 

The Koine forms are found 16 out of 29 times as variae lectiones in Luke­
Acts. The majority of them are singular or sub-singular readings: Lk 1,59 (D*); 
6,18 (L); 8,35 (P75 B*); 23,33 (D); 24,1 (P75 B*); 24,23 (P75 B*); Acts 14,24 (D); 

17,13 (P45
); 21,1 (P74 1646); 21,8 (B); 28,15 (~ B); 28,23 (P74 A). Only four 

have stronger support: Lk 2,16 (B* L 8 579); 5,7 (~ L W 435); Acts 12,10 (~A 

B 33); 28,14 (~ A B). Several textual locations have no Koine variant readings: 

Lk 2,44; 3,12; 4,42; Acts 4,23; 8,36; 11,12; 13,13.51; 17,1; 20,6.14; 27,8; 28,13. 
Similar problems such as in Matthew and Mark plague the text-critical decisions. 
Should the Koine readings by accepted or not? Is a singular or a sub-singular 
external evidence in favour of the Koine form sufficient in such a literary work 
as Luke-Acts? The literary style of Luke-Acts is not an argument for or against 
the Koine forms because of the contemporary extra-biblical Greek usage in 
literary works. The partial nature of the textual tradition makes it impossible to 
be dogmatic. Once again the decision is purely tentative, so I suggest that the 
Koine readings be considered authentic. If so, the Attic variants are Atticistic 
corruptions and the UBS/NA text should be changed in Lk 1,59; 5,7; 6,18; 8,35; 
23,33; 24,1.23; Acts 14,24; 17,13; 21,1; 21,8; 28,23. 

The Koine forms are found eight out of twelve times (66%) in John. Six are 

singular readings, each time ~A.eav: Jn 4,27 (B*); 7,45 (P66
); 10,8 (ms. 0211); 

12,9 (D); 19,32 (P66
); 21,8 (D); although Jn 4,27 has secondary support in Codex 

Sinaiticus that has a related verb in its Koine form (£ni'jA.8av). ~A.Sav has better 
external support only twice: Jn 1,39 (P5

•
66

•
75 B* C wsup); 3,26 (P75 B* wsup). Two 

reasons give a slight edge for seeing the Koine forms as authentic: (1) the 
frequency with which they appear, and (2) the vernacular style of the author. 
Again, as in other Gospels, the choice can be tentative only, but I suggest that 
John should be read with Koine forms. This would require changes to the 
UBS/NA in Jn 3,26; 7,45; 10,8; 12,9; 19,32; 21,8. 

There are no Koine variant readings in the Pauline corpus (Gal 2,12). On the 
other hand, Revelation has one textual location relevant for this study. Rev 7,13 
has ~A.Sav as a varia lectio in ms. 2329 (a singular reading). It is an important 
second order witness to the text of Revelation.564 Nevertheless, its late origin 
(tenth century) casts some doubts on its textual character in terms of the 
Koine/ Attic variation, so it is better to retain the Attic reading, despite 
Revelation being a vernacular text. 

564 NA27 63•. 
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4.5.20. KATHAEJA * 
There is a very rare compound of ~A.ea * in the NT corpus, xa't~A.8af.tEV565 , 
found in Acts 27,5. The following table summarises the findings. 

Acts 27,5 

Acts 11,27 

Acts 13,4 

Acts 15,30 

Koine Readin s Attic Readin s 
N/A xm:~t..eo~EV P74

vict ~A 8 E rei! 

.............................................. 1:tc:t1:~X8l)~Ev C L 88 1243 1646 1739f!~IJyz~'' .. 
xaT~iea~ev P74 ~ A xaT~A.eo~ev 8 rei! 

N/A xaTf]A.9ov ~A 8 DE 

xaTf]A.9ov ~ 8 C E I <'mf]A.9ov A I xaTa~avw; D ······································································. ~~~~~8~~ p74 ~ A.8 c Di¥33~id 8i 88323945 

1 .................................................................................... 1 1175 12701739183718912344 Er ... e: .. cu .. c ........................ . 
xaTf]A.9ov 

The Koine form has a relatively good combination of witnesses (P74 ~ A) in 

its support. They are not genealogically closely related. The Attic forms 
xa't~A80f.tEV and xa'tf]A.8ov (or another variants) are found elsewhere, in Acts 
11,27; 13,4; 15,30; 18,5; 21,3. There are no LXX entries, and the UBS/NA 
rejects the Koine form. 

The xa'tf]A.8a appears in SB 11957.17 (v AD), xa't~A.eaf.tEV in P.Sakaon 
32.24 (Ill AD), and xa'tf]A.8av in P. Cair.Isid. 66.20 (AD 299). Nothing is earlier 
than the third century. The earliest literary work to use it comes from the sixth 
century.566 It need not be considered further. The xa't~A.8af.tEV in Acts 27,5 is 
likely a corruption to modernise the spelling. 

4.5.21. MEXP/1: 

Both the Attic f.tEXQL and the Koine f.tEXQL~ appear in the NT textual tradition. 
The following table summarises the findings. The Koine form is noted with bold 
face if it is followed by a word starting with a vowel (for reasons, see below). 

Koine Readin s Attic Readin s 
N/A ~EXQl ~ 8 CD W rell -·---·····················---··-----·--------······- · ---- -~€J({/; ~ ,-C ;ell 1 Eoo_s;_ -8---D-----1-4_2_4_ --

axgl ~··2 L 
Mt 28,15 ~EXQl ~2 A 8 rei! Chr Or 

Eoos; ~· D 1424 Or 
······-··-··-·-·--··-·-···-··-·····-·-··-······-··-·-1 

Mk 13,30 A 8 C rei! Viet 

Lk 16,16 

565 8DAG, xaTEQXO~m- "go down, come down", notes the Koine form for Acts 27,5. 
566 Romanus Melodus (VI AD), Cantina, Hymn 42 section 9 line 2. The Koine form appears also in 

Chronicon Paschale (vn AD), page 608 line 6. 
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Acts 10,30 

Acts 20,7 

Rom 5,14 

Rom 15,19 

Gal4,19 

c 

Eph 4,13 c 

Phil2,8 c 

Phil2,30 c N/A 

B 69 326 330 1175 2400 

f.lEXQL ~ A C rell 
. ~€x(;~-pi3 :46 ~-A BC rell 

+·······:··················=·y····-·····················----······-·---································ -j f.l€XQL P46 ~A B rell 

f.lEXQL pl3,46 D' 

As in the case of U')C(Hc;, the Atticist grammarians rejected llEXQLc; as a 

spurious diction.567 It is not as common in the NT as UXQLc;, and appears most 

often in the Pauline corpus. The llEXQLc; is found before vowels in Koine literary 
works of e.g. Clement (I AD),568 Dioscorides (I AD),569 Josephus (I AD),570 

Memnon (I BC - I AD),571 Onasander (I AD),572 Philo (I BC - I AD),573 

Philoxenus (I BC),574 Plutarch (I-II AD),575 and Strabo (I BC - I AD).576 The 

Greek papyri occasionally have llEXQLc; even before a consonant.577 The llEXQli; 
appears across the vernacular (111, 100%), the conversational (4111, 36%), and 

567 Caragounis 2006: 125. BDAG, f.lEXQL~- "as far as, until, to the point of', argues that the Attic 
form is used even with vowels following, but notes the Koine form in Mk 13,30; Gal4, 19; Heb 12,4. 

568 Multiple entries in Epistula Clementis ad Jacobum; Homiliae. 
569 Multiple entries in De materia medica; Euporista vel De simplicibus medicinis. 
570 Numerous entries in Antiquitates Judaicae; Josephi vita; De bello Judaico libri vii. 
571 Memnon, Fragmenta, fragment 2 line 33, fragment 9 line 16, fragment 23 line 3, fragment 24 

line 10. 
572 Onasander, Strategicus, chapter 10 section 12 line 5. 
573 Numerous entries in Legum allegoriarum libri i-iii, books 2 and 3; De cherubim; Quad deterius 

potiori insidiari so/eat; De posteritate Caini; Quod dues sit immutabilis; De agriculta; De ebrierate; 
De confusione linguarum etc. 

574 Philoxenus, Fragmenta, fragment 504, lines 2, 4. 
575 Numerous entries in Lycurgus; Themistocles; Aemilius Paul/us; Agesilous; Apophthegmata 

Laconica; De fortuna Romanorum; De garrulitate etc. 
576 Strabo, Geographica, book I chapter 2 section 20 line 67 and section 23 line 8, chapter 4 section 

3 line 12. 
577 BDAG, f.lEXQL. 
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the literary (5/5, 100%) part of the NT. The LXX has !lEXQu; in Est 5,1; Jdt 5,10; 
Tob 11,1; Attic elsewhere ( 65 hits). 

