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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. [ will argue that John the Baptist declared of Jesus that he is 6
énhextog Toh Beol 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 @ma& mdvia &t ‘Incotc,
aragoeltovta, ndviag tove doefeic, and 6L Eleyov Duiv STL €’ Eoydtov
t0? Xpdévou, 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 373
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.' 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.” 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

' The TEexTUs 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 (x1/x111 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/0S, 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.



12

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.?

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.
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 modern
textual scholars would agree with.> Rather, he aimed at a documentary edition to
print a NT text used in the fourth century.’ 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 modern NT textual criticism by its abandonment of the TR.
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 modern research of the NT.®
These editions have settled most disputes for most scholars. This is seen in many
recent exegetical works. They follow the text of UBS/NA unwaiveringly.’

3 North 1999.

* 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.

3 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.

® Metzger 1992b: 124-25.
’ 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.

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. Modern 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.'® 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."!
Yet there is no accord on the issues of the early history of the transmission of the
NT text.'? 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
Koine/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 UBS* 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.

' 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 uncertaintics over the relationship between the
original text and the initial text.

' 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 viog Toh Oeol or 6 éxAextog Toh Oeoh 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. P>''®). 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 éxhextog 100 Oeov. This outcome is a departure
from my previous attempts to solve the problem. They were based on the
assumption that the papyrus P”>" reads 6 vidc 6 &xhextdc at IJn 1,34, as reported
earlier by the INTF, Miinster. They have now changed their verdict on the
reading erased by its scribe and list P”" as too doubtful to say anything about it.

This study demonstrates that the merits of rare readings with scant external
evidence'® 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 past', T 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 /' and f'* 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.

" 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."

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 /** act as a single witness, so e.g. a combination like © £ 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. Témwxrav
in Rev 18,3 supported by mss. 1006 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. (1) The reading is early, usually found within the NT
papyri. (1) It occurs in a textually disputed location where it is difficult to find an
acceptable solution. (1) It is an inherited reading from the now lost exemplar(s),
not a scribal creation. (1v) 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.'®

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

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

'8 LECTIO DIFFICILIOR is a critical principle that prefers harder, more difficult readings to easier,
smoother ones.
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1.2.2 The Text of Jude 5, 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'’ 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 187 These are disputed between the UBS/NA, the ECM, and
Wasserman. [ 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'® with an experimental methodology, which makes internal, rather
than external, evidence the final arbiter. The method 1 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 dragoitovra,
mavtog 1olg doePelc, and St Eheyov vuiv Ot € Eoydtov TOU YEGVOU,
respectively. These solutions differ from the UBS/NA and the ECM, and agrec
with Wasserman’s reconstruction. I will suggest that the initial reading in Jude 5
was Gra& mavra 8t ‘Incovs. This differs slightly from the ECM reading,
dropping the second budc just before &ma& 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 Koine 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. €ima for €imov). But to what extent, if
any, did Atticistic tendencies affect the transmission of the NT text?

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

7 ECM 1V .4; Wasserman 2006.

'® 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.'” 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 Koine/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 conjectures® might be needed on some (very) rare
occasions.

The Koine/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

1 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.’ Many new witnesses
have come to light (e.g. P'"®~P'** 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*> 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

*! The following are examples of resources that have been particularly valuable in the course of this
study: ECM IV.1; ECM IV.2; ECM IV.3; ECM 1V 4; Text und Textwert, Burton et al. 2008; ENTGM;
W.J. Elliott and Parker 1995, 2007; Lakmann et al. 2005; Swanson 1995a, 1995b, 1995¢, 1995d, 1998,
1999, 2001, 2003, 2005; Willker 2008a, 2008b.

2 [ 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.” 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. 1 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

2 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, Miinster will be
published.** 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 modern debates and the complexities of reconstructing
the second-century text of the NT, I will briefly look at some of the more

BA private communication with Gerd Mink, Jan &, 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.” The “story” of NT 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 modern methodological discussions. This group of people
includes Eusebius, Irenaeus, Jerome, and Origen. Bruce M. Metzger notes that
they are important sources for two reasons. (1) They enable a modern 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.?®
This second reason is useful in modern 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 P''> C pe. 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.”’ Irenacus believed that a scribal blunder (E — ) 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 év doL Toig omovdaiolg xat
doyaioc @vriyodgolg (“in all the conscientious and ancient copies”).?®
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

¥ 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.
7 Metzger 1980: 190; M.C. Williams 2006: 50.
2 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, 5.30.1.



22

Markan text with v Toic moogprtalc (contra the UBS/NA).?’ By contrast, when
he was discussing the need for four Gospel narratives, he quoted Mark with év
16 Hooilo 16 moogity (so the UBS/NA).* 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.’’ 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.*® He used words like “few”, “other”, “certain”,

2 2
2y e

“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”.>> He employed text-critical criteria such as a reading’s suitability
to its context, harmony with parallel passages, and preference for a shorter
reading.** He preferred to disharmonise parallel accounts. Origen commented on
several variant readings as heretical aberrations of the text (e.g. Bopafpav, v...
Incotv Bapofpdav at Mt 27,16-17). He lamented the amount of diversity among
the manuscripts due to unintentional carelessness, intentional alterations,

» Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, 3.10.5.

3 Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, 3.11.8. Origen did the same thing with competing variant readings
in Heb 2,9. He accepted both yxdoiti 8eot and yweig Beod as giving edifying truths (see Comm. in
loan. 1.40). Likewise, Augustine accepted both 6 viog 100 80D and 6 ExAext0g ToT Be0® 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).

*! 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 (ydoit. 8e0®, v.l. xwig 8eot), 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.

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

UETOVOELTE 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.35 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. BnBavig vs.
BnOafopd in Jn 1,28; Tadapnvdv vs. I'epyeonvidv vs. ['epaonvdv in Mt §8,28)
or of history (¢xMndvrog vs. éokoticOn 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 modern point of view.*

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.*” This includes many statements on copyists’ errors
arising from faulty word-division, faulty punctuation, and confusion of number-
signs, similar letters, and abbreviations, dittography, haplography®®, metathesis
of letters, assimilation, omissions, transpositions, conscious emendations, and
interpolations.” Jerome seldom gives the reasons for his choice of a certain
variant reading. When he does so, the reasoning is quite valid from the modern
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 e€izfj (“without cause™) in Mt 5,22 is not
found in the most ancient copies, but has been added to some manuscripts.*
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 égpofotvto ydp (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.

3% 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.

3 DITTOGRAPHY means doubling a letter, a syllable, a word or any block of text due to similarities
in the text (e.g. like OYAEN — OYAEEN, which turns o0dév to o0dt €v). HAPLOGRAPHY is the
opposite, omission of a letter, a syllable, a word or any block of text (e.g. like ZYNKAAEITAITAS
— ZYNKAAEITAZ, which turns ovvroleital tdg to ouvrahel 1dg). These are unintentional errors
that crept into the NT textual tradition usually by lapses of the eye, whether due to fatigue or otherwise.

* Arns 1953; Hulley 1944: 87-109; Metzger 1980: 199-210; M.H. Williams 2006.

0 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.*!
The position for the shorter ending was later followed by Hesychius of
Jerusalem and Severus 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.*” 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.”” 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
modern 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.

1.4.2. 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

“ Metzger 1980: 193.
2 Metzger 1980: 194, 200-206.
* Metzger 1980: 208.
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and manuscripts upon which the TR was based.* 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 difficilior potior).*> 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.*
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.*’ 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, erronecous, or opposes
parallel passages, (3) the omission does not affect the sense or structure of the

“ M.C. Williams 2006: 50.

4 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™).

* 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.

4T 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.*®

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).” 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”.>

To move to modern canons of criticism, the following is a concise summary
of the principles used by the UBS/NA editors.”’ 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 modern 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

8 Metzger 1992b: 120.
4 M.C. Williams 2006: 52.

%0 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.

SLTCGNT 11*-14*. Each criterion has exceptions listed.



27

preparing the UBS/NA edition. This necessitates a response to this criticism,
found in the next section.

1.5. The Case Closed? Nestle-Aland and its Detractors

When the Novum Testamentum Nestle-Aland 26 (the NA?®) was published in
1979, the work of five international and inter-confessional scholars, it contained
a text identical to the UBS® (1975) in almost every respect. The biggest
difference was the critical apparatus. Textually there were only a few minor
differences between these two editions.”> Many believed that the task of NT
textual criticism was over for all practical purposes. The text from previous
editions (UBS', UBS? = NA®) had been thoroughly revised with approximately
500 changes using text-critical principles discussed above.”® More than a decade
later, when the NA?’ edition came out (1993), it printed the exact same base text
as the NA”®. Only the critical apparatus had changed, though its changes were
numerous and significant. A few orthographical variants aside, the NA?” and the
UBS* (1993) are identical.

Kurt Aland, one of the principal contributors to the NA editions, claimed that
the baseline text of the NA2%%7 has been confirmed to be “correct”, that is, to
contain the original text.>* 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.” 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.*® 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, 1981a. Most of the changes between UBS® (1975) and UBS**™ (1983) = NA%
(1979) relate to punctuation and critical apparatus, not to the base text. The textual differences relate
mostly to orthographic variants like dyowg / &yet. Each successive reprint has corrected many errors,
typographical and otherwise, but the text has not changed (J.K. Elliott 1984).

>3 J K. Elliott 1979a; 1981a: 403. See also the appendix 11I: Editionum Differentiae in the NA%,

* 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).

5% 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 BR 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.”’ 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

37 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{ éotiv ToUT0; Tic N ddAYH 1)
xowvh) attn; 6t »at’ éEovotav nat (C K A Byz) instead of the UBS/NA
selection of the better Greek ti éotiv T00T0; dLdayh xowvi) xat’ éEovatav xal
(X B L 33).® He accepts Buyatode adtiic the Homdiddog (A C © 17
33 157 579 700 1071 1424 Byz) on linguistic grounds at Mk 6,22 (Aramaism as
Markan style).” 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 style®,
because their default manuscripts (BR) 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 BR. 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.®’ He lists more than two hundred such cases. Part of this
disagreement stems from Robinson’s a priori documentary approach.®> Many of

*¥ J.K. Elliott (2002b: 109; 2002a) has recently noted that many readings in the newly discovered
papyri (P*'%) 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 April 2008).

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

% J K. Elliott 1981b.
8 TCGNT 13*-14*,

8! 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.

82 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



30

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.®® His perspective affects the entire UBS/NA edition, and potentially
discredits a large number of textual choices.

JK. 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.?® 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.** 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).

% J K. Elliott 1987/88; Loimaranta 1997; M.A. Robinson 2003: 55; Royse 1981; 1995; 2008: 735.
© 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)
oiig ®ol amootéhovg mvéuacev in Mk 3,13 as a harmonisation of Lk 6,13; and
(2) nol énoinoev Tove diddexa in Mk 3,16 as dittography from verse 14.° Wei-
ho John Wu has reached similar conclusions: he reads €ig thv yfiv 'evvnoapé0
in Mt 14,34; omits o0t 6 viog in Mt 24,36; reads adt® alone in Mt 27,44;
omits £v/én( before 1@ dvouatt in Mk 9,38; and omits &nd before paxpdbev in
Lk 23,49.%

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.®” 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. doyio0eic in Mk 1,41;
0 éxAext0g 1oV B0 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.®® 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.®® 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.”’ Hence, there is a dispute over the hypothetical reconstructions of the

85 Karavidopoulos 2002: 389-90.
5 Wu 2002: 147, 151-52, 164, 184.
87 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.
P” 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.

i Amphoux 1999, 2003; Boismard and Lamouille 1987.
7 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 (1) Mt 23,4 should omit xai dvofdoraxta; (1)
Mk 3,32 should omit xal ai &derpal cov; (1) 6 yéyovev in Jn 1,3-4 should be
punctuated with what precedes it; (1v) Acts 2,38 should omit grov; (V) Acts
5,28 should omit o0; (Vi) Acts 10,17 should include »a.(; (vi)) Rom 15,33 should
probably exclude &unv; (vir) 2 Cor 4,14 should omit xvowov; (1X) 2 Cor 5,3
should read évdvoduevor; (X) Col 1,22 should read dmoxatmAAdynte; (X1) Jas
5,4 should read dguotepnuevog; (xi1) 1 Pet 5,10 should omit ‘Inco®; (x11) 2 Pet
2,11 should probably exclude mapd nvpilov; and (X1v) Rev 19,11 should read
motoe rahovpevog.” Metzger and Allen Wikgren together agreed against their
fellow editors that (1) Mk 10,2 should omit mpooeh8Svies papioaior; (1) 1 Cor
10,2 should read ¢Bamntitavro; (111) 2 Cor 4,6 should read yototov; (1v) Gal 1,15
should omit 6 8edg; (v) 1 Thess 2,7 should read fimioy; (vi) 1 Pet 1,12 should
omit &v; and (vil) Jude 5 should read ‘Incotc and Gma& positioned after
eid6rac.” Wikgren himself argued for (1) 6 povoyevig vide in Jn 1,18; (1)
minovtmv Bavdrov in 2 Cor 1,10; and (1) éx Bavdtov avtod in Jas 5,20.7
Likewise, Aland favoured reading éyvuwxert€ pe in Jn 14,7. Metzger and Aland
together argued in a minority vote for modTn Tiic peoldog in Acts 16,12.7* 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.”

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

" TCGNT 49, 70, 167-68, 261, 289, 327, 475, 510-11, 555, 614, 627, 633, 686.
"2 TCGNT 88, 493, 510, 521-22, 562, 617, 657-58.

" TCGNT 170, 506, 615.

™ TCGNT 207, 395.

"5 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.”® Klaus Wachtel notes that the small number of differences is
based on the perception that the UBS/NA text is generally reliable.”” 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” of the 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.

Modern 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 dxpoatal pévov; Jas 2,3 §j va0ov éxel; Jas 2,4 nai ov diexpibnte; 1 Pet 1,6
AMumnBévtog; 1 Pet 1,16 omits bracketed Gtu and ginl; 1 Pet 2,25 &ALN’; 1 Pet 4,16 1@ uéper tovtd; 1
Pet 5,9 omits t®; 1 Pet 5,10 omits bracketed ‘Inoo®; 2 Pet 2,6 &oefeiv; 2 Pet 2,11 mapd xvgim; 2 Pet
2,15 ratohimovreg; 2 Pet 3,6 &u° &v; 2 Pet 3,10 oty eboedoetar; 2 Pet 3,16 tolg émiotolaic and
ongepfrwdoovowv; 2 Pet 3,18 omits aurv; 1 Jn 1,7 omits &¢; 1 Jn 5,10 &v avtd; 1 Jn 5,18 Eovtdv; Jude
5 budig rak mdvra &t 'Incoig; Jude 18 omits bracketed 1 and éx” £éodTov yebévou.

At least Jas 2,3; 1 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 Philoxenianic
manuscripts (K:SV¥ S:Ph™),

" 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.”®
Although some scholars have grievances over Ehrman’s stand,” 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,”® 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 (1) read vidc pov &t ov,
&ym onunoov yeyévvnud oe in Lk 3,22 with D it Aug Cl Hil Meth Or pc; (11)
omit Lk 22,43-44 with P®4> A B T W 579 Cl Or al; (1) read 6 povoyeviic
viée in In 1,18 with A C* © W /'3 Byz lat syr®" CIP'; and (1v) read xwoic Bg0® in
Heb 2,9 with 0243 424° 1739" vg™ syr® Ambr Ambst Diod Hier™ Fulg Or™
pc 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

7® 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, (1) 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.

" E.g. U. Schmid 2008.

% 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.)

8 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.® 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 (/nst. 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.*> 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 Church®, 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,

8 For a positive review of Haines-Eitzen’s work, see Parker 2002. For a negative review, see U.
Schmid (2002), whose critique is twofold: (1) 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.

8 Haines-Eitzen 2000; 108.

% 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. (1) Swx "Hoatov 1o® mooghitov in Mt 13,35 with R™ /% 33 vg™ pc;
(1) &eotwv in Mt 15,26 with D Or; (111) 6py100eig in Mk 1,41 with D Lvt.¥
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.*® 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.}” 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.* 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

8 Kannaday 2004: 70-71, 131-137.
8 Kannaday 2004; 247,
¥ 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.®” 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.”® 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.”' 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 turn 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.

¥ Epp 2002: 19.

® 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 Moisés Silva.

°' 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.”? 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

2B, Aland 1976; Aland and Aland 1989: 278, 280; Fee 1993: 89; Holmes 2002: 79. The caveat for
this principle is that it is (1) 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.”®

However, 1 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.”® 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.”® 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.”® Even a

% Holmes 1995.
% Holmes 2002; Zuntz 1953; 283.

% 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).

% 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.

Reference | Sentence/ Reading Witnesses

Jas 3,4 Smov 1) dpuh o evBUvovtog BovieTal R B

1Pet 1,16 | #yi &ytoc RA"B1735Cl

1 Pet 1,21 81" a0l MOTOVG A B 307Z 398 1735
1 Pet 5,1 70e0PuTéQOUC OVV £V DIV TAQAXAAD P?AB

1 Pet 5,11 aUT@ T0 XPATOG ABW [ oeo

2 Pet 1,4 TV €V T *dopw év Embunia @Boplig AB

2Pet 1,17 | 6 vide pov 6 &yamnrée pov ovtéc oty | P2 B 1751 sa™
1Jn3,.21 UGV W xaTOYVHoRY C 442 1852 P Or
3Jn12 bnd ® C 936072 P*°
Jude 4 xéorto, P2 AB38

Jude 5 Vudg Grak navro 8t Incotg B

Jude 18 £ £0dTOoV Y0OvOoU EgOvVIaL P2 B C 1243

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.”” 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.

%7 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.”® 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.” 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.'® 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.'"’
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.'® 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

% J K. Elliott 1995: 322.

% Such is the case, e.g., with P'® (1II/IV) in Jas 3,17 where it reads the additional xa{ with Byz.
Previously PsOec was the earliest witness for it.

190 3 K. Elliott 1995: 331; M.A. Robinson 2002: 135.

"% 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).

192 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.'”® 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.'® 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 K. Elliott 1995: 322; Holmes 2002: 97.
1% 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.'® 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.'” 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.'"’