!lEXQL appears without variant readings in Mt 11,23; Rom 15,19; Eph 4,13; 1 
Tim 6,14; 2 Tim 2,9; Heb 3,14. Each time the following word begins with a 
consonant. These textual locations are certain and express the general authorial 
style with consonantal words. All except Mt 11,23 are in the Pauline corpus. 

Two additional references are found in Phil 2,8.30, where !lEXQL before a 
consonant varies with UXQL and E'w;, respectively. These variant readings are tied 

to a handful of D-text witnesses, and pose no serious "threat" to !lEXQL, which 
should be taken as the initial reading in each case. 

!lEXQL; appears as a singular variant reading in Mt 13,30 (W); Mt 28,15 (W); 

Acts 10,30 ('¥)578
; Rom 5,14 (ms. 205); Heb 9,10 (D2

); each time followed by a 
consonant. Since some non-literary Greek papyri have the sigma followed by a 
consonant, it is likely that these textual locations suffer from scribal corruptions 

with !lEXQL;. This appears to be an almost consistent habit of the scribe of Codex 
'¥, who has twelve occurrence of UXQL; and !lEXQL;, irrespective of whether the 
following words begin with a vowel or with a consonant. This leaves five textual 
locations: Mk 13,30; Lk 16,16; Acts 20,7; Gal4,19; Heb 12,4. 

Mk 13,30, does not pose a serious problem. The UBS/NA reading !lEXQL; oii 
is quite certainly the initial reading with the majority of witnesses in its support, 

coupled with Mark's vernacular style. Two variant readings, !lEXQL oii (~ '¥)579 

and E'w; oii (D W e pc /' 13
) are both early corrections, one conforming the 

spelling to the Attic diction, and the other probably to a Septuagintal idiom. The 

D-text reads E'w; instead of UXQt(;)/!lEXQL(;) quite often (9 hits). It is possible 
that Latin donee as a translation of!lEXQL; has spilled over to Greek witnesses as 

E'w; via Greek-Latin diglots (!lEXQL; - donee - E'w;), replacing the original 
!lEXQL;, because donee is the equivalent of E'w; in Latin translations of both the 
Septuagint and the NT.580 

Lk 16,16 has three variant readings- !lEXQL; (j 892 1241 2193), !lEXQL (P75 ~ 

B L/3 579 Cl OrP1
), and E'w; (AD W rell Epiph OrP1

)- followed by 'Iwavvou. 

The last one, E'w;, is another case of scribal shift to a Septuagintal idiom, a 

particular feature in Codex Bezae. Here !lEXQL£ can be explained as an 
unintentional error, because the following word begins with a vowel acting as a 

578 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger (2004b: 68) do not discuss this variant reading at all. They 
read IJEXQL. 

579 J.K. Elliott (1972b: 135) missed this variant reading. 
580 Parker 1997: 32, has argued that Codex Bezae was copied in Berytus (Beirut). It was an 

important centre of Latin studies in the eastern part of the Roman Empire. If Parker's scenario is true, 
the Old Latin witnesses may have influenced the scribe of D to conform the text of his Greek 
exemplars to the Latin text. 
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consonant (I for Aramaic~ in 1Ji11~). A scribe probably missed this accidentally 

and "corrected" the text. 581 

Acts 20,7 reads llEXQl~ with P W Hk, followed by a consonant, which is 
probably a corruption for the following reasons. (1) The Lucan style in Lk 16,16 
favours reading the Attic llEXQl with a consonant, and (2) Codex W often adds 

the final sigma to Attic UXQl and llEXQl. 
Gal 4, 19 contains four textual variants. Two of them are likely Atticistic 

corrections. The first is a singular reading, llEXQl oii (ms. 1739), and the second 
one is UXQl oii (2495 ByzP1

).
582 Both readings are to be rejected. The choice is 

between llEXQl~ oiJ (~* B pc) and UXQl~ oiJ (~ 2 A C a/ ByzP1 Bas Cl Cyr). Ionic 

literary authors preferred llEXQl to UXQL,583 which favours reading llEXQl~ oii, 
because Koine usage was mostly influenced by the Ionic dialect. Additionally, in 
some cases it is relatively certain that later scribes changed llEXQl to UXQL This 
takes place in Acts 10,30 (mss. 547 945 1739); Acts 20,7 (mss. 3 103 226* 

242 429 945 1739 1891); and Gal4,19 (~2). 

Heb 12,4 presents a relatively easy choice. The text should read llEXQl~ with 
the vast majority of all witnesses, as it is followed by a word beginning with a 
vowel.584 This accords with the general usage in the Koine literary works. Only 
three witnesses support reading llEXQl (P 13

•
46 D\585 though the fact that two of 

them are early papyri gives some reasons to doubt the authenticity of llEXQl~. 
This is, however, unlikely. Both papyri are Atticistic, so it would be quite natural 
for the scribes responsible for P13 and P46 to drop out the final sigma. 

Hence, there is no need to change anything in the UBS/NA. The editors' 

decisions on llEXQl~ and llEXQl appear to be solid. 

4.5.22. IIAPEIXAN 

Acts 28,2 reads the Koine n:ag£Txav with P74 ~ A B against the rest of the 

tradition, which testifies to the Attic rival n:agETxov. 586 The following table is a 
summary. 

II Reference, Style I Koine Readings I Attic Readings 

581 J.K. Elliott (1972b: 135) argued the opposite. He reads J.lEXQL~ on the basis of Kilpatrick's "rule 
of thumb". 

582 J.K. Elliott (1972b: 135) missed these two variant readings. 

583 LSJ' J.lEXQt. 
584 J.K. Elliott (1972b: 135), who has not noticed some witnesses supporting the rival reading, 

because he claims that J.lEXQL is read only by D. 
585 J.K. Elliott (1972b: 135) has not noticed these two papyri. 
586 BDAG, JtUQEXW -"give up, offer, grant, cause", notes the Koine form for Acts 28,2. 
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II Acts 28,2 II I JtaQELXUV P74 ~ A B I JtaQELXOV C rell 

This is a text-critical hapax legomenon, the only occurrence ofrtagux* in the 

NT. It was not accepted as authentic in the UBS/NA. There are no entries in the 

LXX or in the Duke Databank of Documentary Papyri for rtagnx*, but the 

related verb £Lxa~-t£V in UPZ 18.26 (163 BC) is pre-NT. The Koine form has a 

relatively strong external evidence in its support; P74
, ~. A, and B are 

genealogically unrelated. Tentatively, Acts 28,2 could read rtagdxav (contra the 

UBS/NA), but the lack of evidence for rtagdxav in the contemporary non­

literary and literary sources casts doubts on it. The choice of rtagdxav would 
mean that the rival reading is probably an Atticistic alteration. 

4.5.23. IIPOI:EIXAN 

rtgoo€xw587 has a first aorist ending in the third person plural indicative 
imperfect. The verb appears thrice in the NT textual tradition. The following 
table summarises the findings. 

Reference, S 'y[e Koine Readings Attic Readings 
Acts 8,6 I N/A :rtQOOELXOV P74 ~ABC DE rell 
Acts 8,10 I JtQOOELXUV ~ :rtQOOELXOV P74 A B C D E rell 

Acts 8,11 I N/A :rtQOOELXOV P74 ~ A B C D E rell 

The only occurrence of npocrctxav as a varia lectio is in Acts 8,10 in Codex 

Sinaiticus.588 There are no entries for rtgooETXaV in the LXX or in the Duke 

Databank of Documentary Papyri. As in the case of rtag£Txav, the related verb 

£Lxa~-t£V in UPZ 18.26 (163 BC) gives some support for it. However, all three 
occurrences are found in the same pericope. The external evidence against it is 

too strong. For these reasons the singular rtgoodxav in the second location of 
the pericope is quite certainly a later corruption. 

4.5.24. IIPOI:HA@AN 

The indicative third person plural aorist form of rtQOOEQXO~-tm589 appears 

seventeen times in the NT textual tradition, nine with the Koine rtgoof]A.8av as a 
varia lectio. The following table summarises the findings. 

II Reference, Style I Koine Readings I Attic Readings 

587 BDAG, :rtQOOEXW - "be concerned about, give heed to, devote oneself to", does not note the 
Kaine form. 

588 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger (2002) do not discuss this textual variation location at all. 
589 BDAG, :rtQOOEQXO~m- "approach, come to, tum to", does not note the Kaine form. 
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Mt4,11 

Mt 5,1 

Mt 17,24 

Mt 18,1 

Mt 19,3 

Mt 22,23 

Mt24,1 

Mt 24,3 

Acts 12,10 

c N/A 

ngoaf]A.8av D 

ngoaf]A.8ov ~ 8 C D W rell 

·~~;~~~~e~~·~is2 covi~~~~····· 

. 1t~~(J~~~~V~ES3~~ .. 
ngoaf]A.8ov ~ B D W rell 

:rtgoaf]A.8ov ~ B C D W rell 
··~;;-~~~-~8~-~-~~sc.ow~~/Ti~i?~~€~8~~~~~~······ 

. -····-·-·---·--·-·--·---------·-·······-·-·-···· ··-·······- ··-····-·- .. ···-· ···-····-·--·-·-··--···········-·-

~ 8 CD W rell 

~ 8 CD W rei! 

ngoaf]A.8ov ~ 8 C D W rell 

ngoaf]A.8ov ~ 8 C D W rell 

:rtgoaf]/..8ov ~ A 8 D W rell 
-;g~-~~~e~-~-~-A--s-i·c-w--~-;,,------ ··--·-·-·-------·-··"-

···················I-~Qoaf]~e-~~-i66.7~A 8 w ret! ________________ _ 

-;g~\)ie~~-:P74vid~A88~~ii 1. ····· --- ---- · 
ngoaf]A.8ov L 104 209 618 I tnf]/..8ov 2344 

With only one exception all occurrences of rcgoaf)A.8av are singular or sub­
singular readings. P75

, B and L are genealogically related to each other, so their 
testimony in Lk 13,31 may indicate a common hyperarchetype. As a 
consequence, the weight of the external evidence is lessened. The UBS/NA 
accepts rcgoaf)A.8av in Mt 5,1; Lk 13,31. The occurrences of rcgoaf)A.8av cover 
vernacular (111, 100%), conversational (6115, 40%), and literary (2/2, 100%) 
parts of the NT, but these figures are slightly deceptive as the word appears 
mostly in the Matthean textual tradition. The LXX has rcgoa~A.8atE in Deut 
1,22 only. 

Text-critically, Acts 12,10 presents an interesting twist with multiple 
readings: (r) rcgof)A.8ov (P74

vid ~ A B E rell), (II) rcgoaf)A.8av (0),590 
(III) 

rcgoaf)A.8ov (L 104 209 618), and (IV) otf)A.8ov (ms. 2344). The first reading 
means "to carry on", "to go further", and the fourth means "to move through". 
The second and third readings mean "to approach". This leaves out the object: 
what or whom is approached. Josep Rius-Camps and Jenny Read-Heimerdinger 
argue that with the second/third reading the story in Codex Bezae develops into 
an argument of Peter's journey out of a spiritual prison typified by Jerusalem to 
freedom typified by Mary's house in the later text.591 As a consequence, 

590 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger (2005: 155) thinks that the variant reading in Codex 8ezae 
is more difficult (and apparently more likely), than the reading in Codex Vaticanus. They do not note 
the singular variant reading [nf]A.8ov. 

591 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger 2005: 155. 
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rcgoaf]A.8av/rcgoaf]A.8ov is probably a theological alteration and need not be 
considered further. The initial reading is likely rcgof]A.8ov, as in the UBS/NA. 

The non-literary works show the following usage. The rcgoaf]A.8a is found in 

BGU 826.19 (II/III AD), rcgoa'llA.8aJ.tEV in BGU 435.7 (II-III AD); P.Cair.Isid. 
64.9 (AD 298); P.Fay. 128.5 (III AD), and rcgoaf]A.8av in P.Flor. 275.8-9 (III 

AD); P.Oxy. 3064.4 (III AD). Thus, the Koine forms appear to be late second I 
early third-century phenomena, no earlier. The earliest literary works to use 
rcgoaf]A.8av are by Hesychius and Leontius, both from the fifth century.592 

Hence, all the occurrences in the NT are likely corruptions to modernise the 
spelling. They need not be considered further. This corruption has its roots in the 
late second century, seeing that rcgoaf]A.8av is found in Lk 13,31 in P75

. These 
observations require changes in the UBS/NA. Both Mt 5,1 and Lk 13,31 should 
read rcgoaf]A.8ov. 

4.5.25. IYNHA8AN 

The indicative third person plural aorist form of auvEQ:XOJ.tm593 appears thrice in 
the NT textual tradition (Acts 10,25.45; 21,16), twice with the Koine auvf]A.8av 
as a varia lectio. The following table summarises the findings. 

Reference, Style Koine Readings Attic Readings 
Acts 10,23 I ovvf]A.Sav D ovvf]A.Sov P74 ~ ABC E re/1 
Acts 10,45 I ovvf]A.Sav ~ B ovvf]A.Sov P74 AD Erell 

Acts 21,16 I N/A ovvf]A.Sov P74 ~ ABC E re/1 

The UBS/NA accepts auvf]A.8av in Acts 10,45. The Attic form is undisputed 
in Acts 21,16. There are no entries in the LXX. The non-literary papyri have 

only one entry: auv'llA.8atE in SB 7655.3 (vr AD). It appears to be a rare form, 
and probably late. There are no literary works supporting auvf]A.8av. It may 
have second-century roots via Hi\8*, but it is most likely not the initial form but 
a later corruption to modernise the spelling. This requires a change in the 
UBS/NA to auvf]A.8ov in Acts 10,45. 

4.6. Singular Koine Readings in the NT Textual Tradition 

The NT textual tradition, as currently known, reveals several Koine forms that 
are singular readings. The following table is a summary of the words studied in 
this research. The summary lists the word forms that are found as singular 

592 Hesychius, Commentarii in Odas, Ode 5 section 17 line 4; Leontius, In ramos palmarum 
(homilia 3), line 150. 

593 BDAG, ovv€gxo~m- "gather, travel together with", does not note the Koine form. 
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readings in the NT textual tradition, whether such a form exists in the 
contemporary first-century non-literary or literary works, and whether it is found 
in the Septuagint. If the form is found in the non-literary and/or literary works of 
the first century, the singular reading is a potential candidate for authenticity. 
The LXX usage is listed in comparison, though it may suffer from the same 
textual corruption as the NT. If the form does not appear in the contemporary 
Greek texts, but it is found in the LXX, it may be an indication of harmonisation 
to the LXX usage, whether or not the actual LXX usage is a secondary textual 
corruption . 

.. <x~~~Rcx~ 
UJtE8a VCH:,E : .......................... . 

arc€8avav 

.. <'tn:i'l~~(l .. ················ .. y~~ 
_ (xn;ij~~(l_V_______ __ yes 

_Si_XQLS ..... ·····-------- .Y~~-
EL§(lJt~y 11() .. I!C>______ _y~~ 
dom:E no ............ Y~~- no 
. ~!&~~---·· _ __ no no ...... _y~~ 

ELJ"tU . y_~s ...... -~ Y~~--t-= 7., ......••.•.•.•...•.•.....•.......••..•.........•.......•.............................................................. . --~t~"~~-~·-·-·--··---"·-·-
no 

EJXc::tY _ _ .............. _ no 
_E_~~~(l_!;l_E_~_ _ _____ ...... . no 

g~~-c::t:tt: ...................... Yt:S 
Ef:c::t~(lY no 
fJ...Eyav no 

no 

. g€~(l~(l~ .... ____ ...... no 

Js~"l]~-~-~(l·-~-----­
.. ~si'l~~<l:: .. 
Jn:~fla!.(ly ______ _ 
Ercij/.8av 

. ~QQ(l~Y --------· 

no 

no 
no 

. -~~Q(l:'_____ no 
EWQUXEV 

__ to)Qcx'){~S 
fjA8U!;lEV 

~~flUTE 
~t.eav no 

no no 
no 

__ y~~-- -I ==--==···::· -:::·:··-·-··················-·········-·-- -···-·············--····-·- ---···-·-···· ··-············································· 
.. ¥..~-~---··· t·····-'-··-····'··-------·······································································-················································································ 

yes 
t------t 

no 

...... y~~­
y~~-

no yes 



... Y~~ 1··········!...-. ...... s::.!L ..... e ........... c ............. ; .............................. _. ....................... . 

no no ~ 
............ +·············· + ·············•·•····················• 

no ......... Pm?.<?.}~m. no 
no no D 
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The following forms do not appear anywhere in the first-century non-literary 
or literary works found in the Perseus and Thesaurus Linguae Graecae 
databases, although some are found in the LXX: aVEUQUV, aJt£8avat£, 

ammavav, d'ba~-tEV, dbav, dxav, EAa~a~-tEV, £A.a~av, EAtyav, E~-t<i8at£, 
£~€~aA.av, E~EAlJAU8at£, EJtE~aA.av, EJtf]A.Sav, d5gav, ~A.Sat£, ~A.eav, 
JtQO<JEi:xav, JtQO<Jf]A.Sav, and auvf]A.Sav. These Koine words are found in the 
following textual witnesses: P45

.4
6

•
66

•
75

, ~,A, B, D, F, L, N, W, 8, 084, 0211, 2, 

33, 226, and 2329. Most of these witnesses have but a few singular readings, but 
~ and B have 10, and D has 25. This probably implies that Codex Bezae suffers 

from intentional corruptions that conform Attic forms to their Koine equivalents. 
Codices Sinaiticus and Vaticanus also have quite a number of singular readings, 
which may suggest that at least some have reasonable claim to authenticity. 