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 1 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

[s 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

195 Shin 2004: 60.
196 3 K. Elliott 1995: 322.

197 A conjectural emendation may be needed e.g. in Lk 1,41 that reads Mapiac with every known
witness. However, the Semitic Magwdu 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 Mapudp everywhere except in 1,41 with only a couple of witnesses
testifying to the Greek Mag{a(s). Therefore, it is almost certain that the author of Luke wrote Maguap
throughout his Gospel, which was lost due to scribal exigencies in Lk 1,41. This requires the
emendation from Magiog to Mapudp. 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 Magudu. 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 transcription process.'® 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.'?

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.''® 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.'"! 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”.''?

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

'% Hernandez 2006: 97.

19 1 note the following examples: axiiABov in Rev 21,4 (A); EBadav in Acts 16,37 (B D); eidav in
Acts 12,16 (A B); elwav in Mt 2,5 (R B); 9,3 (B); 26,66 (8" 33); Mk 16,8 (D); Lk 6,2 (W X); 9,12 (L
=); 11,15 (B R); Jn 4,52 (D); 6,60 (D); 9,22 (R); 11,37 (R); éERABav in Acts 16,40 (R D); dvetpav in
Lk 2,16 (B"); édoaxav in Lk 9,36 (B 700); f\Bav in Jn 4,27 (B"); Acts 28,15 (R B); mpooiitbav in
Mt 5,1 (R" B); ouvii\8ay in Acts 10,45 (X B).

1% 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).

"' This is the reason why Fee (1976: 129) regards singular readings in P, R, D, and ms. 1241 as

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

12 Fee 1976: 129.
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readings will hardly succeed in establishing the initial text of the NT.'"® 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”.'™ In his
view this position merits the most rigorous observance. Instead, he used the
singular readings for establishing scribal tendencies.''””> 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.

Joél Delobel (1980) took issue with Colwell and posited that singular
readings have a role in establishing the initial text of the Apocalypse.''® 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.

'3 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.

% 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 Colwell 1969: 106-24, 161-62.

1 Delobel (1980) writes: “A cause de la pénurie relative de la documentation, on rencontre dans
I’Apocalypse, plus souvent que dans les autres livres du NT, des legons présentes dans un seul
manuscrit grec, dont certaines ont une change réelle de rendre la legon originale. D’aprés B. Weiss, des
210 Sonderlesarten qu’il trouve dans le codex A, 60 représenteraient la legon 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 ¢ stands for the
chance of auth singulars being authentic.'!’

num) - prob™" - (1 — prob)™™ ™"
auth! - (num-auth)!

To clarify, if there is a total of 100 singular readings (num = 100), 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=1), then there is a 37.0% chance (¢ = 0.36973) that
one out of one hundred singulars is authentic. To put it mathematically, it looks
like this.

"7 I have adapted the formula in order to render it more readable. Mathematically the formula
consists of two parts. (1) 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) prob™" - (1 — prob)™™** 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. Le. 1! =1//21=12=2//31=123=6//41=1234=24// 5! = 1-2:3-4-5= 120 and
S0 on.
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100! - 0.01" - (1 — 0.01)'%!
“” I ((100_1)(3 ) =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

100! - 0.01% - (1 —0.01)!%2
Lo 100 002'.((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.''* 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 Herndndez (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

18 Counting, for example, for six occurrences, ¢ = [100! x 0.01° x (1 = 0.01)'°*5]/ [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 D-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. (11) It occurs in a textually disputed location where it is difficult to find an
acceptable solution. (Ii1) It is an inherited reading from the now lost exemplar(s),
not a scribal creation. (1v) 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 difficilior.'”

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

9 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.'?

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 Bédier (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.'?! Paul Collomp (1931: 107)
retorted that Lachmann’s system had never been legitimately used on any textual
tradition. Léon 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 yvan Reenen and van Mulken 1996: X.

121 Bédier 1928: 161-96, 321-56. On page 338 he retorts “le schéma reste malléable comme le
plomb”. Paul Maas (1958: 48) critiqued Bédier’s position on the grounds that the situation of having
three branches does not arise as commonly as Bédier 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.
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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.'” Cladistics is a philosophy of
classification that arranges organisms only by their order of branching in an
evolutionary tree instead of their morphological similarity.'* 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.'** 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.'”> 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 fexts 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.'*® (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.'?’ 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.'?® (4) The following regulations are believed to apply
without excluding the possibility that the contrary might happen at some points:
(1) scribes copied with fidelity, without a desire to create new readings, (1I)
intentional variation comes from the use of other sources (normally a
manuscript), (111) in the case of multiple sources, few rather than many were used
by a scribe, and (1v) the source copies have closely related texts rather than less
related ones.'”® (5) The textual tradition is a system with non-independent
constituents that cohere in a definable manner.'® 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.'!

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."*> 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.'*?
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.
139 Mink 2004: 79 n. 42.

! [ 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.

2 Mink 2000, 2003, 2004, 2007; Wachtel and Parker 2005.

133 Boster 2006.



52

far as it is possible. The focus is on fexts, 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.”** 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.'*®* 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.'*®

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."*’

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.

35 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.'*®

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.”*” The resulting global genealogical tree

138 Mink 2004: 36-42.

13 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 turn 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.'*
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.'*!

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 Gna& rdvra 6t Inootg in Jude 5 is presented as A 81 // 33°// 2344 // L:V
A Cyr. This marks mss. A and 81 as the first, ms. 33° 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.
14! 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 verstons, 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.'*? 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.'*}
These kinds of readings are found in genealogically early witnesses, and they
should be omitted from consideration, unless they make sense in their context

2 Vaganay and Amphoux 1991: 64.
'3 Dearing 1974: 45-46; Metzger 1992b: 189; Shin 2004: 43-44,
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(like &xouev vs. Exmuev 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 reading for scribes and thus prone to be altered one way
or another.'* However, readings that are deemed too hard (lectio difficilima) are
often scribal blunders and not part of the initial text.'*’ 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.'*® A harder reading that makes no sense in its context is
questionable.’*’ 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.'*®
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.'*® This tendency is seen
not only in the early papyri but also in the early majuscules.®® 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.'”’ 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.'>?> Thus, Royse has recently
formulated this criterion for the transcriptional probability:

1% Nida 1981: 101.

S TCGNT 13*,

146 Albrektson 1981; Shin 2004: 47; Tov 1981a: 261; 1982: 440.
147 Ross 1982.

'8 Aland and Aland 1989: 281, 308-309; Boismard 1951; Clarke 1997: 48; Royse 2008: 709;
TCGNT 13*,

149 J K. Elliott 1992: 40.

%% Hernandez 2006: 74-75, 113-114, 148-149; Royse 2008: 725-32; Silva 1985, 1992.
131 Royse 1995: 246.

132 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.'*?

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

Fourthly, scribes would frequently bring divergent passages into verbal
harmony and verbal dissidence should therefore be preferred.””” Such changes
often increase the textual coherence,'”® 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.'®
The appropriateness of the variant reading to its context must be kept in view.'®
Septuagintal expressions are usually the results of harmonisations unless the

'3 Royse 2008: 735. The point (a) was made by Griesbach as well.
13 Epp 2002: 28.

15 Shin 2004: 64. Similarly, Wu (2002: 147) has argued for the originality of several shorter
readings found in the A-text.

1% Hurtado 1999; Silva 1985: 157-61; 1992: 23.

"7 Ehrman 1993; Kannaday 2004; Nida 1981; TCGNT 13*.
'8 Barthélemy 1982: 1, *72.

139 L andon 1996: 41.

10 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.'®’

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.'®* 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 s0.'® 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.'®*

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
difficilior potior.'®® 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.'®® 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.'®’

Finally, in general, the Semitic expression rather than the Greek one is to be
preferred, whether in grammatical construction, syntax or elsewhere.'®®
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.'® Otherwise it needs to be

18" Shin 2004: 69.

162 Ehrman 1993; Kannaday 2004; Nida 1981; TCGNT 13*,
163 K. Clark 1953: 51-65.

1% [ andon 1996: 44.

165 Ehrman 1993; Kannaday 2004; Nida (1981); TCGNT 13*;
166 Farmer 1964: 230.

17 Shin 2004: 69.

188 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.'” 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.'”! 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.'” 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 8yAog some forty times in his Gospel. Therefore the plural Lot in
Mk 10,1 is hardly the initial reading in place of varia lectio §yhog, when it can
be explained as an assimilation to the Matthean parallel.'” It is somewhat

'™ Epp and Fee 1993: 174-82.

i Metzger 1992a.

172 K. Elliott 2002b: 109; M.A. Robinson 2002: 131.
13 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.'” 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. Koine 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.'”® 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 éyeydver in place of
yeyovel 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 'Incovg in Acts 1,1 was probably made on the basis of Attic
Greek.'’® 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 cov 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 oov). Likewise, the committee was
uncertain whether to print &yl or &yows in Acts 11,5 because of uncertainty

about whether an Atticistic or anti-Atticistic tendency was operative here.'”’

17 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.
7T 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.'”™ 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."” 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.'*

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 of &v téygel (D g cop syr®) and d¢ téyota (P*R ABL W 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 év tdyeL 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 év tdyeL
in Acts 17,15? Martini added that PSI vii 792.10 (AD 136) reads ¢ tdyLota.
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.'®'

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

18 Birdsall 1976; Martini 1974.
17 Caragounis 2006: 45.
'8 Caragounis 2006: 570.

" For some reason he incorrectly argues that P.Cair.Zen. 11l 59427.4-5 is a first-century letter
containing &g téylota. The letter is actually a third-century BC text (256-54 BC). Martini probably
did not notice that the date “28"/29" 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 Aftic, 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., veavioxog
should be preferred to veaviog 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 veaviag in Acts
23,18 (B D ¥ Byz) and 23,22 (D ¥ Byz) is indeed secondary, but that Acts 23,17
almost certainly reads veaviag. Only one minuscule copy supports reading
veaviorog. Fee contends that the text initially had a veaviac-veaviorog—
veavionog 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 veaviag 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 veavioxog is the
initial text of Acts 23,18.22. They differ sharply as to why and how the Attic
variant veaviag 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.'®* 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 Atticism 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.'®® 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 P”°B, 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 Vaticanus reproduces an early text akin to that of P”° 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,'®* though this issue is disputed as well. If it does, its text
might be Atticistic by Alexandrian design.

'8 Horton 1978; Most 1982; Shin 2004: 39; Sparks 1943.
'3 E.g. Delobel 2002: 5-9; Epp 2002: 26; Fee 1976: 125; Petzer 1986.
18 J E. Miller 2003; O’Neill 1989; Payne 1995, 2004; Payne and Canart 2000, 2009.
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Christian-Bernard Amphoux (1999, 2003) argues that the D-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,'® that there is an earlier recensional work in
Alexandria, around 175 CE, witnessed by P** and other early papyri, and that
Codex Bezae witnesses to a redactional work done in Smyrna (120 CE),
Sinaiticus (R) to a similar work in Caesarea (330 CE), Koridethi (®) 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 D-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 D-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 D-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 D-texts, then had a circulation
independent of the other. This theory shares the priority of the D-text position
presented by Amphoux, but makes the original author himself the reviser of the
text.!%6

The position of Boismard and Lamouille has been criticised on several
grounds.'®’ 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 P35
which belong to the D-text tradition. The main reason for the choice of an

18 Zuntz (1953: 271) argued already in 1946 that BX 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 Koine
variant readings in textual locations where Codex Vaticanus gives their Attic
equivalents (56 hits in the tables of chapter 4), while Codex Vaticanus reads
Koine variant readings where Codex Bezae has Attic equivalents or other Attic
expressions (58 hits). Elsewhere they both read either Koine or Attic readings.
Using the tables of chapter 4, the statistical fact is that in 477 textual locations
shared by Codices Vaticanus and Bezae, they disagree 114 times over the
Koine/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.'®®

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.'®® 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

18 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.

' 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.'”® 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 373
textual locations. I will also give reasons why the rival forms crept into the
tradition.'”' Methodologically, this study advances the position that knowledge
of Greek usage in the first and second centuries is a key component in arriving at

190 Caragounis 2006: 480 n. 39.
%! See, e.g., 1.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 a/l Koine/Attic variation known from
the NT textual tradition, if the dilemma of Atticism 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.



68

2. Son or Chosen in John 1,347

Jn 1,34 contains a perennial textual problem. Is Jesus depicted as 6 vidg ToT

<

Be0®, 6 énhextOg TOU BeoD, 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 & éxhext0g TOD Be0D
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.'*?

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 vidog 10U 8oV or O éxAentog to® Beod 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.'”® Scholars dealing with
textual considerations most often mention two variants, ¢ viog Tod 6eod and 6
énhext0g T0D Beo®, and argue for one of them. Translations follow suit. ESV,
HCSB, NASB, NIV, and NRSV read “the Son of God”. Others like NAB, NET,
NLT, 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.'”* 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 P”® original read. Its corrected reading supports the majority reading 6 vidg
to¥ Beo®, 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

2 This chapter is a clear departure from my previous studies, because the information of the
reading in P”>" has changed on the basis of new photographs. For references, see Flink 2005, 2007a.

1% Bruce 1983: 55; Drewermann 2003: I, 66; Edwards 2004: 29; Wengst 2000: 86.
1% S0, ¢.g., Ehrman 1995: 365,
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in P>, I will argue that 6 éxAextd¢ 10 Beod 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 6t
ovT6¢ £0TLY 6 ExhextdC ToU Be0®. 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 vidg 10D Beo® as the initial reading for several reasons.'® It
has wide external support across all early textual streams. Manuscript evidence
for this variant reading in scholarly discussions includes P®® P> A B D © Byz vg
syr" cop™ 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 vidg is the primary theological concept for the author of John. It
has a messianic background in Ps 2,7. The phrase 6 viog toD 0eot 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 viog to¥ Beod. 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 éxAext0O¢ 100
Beo? is considered to be a scribal harmonisation in one of two ways. A scribe
altered 6 vidg to 6 éxhentdg either because of the Markan phrase 6 dyanntdg
(Mk 1,11), which is a parallel text to Jn 1,34 with a similar kind of meaning as 6
éxhentog, or because of Isa 42,1 LxX, which speaks of Israel as 6 éxAextég pov.
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 éxhextog 100 B0 is measured as too
weak to overthrow 6 viog toD 0o, because most of its early witnesses present
the D-text, evaluated as inferior to the B-text. A more inventive argument in

1% See, e.g., B. Aland 2003: 34; Beasley-Murray 1999: 21; Bernard 1928: 1, 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; Thyen 2005: 125-26.
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favour of 6 vidg is a use of a chiastic structure by P.F. Ellis, which parallels
verse 34 with verse 49, where the text unquestionably reads 6 vidg 0¥ Bgov.'”
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 éxAextog to® Beod for several
reasons.'”” 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 P**¢ P'%6vid g™

77218 b e ff* syr* 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 éxAextdg 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."® The 6
éxAextog 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
éxAentdg to 6 vidg 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 éxAextog 10U 8e0v. The first
corrector (R') added 6 viég to the text and then the second corrector (R?)

dropped out 6 éxhentdg altogether. This effectively changes 6 éxAiextds to 6
vids. The longer reading better fits the lamb motif (1,29) for the reason that
Jesus is the Elect par excellence, who in turn chooses others. Such a reading
should be seen as a conscious authorial reference to Isa 42,1 LxX and to parallel

19 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).

%7 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: 1, 305; Tasker 1964: 425; TDNT V, 701-702; J.
Williams 1974; Zahn 1908: 124-25.

198 Hahn (1976) notes that reading 6 vidg 10T 8eo® 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 éxhextdg
instead of & vidg 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 is unique) and therefore more likely to be the
initial reading.'®®

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

Arguments for 6 viog To¥ Oeod l Arguments for 6 Exhextog tod Beod
EXTERNAL EVIDENCE

Witnesses include P P A B D © Byz vg Witnesses include P4 P1%"¢R" 77218 be

syr" cop™ Origen f° syr™ Ambrose

Wide geographical distribution: Rome, Wide geographical distribution: Rome, Egypt,
Egypt, Syria S Syria

Second-century reading Second-century reading

Text-types: A, B,C,D Text-types: A, B, D

INTRINSIC PROBABILITIES

Typical expression in John Unique expression in John
Typical theological term in John Unique theological term in John

TRANSCRIPTIONAL PROBABILITIES

Has OT background in Ps 2,7 Has OT background in Isa 42,1 LXX
Theological harmony with the Synoptic Theological harmony with Synoptic accounts
baptismal confession of the heavenly voice

Fits the chiastic structure Fits the list of designations and context
Messianic title in Scripture An honorific designation in Scripture, and

possibly a messianic title in Qumran

19 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 &xAextdc 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 £éxiextdg 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 1,6). Thus, substituting 6 vidg for 6 éxhextdg 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.



72

Arguments against 6 vidg toD Oeod l Arguments against & ExAextdg Tob Oeod
EXTERNAL EVIDENCE
N/A | Most of the early witnesses are of the D-text.

TRANSCRIPTIONAL PROBABILITIES

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

INTRINSIC PROBABILITIES

Typical expression in John Unique expression in John
Typical theological term in John Unique 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.”® 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 vidg, or should variance be allowed, making 6
énhentdg 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.®' 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 basts of the intrinsic probabilities. The decision should be based more
on the transcriptional probabilities.*®> But which criterion, if any, takes
preference: contextual (divided), inter-textual (divided), or doctrinal
harmonisations (favours 6 éxAextdg)? 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).’®® The uncertainty has led

20 B Aland (2003: 34) notes that the transcriptional probabilities may go either way.

2! 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 Ree 1978.

293 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.”* By contrast, Augustine accepted both rival
readings as original to the author of John.

This begs a question regarding the “B” rating in the UBS*. 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 éxhextog vViog Tot Beo¥ 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 povoyeviig vidg, though he admits it
is a conjecture. The lectionary reading in question is ewaw. It may not represent
uwovoyevic (sdrun in Peshitta). Still, he proceeds with this understanding in
mind. Rodgers correctly notes that povoyevig 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
dyamntég meant “only”, not “beloved”, in Classical, Septuagintal, and
Hellenistic Greek.?” Aquila and Symmachus use povoyeviic in place of
ayonntdg 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 povoyevic 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 vidg as accidental haplography in part of
the Greek manuscript tradition, because it was written as YC followed by 6C. He
argues that the author of John originally wrote something like the phrase o?tog
€oTLv 6 povoyevig 6 éxhexntog viog tot Beod. This reading makes the baptism
mean sonship (Ps 2,7), service (Isa 42,1), and sacrifice (Gen 22,2).