On the other hand, the following forms are found in the contemporary non­
literary and/or literary works, and in some cases in the LXX: aJtf]A.Sa, aJtf]A.Sav, 

axgt~;, d'bat£, dJta, dJtav, Ela~A.Sa~-tEV, daf]A.Sav, ttxa~-tEV, £A.a~at£, 
E~f]A.Sav, Ei5Qa~-t£V, twgaxEv, twgax£~, ~A.Sa~-tEV, and ~-tEXQLI;. They are found in 
such witnesses as P46

·
66

•
75

, ~'A, B, C, D, E, L, W, e, '¥, 049, 0142,/ 3
, 1, 124, 

205, 472, 876, 1243, 1611, and 2021. These are potential candidates to be the 
initial readings, though that decision hangs on other evidence. Again, most of 
these witnesses have but a few hits, though ~' W and e have five, B has six, and 

D has eight. This indicates, at least in some cases, that the NT textual tradition 
suffered early corruptions, and the initial readings were almost totally lost, 
leaving traces only in some witnesses here and there. Yet there is a complicating 
issue. The same verb with two forms gives contradictory information. For 
example, d'bat£ and d'xa~-tEV are found in contemporary sources, but d'ba~-tEV 
and dxav are not. This kind of discrepancy is best explained in considering that 
the Greek sources available in the Perseus and Thesaurus Linguae Graecae 
databases present only a partial picture of the Greek usage in the first century. 
This takes some force away from the argument that Codex Bezae suffers from 
intentional alterations, because it is involved 13 times in such discrepancies. 
Only twelve occurrences of singular Koine readings in Bezae are quite certainly 
corrupt. In fact, if one allows that d'ba~-tEV, dxav, £A.a~a~-t£V, EA.a~av, ~A.8a't£ 
and ~A.eav are contemporary with the NT, Codex Bezae may alone contain a 
significant amount of early readings lost to the rest of the NT tradition due to 
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scribal tendencies, despite the fact that in some other words it presents 
corruption to Kaine usage. This might indicate that some Alexandrian scribes 
conformed theiftexts towards Attic diction and in some cases the initial readings 
escaped this corruption only outside the sphere of Alexandrian influence. Hence, 
there can be no clear-cut acceptance or rejection of the singular readings. Each 
case needs to be studied independently, because the early witnesses contain 
textual corruptions that look paradoxical by nature and difficult to ascertain. 

4.7. Sub-Singular Koine Readings in the NT Textual Tradition 

As in the case of singular readings, the NT textual tradition, as currently known, 
reveals several Kaine forms that are sub-singular readings, though they are not 
as numerous as singular readings. The following table is a summary of sub­
singular Kaine forms studied. The witness-section always lists both sources for a 
single hit in the tradition. I.e. aJttiA8av is found once as a sub-singular reading 
in the NT, in the P66 D pair. Both witnesses have been included separately. 

' ELJtUV 

ELXUJ.lEV 

n.a~av 

EA.Eyav 

Es€~aA.av 

. ESEAl]AUSa.:t_E __ 
El;f]A.8av 

(> 
i:! 
~ ::: 
I ::: 
~ "· 

...... ~ 
~ ~ 
~ : 

yes 
yes 

(> 
i:! 
~ :.::::c-.. • 
...... ~ 
~ ~ 
~ : 

no yes P , D 

~. C, \II (3), 1611 (2), Hk (2), 2031, 2050, 
2051 +2055+2064+2067 
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~A.Sav yes p74, p75 (3), ~,A, B (4) 

JtQOOi'jf..Sav no no no ~, B (3), 33 (2) 

ouvi']A.Sav no no no ~,B 

The following forms do not appear anywhere in the first-century non-literary 
or literary works as found in the Perseus and Thesaurus Linguae Graecae 
databases, but some are found in the LXX: E'~aA.av, Etcm, c'Cba~-tEV, d6av, 

E'J...a~av, E'Acyav, tn£~aA.av, digav, ts£~aA.av, £scA'flAu8atE, £wgaxa~-tEV, 

hogaxav, ~A8av, ngoaf]A8av, and auvf]A8av. This list of words is remarkably 

similar to that of singular Koine forms. Several words - ctba~-tEV, d6av, 

£A.a~av, £A.cyav, tn£~af..av, digav, ts£~aAav, £sEA'flAU8atE, ~A8av, 

ngoaf]A8av, and auvf]A8av -are also found in the list of the singular readings. 

There are only four forms not attested as singular readings (E'BaA.av, elba, 

£wgaxa~-tEV, £wgaxav). These sub-singular words are found in P66
•
74

, ~. A, B, 

C, D, E, F, L, S, W, !1, 13+mss, 33, 700, 2049 2196, and Hipp. This list is 

different from its singular words counterpart, but the following witnesses are 

found in both lists: P66
, ~. A, B, D, F, L, W, and 33. Most of these witnesses 

have only a few sub-singular readings, but A and D have four, ~ eight, and B ten 

such readings. Now the famous Alexandrian codices Sinaiticus and Vaticanus suffer 
from corruptions to modernise readings to Koine. 

By contrast, the following forms are found in contemporary non-literary 
and/or literary works, and in some cases as the LXX usage as well: cmf]A.8av, 

UXQL~, ctbatE, dna, dnav, ctxa~-tEV, d!Qa!lEV, tsf]A.8av, and ilf..8a~-tEV. They are 

found in P66
·
74

, ~. A, B, C, D, E, L, R, X, W, 8 'I', Hk, 33, 579, 1424, 1611, 

2031, 2050, 2051 +mss. Again, most of the witnesses have only a few hits, but D 

has five and ~ has seven. This makes Codex Bezae paradoxical. In singular 

readings it attests a lot of corruption, but in sub-singular readings its reliability is 
higher. The number of minuscules containing Koine variants points towards the 

preservation of a second-century textual tradition well into the Middle Ages. The 
dividing of / 3 and 13+mss is a curiosity. The family 13 sometimes uniformly 

reads the Koine forms. At other times only the base witness 13 with some of its 

genealogical relatives does so. The same occurs in the Harklean Group (Hk) and 
one of its members (1611 ). This is likely an indicator of an early scribal 
corruption of the C-text after it had evolved as a separate textual stream in the 

tradition. 
Some general observations arise from these findings, dependent on the 

validity of external evidence. First, a number of witnesses are found habitually to 

contain singular and sub-singular variant readings. Some of them concur with 
the known first-century non-literary and/or literary usage, some do not. Such 
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witnesses are P66
, ~. A, B, D, L, and W. Except for L, all of these witnesses are 

early, and contain a large number of Koine readings in general. Codex Regius 
(L) is genealogically tied to Codex Vaticanus, often agreeing with it594

, so its 
testimony is not totally independent. P66 and A are witnesses with the highest 
and the fewest number of Koine variant readings overall (37% and 16%, 
respectively), but neither has as great amount of singular or sub-singular 
readings as ~. B, and D. This probably indicates that some Koine forms were 

Atticised and some Attic forms "modernised" to Koine. 
Secondly, the similarities with the lists of singular and sub-singular Koine 

readings seem to be indicative of the early scribal tendencies. Although the list 
of witnesses is not an exact match, the same Greek forms appear in both 
categories in a similar way. This perhaps indicates the development of the Greek 
usage that altered the NT text in a systematic way during its early transmission, 
though individual witnesses were perhaps not systematically altered. It seems too 
much of a coincidence that the same Greek words affect the NT textual tradition 
the same way, using mostly the same witnesses. 

4.8. Conclusions and Implications 

This chapter has revealed that the NT textual tradition appears to be more 
problematic than previously noted in terms of the Koine/ Attic variation. The 
general Greek usage in the first and second centuries attests that the older Attic 
forms were being replaced by their Koine equivalents. This development in 
Greek usage seems to have affected the transmission of the NT to some degree, 
because early scribes did not work in a historical or literary vacuum. Doric-like 
Greek survived the Hellenisation process locally into the Christian era, 
especially in Asia Minor. Koine Greek developed more and more alpha forms to 
replace the older omicron forms used in Attic. Atticistic tendencies attempted to 
return the diction to Attic. Thus, it is possible that the (un)intentional vacillation 
of the A/0-forms are at times a result of the use of a scribe's own Greek dialect 
(subconscious or otherwise),595 at other times a sign of the development of Greek 
usage in general. This took place irrespective of what actually was in a scribe's 

594 Metzger 1992b: 54. 
595 Some scholars argue that scribes read their texts aloud, and only after that copied them from 

memory. This "personal diction" model could possibly explain phonetic corruptions coupled with 
regional orthographic variation found in many NT witnesses. This may offer an insight into why some 
initially Attic forms turned into their Koine equivalents (Dain 1949: 20-22; Parker 1982; Roberts 
1970). Some scholars deny the value of this theory while admitting that some random confusion may 
have taken place (Gignac 1976: 191-93; Skeat 1957; Wayment 2006). On the basis of this study, I 
regard the "personal diction" model a possibility for some confusion attested in the Koine/ Attic 
variation. 
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exemplar. As a consequence, some alpha forms are likely the initial readings that 
have survived only rarely in the NT textual tradition. Some other alpha forms 
provide sparse testimony to the scribal tendencies to "improve" their texts 
towards later Greek usage (or their own). There are no easy rules of thumb. One 
cannot assume on an a priori basis that Kaine or Attic forms are always initial 
ones. That depends on the Greek word, its development in Kaine, on the scribal 
tendencies, and at times on the biblical authors' literary style. 

Assuming that my textual decisions are correct, including the tentative ones, 
the following table presents how many times a textual witness correctly or 
incorrectly reads the Kaine/ Attic variant readings in the NT textual tradition for 
the studied words. Variant readings that cannot be counted either as Kaine or 
Attic have been excluded. Codex W includes its supplement. 

KOINE ATTIC TOTAL 
correct incorrect correct incorrect correct incorrect 

p4) . ~(lQQ~) 0 (0%) ~{~Q~) ~(~0°~) .l.?.Q?.'Y.o.) 4(??.~2 
P46 ~(lQQ~) 0 (Q0(o) .... lQ.(~}~). ... ~Q}~) .. l~(?.}'Y.o.) 6 (27%) 
.p66 

.... ~l(?J~) ..... ~{?";!o) .. }}_(~.1.~) .. 1?(5?~). 54 (70%) -~}_(~Q~) 
· ·:p15 ~~(?~~) __ L@:"o.2__ ~-~-0-~~L .. 35 (66%) ... -~~-(~~'Yo.) .... }8 __ Q?~L 
~ 158 (90%) 17 (10%) 82 (43%) 107 (57%) 240 (66%) 124 (34%) 

1 

A. ·······~9(~?Q(o).·· :I!IIT~~2~ f~(~~:r~f .••. I}t(~~Yo) :I~?.(?~~) :EH{?_oz;) 
B .... I?+(~?~). .. J9.(1l";;o).. ?.~(~Q~) .. }Q~((JO'Yo) ?~_~(()+'Yo) ..... 1~?._(}(5~) .. 
c ]Q(96'Yo) .. 3 (4%) ?.~(~Q~) 79 (6Q'Yo) ... l.~~((JQ'Yo). ... 82 (40%) 
oea. ??(72'Yo) .... . ?<5Q}~). }?Q}'Yo) 81(67"/o) . }}()(?()'Yo) ... lQ}(~~'Yo) 
Ea ... }}(81'Yo) 3 (!?_%) ....... !!(~}~) . 19(5}~)..... 30_(58%)·······--~~(~~~)-
W 75 (91%) 7 (9%) 47 (30%) 108 (70%) 132 (53%) 115 (47%) 

The table details are revealing. Most of the witnesses have a high degree of 
correct support for Kaine forms. Yet Codices Bezae (Dea) and Laudianus (Ea) 
have a substantial amount of incorrect Kaine readings, indicating that their texts 
suffer from the scribal tendencies to rewrite the text to a more modem outlook, 
probably because of the development of Greek during the second and third 
centuries. This appears to be true also of Alexandrinus, Sinaiticus, and Vaticanus 
to a lesser degree. In the early papyri, P75 is slightly better than P66 in properly 
retaining the Kaine forms. P45 and P46 have too few test cases for statistically 
valid comparisons, but it is telling that they always correctly read the Kaine. Not 
once is there an incorrect Kaine form. Somewhat surprisingly, Codex Ephraemi 
is the most reliable early majuscule in Kaine readings, but in Attic readings its 
quality drops. 

With Attic matters change. All witnesses suffer from a substantial amount of 
incorrect Attic readings, revealing a general tendency to Atticise the text. Again, 
P45 and P46 are the most reliable witnesses, having the least percentage of 
incorrect Attic readings. w<+supl, Dea, and P75 are the worst offenders in this 
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respect. They have the highest percentage of incorrect Attic readings. This is a 
little surprising, because Codex Alexandrinus is the oldest witness to the early 
A-text, which is quite heavily Atticistic in comparison to the early B-text 
witnesses. One would have expected wc+supl, Dca, and P75 to do better in 
comparison to A. In Attic readings P66 clearly outweighs P75

• Similarly, 
Sinaiticus is more reliable than Vaticanus, though the difference is small. 
Laudianus, the second worst offender in Kaine readings, beats both Sinaiticus 
and Vaticanus in Attic readings, being a more reliable witness in this respect. 

The following table lists the witnesses arranged in descending level of 
reliability. Codex W includes its supplement. 

TOTAL KOINE 

.. ~(?~":::'>) ....... Q(Q"(O) 

·a····+··········'········-~·'--····1 .?.(~]!o) · ········ Q(Q"(OL 
.... ---~~-S3..2::01. c 70 (96%) 3 (4%) ·······:r5···· ~~······················ ······-··············-

124 (34%) p 44 (94%) 3 (6%) 
"""""" -···-·-·-··-··········-·-·-·-·-··- ... ·······--···········-·-·-······ 

}}.?.Q§"(O) w 7 (9%) 
... }~Q~_'l.:'o). poo· .... .±.(~'l.:'o) 

122 (60%) 82 (40%) ~ 158 (90%) 17 (10%) 
.............. ,. .................................. -.-· -·-···--·-···-·-·--··· ···-·--·-·------- ·-·-·---···-·-·····-·-----··---· 

ATTIC 
correct incorrect 
10(63%) 6 (37')/o) 

?J~Q'l.:'o) ·--~(~Q')!o) __ 
17J~_7%) __ 1_~j~}_')!o) 
82 (43%) 107 (57%) 

19 (59%) 
106(60%) 

79 (60%) 
............. ·---~-·-·-····-······---· 

.n~.(§~::ot 
____ 3_5_(6§::0L .. 
. 81(67%) 
108 (70%) 

Codex Bezae ranks as the worst in Kaine corruptions, and as the second worst 
in Attic corruptions. Its text has occasionally been harmonised to Latin 
equivalents as well, seen in its changing axgt(t;)l~-t€XQL(t;) to E'wt;. These two 
features present detectable scribal tendencies, which add to discussions on 
Codex Bezae and its text. Codex Vaticanus turns out to be only "a middle class" 
manuscript that suffers from both Kaine and Attic corruptions. Sinaiticus fares 
better. In total reliability Sinaiticus and Vaticanus appear rather good, outclassed 
only by P45

•
46

•
66

. This reveals that the general quality of the manuscript is not a 
reliable indicator of its special features. This discontinuity, perhaps overlooked, 
may have been the cause of inconsistencies in the UBS/NA. 

For these reasons a closer look at Greek usage is needed, based on 
contemporary non-literary and literary sources. NT textual criticism needs to be 
grounded on solid information about the general Greek usage in the first two 
centuries, if the second-century text is ever to be recovered, much more so for 
any hypothetical reconstructions of the first-century text. Such a study is beyond 
the scope of this chapter, but enough headway has been made. Hopefully this 
study reignites the debate over Atticism. It seems doubtful that previous 
discussions have adequately dealt with the information available in the NT 
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textual tradition, though in all fairness some evidence has come to light just 
recently. The information found in the non-literary and literary sources should be 
used in conjunction with known scribal tendencies and the NT textual witnesses 
in order to determine the probabilities for a word's authenticity as the initial 
reading for each Koine and Attic variant. An internal criterion that favours the 
Koine over the Attic, other things being equal, is too simplistic, unless the "other 
things being equal" includes the information from Greek usage of the first two 
centuries. This requires a perennial restudy of Greek usage, when more evidence 
becomes available. 

This chapter has also shown that there are a number of debatable textual 
decisions in the UBS/NA. When the singular and the sub-singular readings are 
excluded, there are several instances of inconsistencies in the UBS/NA that need 
to be sorted out. At least the following alterations should or could be made 
(probable/tentative): 

Readin Dialect 
<'mf]A.8a Koine 
-~!ff]A~(l:'_______ Koine 
UXQLc; Koine 

-~J~---­
drrav 

.. Jl:(lQ~txav 
_ !!._Q?_(!f]A.J:lov _ 
auvfjA.8ov Attic Acts 10,45 

Probabili 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~-~ --~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ --------- ----t~ _pf_(lQllfJ_~t: 
tentative 
probable 

.P~?IJl!IJ!.t: ...... . 
tentative 

.. PE?tJ.li.IJ.lt: .... 
_p~?.IJl!IJlt: .. 
probable 

tentative 
tentative 
tentative 
tentative 
tentative 

....... ·-····-······----·-·-·· 

. pf_(llJlltJ!t: 

.... Pf?lJlltJ!.t: 
P~?IJl!IJ.!t: 

_pr?Qli_IJ!t: 
_pf?_IJ~IJ!.t:_ __ 
tentative 
tentative 

tentative 
··-·---·-·-···-····-·-·-·-······ 

Pf?tJlltJ!.t:_ . _ 
probable 
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Many of my other textual suggestions are tentative, because (1) the NT 
textual tradition has not yet been fully listed anywhere, and (2) the textual 
information has a large number of singular and sub-singular readings, 

concerning which the decision is at times very difficult. A better investigation of 

the textual tradition is possible only when the tradition is more fully known. This 
still awaits the completion of the ECM series. Only after this series is completed, 

will it be possible to know how many of the singular and sub-singular readings 
actually qualify as initial. Their total number appears to be quite high at present, 
mostly because of the lack of attestations published concerning the minuscules. 