204 | indars 1972: 111-12; Kostenberger 2004: 88.

25 For the meaning of &yomntde in literary Greek (and in Mark 1,11), see BDAG, &yanntdc;
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.*”® 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 ¢
énhentdg is understandable in an anti-adoptionistic environment, but why would
any scribe omit to® 8eo® from the phrase? Such an omission is necessary since
P7%" does not have it (see below). Such an omission is not unheard of, but it is
extremely rare. The scribe of P omitted the second occurrence of To% 8eo® 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 To¥ 8eod here. Granted, Rodgers was
probable not aware that the reading in P”>" 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 ¢ vidg,
which is required to produce 6 éxhexntog toh Beod.

Scribes harmonised the readings to their immediate contexts quite often.”"’
Thus, the idea that a deliberate omission of 6 vidg would produce 6 &xhextog
to¥ BeoV begs the question, since 6 vidg is found in Jn 1,49. Scribes would
naturally and intentionally harmonise the parallel passages, not vice versa.*®® It
does not seem likely that scribes would omit 6 vidg 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 %0105 6 VoG To¥ Beot found in ms. 2680

2% 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.

27 Royse 1995: 239-52,

298 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 xpLotdg to his all-inclusive proposal? That
would create something like 6 povoyevig 6 (oLoTog 6 ExAerTOC VDG TOD Be0D.
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
P>Y4 read in Jn 1,34. Does it support 6 éxhextdc To¥ 00 as earlier studies
presuppose, or 6 viog tot Beol as some recent scholars have argued? The
problem is that there are lacunae in P°>, which demand conjectures as to what the
papyrus read in Jn 1,34. A number of scholars are of the opinion that P*¥
supports 6 éxAextoc ToD Beov for two reasons.”” (1) 6 vidg is too short for the
gap in the text, and (2) P*> has some affinities with X, which reads 6 éxAextdc.

On a contrary note, scholars working for the International Greek New Testament
Project on John (IGNTP) support 6 vidg t1o¥ 0o on the basis that 6 éxhextdg
is too long for the gap, despite the affinities with Sinaiticus.”’® 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 P° reads. The recent “Text und
Textwert on John 1—10” does not list P° at all in this textual variation unit.*"

Secondly, there is new information available. Earlier scholarship did not have
access to the recently found early papyrus P!, which supports 6 &xhextog
100 Beo, or to P'*° which reads 6 vidg 6 Tov Oeod, a singular reading. The
reading in P'% is certain despite a lacuna, as part of éxhextdg is still visible.?!?
Also, P”® has been restudied at the INTF, Miinster. It is now listed as blank for
P”*. The variant 6 vidg ToD 8go? is the reading of its corrector.?' It is contested
and unclear what the papyrus originally read, though earlier they reported the
now abandoned conjecture that P”** read 6 vidg 6 éxhextdc.

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

29 Comfort 1990: 107-108; 2005: 337; ENTGM 73-75; Schnackenburg 1967: 305; NET 835-36.

210w 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 P'% with a few minuscules attest this
variant reading. He does not note the Latin witnesses.

21 B Aland 2003: 24-26; Swanson 1995d: 13; Text und Textwert 13.
U2 ENTGM 646.
M Gee [http://nttranscripts.uni-muenster.de/AnaServer?NTtranscripts+0+start.anv]
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tendencies — their impact on the manuscripts — should precede the discussion on
the merits of each textual variant."*

2.4.1. Papyrus P°

P? has lacunae in this verse, but it has CTOYSY 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 P°, which appears to
be 25-27 letters in the leaf containing the verse. If P* supported 6 vidg 1o 0200
with nomina sacra, the line appears to be slightly short. This could indicate that
the papyrus read 6 éxAentdg, as many scholars have argued, including editio
princeps. However, I looked at a photograph of P> and came to the conclusion
that the selection of & &xhentdg is problematic. If P° supported the longer
reading, 6 éxAentdg 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 10CTOYSOY, the best match
lengthwise. This creates a reading with only tot 8god written with nomen
sacrum, but it is not impossible. P'?° has this kind of feature, for it reads
OY |0COTOYEY (see below). Since P° 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 vidg. However, it seems unlikely that the scribe would use it only
for ToU Beo®, because he uses nomen sacrum for “Jesus”, “Christ”, and “Spirit”
also.

There is an empty space visible between CTOYSY in P° and the next three
letters THE, which ends the line. This empty space serves as a paragraph marker.
It can contain up to two letters, as the letters &1 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. OYCTOYSY). With such a gap it is unlikely that & #xAextdg
could fit the line. What follows is my adaptation of the reconstruction of P° taken
from the IGNTP and checked against Philip W. Comfort’s reconstruction.’’ I
have supplied the same reconstruction with 6 éxAex16¢ to show that the length
of the lines slightly favours OYCTOYSY.

214 Kannaday 2004: 242.

25 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 | OCTOYSY is
wrong. | 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 P*, P%® and P”* wrote 6 vide both with and without
nomen sacrum. 1 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.
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The Son of God length
ratofarvovraev]ONEMAY[Tov 25
ovtoceotvoBantt JONENT[vioy 26
LORAYOEDQUXAXOUER [SDPTYPHKAO 27
T10VToceoTivov ]CTOYBY THE 23 (+2 gap = 25)
TaveLovelsTNrelolmav INHCKa | EK 28
The Chosen One of God length
rataforvovrouev]ONENAY [Tov 25
ovtoceaTvoBarn Tl JWNENTI[viay 26
LWAHAYOEWQAXARALUEY AP TYPHKAO 27
TLOVTOCEOTIVOEXAEXTO|CTOYSY THE 29 (+2 gap=31)
ravolovelgTnretotwav INHCKa | €K 28

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 TINI&I" while the IGNTP has it as NI and
Comfort has it as TINIAI | (D. 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 TINTAT. 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 éxhextdg requires too much space to fit the line (29 letters + 2 for
the gap, that is, 31 letters). Therefore, I submit that P°*' more likely supports 6
viog tod Beol with nomina sacra (pace editio princeps, Comfort, the
IGNTP).?'® The recent INTF, Miinster transcriptions’ update (Feb 2009) has P>
reading OYCTOY®SY. Since uncertainties remain, I will list it in brackets.
However, it should be understood that it does not support 6 éxAextdg, whatever
its reading was.

216 | reached this conclusion in my article (Flink 2005: 96), but chose not to use P° as a witness. 1
will tentatively do so now.
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2.4.2. Papyrus P*

The papyrus manuscript P® is one of the earliest manuscripts of John. It has
been variously dated to the early third century,”” to the turn of the second/third
century,”'® and to the middle of the second century.?!® Be that as it may, this
papyrus offers early support for 6 viog toD 8gob. Studies of the textual affinities
of P® have shown it to be a mixed text with A-text, B-text, and D-text readings.
P® has some striking relationships with Codex Sinaiticus, though they part ways
in Jn 1,34. Royse notes that the most striking feature of P* is the quantity of
corrections, most of which the original scribe himself made.?*® 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 coincidental.”?' Moreover, there are
“obvious” slips in P%, which include 61 cases of orthographic confusions, and
105 nonsense readings. All these have been corrected.””? 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

2" Ehrman 1993: 57; E.G. Turner 1987: 108 n. 63.
2 Bditio princeps (Martin 1956); UBS/NA.
219 Cavallo 1967: 23; ENTGM 65-66; Seider 1967-90: 11, 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.

2! Royse 2008: 433-35.
222 Royse 2008: 436-43.



79

harmonisations.”?* Approximately 73,5% of the corrections found in P* transmit
the reading of the scribe’s Vorlage.

There are 107 locations where the original readings and corresponding
readings by correctors (P®" vs. P®°) present different Vorlagen.”* P has a D-
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 D-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
D-text and the carly tradition is divided.”” There are also thirty-four cases where
the support for the corrected readings are sporadic, late, or (usually) both. Royse
(2008: 470) takes them as probable errors instead of being the use of a different
Vorlage, and coincidentally made by later scribes. Hence, P® has a mixed
textual stream both in its uncorrected and corrected form.

What is significant for this study is the general move away from D-text
streams, which support various variant readings each containing éxhextdgc. 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 viog to¥ 8eo? 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 viog To0 Bgov. Only
the D-text streams support éxhextdg in various ways. Hence, Jn 1,34 is suspect
in P though it is possible (even probable) that “the Son of God” is found in its
Vorlage.

If, on the other hand, the reading 6 viog to¥ Beo¥ is a move away from one
of the D-text streams, how should its presence in the text of P® then be
explained? The scribe of P®® made several doctrinally and apologetically
meaningful changes to his text. If it can be shown that the scribe of P% altered
texts elsewhere in John, it is possible that 6 vidog toD Bgo¥ 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 P% suffer from intentional alterations. Ehrman argues
that in Jn 1,18 the scribe changed 6 povoyeviig vidg to povoyevig Bedg to

33 Royse 2008: 444-57.
2 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 &AnBa¢c 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 0¥y ovtog oty Incoic 6 vide Twong by changing o0y, to 8tu. 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
0edv 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 »al Aéyer
avtolg idob 6 &vBpwmog 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; 10,33; 19,5) were likely directed against the Adoptionists. In Jn
19,28 the scribe omitted tva tehelwdf) 1 yoaen to combat Docetists by making
Jesus plain thirsty, not only apparently thirsty to fulfil Scripture, as Docetists
claimed.”*®

One might argue that the significant omission of the second to® 8g0? 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, P** has avtod for the
second to¥ 8eo®, supported by Old Latin manuscripts c, /2, and 1. This might be
a case of textual brevity.”’

The omission in P® 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 Verus
Latina Iohannes series). Fee takes it as “nothing more than an omission of an
unnecessary redundancy.”?*® Hence, the lack of To® 8o might not indicate that
there were no anti-adoptionistic tendencies in P%.

Kannaday has argued that apologetic discourse affected the copying process
as well. In Jn 4,25 there is a change from oida to oidapev by the first
dopBoiic of P*® — a contemporary to the original scribe — which downplays
the role of women in Scripture in order to mirror the social conventions of the

228 Ehrman 1993: 57, 79, 84, 94, 160, 194; Royse 2008: 459. The variant reading in Jn 1,18 is
disputed, but 1 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 Birdsall 1960: 17; Brown 1966: 134; Fee 1965b.
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apologetic era. In Jn 7,8 there is a change from oUx to olimw to circumvent the
problematic statement by Jesus that he is not going to the feast in Jerusalem
when in fact he does s0.?

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 P%, Nevertheless, 6 viog t00 Beo? is
suspect as an alteration because of the marked tendency to move away from the
D-text stream that usually supports éxAextdg one way or another, and because of
some indication that the scribe of P was willing to alter his text on the basis of

doctrinal and apologetical reasons.

2.4.3. Papyrus P”

Traditionally P has been listed as supporting 6 vidg To® 0eov. 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 P wrote 6 vidg 6 éxhextéc with nomen
sacrum (OYCOEKXEKTOC). Then the scribe crased 6 énhextdc and wrote Tod
0eo® with nomen sacrum instead, resulting in the reading OYCTOYOY. Letters
TOC are perhaps still faintly visible before the initial letters of the next words,
f) énavorov, and there are possible traces of the two epsilons.*° However, this
is a conjecture, and it has now been abandoned. The INTF, Miinster, 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.?®' Hence, I follow suit and do not list P> at all.
Lakmann informed the author that the scholars at the INTF, Miinster, now think
that TOY is not part of the correction. Lakmann also believes that Y in 8Y is not
one either,”® 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 P”
originally.

The corrected reading TOY8Y is shorter than whatever was in P” originally.
This has produced the gap with three letters faintly visible. They might read

22 Kannaday 2004: 91, 186-87. The first dtopB@wtrc made the change in John 4,25. I have based
this identification on Comfort’s work on the scribes of P (Comfort 1996; ENTGM 381-91).

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

3! private communications with Tommy Wasserman and Marie-Luise Lakmann (Feb 16, 2009).
See [http://nttranscripts.uni-muenster.de/], and select P onJn 1,34.

BIp private communication with Marie-Luise Lakmann (Feb 17, 2009).
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TOC. If so, there is room for reading 6 éxAextdg or 6 dyanntdg, 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 éxAextdg one way or another.
If this is what the papyrus originally read, it might be an accidentally shortened
form of 6 viog To¥ Beod 6 éxhextdg found in some Sahidic witnesses, with
which P”® has some affinities. Or it might be an inherited singular reading, as I
have previously argued elsewhere.”® The 6 &yonntdg would probably be a
harmonisation to Mt 3,17. This possibility is enhanced by the fact that P™* adds
rat ol 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 P™?

Royse’s recent study (2008) sheds light on the scribal tendencies in P”°. 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.>* There are twice as many singular readings by
omissions as P%, even though P% is a product of a generally careless scribe.*
Royse counts a total of 116 corrections in P”® 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 P” 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.”® Three times the
scribe of P” 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.®’ There are no clear theological Tendenz.***
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

33 Plink 2005: 98-100.

34 Royse 2008: 197, 358, 398, 544, 614, 704.
35 ENTGM 382; Royse 1995: 246.

B8 Royse 2008: 625, 634-42.

57 Royse 2008: 642-43.

238 Royse 2008: 698-703. Parsons (1986) has argued for cross-harmonisations 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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»ol ool in P7° 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 P”® read originally 6 vidc 6
dyanntdg as a harmonisation to Mt 3,17 than 6 éxAextdg as a copying error or a
genuine singular reading. It was then erased and the reading of the exemplar, 6
V10¢g ToT Be0D, was copied back to the text. Be that as it may, the final verdict if
any on P”°" must wait for a multispectral analysis on P”. Hence, I refrain from
using P”" in this study and list only P"*".

2.4.4. Papyrus P'"

The editio princeps, followed by Comfort, lists P'° supporting 6 éxAextdg 100
8eov.”’ This is now in dispute as the recent INTF, Miinster, update (Feb 2009)
on papyri transcriptions reads P'%"'¢ as supporting 6 vidg 100 6gob instead.
Although certainty is not possible due to lacunae, it seems that 6 vidog ToD 8eo®d
is too short for the line.?** Hence, 1 follow editio princeps, but list P'% in
brackets.

Assuming that P'% reads 6 &xAextdg 10T Oe0, there is no question that P
and P”° are B-text witnesses but what about P'%*? Comfort states that it usually
aligns with P%, P”, & and B.**' Aland has listed some of the variant readings

found in P'%. What follows is a detailed comparison with other witnesses to find
out its textual affinities.”** I have selected P**” B C to present the B-text; ¥ b e

the D-text™; W*? © /'3 the C-text; and Byz the A-text. The following table
contains all the variant readings against the selected manuscripts. Since P'*
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.** In the following table
the abbreviation re// means “the rest of the studied manuscripts”. In the case of
the name Joseph in Jn 1,45 in P%, the in-process correction made by the original
scribe is counted as P*, not as P*°. Since Latin does not have the definite

2 Cockle 1998: 13-17; ENTGM 646;
0 See the digital image at [http://www.papyrology.ox.ac.uk/POxy/] by selection P.Oxy. 4445.

I ENTGM 645. Comfort (2005: 312) argues that P'% concurs 8 out of 10 times with P®, P” and
Codex Sinaiticus. The same figure is 9 out of 10 times for Codex Vaticanus, making it the closest ally
to P'%. 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, 1 offer a more detailed analysis.

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

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

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

verse | reading for Pl against P e

1,29 TV duaptiov rell Wee

1,30 | dnép rell Of Byz
omit DUIv (61t) rell A

1,31 | &yd HAbov C'b rell
omit T® before UdaTL rell /2 Byz

1,32 omit 6 before “John” rell 3
Todvvng rell B
omit Aéywv R'e rell
ratafaivov ¢ nepwotepouy EE | rell PR ABabe
gueivey rell X W'be

1,33 nhyd rell R
add 16 before §dat (P'%") PR/ rell
gav (singular) rell
aVTGV rell w*
omit ®al vl rell c

1,34 | é6pana PP WP @ Byz | rell
ENAENTOG Rbe rell

1,40 t®v with dxovodviav rell R'C
Twévvng rell B
frohovBnoav (singular) rell

1,41 omit oUtog be rell
no®Tov/ npdtog (lacuna) rell be
peooioy rell Byz

1,42 | omit oVtoc / xai rell WO Byze
omit Tév (singular) rell
omit 8 / xal rell PPW O e
6 viog Twdvvou rell BO/’ Byze

1,43 omit 6 "Incoicg rell 3

1,44 | pnBoaidd rell PPPR O /I
i rell R’

1,45 | Mwiofg rell RO/ Byz
vidv 100 Twovg rell W e /M3 Byz
Natapér rell P” W* /2 Byz

1,46 nol rell Nbe

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.**> The following table lists the agreement

2% For a more thorough method, see, e.g., Wisse 1982.
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percentages based on the studied variants for each witness in comparison to
id
P106v1 .

P | P? B C N b e W ) f V& Byz

24/34 | 23/34 | 22/34 | 11/18 | 21/34 | 24/34 | 20/34 | 18/34 | 19/34 | 22/34 | 14/34 | 18/34

7% | 68% | 65% | 61% | 62% | 71% | 59% | 53% | 56% | 65% | 41% | 53%

When singular readings in P'% are removed from the comparison, the results
are as follows.