A lot of the singular and sub-singular readings are likely secondary corruptions, 
but there are some Koine variants with slim external evidence that emerge as 

initial readings. They disappeared almost completely from the NT textual 
tradition because later scribal tendencies modified them to their Attic 
equivalents. 

I conclude that the NT textual tradition testifies to different scribal tendencies 

of which two have been elaborated in this study. (1) Atticism, which quite 
certainly has affected some portions of the text. (2) Textual conformity with later 
Greek usage or with a scribe's own, and perhaps regionally distributed, whether 
intentional or unintentional. These results seem quite firm despite many 
questions on individual textual locations, and for which the textual choices are 
tentative at best. Ultimately, seeing the NT text as a "living text" in the hands of 

scribes, which is modernised by scribal activity without changing its meaning, 
may explain a lot of variation in the NT textual tradition. 

Further research is needed to test my thesis by going through every word with 
Koinel Attic attestation in the NT textual tradition. This includes not only 

orthographic differences (A/0) but also the development ofKoine to replace the 

perfect with aorist, the change of substantives etc. Such an endeavour should be 
conducted not only for the whole NT text, but also for the individual manuscripts 
to see if the changes are unintentional or intentional. I offer one example of a 

change of substantives to show how the conclusions of this study can help to 

determine the textual probabilities. It is the case of (>acpC6ot;I~EAOVYJt; in 
Synoptic parallels Mt 19,24 II Mk 10,25 II Lk 18,25. Matthew reads the Koine 

(>acp(bot; with no varia lectio, but Clement cites the Matthean text with the Attic 

~EAOVYJt; instead (Cl S II 22,3), though knows also (>acp(bot; (Cl Q 2,2). Mark has 

~EAOVYJt; as a varia lectio in j 3
, but reads (>acp(bot; with rell. Luke varies 

between ~EAOVYJt; (~ B D L /'13 157 579) and (>acpC6ot; (A W !::. W 2 118 565 

1071 1424 Byz), while 8 combines the two and curiously reads ~EAOVYJt; J.,taALat; 

(>acp(bot;. Though the Lucan (>acp(bot; may be a Synoptic harmonisation, Elliott 

has argued that it is the initial reading even in Luke, because Phrynichus rejects 
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the Kaine ga<p(£ in favour of the Attic ~EAOV11.596 This is supported by the 
findings of this study. Codices A and W usually support the Attic forms, 
especially when they share a reading. When they support the Kaine readings, 
they have a very high reliability rate for such readings (A 89%, W 91 %), 

whereas~, B, and 0 get the Attic forms right less than half the time (~ 43%, B 

40%, 0 33%). Hence, ga<p(£ may not be a Synoptic harmonisation in LK 18,25, 
but the initial reading that was Atticised. 

Appendix: Corrector Activities 

Table 1. This is a list of corrector activity from Kaine to Attic. The "original 
reading" refers to the reading of the manuscript by the first hand scribe. 

reference 
Mt5,1 

Mt 22,22 
Mt 26,66 

Mt 25,37 
Mt 28,7 

Mk 9,14 
Mk 10,37 
Lk 1,59 
Lk 2,16 

Lk 5,7 
Lk 8,35 
Lk 13,31 
Lk 20,31 
Lk 23,2 
Lk24,1 
Lk 24,23 
Jn 1,12 
Jn 1,18 
Jn 1,22 
Jn 1,25 
Jn 1,38 
Jn 1,39 

Jn 3,26 
Jn 4,27 
Jn 8,22 
Jn 8,53 
Jn 9,10 

Jn 9,16 

Jn 10,20 

Jn 11,36 

Jn 15,22 
Jn 15,24 
Acts I, II 

original reading in Koine 
1tQOGf]A.8av ~· 8' 
arrf]A.Sav w* 
Elrrav ~· 
ELOUj.!f:V 8 * 
Elrra ~· 
Eloav 8' 
Elrrav c* 
~A.eav o* 
I. ~A.Sav 8' 
2. avEugav 8' 
~A.Sav 8' 
digav 8' 
1tQOaf]A.8av 8' 
arr€8avav 8' 
EuQat.tEv 8' 
~A.eav 8' 
~A.Sav 8' 
E'A.aBav 8' 
Ewgm,Ev 8' 
Elrrav c' 
Elrrav c' 
Elrrav c' 
I. ~A.eav 8' 
2. Eloav 8' 
~A.Sav 8' 
~A.Sav 8' 
EA.EYav o' 
arr€8avav o' 
E'A.Eyav ~· 

EAfYUV ~· 
EA.Eyav ~· 
EAfYUV ~· 
Elxav o' 
Elxav o' 
Elrrav c' 

596 J.K. Elliott 1972b: 133. 

corrected reading in Attic 
rrgoaf]A.Sov ~ 1 8 2 

arrf]A.Sov W 1 

Elrrov ~2 

ELOOf.lEV 8 2 

Elrrov ~2 

Eloov 8 2 

drrov C3 

~A.Sov 0 2 

I. ~A.eov 8 2 

2. UVEUQOV 8 2 

~A.Sov 8 2 

diQUV 8 2 

1tQOGf]A.8ov 8 2 

arr€8avov 8 2 

EUQOf.lEV 8 2 

~A.Sov 8 2 

~A.Sov 8 2 

EA.aBov 8 2 

EOQUXEV 8 2 

drrov C3 

Elrrov C3 

Elrrov C3 

I. ~A.Sov 8 2 

2. doov 8 2 

~A.Sov 8 2 

~A.Sov 8 2 

EA.Eyov oc 
arr€8avov oc 
f.A.Eyov ~2 

EAEyov ~2 

EAfYOV ~2 

EA.Eyov ~2 

dxov 0 2 

dxov 0 2 

dJtov C3 
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Acts 1,24 
1 Cor9,1 
Col2,1 
Heb 12,4 

dnav c* 
f:wgaxa D. 
f:wgaxav o· 
~fXQLs; o* 

ELJtOV cc 
E6gaxa 0 2 

EOQU%UOLV DC 

~EXQL D2 

Table 2. This is a list of corrector activity from Attic to Koine. The "original 
reading" refers to the reading of the manuscript by the first hand scribe. 

reference 
Mt 8,32 

Mt 17,24 

Mk 12,32 

Lk 1,22 
Lk2,16 

Jn 4,17 
Jn 7,40 
Jn 6,46a 
Jn 6,46b 
Jn 8,57 
Jn 9,23 
Jn 9,37 
Jn 20,25 
Acts 7,18 
Acts 11,15 
Rom 11,25 
1 Cor 9,1 
1 Cor 11,26 

1 Cor 15,25 

Co12,18 
Heb 9,10 
1 Jn 1,1 
1 Jn 1,2 
1 Jn 1,3 
1 Jn 3,6 
1 Jn 4,20a 
1 Jn 4,20b 
3 Jn 11 

original reading in Attic 
an€8avov ~· 
ELJtOV ~· 
Elms;~· 

E6gaxEv 8* 
UVEUQOV ~· 
Elms; 8* 
EAEyov D* 
MgaxEv 8* 
MgaxEv 8* 
MgaxEs; 8* 
dnov w· 
E6gaxas; 8* 
f:ogaxa~Ev 8* 
axgt ou 8* 
axgt 8* 
axgt ou 8* 
E6gaxa 8* 
axgt ou ~· 8* 

UXQL ou ~· 8* 
E6gaxEv 8* 
~fXQL D* 
f:ogaxa~Ev 8* 
f:ogaxa~Ev 8* 
f:ogaxa~Ev 8* 
MgaxEv 8* 
MgaxEv 8* 
MgaxEv 8. 
MgaxEv 8* 

rewritten reading in Koine 
UJtf8UVUV ~I 

dnav ~2 

dnas; ~2 

EWQU%EV 8 2 

Ei5gav ~2 

dnas; 8 2 

EI..Eyav De 
EWQUXEV 8 2 

EWQUXEV 8 2 

f:wgaxas; 8 2 

dnav W 1 

f:wgaxas; 8 2 

EWQUXU~EV 8 2 

UXQLs; ou 8 2 

UXQLs; 8 2 

UXQLs; ou 8 2 

EWQUXU 8 2 

UXQLs; ou ~2 8 2 

UXQLs; oV ~2 8 2 

EWQU%EV 8 2 

~fXQLs; D2 

EWQUXU~EV 8 2 

EWQUXU~EV 8 2 

EWQUXU~EV 8 2 

EWQUXEV 8 2 

EWQUXEV 8 2 

EWQUXEV 8 2 

EWQUXEV 8 2 
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5. Conclusions 

5.1. Summary and Conclusions 

The famous Oxford Debate on NT textual criticism held at New College on May 
6, 1897 was an important milestone in the history of NT textual criticism. The 
debate put an end to the Textus Receptus as the generally accepted original text. 
It was a significant historical event for all practical purposes. After the debate 
most NT scholars were no longer happy with its text that was based on a few late 
witnesses, or with the methodology which had produced such text. Textual 
scholars moved into the genealogical approaches taken from the Classics and to 
the use of older textual witnesses. This work continued during the twentieth­
century. It culminated in the production of the latest UBS/NA edition, which 
some scholars considered to be the new standard text. This new text has been 
reached using an eclectic method that is essentially two centuries old with roots 
in Antiquity. More recently its defenders have spoken of a "working text", 
softening their stance. Most current NT research is based on this text, often to a 
total or nearly total lack of treatment of rival variant readings and their impact on 
the NT text. 