P® | P B c N b e W ) f 71 Byz

24/31 | 23/31 | 22731 | 11717 | 21731 | 24/31 | 20/31 | 18/31 | 19/31 | 22/31 | 14/31 | 18/31
T7% | 74% | 71% [ 65% | 68% | 77% | 65% | 58% | 61% | 71% | 45% | 58%

This demonstrates that P'% is closest to the early B-text representative P,
and to the D-text representative Old Latin b (Codex Veronensis). The next most
closely associated text is found in P” 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'® is a representative of any of the B-text streams. Since
the choice between vidg and éxhextdc is the most significant variation in Jn
1,29-46, one might argue that P'® is a witness to a D-text stream in Egypt.
However, Old Latin witnesses differ among themselves whether they read
electus (e, ), electus filius ("), filius electus (n, 48), or filius (a°, ¢, fF<, £, 1, q,
0, gz, 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, |
will take P'% 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 éxlextdg is not limited to the witnesses
presenting purely different forms of the D-text, though éxAextdg 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 P'%

The recently published fourth-century papyri P'?° (P.Oxy. 4804) supports
reading 6 vidg ToU Oe0®.2*® The recto side has a rather faint 6 vidg at the bottom
of the page, while the text continues with to0 8eot on the verso side. However,

% Gonis ef al. 2007: 2-9 (plates I and 11).
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there is a small anomaly. The papyrus apparently reads OY |OCOTOY®Y. The
recto side reads 6 vidg in full, and after that has a small portion of one letter
visible that very likely is O. 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 To¥ Be0D.

The additional definite article is probably just a stylistic improvement, but in
theory it might indicate that éxhextdg had dropped out accidentally at some
point in the transmissional history (or here in P'?%). This would make P'*
supportive of 6 viog 6 éxhexntog Toh BeoV. However, that is speculative. Hence,
this papyrus joins the vast majority of other witnesses in support of 6 vVidg T0D
Oeo®. I will list it in parenthesis because of the additional article.

Another noteworthy feature in this papyrus is a gap between to? Ogo? and
the following tf) émwavorov. This is another indication that at least some early
scribes marked the paragraphs this way. This affects the evaluation of P° for
giving some credibility for the IGNTP reconstruction of its text, though I have
opted to read 6 vidg To¥ B0 with nomen sacrum for P°.

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 P*>''*'?® and dividing P”
with its original and corrected readings.**’ I include ms. 77 with some
reservations, because it has been dropped from Text und Textwert.

(1) 6 vide Tob Be0D poé7se (p3idI20) RZ A B C L W* A © W 083 0141 0233"¢
/1 Byz 33579 732° 1071 1424 pm OL(aur a° ¢ ff* flq
8 g% gatr' 33 47) vg syrP P cop" arm eth geo slav Or
AstS Chrys Cyr IohDam Aug®*

(2) 6 &xhextdg TOD BEOD (P9 R™ (77) 187 218228 1784 OL(b" ¢ ) syr**
Ambr Aug"

(3) 6 &xhextdg vide ToD Oeov?® R’ OL(a” b® p 48) vg™ syrP™* cop™

(4) 6 YOO 6 VoS TOT B0V 2680

(5) 6 povoyevic vidg Tod Beod  syr™
(6) omit 61v ... oD BeoD 732
(7) omit v. 34 altogether 2718

247 The recently published Johannine papyri P''? (AD 111; Jn 1,21-28.38-44) has lacunae. It does not
contain Jn 1,34 (Gonis et al. 2007: 2-9). Minuscule 77 is not listed in support of 6 éxhextog ol Beot
in Text und Textwert 13.

298 There are some variations within the Latin witnesses: electus filius dei (a), dei filius electus (b°),
Silius electus dei (ff%°). In other words, the form varies between 6 vidg 6 éuhextdg TOU Be0D, O
Exhextdg vidg ToD Be0T, and 6 VidG TOT Beo® & Exhentdg. 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 £xhextOg VIO TOD Be0D.
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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 6tu (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 oUtoc oty 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. 732°. 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 »&yd 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 010106 0 vidg TOD OE0D

The reading (4), 6 xoL010g 6 VOg TOU B0V, 1s 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 To® L@vtoc) supported by C* A © ¥ 0250
/33565 1010 Byz it ™ vg syr cop™™* arm eth™* geo ™ 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 xpL010¢ to 6 éxhextdg 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 &yiog toD 8e0®, a unique expression for the
author of John, was changed to 6 ypLot0g 6 Vidog To¥ BeoV. One might also
argue that 6 xoL0t0g 6 VIOg TOoT OBe0® 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 povoyevng viog tot eot

The reading 6 povoyevig viog tod Beov is another singular supported by one
syr™™ alone. Other Syriac witnesses read the equivalent of either 6 vidg T0T
OeoV or 6 viog 6 €xhentdg tovU Oeov. The variant reading (5) is a unique
expression in Scripture, but there is a close expression in Jn 1,18. It is 6
wovoyevig vidg read by A CC K X WP A © IT W 063 0141 £ /** 565 700 892
1241 Byz it vg syr"™® cop™ arm eth™ geo and most fathers. Some witnesses (q
cop®™ I ' Ambr''"') even add 8e0©.2*’ 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.”° It is possible that the scribe
changed the better attested 6 éxAexntdg to 6 povoyeviig instead of copying it,
because there is no 0 éxhentdg 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.”' 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 vidog to? Ogov

The variant reading 6 vidg To¥ Oeo¥ 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 éxAextog 100 Beot could
be a harmonisation to Isa 42,1 or to parallel texts in the Synoptics. The longer
reading, 6 viog 6 éxAentog T0U B0l (with variation in the word order), could
then be taken as a conflation of these readings (clearly so in ff*). The scribe of
P> may have conformed Jn 1,34 to Lk 9,35.2°? Luke reads 6 vidc pov 6

% See McReynolds (1981) for a list of witnesses supporting 6 wovoyeviic vide in John 1,18 -
including an extensive treatment of the fathers.

20 Colwell 1969; 112-14; Royse 1995 246.
2! Morris 1995: 134.
2B Aland 2003: 34.
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gnhehexpévoc (P PP R B L Z 579 892 1241 pc 1at™ syr™™™* cop), or 6 vidg
nov 6 éxhextdc (O f 22° pe). This is the closest parallel in the entire NT to the
variant reading 6 éxAext0g to® 8ol found in Jn 1,34. The reading in Lk 23,35
— 0 %o10T0g T0D BeoD 6 Exhentdg — is not close enough. Neither is the reading 6
viog pov 6 ayamntdg 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 viog to® 6eo¥. Lk 9,35 is about the
event on the mount of transfiguration, not about the testimony of John the
Baptist as is Jn 1,34.2> Why rewrite only this instance of 6 vidg in John? Also,
Synoptic harmonisations in P’ 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 ¢ viog To® 0go®. 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 vidg to 6 éxhentdg
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
gxhextdg is changed to 6 vidg 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 viog to® 8eo® than for it.

The 6 viog Tot Beod 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.>* A variant reading
with éxAentdg embedded one way or another would be consistent with traditions
of the Second Temple period, because / Enoch 39,6; 40,5; 45,3-4; 48,6; 49,2.4
etc; 4Q534 1, 10; 4Q174; Mart. Asc. Isa 8,7; Tg Isa 42,1 link the concept of the
Elect One with Ps 2,2 to describe the messianic figure to come.**® Secondly, 6
vi0g 100 BeoD breaks down the rhetorical force of the climax of the series of
titles, because 6 vidg 10D Beo® is the most far-reaching of the messianic titles.**®
The rival variants with éxhextdg 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 &uvog tod

3 Quek 2009: 27.

24 Ross 1974.

5 Quek 2009: 29.

8 indars 1972: 119.
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Beo® 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, if éxAextdc is accepted one way or another.”>” This does not happen with 6
viog Toh Beo®. Hence, the UBS/NA reading should be abandoned. This leaves
the minority reading with variants.

2.5.5. The Minority Reading 6 éxAextog (vidg) 10D Oc0D

The variant reading 6 §xAextdc to¥ Beo is found in the D-text witnesses (R b

e ff" syr*° Ambrose Augustine"*) supported by one B-text like papyrus (P'%"9)

and four or five A-text minuscules ([77] 187 218 228 1784). Hence, the external
evidence does not easily cohere genealogically. The 6 éxAext0g toD Be0D is a
second-century reading. It is in disharmony with John’s style and liable to
heterodox ideas. The term O éxhextdc appears also in other D-text (a vg™®
syr"™s) and B-text (cop®®) witnesses,**® 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 éxAextog vidg oV Oeo¥ and the translations of the Greek
equivalent 6 viog 6 éxdextog ToD B0 / 6 Viog ToD Beol 6 €xhextds are found
in the D-text witnesses 8! a b® ff° vg™* syr® ™S 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 éxAentdg oD Oe0b. It is
less liable to heterodox ideas than 6 éxAext0g toU Beo? because of its sonship
concept.

The solution might lie in the wandering 6 vidg, although it is probably
partially a result of translational issues. The longer reading diversifies into
smaller variant readings depending on the position of 6 wvidg and the
exclusion/inclusion of its definite article. However, Sinaiticus appears to be the
key here. The first corrector adds vide (R') and the second drops out &xhextég
(%?). This gives hard evidence of scribal tendencies in this case. The simplest
explanation is that the first corrector has conflated 6 vidg tot Beol and 6
Enhextog ToU B0 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 éxAentOg ToU Beo® is the best option currently available.
Its Isaianic overtones fit the context, as Isa 42,1 LxX reads 6 &éxAextég pov.

37 C.H. Williams 2005.

258 1 assume in this study that cop™ is in basic agreement with the B-text witnesses BR, 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 viog toh 6eo®, which in time influenced
other scribes to add 6 vidg to 6 éxhextOg ToU B0 at different positions. Hence,
the initial reading in Jn 1,34 was likely 6 éxAhextOg T0D Be0D, despite its slim
external support.”

This outcome fits the context well by allowing seven unique honorific titles
for Jesus: (1) 6 duvog 100 Beod, (2) 6 €xhentdg toh Beod, (3) QupPl, (4) 6
neootag, (5) 6 viog tob Beod, (6) 6 Baohevg tob Topanh, and (7) 6 viog Tod
avBpodrov. It satisfies the chiastic structure suggested by Ellis, balancing 6
gxhentog with 6 vide. 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 éxhent0g ToD Be0b is lectio
difficilior and liable to heterodox interpretations. It is not the only unique
expresston in John. The phrase 6 @ywog To® Beo? 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 xdy® &éwdoaxa xal
REpaTUONXRO &1L 0VT6C 0TIV O Exhentoc Tov Beov.”®® With this in mind, I
propose the following hypothesis to explain the transmission of the text.*®’

(1) 6 éxhentog 0D Oe0T (2) 6 viog oD Be0D —

A

A 4

(3a) 6 éxhentog Vidg oD B0 (5) 6 novoyevig vidg 1o Beob

(3b) 6 viog 6 ExientOG TOD BEOD

(4) 6 xELoTOg & Vidg ToD BT [

(3¢) 6 viog To B0 O Exhextds

6 énhextog toh Oeo? is the initial reading that was changed to 6 viog ToU
Beov. These were conflated to 6 éxhextdg viog ToD Be0®. The variant readings

2% Quek 2009.

260 This chapter does not deal with whether the verse should read édpaxa or é6paxa. I follow the
UBS/NA at the beginning of the verse for the sake of convenience. However, I argue for édpaxa in the
chapter dealing with the Koine/Attic variations.

26! 1 have previously argued a completely different scenario (Flink 2007a), based on the now
abandoned reading 6 vidg & éxhextde in P7 .
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6 wovoyevilc viog 1ol Beob and O yELOTOE O Vi TOD OOV arose
independently from 6 vidg tod 8o 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 éxhextdg 100 Oc0V. 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.?®* Therefore,
its existence in the NT textual tradition is not a surprise. If accepted, 6 éxAextog
to¥ Oeo® supplements this theme and places the emphasis on Jesus as the new
[srael, 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 vidog ToD Oeod or 6 éxhextodg
100 0eoV. The alternative approach by Rodgers has abandoned the results of
both camps and produced a conjectural emendation 6 povoyeviig 6 ExAERTOC
viog Tod Beo?. 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 €xAextog T0U Oe0¥ as the initial
reading, as it best explains the rise of other variant readings.

22 Beasley-Murray 1999: LXXXI-LXXXIV; Ladd 1993: 158-60.
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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 drappitovta,
wdvtag tovg adoefeic, and St Eleyov bulv 6tL & EoydTov 1o Ypdévov,
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 &nak ndvra Su Inocove.*

3.1. Introduction

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.®*
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 0.2 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).°%® They disagree with each
other a couple of times as well. There are three changes to the UBS/NA in the

%63 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; Thurén 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 1V; Landon 1996; Wasserman 2006.

68 The NAZ (so also UBSY reproduces the text of the NA”® unchanged. This is why the fext 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.?®’

The ECM reads vpdg anag mdvta 6t Inootg in Jude 5, which means that
the ECM has returned to the reading found in the UBS?. Wasserman has dpuéic
dnak mavra 6t ®YLog. These rival constructions are replacements for Oudg
mdvro 6t & niptog Gmak 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.”®® 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 éxageifovta in Jude 13, and xéoav Ypuyrv in Jude 15,
agreeing with the UBS/NA in both cases. On the other hand, Wasserman
changes these two textual locations to read amagoifovta and mavrag ToUg
&oefelg, 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 8tL €EAeyov Duiv instead of &1L Eheyov vuiv [6ti] (Jude 18a), and
the second one reads éx” £éoydtov Yedvov instead of én” éoydtov [To¥] xebévoU
(Jude 18b). Wasserman accepts the bracketed words as initial and reads &t
Eleyov Vuiv 8t and & EoydTov ToY Yp6vou (contra the ECM).2%

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.”’® 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.

67 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 4™ 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 1V .4 410, 426; Wasserman 2006: 255-66, 291-94, 301-304, 311-14,

77 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 8" edition (1872), Charles Landon’s
work (1996),”’! and the Robinson-Pierpont Byzantine Textform (2005) for

comparative reference.?’?

Jude 5 UBS/NA [bpéc) navTo o8 [6] ®vpoLog  Gmak
ECM ORog Grak  mavrto 6t ‘Inootg
WH Graf  mavto 6t wvpuLog
BYZ Vg Grag  tov1O 6t 6 niplog
Tischendorf arnog  mdvia 6t xUuLog
Landon navia 6t wVplog amak
Wasserman | Dudg GnoE  mdvta 8t wUpLog

Jude 13 | UBS/NA énagoltovia
ECM ¢nagoitovia
WH ¢nogoitovia
BYZ trnogoeilovto
Tischendorf | émageifovia
Landon Enageitovia
Wasserman anogeitovia

Jude 1S | UBS/NA naoav Yuyiv
ECM naoav YPuyiv
WH mavtog Toug doefeic
BYZ ndviag tobg doefeic
Tischendorf | mwdvrog tovg doePeic
Landon naviag tobg doefeic
Wasserman navtac Toug 0oefeic

Jude 18 | UBS/NA &t Eheyov Duiv [6v]  &x toxdtov [to?] XQ6vou
ECM 611 Eheyov Duiv ¢’ EoyaTov XQOvovu
WH St Eheyov duiv ¢n’ EgyaTOU XQOvou
BYZ &ti Eheyov Duiv 6t iv Eoydto X0V
Tischendorf | Gt Eheyov Vuiv ¢ éoydrov  tod Xo6vou
Landon 611 Eheyov vuiv ) ¢’ éoydrov xeévou
Wasserman | §1u Eheyov DUiv (1 ¢n’ égydtov 10U X06vou

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.

7! 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.””> 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.”’* 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.?”

1. The primary witnesses that were considered to have the initial text as their
closest related potential ancestor are P> 8 A B C L W 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

2 I need to add a disclaimer. Since the method is still under further development at Miinster, 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 Miinster.

274 Wasserman 2006: 105, 124.

75 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.>’®

(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
(B’) 11-13 — polemics against negative behaviour
(A’) 14-15 — Enoch’s prophecy of the Lord’s judgement
(B’) 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

%76 This is an adaptation from Spitaler (2006). There are other suggestions for the outline, but
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; Vigtle 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 turn 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.?”” 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 dudg mavia &tL 6 »Vprog Grag (the
UBS/NA), tudg rak mdvia 6t Inootg (the ECM), vudg Grag mavto 6tu
»Uprog (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.’® (1) Does the second Oudc belong to the text
following vmovufioar && vudg Poviouat €idoTag or not? (2) What is the
meaning and position of Gma&, especially in relationship, if any, to 1o
Ogvtepov? (3) Should the reconstructed text read mtdvta, mdviag or tobto? (4)
Who is the subject of the verb dxdieoev? Was it (6) 'Incodg, (6) »vgrog, (6)
0edg, or Be0¢ YoLO0TOC?

This textual variation unit has a text-critical distigme in Codex Vaticanus.””
Wasserman states that it may apply to any or all of the above questions.” I
disagree with his statement. The distigme marks the line reading
MANTAOT I TCXAONEK. It applies most naturally to two questions. The first one
deals with the attribute of €iddtag, for which Vaticanus reads N&NTA. Variant
readings are mdvta, mavtag, and tovto. The second possibility relates to the
subject of the verb &ndAeoev, for which Vaticanus reads the nomen sacrum 1C.
Variant readings are ‘Inootg, ®xVgrog, 8edg, and Beog yoLotdc (excluding the
article). The distigme cannot apply to the issue of the inclusion/exclusion of the

27 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 1 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.

2% 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 dudg. That appears on the previous line. It is possible but not likely that
the distigme applies to the question of the position of &rak, because it appears
in the post-Gtu 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
MANTA or [C. Although it cannot be proven beyond doubt, it seems more likely
that the scribe had his eyes on | C rather than on MdNTa. The subject of the verb
andheoev 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.®' The relevant
external information looks like this.