However, not everyone is satisfied with the UBS/NA text or with the 
methodology behind it. Numerous books and articles have suggested various 
changes to it. A growing group of textual scholars dispute the methodological 
approaches that lie behind the UBS/NA text. Some offer alternative ways to 
resolve textual problems. Others argue for textual solutions abandoned by the 
UBS/NA editors. These rival approaches include different forms of reasoned 
eclecticism, thoroughgoing eclecticism, and the Byzantine Priority position. As a 
result, NT textual criticism has fragmented into three distinct schools of thought 
with no consensus in sight for the issues still unsolved or disputed, textual or 
methodological. The crucial difference between the schools is their view of the 
early period of transmission of the NT text: how and why did early scribal 
tendencies affect the NT text. This has had serious repercussions. Attempts to 
reach the second-century text, arguably a way beyond the text offered by the 
UBS/NA, are hampered by the lack of consensus on many vital issues relating to 
scribal tendencies. 

This research dealt with three textual areas that pertain to the search for the 
second-century text; Jn 1,34 that is particularly difficult; Jude 5, 13, 15, and 18 
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that are disputed in recent works; and 3 73 textual locations with the Koine/ Attic 
variation. These areas of research, or test cases, include the early scribal 
tendencies. They are seen by many as a key (or the key) for furthering the quest 
to reach the earliest achievable text of the NT. With this in mind, I offered my 
solutions for such textual problems. 

John 1,34 

The first case study dealt with the textual problem found in Jn 1,34. The text 
has suffered an early corruption that has produced a contaminated textual 
tradition with several variant readings for the textual unit in question. Previous 
proposals have not yielded generally accepted results. Opinions have been 
polarised between reading 6 uio~ tou 8EOU or 6 btAEXtO~ tou Owu, depending 
on the scholar making the decision. Rodgers's approach conjectured an 
emendation 6 !!Ovoycv~~ 6 txA.cxto~ uio~ tou Owu, but his solution is more 
problematic than the choice between 6 uio~ tOU ewu and 6 EXA£Xt0~ toU ewu. 

Assumptions regarding the reading found in papyrus witness pSvid have 
affected the evaluation of this textual location. I showed that the reading in P5 is 
too debatable to be used, but the witness probable supports reading 6 uio~ tou 
Owu with the nomina sacra, contrary to most scholars reconstructing the videtur 
reading. Though earlier the INTF, Munster, reported that P75* reads 6 uio~ 6 
€xA.cxt6~, this conjecture has now been abandoned. They now list P75* as 
reading a blank, because it is too disputed that it might have contained before the 
correction 6 uio~ tou Owu. I showed that P116 contains a B-text lookalike 
closest to that of P66 with the implication that 6 EXAEXtO~ tOU ewu is not 
limited to the D-text witnesses, though P116 seems to have some D-text flavour. 
P120 offers a new singular reading 6 uio~ 6 tou Owu. 

These new findings help to establish scribal tendencies to evaluate what 
probably took place in the early history of the transmission of the text of John. 
The best option seems to be to choose 6 E:xA.cxto~ tou Owu as the initial text, 
because it can explain the rival readings by various scribal tendencies to 
harmonise the text to the immediate context, Synoptic parallels, different OT 
backgrounds, or to diffuse the possible heterodox use of the reading in an anti­
adoptionistic environment. 

The selection of 6 E:xA.cxto~ tou Owu fits the context well by allowing seven 
unique honorific titles for Jesus: (1) 6 U!lVO~ tOU ewu, (2) 6 EXAEXtO~ tou 
Owu, (3) ga~~(, (4) 6 !!WO(a~, (5) 6 uio~ tou Owu, (6) 6 ~aOLAEU~ tou 
'laga~A., and (7) 6 uio~ tou avOgwrcou. It satisfies the chiastic structure 
suggested by Ellis, balancing 6 E:xA.cxt6~ with 6 ui6~. This combines two OT 
backgrounds: the sonship motif from Ps 2, 7 with the servant motif in I sa 42, 1. It 
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also contains a reference to the "chosen one" motif in Ex 4,22; 19,5-6; Dt 7,7-8. 
The latter passage is especially interesting, because Israel is likened to God's 
beloved, which motif recurs in the baptism of Jesus. 

I proposed the following hypothesis to explain the transmission of the text. 

(I) 6 EXAEXtOt; tOU 8EOU (2) 6 viot; tou 8EOu 

(3a) 6 f:xf..Extot; viot; tou 8EOu (5) 6 [!OVOYEVlJt; 1!LOt; tOU 8EOu 

(3b) 6 1!LOt; 6 EXAEXtOt; tOU 8EOU 

r·· .. ···(·;·~;··~·~·L~~··~~·~···~·~~~··6··t·~·;~~·~6·~·······! (4) 6 XQLOtot; 6 viot; tou 8EOu 

: ............................................................................................... : 

6 txA.cxto~ tou ewu is the initial reading that was changed to 6 ulo~ tou 
ewu. These were conflated to 6 txA.cxto~ ulo~ tou ewu. The variant readings 
6 j..tOVOYEV~~ ulo~ tOU ewu and 6 XQLOtO~ 6 uloc; tOU ewu arose 
independently from 6 ulo~ tou ewu because of scribal attempts to harmonise 
the text to Synoptic parallels. 

Methodologically this study demonstrated that rare readings should not be 
discarded in disputed textual locations, especially if they are found in the 
early papyri. The NT textual tradition may have suffered an early corruption, 
and the initial reading may have survived only in a handful of witnesses, even 
as a singular or a sub-singular reading, despite the apparent tenacity of the 

tradition. Hence, the merits of rare readings should be considered in textually 
disputed places. Jn 1,34 appears to be one such case. 

Jude 5, 13, 15, and 18 

The second case study dealt with the textual problems found in Jude 5, 13, 15, 
and 18. I concluded that the text of Jude should read arras rt<lvta OtL 'lllOOU~ 
(Jude 5), (ma<pg~ovta (Jude 13), rravta~ tOU~ UOE~d~ (Jude 15), OtL EA£yov 
Uj..tLV on (Jude 18a), and trr' toxatou tOU XQOVOU (Jude 18b). These 
conclusions are the same as found in the work of Wasserman, except in Jude 5. 
Variations in Jude 18 are minor issues, but Jude 5, 13, and 15 have important 
issues in one way or another. The reading rr6.vta<; tou<; aoc~d<; brings the text 
of Jude 15 into harmony with the Ethiopian tradition of 1 Enoch, a possible 
source for the author of Jude, with the later A-text. 

The crux interpretum is Jude 5, for which I suggest that the reading arras 
rravta on 'lllOOU~ found in A 81 33c 2344 L:V A Cyr is the initial reading. This 
reading best explains the rise of rival readings by scribal tendencies. The 
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solution found in the ECM differs from mine only by adding the second UflU~. 
This study supports the perceived high Christology in Jude, which implies that 
its author was one of those, who very early on argued for the pre-existence of 
Jesus of Nazareth. 

I note that one of the main difficulties for selecting (mmpg~ov'ta in Jude 13, 
namely, the lack of any first-century evidence for this rare word, is no longer an 
issue. I have found it in one first-century author, Pedanius Dioscorides (ca. AD 
60), whose treatise on medical herbs contains cmacpg~w (De Materia Medica 
5.23). Its selection implicitly argues, in the context of Jude, that the ungodliness 
of the opponents of Jude was spilling over onto the recipients of his letter, or at 
least there was a perceived danger of this possibility. This perhaps explains the 
urgency the author felt in writing his letter. 

In general, it seems that the ECM editors have not given enough weight to the 
external evidence proposed by the CBGM method. This applies to Jude 15 and 
18a and to a lesser degree to Jude 13 and 18b. There are important internal 
arguments in support of variant readings other than those chosen by the ECM 
editors. Wasserman appears to have a more balanced treatment of the external 
and internal evidence, but I disagree with him on Jude 5. I suggest that the 
critical text of Jude should still be reconsidered. 

The Kaine/Attie Variation 

The third case study, the largest in this research, dealt with Atticism. I studied 
712 textual locations containing 25 different Greek words with both Koine and 
Attic forms in the NT textual tradition. The total of 373 textual locations contain 
the orthographic Koine/ Attic variation. Greek usage in the first and second 
centuries was studied using the evidence available in the non-literary and literary 
works. The information deduced from this was used as a comparative measuring 
rod to test the likelihood of the authenticity of Koine/ Attic forms in the NT 
textual tradition. 

I advanced the position that the NT manuscript tradition on the whole shows 
some signs of Atticism in terms of its scribal tendencies. This validates Atticism 
as a criterion for discussions on transcriptional probabilities, but there is a clear 
limitation not discussed adequately in previous studies. A comparison between 
the general Greek usage in the first and second centuries and the NT textual 
tradition attest that the older Attic forms were also being replaced by their Koine 
equivalents, though this happened less often than Atticistic tendencies. Some 
scribes seem to have modernised their text to then current Greek idiom without 
changing its meaning. Early scribes did not work in a historical or literary 
vacuum. Doric-like Greek survived the Hellenisation process locally even into 
the Christian era, especially in Asia Minor. Koine developed more and more 
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alpha forms. Atticistic tendencies attempted to return the diction to Attic. It is 
thus possible that the (un)intentional vacillation of the A/0-forms are at times a 
result of the use of a scribe's own Greek dialect (subconscious or otherwise), at 
other times a sign of the development of Greek usage in general. This took place 
irrespective of what actually was in a scribe's exemplar. The initial Koine forms 
have survived in the NT textual tradition differently; some are well supported 
externally, others only sparsely. Other Koine forms provide a rare testimony to 
scribal tendencies to "improve" their texts towards either the general Greek 
usage or their own. 

I concluded that these two tendencies have not been consistently handled by 
the UBS/NA editors. Hence, the following textual changes should be or could be 
made to the UBS/NA text. 

Read in 

!lrt:~~~a 
_tl.!l:!l~~av _ . _ 
UXQL£ 

Dialect 
Koine 

Re erences Probabili 

J n I, I 7b .PE~.~~~.!.~ . 
Mt 8,}2; Jn II ,46; 18,6 ... tt:llt~t.iY.t: ........ . 
Mt 24,38; Lk 1,20; 17,27; 21,24; Acts 7,18; 11,5; 20,6.11; probable 

28,15; Rom I !~?-~;_!_~()El!.,_~_;_}_~.;?5; P~il_l,§_ ··········--·-- +········-····-······················ 

Acts 16,3 7 ............................. PE~.~~~-~-~---· 
Mt 13,17 p~~~~~~~ 
Lk 7,22 
Lk 

tentative 
tentative .. ,:.: .. : .. '-'==·::'·==:'·=-=---·----···-····· ·········-- .. -- -·· ...... ~--· .. ···-············ ·+·------·--·-···-············-

---'--'-·-·--·'·-··-·· ·············· ···-·-· .......... -. ·····-························· ····--- f·····p~~~~~lt: ...... . 
.... P~()~~~-!t: 

............. -·-·· 1 prob_ab_l~---· 
probable 

tentative 
······-·-·-····-····-····-·-·····-----

tentative 
···············-······-··-·····-·-·-----·······················-·--· ----······---··--············-····-·!···--······--··-·······-····· 

tentative 
tentative 
tentative ...................... ,, _____ .._ __ _ 

=·· :''······--·-·-·····--·--··- ---· . -- ··--···· ······-·--·---·············· ···············--····--1·-P.!:~~~~-~t: ............ . 
:.::...:...._~1 Attic ········--~·············--···-··-· 1 .PE~~~~Jt: ... . 

Koine p~()~li-~!~ __ 
Koine . Pf()~.li~_lt: .. 

lr-=:=-==c:__--i Koine ··-.--····-···-----~·-··-········-----·--····------· -··-·-·········-··+-pf()_~ll.~lt:... ... . 
lf-:!-~=.;:_'----1 Koine .. l\1t_?5,3~;~~t_sJI,l,~ ::···:-:-·:··--=-·-···I teii._t.at!ye ......... . 
~t.eav Koine Mt 7,25.27; 14,34; Mk 1,29; 3,8; 5,1; 6,29.53; Lk 1,59; tentative 

5,7; 6,18; 8,35; 23,33; 24,1.23; Jn 3,26; 7,45; 10,8; 12,9; 

1!-------1······················ f··19_,}_2;_2_1!?.;_~~~~J.~ .. ?~J?. •. !}_;?? .. ?.~----···----········-·-·-·-----~ -----------­
JtUQEL av Koine Acts 
_]1;Q()_()'i)?:_~()_y__ Attic 
auv- /.Sov Attic 

This means that a mechanical rule that favours Koine over Attic is to be 
rejected. Textual criticism needs to be grounded on solid information about 
general Greek usage in the first two centuries, if the second-century text is ever 
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to be recovered, to say nothing of the first-century text. Such a study is beyond 
the scope of this research. Enough headway has been made to suggest that it is 
debatable whether the earlier discussions on Atticism have adequately dealt with 
the information available in the NT textual tradition itself and in the extra­
biblical sources. Although Atticism is a valid principle for textual discussions, it 
requires controlling limitations as set by Greek usage in the first and second 
centuries. The problem is to solve when it applies to a given Koine/ Attic 
variation. This study suggests that Atticism is a possible cause for textual 
corruption only when the Koine equivalent demonstrably existed at least in the 
second century, preferably in the first. Elsewhere the principle of Atticism may 
lead one astray, if used mechanically. 

5.2. Back to the Future 

This study has demonstrated that there is still at least some work needed to reach 
the second-century text of the NT. No consensus exists on some more 
problematic textual variation units, and known witnesses still seem to contain 
surprising secrets (like P75*). Our knowledge of early scribal tendencies has 
increased in recent years, but its full impact has not yet been felt on 
reconstructions of the NT text. This should be one desideratum in the near future 
for NT textual criticism. 

My research has revealed the lack of a comprehensive treatment on Atticism. 
A thorough investigation into Greek usage in non-literary and literary works of 
the first century is an urgent desideratum to establish parameters needed to have 
a "measuring rod" for the Koine/Attic variations in the NT. Such an endeavour 
should be conducted for every Koine/ Attic variation, including all those words 
that are not included in my study. Put succinctly, my research is only the tip of 
the iceberg. It has laid the groundwork for studies on Koine/ Attic variation by 
establishing two scribal tendencies that "plagued" the early period of 
transmission of the NT text. One altered Koine forms to their Attic equivalents 
(Atticism), and the other did the reverse (modernising the spelling). On this 
issue, the NT textual tradition is probably more complex than previously 
understood due to these scribal tendencies. It should be dealt with, perhaps with 
some urgency, as one way forward in reaching the second-century NT text. 

The Oxford Debate turned the tide of NT textual criticism against the use of 
the Textus Receptus as the generally accepted critical text. The debate compelled 
scholars to take a good look at the then available evidence and formulate new 
ways forward. Maybe there is a need for a new Oxford Debate that compels 
much of the same as a way forward in the hope of reconstructing the earliest 
achievable text of the NT. If the second-century text of the NT is ever to be 
reconstructed with sufficient proficiency, then barring some new manuscript 
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findings, in my opm10n the transcriptional probabilities need to play an 
increasing role in determining the likelihood of different variant readings being 
part of the initial text. 

The Editio Critica Maior is a way forward beyond the UBS/NA, but not the 
only one, and perhaps not the best. All of the available information - witnesses 
as photographs and transcriptions, every single variant reading, scribal 
tendencies etc - should be put on the internet as public domain documents for 
everyone to see. Perhaps some form of Wikipedia project on all the issues of NT 
textual criticism is in order. Some websites do exist,597 but none is exhaustive. 
That is hopefully yet to come, once all the variation in the NT textual tradition, 
and the NT scribal tendencies are better known, along with a better 
understanding of the development of Greek in the first two centuries. 

In line with this concept, the entire Novum Testamentum should be put on the 
internet in Wikipedia format for everyone to contribute improvements to it with 
proper supervision. This WikiNovum (to coin a term) should include not just the 
reconstructed initial text but also a full critical apparatus. It should also contain a 
commentary on why variants were chosen while others were relegated to the 
apparatus. Both the text and the apparatus should be accessible and changeable. 
Such an enterprise should be a bold desideratum in the near future for NT textual 
scholarship, as everything in NT scholarship in general depends on the 
reconstructed NT text, in one way or another. 

597 E.g. Sinaiticus at [http://www.codex-sinaiticus.net], John at [http://www.iohannes.com/], 
the digital NA prototype at [http://nttranscripts.uni-muenster.de/ AnaServer?NTtranscripts+O+start.anv ]. 
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