Db Grak ndvra 6t ' Incoig Vudg ndvra Gt xvLog &mak

B/=/-/- RN =1 -

Grak tavia 6t 'Inooig ndvra 6t nigLog Aok

A 81//33°//2344 // L:V A Cyr W) =] -

udg tévra 8t Inootg Grak Dudg To0To 8T & xigLog Gmak

— 1/ =112298 /] — L.326 431 // 18 35 1836 1837 2374 // 254 1292 //
al

névto 61 Inootg drag rdvra §t 6 xiplog Grak

1739° // 323 665 // 6 93 1881 // pc K:SB 2200 // 630 // - // pc

ndvro 611 6 ‘Inootg Grak ' buds rak 1otto 61 xipLog

88//915// -/ - ‘ » —// 1875 // 468 // pm PsOec
Grak Tobto G & wipLog
307 436 453 808 // 1067 // 61 2186 2818 // pc
arak 6t 6 ®vgLog
—// 1409 // -/ -

ok tovto Gt wbpLog ‘Inootg

/= 11735 /] -

Grak ravia 31 6 Bedg navia 6t 6 Be0g dnak

C?//623" /1 2805 // pc L:V™ 442 // 621 1845// 1243 1846 // pc L:T S:Ph

anak navia(s) St Bedg yoLoTds

P72 (p72")

amak totto 81 6 0edg

-/ =1I5/pcA

B s 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 turn 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 &mnaE madvra OtL “Incotg 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 budg be included or excluded? The external evidence
is as follows. The second vuég appears in X B L 326 431 // 18 35 1836 1837
1875 2374 // 254 468 1292 (2298) // al PsOec.**? 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 Oudg is omitted by P> A C*> ¥ 81 88
307 436 442 453 808 1739" 2200 // 33° 323 621 623" 630 665 915 1067 1409
1845 //'5 6 61 93 1243 1735 1846 1881 2186 2805 2818 2344 // al 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 P’? and K:S. Both the earliest (P7?) and the
“best” (codex 81) witnesses omit the second occurrence of Uudc. For these
reasons the external evidence seems to favour the omission, but because the
second Updg is included in Codex Vaticanus, the decision needs to be backed up
with the internal evidence. The fjudig in some witnesses needs to be rejected on
the basis that it is an itacism (Uudic — Mjudc), and because it is inappropriate to
the context.?®* The ECM does not have bold dots for this word, so the editors
probably considered their decision to include the second Uupdg as beyond
reasonable doubt. Such a decision seems questionable.

The internal evidence is complex. Several points should be noted. First, the
words €i0wg and €iddtag often stand alone in Greek literature without an
expressed subject or object. The subject is taken from the main clause, which
already has Uudg. Hence, the second vudc is superfluous and arguably lectio
difficilior, prone to be omitted for stylistic reasons.® It could be the initial
reading. Yet a scribe could have also added the second Uués on the analogy of a
genitive absolute to explicate the subject for £id6tac.?® This would conform to
the usage found in the Septuagint, where €iddtag always takes an explicit
subject (1 Kgs 9,27; 2 Chr §,18; 4 Macc 16,23; Amos 5,16). Thus, the argument

282 [ andon 1996: 68, oddly prints the reading of P™® as fovkope &adehgol eidStac Opdc. This
papyrus reads only BOYXOMEMAEXS due to lacunae. It is of no help to determine the existence of the
second Gpdg in the text.

28 Wasserman 2006: 257.
28 M. Black 1964: 44; Royse 1995: 244; TCGNT 13"; Wikgren 1967: 149,
25 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 vud@ic could have dropped accidentally due to
homoioteleuton (€1AOTACYMAC).2 This would fit the scribal tendencies in
P72 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, P is likely the earliest known witness for the
omission.”®’

Thirdly, a scribe could have intentionally omitted the second buég by
harmonising the text to a parallel account in 2 Pet 1,12. The passage lacks the
second occurrence of vudg. 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
vudc. It is simply non sequitar.

Fourthly, the second Undig explicitly differentiates the addressees from the
ungodly (&doefeic) in verse 4 by way of a repetition of emphasis, a pleonasm.
The author of Jude used a polished precision, which generally lacks
pleonasms.” Hence, it is unlikely that a scribe would be motivated to add the
second Oudic against the authorial usage.”® However, the author used a double
Vuag in v. 3 (Yodgewv DUy — yodpal VUiv), so its usage here (bmovuijoat vuag
— eiddTag vudc) would parallel it.*° But is it the author of Jude or a scribe who
wrote the second budig 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 vutv tAnBuvlein — ypodewv tuiv — yodpor Upuiv, not just a
double occurrence of vutv. Similarly verses 3-4 have a triadic tHg xoLvijg nudV

2% Wachtel 1995: 350.
27 Royse 1995: 246.
% 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.

9 Albin 1962: 599; M. Black 1964: 44; Osburn 1981: 111; Wachtel 1995: 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.

%0 Albin 1962: 599; Mayor 1907: cLXXXIII; Wasserman 2006: 257.
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— 10D Beod fudv — OV xvorov Hudv.?®! Yet there is no third occurrence of
vudg in the immediate context of Jude 5 to create a similar triadic illustration,
which may indicate that the second buég was not original to the author of Jude.
Consequently, the second Updg looks more likely to be a scribal attempt for a
double reference.”?

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 Ephraim®? quote the text
verbatim and neither has the second Updg, though they may have used a text that
already suffered from a corruption.”®* The intrinsic probability is quite certainly
against the second vudg 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 Dudg as a scribal
addition for textual clarity.*

(2) What is the meaning and the position of drag, especially in relationship if
any to to devtepov? The Gmak appears in both pre-6t1 and post-6tu positions.
The &naE appears in the pre-§tu position in the following witnesses: P> A B C?
81 307 436 453 808 // 33° 623" 1067 1409 1875 // 5 61 468 1735 2186 2344
2805 2818 // al L:V A Cyr'? Ephr Hier Hil Thphyl PsOec. Hence, it is a widely
appearing reading with probably second-century roots. In this case &waE means
“once for all”. On the other hand, Gra& appears also in the post-Gti position in
the following witnesses: 88 L W 88 326 431 442 1739" 2200 // 18 35 323 621
630 665 915 1836 1837 1845 2374 // 6 93 254 1243 1292 1846 1881 // 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 &mwo& carries a rather rare meaning
“first time” in conjunction with 10 devtepov. Such a split of the external
evidence makes it inconclusive. The decision needs to be made on internal
grounds.

! Landon 1996: 69-70.
#2 Landon 1996: 69; Mayor 1907: CLXXXIIL.

93 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.

2% Concilia Oecumenica (CnOec), Concilium universale Ephesenum anno 431 1.1.7.20.37, reads
£iddtog Grak dravra G ’Inoof)g.'This might be a miswritten form of £id6toc &nak navio St
"Incotg found in A 81 332344 L:V A Cyr.

295 Bauckham (1983: 48) accepts this reading without a discussion of its merits. Bigg (1902: 328)
sees the second Guég as a scribal slip. Landon (1996: 69-70) argues for the omission on internal
grounds. Wikgren (1967: 150) reconstructs the text without the second budc.
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The internal evidence includes the following considerations. First, if dmag
originally appeared after 811, it needs to be understood as an adverbial adjective
with the meaning “first time” in order to go with 10 dev¥tepov, which lacks the
preceding mpdtov. There are some examples where dmag appears to have a
sense of “first”.*® The &na& would then modify odoac. Such a reconstruction
seemingly makes more sense than to take Gma& as an adverb of manner with
eld0Tag, because it provides an antecedent for to devtepov. As such the subject
first saved his people out of Egypt but later destroyed them. This would be quite
an elegant statement. The pre-6tu position makes the text say that the readers
“know everything once and for all”, which is clumsy.**’ Nonetheless, “first time”
as a meaning for dnma 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.”®® Taking &xa& with eiddrac is lectio difficilior,
because the sense of the verse flows more naturally when &nag goes with 1o
devtepov. Linked with this is the fact that the author has already used dno& in
verse 3 with its regular meaning “once for all”.*’ It seems unlikely that he
would alter his usage. Secondly, the 10 dev¥tegov does not necessarily require
mo®ToVv or its equivalent, because 1O devUtepov can mean “afterwards”.’*
Transcriptionally, the lack of mp®tov would provide a clear motivation to move
dmag to a post-6tL position. Thirdly, the post-Gti 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 dra& to be relocated to go with to devtepov, because these authors
lacked the eiddtac-clause or portion of it altogether.’®' Fourthly, the pre-6t
position is more difficult, because it creates linguistic difficulties for the &ti-
clause. There are no such difficulties if the post-6tu position is accepted. That is
to say, an independent 10 devUtegov and an awkward fit with the present aspect
of €lddtag are more difficult than joining Gma& with the punctiliar aspect of
omoag.’® This could have given a scribe an incentive to move &mak to go with
owoag. Thus, both transcriptional and intrinsic probabilities favour énxa& with
eid6tag.>?

% Bauckham 1983: 43; Mayor 1907: 29,

*7 Bigg 1902: 328; M. Black 1964: 44; Wasserman 2006: 258,

28 Klijn 1984: 1, 237-44; Wikgren 1967: 147,

% Albin 1962: 599; Wikgren 1967: 147;

3% Bauckham 1983: 43; Kelly 1969: 254; Lenski 1966: 617; Wikgren 1967: 147;
3" Osburn 1981: 109-110.

392 Wachtel 1995: 351; Wasserman 2006: 259.

3% Contra Landon (1996: 76-77), who argues for the post-Gtu position by choosing the subject as
anarthrous xvguog with Codex Sinaiticus.
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(3) Should the reconstructed text read mdvta, mdvtag or tovto? This
question is rather straightforwardly answered and does not impose a problem.
The mdvtog is read by P> S:Ph™ arab®®, so this might not be a singular
reading. However, there are some connections between S:Ph™* and P’™**. 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*® The mdvta is read by P’* R A B C* W 81 88 442 1739" 2200 //

33°323 621 623" 630 665 915 1845 // 6 93 1243 1846 1881 2298 2344 2805 // al
L:VTR K:S™ B S:HPh A Cyr Ephr Hier Lcf Or. The rival tovto is read by L
307 326 431 436 453 808 // 18 35 1067 1409 1836 1837 1875 2374 // 5 61
254 468 1292 1735 2186 2818 // al K:S™ A. The external evidence is quite
decisively on the side of reading mdvta. It has second-century roots, and the
support of the corrector of P’ and the two “best” manuscripts (B 81) from the
CBGM analysis. Most witnesses supporting the singular tovto 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’® The existence of the equivalent of To¥to in a single Sahidic
manuscript may be accidental. In any case, mdvta should be preferred on
external grounds.

The internal evidence also favours reading mdavto, because both readings
mévtag and tovto appear to be stylistic embellishments. Transcriptionally,
névtoc harmonises with €id6tag.’® Since P7? lacks dudc, the change takes
mavtag as the subject of €iddtag with the text meaning “all of you know once
and for all”. With nédvta 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 mdvtag contextually
unsound. By contrast, there are statements about addressees knowing all things

elsewhere in the NT, which gives a secondary support for reading wévta (Rom
5,14;1Jn 2,20 v.1; 27).27

304 Albin 1962: 493; Birdsall 1963; 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 | 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 D-
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.

3% Wikgren 1967: 149. By contrast, Kubo (1965: 85-86, 141) argues for the “originality” of
mavtag on the basis that the final C could have easily dropped out accidentally. He finds support in 1
Joh 2,20 where many witnesses read ndvta instead of ndvtes. This is possible transcriptionally, but
the external evidence is too strongly against reading névtag.

37 Mayor 1907: CLXXX1v. 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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to¥to is common in Greek literature in collocations of €idwg with the
demonstrative pronoun plus dti-clause that has an argumentative context. Tévta
would be ambiguous in such a context,’® 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.*”® Be
that as it may, toUto nevertheless violates the sentence structure by creating
clauses void of an object. The subordinate clause depends on vovufioat, not on
£id6tac.®' Intrinsically, the author of Jude positions méc before its agreeing
substantive (v. 3, 15, and 25). Here mdg is substantive itself but that is not
significant, because the word order involving méc is flexible.’'' As a result the
intrinsic evidence is inconclusive but the transcriptional probability favours
navta, 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
droheoev? This is the most difficult aspect of this textual variation unit to
decide. The external evidence is divided between five readings.

(6) xVpLog R C"L W 307 326 431 436 453 808 2200 // 18 35 630 1067 1409 1836
1837 18752374 // 61 254 468 1292 2186 2818 // pm S:H Dam Ephr
PsAth PsOec ThphAl

(6) "Inooig A B 81 881739 //33°323 665 915 // 6 93 1881 2298 2344 // pc L:V
K:SB A CnOec Bede Cyr Did'? Hier Isid lonCas Or! ™™

(6) bouoc Inooidc —1/=111735 // P PPU I Dig”?

(6) Be6¢ C?442 // 621 623 1845 //'5 1243 1846 2805 // al L:V™TR S:Ph A Clem
Lcf

Be0¢ XOLOTSE p”

The external evidence faces a problematic assessment. Two readings are
secondary in terms of their supporting witnesses, namely, a minority reading (0)
wvoog Inootc, and a singular reading 0ed¢ xo1016¢ found in P72, but the other
three readings present a problem.’'> A good number of the manuscripts deemed
closest to the initial text read (6) ®vprog. 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.

3% Wasserman 2006: 261; Wikgren 1967: 149.

% Osburn 1981: 111.

19 Wachtel 1995: 353; Wasserman 2006: 262; Wikgren 1967: 149.
31 BDF §292.

312 CnOec refers to Concilia Oecumenica, and IonCas to Iohannes Cassianus.
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primary, 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
Inootg, which reading very likely has second-century roots, as it appears in B,
K:S and Or'7**™8 a5 well. Some witnesses add the definite article. There are only
a couple of A-text witnesses in its support (424° ?%), 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 8edg, 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.’'® However, P7 gives a secondary support for 8edc.

The external evidence appears to give a slight edge for ‘Incotg genealogically
over the rival readings. It is both an early and widespread reading, but this is not
decisive.’'* The rival xgrog has most of the important manuscripts in its favour.
The third reading 8ed¢ appears as early as ‘Incovg, 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 ®Ugtog Inoo?g 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 %¥prog or ‘Inoodg lies behind this reading. There are no good
transcriptional reasons to drop either ®xvpuog or ‘Incotvg 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 Osburn 1981: 109.

314 Bartholoma (2008) argues that the external evidence favours "Incote. I find this to be slightly
too optimistic. Wasserman (2006: 263) is more cautious by stating that ‘Incodg has the strongest
support. 1 concur with Wasserman. The external evidence is strong for 'Inocots, but not decisively so.
The decision rests on the internal evidence, because the external support is also strong for the reading
%xVUQLOG.
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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 ‘Inoo®g only. The reading xvouwog ‘Incotg is therefore hardly the initial
reading.

The singular reading 8goc xowotéc in P should be rejected as a possible
anti-adoptionistic corruption. It is too hard a reading. The scribe apparently
conflated two readings, 8e6¢g and ‘Incodg (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 (I Cor 10,4). If so, this reading is an
interpretation of the reading eS¢ within the Pauline line of thought,*'> but
adjusted to serve a theological agenda. This possibility is strengthened by the
observation that P’> omits xal in 2 Pet 1,2. This omission equates God with
Christ.*'® As such it cannot be the initial reading. One other possibility for the
rise of Ogd¢ ¥OLOTSC is a scribal blunder. Albin suggests that the exemplar of P’
read | CXPC, which a scribe inadvertently changed to SCXPC. If so, the reading
probably derives from the variant reading “Incotg harmonised to the author’s
usage (elsewhere he always has Jesus Christ).’'” Metzger has suggested that the
scribe may even have attempted to write 8ol yowotdg, which he garbled,
though I do not find this convincing.*'® If Bedc yo10Tc was the initial reading, it
is possible that it was changed to 'Inco®g as a simplification of the text, but there
are no good reasons why 0e0¢ xowotég would be changed to xvgrog. The
reversal with Christological interpretation is more plausible. All in all, it is
unlikely that the other variants derive from 8e0g yo10tdc. Thus, we are left with
the same three readings as with the external evidence, namely, xVYotog, Incotg
and 0ed¢. But which one is the likeliest one?

0 0edc 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 xUpLog
or ‘Inootg to Bedg than vice versa, irrespective of whether Jude or 2 Peter is an
earlier work.*"® & Be6c might also be a harmonisation to the LXX usage found in

15 Wachtel 1995: 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, ‘Inocotg and 0edg
x0101dg, are related with preference to ‘Incovg as more likely the “original” whence the other derives.

¥ TCGNT 657.

3191 find arguments over the priority of 2 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.**°

Another possibility is that 6 0gd¢ is a scribal interpretation of an earlier
anarthrous xvgrog, which is ambiguous.*?! 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 68ed¢ in
Jude 5. The idea is that a scribe read ©C but wrote accidentally either 1C or KC
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.>?? Transcriptionally it is quite unlikely that Incotc would be
written in place of 0edg 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 8edg is the initial reading. This leaves two textual variants to
contend for authenticity: (6) “Incotg and (6) xvproc.’?

Intrinsically, ®¥Log appears by itself elsewhere in Jude (vv. 9 and 14), while
Inoodg is always found as part of the fuller construction ‘Inootg xoLotdg (vv. 1,
4,17, 21, and 25). It would be an exception to the author’s style to find ‘Incotvg
alone in verse 5. Hence, ®Uplog fits the author’s style and is more likely the
initial reading.*** 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
wGplog and "Incotic were written as the nomen sacrum, KC and 1C respectively.

30 Green 2008: 64.
32! Bauckham 1983: 49; M. Black 1964.
322 Bauckham 1983: 157; Grundmann 1974: 33 n. 30; Spitta 1885; 324.

333 Hort and Westcott (1881: I, 106) conjectured that the original reading was simply OT 10, which
was then read inadvertently as OT|1C, or perhaps even OT IKC. 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 717", 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 "Incotg
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.>** 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 ®VgLog and intentionally changed it to 8ed¢, so there needed
to be a reason to do so. As I pointed out, 8edg 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 ®UpLog vs. Incotg, 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
nUpLog is ambiguous (God or Jesus?), it is possible that an early second-century
scribe interpreted xvplog as 0edg. Another scribe interpreted it as ‘Inco®g in
light of the previous verse and perhaps due to Logos-Christology. Thus, the text
of Jude 5 was changed either to 8e6¢ or to ‘Incotg to explicate the meaning of
the text. The latter case is strengthened by the fact that the author of Jude uses
nVUoLog 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.**® Nowhere is it said specifically that Jesus imprisoned angels
either, unless this is the only such reference (v. 6). This makes the reading
Inootg suspect as an alteration. If so, the initial reading was xvoiog. Likewise,
Christological motivations for attributing divine characteristics to Jesus may
have turned ®vpuog to ‘Inooic.

The nvprog hypothesis (or hypotheses), however, has a problem. The variant
reading ‘Inco®g 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 Inootlc as a substitute reading for xvpwog, 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 Bartholomé (2008: 149) indicates that both have a common vertical stroke, which could have
confused the scribe.

326 Bauckham 1983: 43; Wachtel 1995: 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 ‘Incovg to xvplog, 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; 26,83* 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 7. 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,’*® 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.’® 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.”® This offers an alternative explanation for the often repeated
theological reasoning that ‘IncotUg arose as an interpretation of ®UgLog, one way
or another. It seems reasonable to assume that the author of Jude wrote ‘Incoicg
and a later scribe changed it to ®xUpLo¢ 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.”' Bartolomi’s suggestion — a change
from "Incotg to 8edg due to Christological reasons — is a plausible hypothesis.

37 Green 2008: 64.
328 Bauckham 1983: 10.
2% See, e.g., Dunn 1989.

330 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 Fastern 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.

33! Kannaday 2004,
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The same kind of change to ®vpwog as a scribal attempt to avoid attributing OT
events to the pre-existent Son instead of God the Father seems equally
plausible.**

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 ®v¥QLog or
‘Inootg as the initial reading. This means that transcriptional probability turns
out to be quite inconclusive for Jude 5. Intrinsic probability would favour
reading xUplog if the author kept to his style consistently, but the external
evidence is in my opinion strong enough to overrule this. Thus, I accept Incovg
as the initial reading.

Putting all of the above together, my reconstruction for Jude 5 reads dnag
névta 8t Inootg, which is the reading found in A 81 // 33°// 2344 // 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.** 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
vudg). 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 Jectio

difficilior.

3.4. Jude 13

This textual location contains a text-critical problem that concerns whether the
text should read émageitovia (the UBS/NA/ECM) or damogeifovia
(Wasserman) followed by tt¢ avt@dv aioxivac.*** 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.

gnagoeitovia aragpoitovia
R A B LW 88307436453 808 / 18 35915 P72 C 81 326 431 442 1739 2200 // 33 323 621
1067 1409 1836 1845 1875 2374 // 6 61° 468 623 630 665 1837 1852 //5 61 93 254 1243

332 Bartholoma 2008: 151.

3 Grundmann 1974: 80; Wikgren 1967: 149. Metzger’s commentary (TCGNT 657-58) does not
note what he (or Wikgren) thinks of the second Updg.

34 Kubo 1965: 87. Landon (1996: 109) suggest a third variant reading, petagoeitovra, presumably
supported by ms. 429. However, ms. 429 reads énagiCovta. This is noted by Wasserman.
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1846 2186 2818 // pm BasRt Ephr Pall Phot 1292 1735 1881 2298 2344 2805 // pc CnOec™°
PsOec ThdSt** Isid

The external evidence looks quite evenly divided. Though both the earliest
witness (P7?) and the “best” witness (codex 81) support amagoifovia (“to
skim”, “to scum”), the rival reading énagoiCovta (“to foam”) is also attested by
early witnesses (R 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. P’ has such irregularities,
though in none is a taken for € (unless this is the only exception), though the
opposite has taken place once in 2 Pet 3,14.%*7 Consequently, the external
evidence is quite inconclusive, giving only a tiny edge for drxagoiCovta on the
basis of P’? and ms. 81 against B.

Gerd Mink argues that émageiCovta has a perfect genealogical coherence in
the known NT textual tradition, while &rageiCovta emerged repeatedly by
coincidence. Mink doubts whether there is an average connectivity between the
genealogical states among the textual witnesses for aragoitovta, and prefers
¢nopoitovta even if there would be one.>*® However, this lack of genealogical
coherence between witnesses supporting &magpiCovta could simply be a matter
of now lost intervening witnesses.

The internal evidence faces a difficult assessment. Both variants are Aapax
legomena. From the language point of view éxagei{Cw predates Jude. It is found
in Greek poetry, and offers a common verbal milieu for the author of Jude to
use.” By contrast, &mapoitw 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).**° This
evens the odds between the rival readings. Arguments that dmag@eitw 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 rnagoifovia Toc favtdv aloyivac.

36 Concilia Oecumenica, Concilium Lateranense a. 649 celebratum 6.406.25, reads anageitovia
Thg EQVTAV aioybvog.

337 Albin 1962: 611. Royse (1981: 473-74; 2008: 562-64, 572-76) lists every orthographic mistake
in P, His study confirms that only 2 Pet 3,14 has an error that goes from a to .

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
arnageitovta cohere perfectly if the now lost intervening witnesses had a genealogical link.

339 Bigg 1902: 335.

30 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 arageitw. 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).**' 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 I[saianic echo is used of the ungodly
spitting out their shame upon others, like the waves of the sea.*** 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 tog Eavidv
aioyvvag is debated.’” 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 of Balaam’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).**

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 (&oefeig). 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 thg Eavtdv ailoyUvag 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 (omiA&deg), which points to the fact that

3 Landon (1996: 110) argues that xagoiCovta, which is a hapax legomenon, was changed to
armogoitovta. However, dnageitovta is also a hapax legomenon, so the change may go the other
way around as well.

%2 Bauckham 1983: 88.

33 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”.

3 Thurén 1997: 463.
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in context these are men who can shipwreck one’s faith. Is there a parallel in
grapoitw vs. dmapoitm?

In anatomical works both émagoiCw and drageitw refer to the froth of the
mouth, but there is a small difference in nuance. The use of émappiCw would
imply that a person is simply foaming, but drag@ei{Cw implies that this foam is
also cast off upon those around the one foaming.*** Landon has argued that if it
is cast off, it no longer remains on the ungodly men in Jude and thus
anogeiCovta should be rejected as a non-fit for the context.**® Yet this is not
the nuance dropitw has in anatomical texts. It is more to do with spilling over
than removing the filth.**’ 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 éma@oitovta, 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 amnageitovta, 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. omovdy in verse 3).>*® Thus, in my opinion,
anagpoitovta fits the context better (contra the UBS/NA/ECM).**

3.5. Jude 15

This textual location contains a text-critical problem that has to do with whether
the text should read mécav Yyuynv (the UBS/NA/ECM) or mdvtog toug
adoePeic (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 té&oav Yuynv is not the initial text, it needed to emerge coincidentally
three separate times in the NT textual tradition. He doubts this, because P2, R
and 1852 are not genealogically closely related witnesses.”>® 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, R, and 1852 related to

345 Wasserman 2006: 292.
34 Landon 1996: 110.
37 Wasserman 2006: 293 n. 250.

348 K oskenniemi (1956: 67-87) has shown that words like xowih owteia and &véyxn (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 amwouvdn appears to add some kind of urgency to whatever the
historical situation was behind the letter, whether real, perceived or fictitious. See also Thurén 1997.

3 Those in favour of &ragpeitovta include Kubo 1965: 87; Wasserman 2006: 293.

30 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.

rAOAV YUYNV ndvtag Tovg doefeig

P2R // 1852 // - // K:SB™ S:Ph™* | A B C W 81307 326 431 436 453 808 2200 // 33 623 630
665 1067 1409 1837 18452374 // 5 61 93 468 1243 1292
1735 1846 2186 2344 2805 2818 // pm Ephr NicSeid Phot
A G:Al SIIM

The external evidence is divided. The earliest witness (P’%) reads n&cav Yuxiv,
but the “best” witness (codex 81) has wdvrag tovg doefeic. The latter reading
has the secondary support of the following witnesses containing variations of it
(adding avt@®v or dropping tovg): 1739 // 18 35 323 915 1836 1875 // 5 6 254
1881 2298 // pm. Vulgate, Bohairic, Harclean and some Philoxenian manuscripts
support reading ndvtag Tovg doefeic with or without the article.' Hence, the
latter reading is widespread. The ECM reading has a relatively weak
attestation,>” though this in itself is not necessarily an argument against it. The
scribe of P’? 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.’> For these reasons P’> and K:S may be related to
each other, and do not necessarily yield an independent testimony, despite the
fact that P> has an uncontrolled text in Jude.**® If this is so, the external
attestation is further weakened in comparison to that of mévtag tovg doepeic.
There is no distigme for this textual variation unit in Codex Vaticanus, which
may indicate that its scribe did not know the rival reading ndoav Ypuynv.

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 wavtag tolg &oePeic. In none of them is ndoav Yuynv 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.



116

source(s).>® 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.*® As a result, mdoav Yuyiv could be just another
modification by the author of Jude. Since Jude 4 has doefeig, it is possible that a
scribe at some point in the transmission of the text harmonised Jude 15 to it.
These reasons favour éioav Ppuvynv as the initial reading.

By contrast, td.oav Yuynv could be a scribal emendation due to the influence
of Rom 2,9 to avoid repeating d.oefeic. Paul speaks about affliction to those who
do evil and reads m&oav Yuyiv.>>’ It could also be a reading in conformity with
x0T TAvtwv in the same verse to avoid repeating the &oep- word group four
times in a single verse.*® Another reason in favour of the longer reading is that
mavtag tovg doePelc appears in a triadic expression. The author of Jude often
has méig + 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,
xAvtoc ToU¢ QoEPElc — mAvVIOV TOV YDV — TAVIOV TOV OXAnpdv, a
stylistically polished formula, which is broken if néioav Yuynv is chosen. Such
a triplet is a common feature in the author’s Greek and fits well with his terse,
picturesque and impassioned style.>** The chiastic structure supports the longer
reading, because Jude 4 and Jude 14-15 constitute a parallel pair, both reading
doefelc, 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 navtac tovg doefeic (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 mdvrag tobg doefeic may in any case derive from an early source or sources known to the
author of Jude.

3% Osburn 1977: 338.
357 Kubo 1965: 88.
38 Albin 1962: 615.

3% Charles 1991: 111; 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 6tu in the sentence GtL Eleyov Vuiv [6ti]. 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 Ot
(henceforth 11?) is either of equal value or that the exclusion was made without
complete confidence.*® The external evidence is as follows.

2 2

omit §Tu St
RBL W/ -/ 612344 // LR Lef P A C 81 88 307 326 431 436 442 453 808 1739 2200 //
183335323 621 623 630 665915 1067 1409 1836 1837
1845 1852 18752374 // 56 93 254 468 1243 1292 1735
1846 1881 2186 2298 2805 2818 // pm L:V S:HPh Cyr
Ephr

The external evidence appears to be on the side of inclusion of ti” 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 w. Therefore, Syriac witnesses may not
necessarily give evidence for the underlying Greek reading.’®' However, two
important witnesses (P> and ms. 81) support the inclusion. It is an early,
widespread reading.**

By contrast, the exclusion of gt is found in a handful of witnesses, most
notably in BR. 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 &1’ 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 §t.% into the respective manuscripts, but this may
only tentatively support the exclusion of 11>, 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

30 ECM 1V .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.

36 Mayor 1907: cLxxxv; Wasserman 2006: 311,
362 Comfort (ENTGM 479) notes that in Jude the text of P” 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.*®
The internal evidence is more complex, but perhaps not ambiguous.”® The
existence of the second §tL 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 Aéywv without 6ti. Alternatively, it may be a simplification of the clause,
since the first §tv seemingly makes the second 6tu redundant. A scribe could
have perceived the second 6tu as superfluous and dropped it as a stylistic
improvement.’®® In comparison, the phrase Aéywv 7t 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.*®® The preponderant usage is Aéyov without &1t
(160 hits in the UBS/NA) as in Jude 14. In light of this, the absence of 6L in
Jude 14 is a typical NT usage. Similarly, the phrase €\eyov 6tL appears only 13
times elsewhere, of which only 8 occurrences are textually undisputed.*®’
the usage without 8tu 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 6tu 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 6Tt is more Classical
than Hellenistic Greek.**® Though the inclusion of the second &t. may be a
scribal emendation,*® there exists no good reason why early scribes would make
a perfectly sensible clause cumbersome by adding another 6ti. 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,

Again,

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
Colwell 1969: 107-24; Head 1990, 2004; Royse 1981, 1995, 2008.

36 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 1 Jn 2.4.
Textually undisputed occurrences are underlined.

7 Mt. 27.47, Mk 3.21, 22, 6.14°, 15 (twice), 35, In 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
Eheyov vs. Eheyev in Mk 6.14, but this does not change the general formula of Aéyw plus 81u.

%8 BDF §397:3.

3% Albin 1962: 618.
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however, unlikely because there is no close verbal correspondence between Jude
18a and 2 Pet 3,3.3° It is more likely that the scribes omitted the second &tu for
better readability, so as to emulate Classical Greek. Therefore, the ti” in Jude
18 is transcriptionally more difficult and thus likely the initial reading.>”"

Intrinsic probability apparently contradicts the transcriptional one. The text in
Jude 14 is not in dispute and it lacks 6tiv. This may set the style of the author,
when Gt is taken as a recitative. However, a single example is insufficient to say
much concerning the author’s style.>”> On the other hand, the literary skills of
Jude seem to favour the absence of 8mi’. 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.’” This increases the
likelihood that the absence of T is the initial reading, because the second &1t
makes the clause cumbersome. Thus, the absence of &t is possible but not
probable enough. The reasons for the absence of &11” are not strong enough to
offset the external evidence or the transcriptional probabilities. Therefore, the
second &t should be included in the text (contra the ECM).*”*

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 éx’ éoydtov yedvov Ecovrol
(the ECM), éx’ €0y tov 100 Ydvou €oovtal (Wasserman), or something else?
This textual variation unit includes numerous different phrases, not all of equal
value.>”” The UBS/NA reads to¥ 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.>”® 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 uviigBnval ... ToUto mpd@tov ywvdoxovieg 6t and Jude pviigbnte ...
6t Eeyov Dutv Gtu. 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 1 andon 1996: 123; Wasserman 2006: 312.
375 Wasserman 2006: 189-90.

376 ECM 1V.4 426. 1.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 éAevoovtal for Esovrat is
a harmonisation to 2 Pet 3,3 and the singular dvaotioovtor (W) may reflect
Synoptic influence.’’” 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.

¢ Egydtou yedvou £ EoydTov TOoD YEOVoU

P?BCW //623//51243 // - R A 4314362200 //33 630 1067 1409 1837 1845
1852 // 254 1292 1846 // pc Cyr'” Did Ephr

& EoxdTou TV YEOVRV

81 307 453 1739 // 323 // 6 2186 2298 2805 2818
// pe Cyr'”? K:SBA

£V E0YaT® XEOVW & Eoyat®d tod yedvou
L 88 808 // 1835915 1836 18752374 //468// | 326// -1/ -1/ -
pm PsOec

£ EOYATOV TRV YEOVRV

442 // 665 // 93 2344 // al K:B™*
¢’ Eoydtv ToD yedvou
—//621// 1735 // L596

Two old manuscripts (P”> and B) support the variant reading éx’ #oydtov
xo6vov.’™® 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 éx’
goyxdtov tdv xedvwv with the support of the Coptic tradition. It is possibly a
second-century reading, as it appears in the Sahidic witnesses. The third reading
g’ EoxdTov to yodvov is not found in witnesses that would absolutely place it
in the second century, although this is possible. Variant readings éx’ oGt
t00 YeO6vov, £ goydtmv ToD Yedvovu and én €oydtwv TMOV YEOVwV are
poorly attested. They should be taken as secondary readings. I agree with
Wachtel and Wasserman that the Majority text reading év €oydtd® xoovw is a
later normalisation of the text, and should be dropped from consideration.’” This
leaves three readings, (1) én” éoydtov xpdvov, (2) én’ éoydtov TOT YE6VOoU,
and (3) én’ éoydtov TtV Yeovwv, 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.®® It is conceivable that the difference between the exclusion and

377 Wasserman 2006: 314.

3™ Grundmann (1974: 45) accepts this reading as initial on the basis of P™. The reading is not
found in Rome.

379 Wachtel 1995: 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.
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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 T@v gives secondary support for tod (and vice
versa).®' 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 én” éoxGtv 1OV YESVWV is
likely a harmonisation, as it is found in 2 Pet 3,3.®* The author of Jude may have
had the Hebrew phrase 017 D"MR2 in mind, when he wrote én’ éoydtov
[toD] xedvov. He was fond of set expressions, and the Hebrew phrase would
have provided him with a well-known OT literary unit.**® It has been variously
translated in the Septuagint as éx” éoydtov t@V Nuep®v (Num 24,14; Jer 23,20;
49,39; Dan 10,14; only in Heb 1,2 in the NT), as én” éoyatov t@v Nuepdv (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 éx’
goydty v Nuepdv (Deut 4,30), as Eoyatov 1@V fluepdv (Deut 31,29), and as
gv taic éoyartaig nuepais (Isa 2,2). Theodotion’s version has éx” éoydtwv 1MV
fiueo®dv in Dan 10,14°% 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 831" 51" MR2, 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 éx’ éoydtwv
160V fuepdv in the Septuagint.’® If so, it is more likely to appear as &x’
goydtov 100 xodvov in Jude rather than as éx’ éoydtov yodvov, because the
Aramaic expression has the definitive article. The text in Jude has the singular
x00vog instead of the plural nuep®v, but this is not a major obstacle. The author

3! One might write out this problem as P> B C (L) ¥ (88 808) a/ (Byz) against ® A (81 307)
431 436 (453 1739) 2200 al Cyr Did Eph Thph (K:SBA).

%2 Kubo 1965: 144; Landon 1996: 124.

3 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.

3% The list given by Wasserman (2006: 312) should be augmented with Theodotion Dan 10,14.
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 17X oY / év fipdoaic oydrore, 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 given his own rendition of R P*TAR1 instead of
following the LXX. The Hebrew 01" has been translated as ypdvog 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 01377 D"MR2 is never translated as éx’
g0y Tov T0U YEOVoV or € Eoydtov T@v Yeovmv in the LXX. But the plural
01" appears as the singular ypdvog in the LXX Job 32,7. In other words, the

author of Jude might have translated 027 (freely) as t@v yodvwv or 10D

X00vou 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.**® The scribe of P7
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.®’ The plural Té@v xedévwv 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 éx’ éodtov to¥ Yedvov read by R ¥,

which may have been taken from Jude (or vice versa). Albin has argued that
homoioteleuton can explain the omission (ECXATOYTOY — E€CXATOY).*®®
These observations support reading £’ €010V 100 YOGVOUL.**

By contrast, the ECM reading éx’ éoydtov yedvovu 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.*®® 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 (ECXATOY — €CXATOYTOQY). The author of Jude has both articular
and anarthrous genitive constructions in his letter, but it is of some note that
ueyding nuépac, 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.

3% Albin 1962: 618; Bigg (1902: 338) notes that ¢’ goxdTov YoSvov is better Greek and less
Hebraistic. Paulsen (1992: 80) regards the anarthrous expression die seltene Formulierung.

37 Royse 1981: 455-58.

388 Albin 1962: 618.

3% Bauckham 1983: 104; Wasserman 2006: 312-14.
3% Kubo 1965: 144-46; Landon 1996: 124.



123

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

[ conclude that the text of Jude should read &ragoeiCovto (Jude 13), ndviac
tovg doefetc (Jude 15), 6t Eheyov Duiv 6tL (Jude 18a), and éx’ €0 Ttov TOD
xo6vov (Jude 18b). These conclusions are the same as found in the work of
Wasserman. I suggest that the reading drag mavto 6t "Incodeg found in A 81
33° 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. [ suggest that
the critical text of Jude should still be reconsidered. The solution of the ECM
and of this study both support high Christology, 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 drageiCovta to a better known éragoitovta 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. P’%, B and 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.*'

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%).** There are two hundred and four textual variation locations in Jude.
Codex Vaticanus and ms. 81 need to be augmented with P’ 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 méoav Yyuyiv (P’®), and in Jude 16 with variant reading
¢m@vpag éavtdv (P%9).*”* 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.>** The text includes a

3! 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.

BLECM IV.4 36*.

393 p™* accidentally omits the phrase, but the scribe has restored it into the text.

3% 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 mavrtag tovg doefeic, 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 (Eqvt@®v vs. a0T®V)
that does not affect the overall meaning of the sentence. There is one variant
location (to¥ in 18b), which could be reconstructed as a conjectural emendation
from t®v found in ms. 81 combined with ypdvov 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 att®v in Jude 16.

The Letter of Jude
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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

Greek texts of the first century vary considerably in their literary styles and
stylistic features, as a consequence of their authors’ social conditions.® 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.*®

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.*’ It is neither vernacular nor

395 Frosén 1973: 100-101.

3% 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.

37 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.’”® 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.*” 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.*® 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.
3% Browning 1983: 50.

40 [ aSor 1973: 1I, B-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.
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them are in Attic instead of Koine.*! 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 [ 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.

“! 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).*”® 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 Atticism 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.*** Eldon
J. Epp gives only cautious support for such a principle (1997)*" and Matthew C.
Williams is very guarded about it and argues the principle has little value
(2006).4%¢

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 imov-gima. 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

42 J K. Elliott 1995: 321-35; Kilpatrick 1963b, 1977.
43 Colwell 1969: 148-71; Fee 1976; Martini 1974.

404 [ andon 1996: 36. Vaganay and Amphoux (1991: 57) hold a similar concept. They argue that the
Hellenistic elmav and HABov were changed to the Attic elwov and fiABov.

45 Epp 1997; TCGNT 13*.
4% M.C. Williams 2006: 58.
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exemplars.*”” 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
of the NT.**®

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.*” 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 !
Attic had already some heteroclite forms like the elmwov-ela 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 1is 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,

47 Mink 2004.

“%% 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.

0 Mandilaras 1973: 148-56; Gignac 1981: 335.

1% 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,*'" 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.’? 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 modern Neohellenic form. Now only 35,6% of the words rejected by
Phrynichus are used. Modern 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 373 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 6pdw, only perfect indicatives and one pluperfect indicative.

The later Byzantine Majority text has only 47 forms in common with the
Koine variants (EQPAK* and EITTA*), except in some Byz™ where &yoig is

U Although Kim (1988) has argued that P* goes back to the end of the first century, his
conclusion has been generally rejected. I agree with Comfort (ENTGM 204-206) that P* is a second
century manuscript.

12 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 &neBav*, dxoi(c), éBar* with its compounds, €id*, ein*,
eiyx* with its compounds, éAaf*, Eeyav/Eheyov, Enad*, evp*, Epuyav/Epuyoy,
gmoax*/Eopaxr*, NAB* with its compounds, and uéyou(s).

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.*!* 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 56/113 | 49,6% | 57/113 | 50,4% | Conversational
Mark 32/77 | 41,6% | 45/77 | 58,4% | Vernacular
Luke-Acts 139/220 | 63,2% | 81/220 | 36,8% | Literary
John 90/156 | 57,7% | 66/156 | 42,3% | Vernacular
Pauline Corpus 27/70 38,6% | 43/70 | 61,4% | Conversational/Literary
Catholic Letters | 13/15 | 86,7% | 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 Koine hits. Works written in the conversational style
(Matthew, Pauline corpus, excluding Pastorals and Hebrews) have only 76 hits,
and the works with literary Koine (Luke-Acts, Pastorals, Hebrews, James) have
147 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
Koine 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 Koine. 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 Koine and Attic forms, but they are distinctly rarer. The other
vernacular works, John and the Letters of John, are distinctively Koine 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 Koine 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 Koine forms in the narratives of Luke-Acts probably
conforms to Koine 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) Koine/Attic 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 Koine 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 Koine? 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.*'* 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 AD*'®): P* (ur), P (w/v), P*® (ur), P** (vin), P*’ (ui/v), P*
(vi), P¥ (), P* (), PY (), P° (tv/v), PPt (v/vi), PP (), P* (vi), P
(vir), P% (u/u), P7 (ui/1v), P™ (vir), P (i), P® (tv/v), P'% (i), and P! (/1v).
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%
P 172 50% 172 50%
P70/ 0% 9/9 100%
P | o1 0% /1 100%
PY o/ 0% 4/4 100%
P77 113 33% 2/3 67%
P o3 0% 3/3 100%
P? | 6/32 19% 25/32 | 81%
P% [ 6/52 12% 46/52 88%
P7 | 113 8% 12/13 92%
P /1 100% 0/1 0%
7 | o1 0% 1/1 100%
P o3 0% 3/3 100%
P’ o 0% 1/1 100%
PP ot 0% 1/1 100%

414 petzer 1986: 21; M.A. Robinson 2003: 45-67.

3 Some dates are debated and might be earlier. Comfort (ENTGM 141, 203, 362, 376, 501, 665)
argues that P*” belongs to the middle of the third century, P* to the middle of the second century, P** to
ca. 300 AD, P% to the middle of the second century, P” to the late second or early third century, and
P'" to the middle or late third century.
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P T on 0% 212 100%
P® | asn21 | 37% 76/121 | 63%
P? 10/ 0% 1/1 100%
PY | 23/82 | 28% 57/82 72%
P? ] 4as5/140 | 32% 95/140 | 68%
P~ 100% 0/1 0%
P® | o1 0% 1/1 100%
P 103 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 “Koine” and “Attic” columns give the ratio of those
textual places where the form is certain, discounting any lacunae, while the
“Koine%” and “Attic%” columns give the same in percentages. Corrector
activities are ignored. Only the original readings are counted. Thus, e.g. P* has
in its 121 occurrences of words related to this study 45 Koine forms and 76 Attic
ones. Most papyri are too short for general observations other than to note that
P**% support the Koine, P'3#83441:50.51.33.59.60.72.106.115 the Attic, and P**" are mixed
in the extant text. One thing may be deduced from this observation. Koine 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. P** (81%), P* (88%), and P*’ (92%)
are mostly written with good literary level Greek resembling Attic, in so far as
the selected words are concerned. P (63%), P™ (72%), and P"® (68%) are more
mixed. All of these papyri offer some Koine forms, but this latter group has a
considerable amount of them (37%, 28%, 32%, respectively).

The papyrological testimony for the Koine and Attic forms is not uniform
and it is often mutually contradictory.*’® This is seen in many instances. For
example, P% and P”* overlap in John. P% reads AAOav in Jn 1,39; 7,45; but
fABov in Jn 3,26. P gives contradictory information by reading fA0av 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. P® reads elxav in place of eimov 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, P” reads eimav 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 P” has alpha forms for
fABov and its compounds 10 out of 20 times in Luke alone, the highest percentage of any witness he
examined. [ 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 carly
papyri agree 10 times and disagree 11 times. This is hardly a consensus on the
variant readings. In comparison, P* reads elmov in Jn 11,46, agreeing with P”
against P®. Similarly, P% reads the Koine édoox* in Jn 1,18.34; 537; 6,36;
6,46; 8,38; 14,7; but Attic é6gax* in Jn 14,9; 15,24; 20,18. On the other hand,
P” reads édoax* in Jn 6,36; 14,9 but not in Jn 1,18.34; 5,37; 8,38. P” is not
extant in 4 cases for comparison, so in this case they agree once and disagree 5
times. Both P® and P” read €idav 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. P” reads amfM@av in Lk 10,30. P*® contradicts it by reading &mxf\Bov.
Both P¥ and P” read eimav in Lk 9,54. P¥ reads H\Oav in Acts 17,13; but a
much later P’ contradicts it by reading jA80ov. Furthermore, the usage in P™* is
not uniform as it reads MA@av in Acts 28,23. Likewise, there is another
contradiction among the papyri. P™* reads elmav in Acts 12,15; but much earlier
P* has einov. Similarly, P reads elmav in Acts 19,3; the much earlier P*® has
#\eyov and the near-contemporary P*! has eimwov.*'” Both P* and P’ read elmav
in Acts 23,14, even though four hundred years separates these two papyri.
Moving to the Pauline corpus, P* reads &ypic in Gal 3,19; Heb 3,13; but &xot
elsewhere.*'® In Luke, P” reads fjABav in 8,35; 24,1.33; but fiA0ov in 5,7; 23,33.
These examples could be multiplied.

Another aspect to note is that Attic texts tended towards brevity, spareness
and frugality.*'” Royse has noted that generally the early papyri tend to shorten
the text. The following table is an adaptation from Royse’s study.*?® 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.

add | omit | netloss | singulars | loss/singulars | Koine% | Attic%
PP 128 |63 [102 222 0.46 19% 81%

“'7 This is an interesting test case, because P™* R A B (elmav) contradicts P** D (keyov) and P*' H

L P W (elnov). It shows that at least the first two variants are found already in the early witnesses. P*
(/1v) is the earliest of these witnesses with P*' (vim) and P™ (vm) clearly later manuscripts, but it
stands to reason that the variation goes back to the second century exemplars, at least in the case of P**
and P,

418 Rom 8,22; 11,25; 1 Cor 11,26; 15,25; 2 Cor 3,14; 10,13.14; Gal 4,2; Phil 1,5.6; Heb 4,12; 6,11.
19 Kilpatrick 1963b: 18.
20 Royse 1995: 246.
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p* |55 [167 | 283 471 0.60 12% 88%
P15 18 |43 51 0.84 8% 92%
P®1 14 |19 22 107 0.21 37% 63%
PP 112 |4 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.
P® has the lowest loss/singular rating (0.21) and the highest level of Koine
variants (37%). By contrast, P*’ 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. P has the loss/singular rating of
0.45 and the second highest level of Koine variants (32%), while P** 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,*' 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.**

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,*® 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.*** 1 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

“2! Head 1990: 246.

22 [ agree in principle with Kilpatrick (1963b: 31), who suggested that the early papyri have not
escaped the influence of Atticism.

423 Kilpatrick 1977: 110.

24 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 P** has occasional stylistic and grammatical
improvements towards Attic/Classical standards; corrections in P* betray a
deliberate attempt to improve the text of its Vorlage; P*’ contains a clear attempt
to improve style and grammar; P® 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; P’? has a high density of spelling inconsistencies
(orthographic) and theological tendencies; P”* has a fair number of orthographic
errors with no signs of tendencies to make grammatical or stylistic
improvements.*”> 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.

N A B C DS EN8 | W
Koine 172/709 | 97/607 | 172/631 | 76/428 | 135/477 | 16/76 | 80/430
Koine% 24% 16% 27% 18% 28% 21% 19%
Attic 537/709 | 510/607 | 459/631 | 352/428 | 342/477 | 60/76 | 350/430
Attic% 76% 84% 71% 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-century**® Codex Alexandrinus has the least Koine forms (A,

16%) and another fifth-century Codex Bezae has the most (D, 28%). Fourth-
century Codices Sinaiticus (R, 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 B and D, and R

to a lesser degree, have a comparable amount of Koine forms to that of P™ and
P7’, while P® 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 (®), 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 — eimav, eidav,
gdoan* and NAOav — 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 al/
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 Koine variant readings. The list thus
excludes Attic variants entirely. For example, there are seven textual locations
where the Koine €idav 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.

N A B D w

£day 3/7 43% [ 077 0% 47  57% | 2/6 33% | 1/7 14%
glmay 47/75 1 63% | 2/67 | 3% 48/76 | 63% | 38/66 | 58% i 26/73 | 36%
gdpan* | 20/20 | 100% | 18/18 : 100% | 13/20 | 65% | 15/16  94% | 9/17 @ 53%
Ao 121 | 5% 0/19 | 0% 8/21 | 38% | 520 | 25% | 420 | 20%

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 NA8av in Mk 6,29; Lk 2,16; 8,35; 24,1.23; Jn

26 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 HA0av 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 £idav
in Mk 9,14; Lk 9,32; Jn 1,39; and over eixav 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 €idav only in Lk 10,24; Mk 6,50; and
on giwav just 46 times (61%). Clearly, there is no consensus on the readings.
The following diagram shows the percentage of Koine forms per witness
(columns) per century (rows). Only the more extensive papyri are listed.

PSPt pe | pYl PN A B C D E w
2" 12% | 37% .
34 | 19% 32%
4" 24% 27%
5t 16% 18% | 28% 19%

7t 28%
8xh 18%

The diagram shows that equally old witnesses diverge from each other as to
their Koine usage. P’ contains a high percentage of Koine forms, even though it
is a seventh-century witness. The biggest gap in percentage terms is found
between P* and P, both from the second century. The next biggest gap is
between P* and P”. This comparison is not entirely illustrative of the problem
in Koine/Attic variation, because these papyri contain a different part of the NT.
However, when P* is compared to B, which contains the same text as P% a
similar kind of gap is found, though to a lesser degree. A comparison between
P*, P* and P”°, on the other hand, indicates a broad gap within the same parts of
the NT. This indicates that the Koine/Attic variation derives from the second-
century scribal tendencies, at least partially. With the exception of P”*, which
Kurt Aland lists as a category I witness,*?’ the later witnesses contain a smaller
percentage of Koine forms.

4.4.3. Atticistic Tendencies

There is some evidence that the scribes copying 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.*”® Most

427 Aland and Aland 1989: 101.

28 J K. Elliott (1972b, 1976) has listed several other possible cases of Atticistic corrections. E.g.
Berdvn for pagic in Mk 10,25; Lk 18,25; eidwidButog for iegdButog in 1 Cor 10,28; £deito for
¢déeto in Lk 8,38; o0delg for o00elc in all relevant textual locations; tnyéwv for nnydv 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,*” but certain words have both forms as variae lectiones in
the NT textual tradition.

(1) Atticist grammarians rejected the Koine 608pu1vdg in favour of the Attic
800pL0¢. Phrynichus was inflexible about it, for he wrote 6p08piLvic otix &AM’
80Botog ywEic ToY v (“no 6pBpwvdg but EpBprog without the nu”).**® The
adjectives 0p8piwval and SpOpiat 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 (P” 8 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 &miBev was rejected by Phrynichus.*' It is found as varia
lectio 1n the original hand of Codex Sinaiticus at Mk 5,27. It was corrected to the
Attic mio0ev by another scribe (R'). As Mark was written in vernacular,

perhaps 8miBev should be accepted as the initial reading despite being a singular
reading, and &mioBev as an Atticistic improvement.*? The miofev appears
unchallenged elsewhere except in Rev 4,6. There 8mi0ev appears as varia lectio
in two later minuscules (mss. 93 1626), possibly revealing that Rev 4,6 may also
have read &miBev, originally due to the vernacular style of Revelation as a
whole, though Rev 5,1 reads dmioBev unchallenged. Thus, Rev 4,6 is another
possible case of Atticistic correction.

(3) Phrynichus rejected the Koine motandg as spurious diction.**® It is the
form used almost exclusively in the NT textual tradition. Its Attic equivalent
modandg 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.** The Attic form is to be rejected as an Atticistic correction.

2% Caragounis 2006: 124-40. The discussion takes up words from his list.

% J K. Elliott 1972b: 134.

! Caragounis 2006: 125.

2 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.

3 Caragounis 2006: 126,

434 Flavius Josephus, De bello Judaica libri vii, book 1, section 390; Antiquitates Judaicae, book
17, section 239.
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(4) The Attic ¢yonyopfjoar appears in place of the Koine yonyopfoat in Mt
26,40 in the singular witness P*’ (1/1v AD), which also has éypnyopeite in
place of yonyoosite in the next verse. In both cases P*7 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 €yponyoop@®v in Rev 3,2 against the rest of the tradition.

(5) The Attic yepot appears in place of the Koine xgpoiv 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 ygooiv with most of the early and
important witnesses*’ and Attic xeooi 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 (B?) 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 ygpotv 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 (51/50 BC), and in the contemporary sources, €.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 veounviacg is replaced by the Attic vovunviag in Col 2.16
by the majority of witnesses (R 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). P** has a lacuna here, so it is impossible to know its reading. Only
v...viag is visible. The Koine veounviag appears quite often in the non-literary
papyri, e.g. in P.MilVogl. 27.62 (AD 128/129); P.Oxy. 188.30 (AD 127),
1647.14 (i1t AD). The Attic form is rarer but it is found in contemporary sources,
e.g. in P.Jand. 26.35 (AD 98).**® The Koine form was opposed by Phrynichus.**’
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 vouunviag is an Atticistic correction, despite the fact
that Modern Greek follows the Attic form.*® This is a case where the more

BPpORBCDFGLPI1 336988326910 1175 1241° 1243 1270 1424 1506 1646 1735 1836
1837 1874 2464.

¢ Duke Databank of Documentary Papyri has 139 entries for veounviag and 23 entries for
vouvpunviag. 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.

7 Caragounis 2006: 128.

38 | take this position against Caragounis (2006: 480 n. 39), who argues that the Attic form should
be accepted as original because of the modern 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 veounviog 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-Hellenic*® and the Koine form dies out.

(7) The Koine €00€6n (R A P 2329 2351 Byz™) is changed to the Attic

2001101 (046 1854 1862 2028+2029+2044+2054+2083 py,y in Rev 9,4. There are no
serious doubts to £0p€0n being the initial reading, which is also found regularly
in the LXX.* It has a strong external support in two somewhat different
genealogical branches of the early text, presented by X and A.

(8) Although the Attic eita is the form used by the biblical authors almost
exclusively, the Koine eitev 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.**' The first eitev is read by B” A and the second by X B’
L, both against the rest of the tradition. Codices ® L A 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 elta in both cases. The Attic form appears uniformly elsewhere. The eitev
should probably be accepted as the initial reading in Mk 4,28 (twice) with elta
as an Atticistic correction,** as such a change is more likely in the hands of
educated scribes than the reverse. Mark has eita 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 cormot®dv (A C pc Byz) is changed to the Attic coAmiynt@®V
in Rev 18, 22 by two witnesses (2053 Hipp).**® Since ocalmiotdv/calmiyxtédy
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.

% Caragounis 2006: 128.

40 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).

41 Caragounis 2006: 127.
442 J K. Elliott 1972b: 133-38.

43 Several witnesses (R 172"2°'8 1611 1678778 1854 2080 2329 Byz™ syr" [bo]) alter the sentence

to read oaAimiyy@®v. 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 calmiyxtig is
found in Pap.Agon. 7.1 (AD 264-268),*** 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,* so the Attic variant is likely an Atticism.

(10) The Koine (Doric) odxxog is changed to the Attic odxog in Rev 6,12 by
a number of later witnesses (mss. 18" 175 325%456%517 459*628+680 g5 7+2048 93 5
109427 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 (u-11 AD); SB 14178.13 (1 AD); Stud.Pal. 59.12 (/i1 AD);
BGU 2359.5 (11 AD). The Attic form is found e.g. in P.Cair.Zen. 59753.26 (i1
AD) and survives to the Neo-Hellenic.**® Phrynichus complained that the Koine
form originated with Doric, which he rejected and argued in favour of odxocg.
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 mavdoygiov in Lk 10,34 (P” A B D Byz) has been changed
to Attic mavdoxeiov (P & ©), which Phrynichus recommends.**’ Similarly, the
Koine mavdoyel (P A B Byz) in Lk 10,35 has been changed to the Attic
navdoxel (P¥ X D). BDAG notes that the older Attic form is found e.g. in
Plutarch, who is heavily Atticistic in his Greek.**® 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 —uu verbs, and replacing them with their thematic
synonyms.**® Thus, Lk 12,28 reads the Koine éugiéCer (P*>° D L) with the
Doric auguatel (B) and the Attic dppiEvvvory (R A W al Byz Cl) as variae
lectiones. There is little doubt that the Koine form is the initial reading, and

4 This is the only entry in the Duke Databank of Documentary Papyri. This form has not been
found in Attic inscriptions. They read oaimtiig (without the gamma). Such a form is found e.g. in
S1G 153.68 (1v BC); P.Oxy. 519.16 (11 AD). See also the LSJ entry for calmiyxtig.

5 Caragounis 2006: 129.

#6 Caragounis 2006: 131.

47 Birdsall 1976: 40.

4“8 BDAG, mavdoxeiov — “inn”.
449 Mandilaras 1973: 72.
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duglévvuoly an Atticistic correction. Vaticanus probably exhibits an early
corruption by a Doric-influenced scribe.*>°

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: 8, B, C, D, and W.

Some other manuscript exhibits similar kinds of changes, but they are rarer. The
R! corrector refers to a scribe, who is (perhaps) a near contemporary with the
original scribe of R, 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 W' is
to be identified as a contemporary dtop8wtig to the scribe of W. Their Greek
idiom is that of the early post-Roman period. The correctors &2 and B? lived in

the seventh century, and C* and D? in the ninth century.*®' 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.

430 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.

$INA 48",
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The changes are not very evenly divided in the manuscripts. Codex R has 10

changes, B has 37, 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 ébpaxn*/Eé6pan* variation has 16
hits (42%), and (mpoo-MAO* variation 9 hits (24%). The rest are sparse. The
€1d* and (av-)etio* has 3 each, &méd*, EhaB*, and ein* 1 each, and &you(c) 4
hits. There is only one inconsistency. B* has once changed édoaxev to E6paxev
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 dyowg and uéxolg 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 (R, 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,*”> which do not give the total picture of the whole textual

2 The following sources have been used: NA?"; UBS*; ECM 1V.1; ECM IV.3; ECM 1V.4; W.I.
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+0+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 ‘»’. Itacism, 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 8, A, B, C, D/05, E/08 and W (with W**F) 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. 1377 which are all members of the /> 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)ernacular, (c)onversational, and (l)iterary.

4.5.1. ATIEOANA*

The indicative aorist forms of amoBvofxm™’ 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 readings Attic readings

Mt 8,32 ¢ | anéBavav R anébavov R B W rell | déBavev C
Lk 20,31 1 | anéBovav BY anédavov R A B> D W rell

In 6,49 v | anéBovav 2 anédavov PR ABCD W rell
Jn 6,58 v | N/A anéBavov PR BCD W rell

Jn 8,53 I v | anébavav D anédavov P> R A B C DS W rell
Rom 5,15 c | N/A amwédavov R A B C rell

Rom 7,10 ¢ | NA anéfoavov R A B C rell

Gal 2,19 c | N/A anéBoavov P R A B C rell Cl

Col 2,20 c | N/A bnebdvete A B C rell | dmwoBavere R
Col 3,3 ¢ | aneBdvate P | amebdvere P°R A B Crell '
Heb 11,13 1 | NA amébavov PR A rell

Heb 11,37 1 | NA anébavov PR A rell

Rev 8,11 v | N/A anéBavov R A rell

The occurrences of Attic anefdvete and dnéBavov 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:

3 BDAG, &ofvaiixw — “to die”, does not note the Koine form.
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anebévate in Col 3,3 (P*°); anéBavav in Mt 8,32 (R'); 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 (1/3 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
aréBavay in 2 Sam 11,24; 13,33; Tob 3,9; by contrast, the Attic arnéBavov has
17 hits in the LXX.

There are no occurrences of this word in the Ptolemaic papyri except
anébave in P.Cair.Zen. 59312.9, 17 etc (250 BC), and the infinitive dwoBavelv
in P.Par. 47.11 (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.*** In the non-literary
works ané0ava in found in SB 13588.8 (1iv AD), and anébavav in CPR 54.10
(1 AD). The earliest reference in literary works is from the fifth century.*’
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 R 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.**® 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.*”” 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 &néBavav in
ms. 2 at Jn 6,49 is likely a later change.

*** Mandilaras 1973: 151-52.
43 Chorographie Anonymae, Chronica Byzantina breviora, chronicle 34.1 section 21A line 37ff.

4% private communication (Jan 31, 2008) with Dirk Jongkind (Tyndale House / Cambridge), who
has done extensive work on the correctors of R. See also Jongkind 2007.

7 Hort and Westcott (1881: II, 246-47) 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 Koine form is found in P*, made by a professional scribe using
otiyot, perhaps an employee of a scriptorium.**® 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 (P*, late third century), who
used a distinctive cursive handwriting style. Was it the original scribe,*’ a
contemporary paginator acting as dtop8wtrig (P*"), or someone else (P**)?
Judging from the fact that the change is orthographic in nature,*® 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.*®! The original
scribe of P* had a tendency to alter wilfully what he read.*®® 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.*™® For that reason é&me@dvote 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 émeBav*
during the second century.*** 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 dmobvofxw means that
not much can be said of the author’s usage of drneBav*. In any case, the external
evidence and general Greek usage are decisively against the Koine forms. These
reasons indicate a scribal habit, intentional or unintentional, to modernise the
spelling of &nebav*.

4.5.2. AIIHAOA*

The indicative aorist forms of &méoyouar*® appear both as Attic and Koine

forms in the NT textual tradition. The general usage is Attic but there are
numerous Koine variants. The following table summarises the findings.

48 ENTGM 207.

49 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 P*® from a D-text lookalike to a B-text.

60 Royse 1981: 236,

41 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.

62 Royse 1981: 269.
43 Royse 1981: 236; Zuntz 1953: 253-54.

64 This implies that the three entries in the LXX are also secondary developments based on scribal
tendencies.

5 BDAG, durépyopat — “to go away, to leave™, does not note the Koine form.
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Reference, Style | Koine readings Attic readings

Mt 8,32 ¢ | anirbav B annirBov R C W rell

Mt 20,5 c| NA axniBov R BC W rell

Mt 22.22 ¢ | axiA8av BD W' anirBov & C W' rell

Mk 1,20 v| NA aniiA0ov R A B C rell | 1A80ov © |

, fnorovOnoov D W 1424

Mk 3,13 v | N/A anijA@ov R A B C W rell | i)8ov D

Mk 6,32 v| N/A aniihBov 8 A B C W rell | anijhOev f° 157 Byz
| avapaviec D

Mk 11,4 v | N/A anijhfov R A B C W rell | anel0Svteg D @
565 700

Mk 12,12 v | axijAbav D arnfjihBov R A B C rel/ | omit sentence W

Lk 2,15 1| NA 4nxiABov 8 ABC D W rell

Lk 10,30 1 | axfrboav P” aniirBov PPYYR ABC D W rell

Lk 24,24 1 | anfrdav L anih8ov PR ABCDW rell

In 6,22 v | N/A anfrbov PP R A B D W rell | eiofihBov ©

Jn 6,66 v | N/A aniihOov PR BC D W rell

Jn 11,46 v | axfrbav P D anfiMbov R A BC W rell

Jn 18,6 v | anfrbav R B D W Did anfrbov A C rell

Jn 20,10 v| NA anniBov R A B W rell

Gal 1,17a c | N/A aviphBov R A rell | aniid@ov P*' BD F G 88"
1836 2344 2464 | HA0ov P61

Gal 1,17b anniba P* amiizbov P! R A B rell

Rev 10.9 v | aniroa PV A 2329 aniiz8ov R C Byz"

2351 Byz”

Rev 21.1 v | aniibav R A 2329 Byz* &nﬁMjov rell | raphABov/magiiBev 051
1 104" 181 Byz™

Rev 21,4 v | anfrbay A AmfABey N 1854720507232 op) e t2053+2062
noofAbov/rapihdev 664 1611

This distribution of Koine/Attic variations is mixed. &xfiABa is found in Gal
1,17b (P*); Rev 10,9 (PY#"¢4 A al), but not in Gal 1,17a. &xfA8av is found in
Mt 8,32 (B); Mt 22,22 (B D W'); Mk 12,12 (D); Lk 10,30 (P™); 24,24 (L); In
11,46 (P*® D); 18,6 (%8 B D W Did); Rev 21,1 (R A 2329 Byz"); 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 &xfiA@a and the plural &nfABav have second-century roots.
The UBS/NA accepts the Koine forms in Mt 22,22; Rev 10,9; 21,1.4; but rejects
anfABav in Jn 18,6, even though it has the strong external support of R BD 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. anfjABav 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 dnfiABa in
P.Bad. 100.6-7 (1 AD), and &nijA@av in SB 6011.9 (1 AD) are found. These are
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the forms found in the NT textual tradition. In literary works Hermas (1 AD)*

and Protevangelium Jacobi (I AD, section 18, line 16) both have amiABav
once. The second- and third-century evidence for &nnABa* is more prominent in
the non-literary papyri and ostraca. &nfiABa is found in P.Bingen 74.11 (1 AD);
P.Oxy. 3988.5-6 (11 AD), &nniBouev in BGU 1676.3 (it AD); P.Lond. 988.11
(111 AD), and &nijABav in ostraca O.Claud. 261.6 (1 AD).* axihOauev is also
found in Evangelium Petri (11 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 &xfiAOav is singular in Mt 8,32 (B), but could
be accepted as initial in light of &xf\@av 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, [ read &nifjABav 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 &nfjABav. It is a singular reading based on Codex Bezae. In
light of the high degree of Koine 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 axfiA8ov, but Lk 10,30
(P™); 24,24 (L) have &niiM@av as varia lectio. Both are singular readings. Royse
believes that P® has a substitution for the initial Attic form in Lk 10,30 on the
basis of scribal habits.*®® This is supported by the generally literary style of
Luke. Codex Regius (vil AD) is a badly written copy with many scribal
blunders.**® Hence, Lk 10,30; 24,24 most likely present early corruptions to
modernise the spelling.

4%6 Hermas, Pastor, chapter 4 section 3 line 3.
7 Gignac 1981: 341; DDDP lookup, Feb 10, 2008.

8% 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.

4 Metzger 1992b: 54.
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Johannine references are similarly divided. The Attic &nfjABov is found
uncontested in Jn 6,22.66; 20,10. &nflbav is found as varia lectio in Jn 11,46
(P® D); 18,6 (8 B D W Did). Since John is vernacular, &nfjA@av 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 Koine 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 Koine form in Jn
18,6 and maybe in Jn 11,46.

Though a singular reading, &nfjAOa in Gal 1,17b could be the initial reading.
Royse takes it as a substitution for the original Attic form.*”® Intrinsic
probabilities in the Pauline corpus offer no help because dnijhba / dxfjABov
appear only in Gal 1,17. Royse’s argument has a problem. Why would the scribe
of P* change the Attic to its Koine equivalent in the second occurrence but leave
the first untouched? Several witnesses (P> B D F G 88* 1836 2344 2464)
change &viABov to &nfABov in Gal 1,17a, and these same witnesses read
anfiBov against &xfiABa in Gal 1,17b. This harmonises the usage within the
same verse, indicating the secondary nature of &xf\@ov in at least Gal 1,17a. P*
is highly Atticistic in nature, so the appearance of a Koine form here may well
be the initial reading. This is likely if Paul originally wrote &vijABov — arhABa
(P* has A\Bov — anfiA0a), both of which then changed to &mijA@ov by scribal
activity. Therefore, Gal 1,17b should read axfil@a 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.*”!

There is little doubt that &xfABa is the initial reading in Rev 10,9 (P83 A
2329 2351 Byz™, so also the UBS/NA) because of its strong external evidence.*’>
Since every textual location in Revelation vacillates between Attic and Koine
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 Koine form
(so the UBS/NA).*” The Attic forms are probably Atticistic alterations in
Revelation.

470 Royse 2008: 804.

4 Royse (1981: 270) argues that the singular reading is a creation of the scribe of P*, but the
overall usage in P*® 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 P* has a lot of singular readings, but in this instance the general literary tendency
of P* should take preference over the argument on singular readings in general.

472 Aune 1998a: 552 n. 9.a.
473 Aune 1998b: 1110 0. 1.a-a, 1111 n. 4.£-f,
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4.5.3. AXPLIX

The Attic &yt appears 46 times in the NT, 32 times with the Koine Gyxowct™ as
varia lectio, that is, in 70% of all the textual locations. The &you 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 &youg
involved. Acts 1,22; 13,11 has dyot vs. £wg, and 1 Cor 4,11 has &you vs. péyor
vs. Ewg. &yolg 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).

Reference, Style Koine Reading Attic Reading
Mt 24,38 ¢ | dyorc Apéeac f° &yot Tic uéoac X B D W rell
»Lk 17,27 1 | dxoig finéous © &you fic fiuéoac PR AB D W rell
Mk 16,8 v | N/A oL RABCDW rell
Lk 1,20 1 | dyowg négag W © 461 &xou fig néoag R A B C rell
txows g inéeag DK W
Lk 4,13 1 | N/A GxoL R ABD W rell
Lk 21,24 1 | &yotg ov CD 157 892 1241 &xoL 00 R AB W rell
Acts 1,2 1 | NA &xou Nig Muéoag R AB D E rell
Acts 1,22 1 | NA GyoL X A 81 104 1175 (+ic) 323 945
1739 |Ewg BCDE rell
Acts 2,29 1 | NA GyoL P*RABCDE rell
Acts 3,21 1 | NA dyoL PR ABCDE rell
Acts 7,18 I | dxowg o0 R A BYE rell dixor o0 P™* B* C D Byz™* Thphyl
Acts 11,5 1 | dxorg P B2E rell GxoL P* R A B 104 1891 Byz™*
£wg D 241
Acts 13,6 1 | &xowc 049 Gxot P*R ABCDE rell
Acts 13,11 1 | NA Gyol PR A B CE rell | wc D
Acts 20,6 1 | dyowg 440917 927 1245 1646 Gyt A BD rell
1837 1854 1874 1989 Hk Byz™ | &né PR E 33
Acts 20,11 1 | dxorg CD rell dxor PR A B E 33945 1739 1891
néxers 1243 Byz™*
Acts 22,4 1 | dyoc 1611 GxoL P*R ABE rell
uéxor D 61 104 326 1175 1522 1646
1837 2147 | €éwc W 88 102 927 Chr
Acts 22,22 1 | Gxoc W 1611 GxoL P*R ABCDE rell
Acts 23,1 1 | &xowg W Gyot PR ABCE rell
Acts 26,22 1 | &xowg W Gyol PR ABE rell
dvvatg 330 (change of sentence)
Acts 27,33 1 | &yowg W 1646 Hk oL R ABC rell
Acts 28,15 1 | dyorg rell Gyov R° A B 33 81945 1739 2344
[aXQ"P‘ R.] gmg P74vid
Rom 1,13 c | o 1 dxor R ABC rell

1 BDAG, &xot — “until, as long as”, notes the Koine form.
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Rom 5,13 ¢ | N/A dxot R ABCrell
Rom 8,22 ¢ | N/A GxoL PR A B C rell
Rom 11,25 ¢ | dxots od R A B’ C rell GxoL o0 P* B' 1505 2495 Byz™*
1 Cor4,11 ¢ | N/A dxot X ABCrell
uéyor Hk
focF G
1 Cor11,26 ¢ | dyog od R? AB?C rell dyouob P R B" 326 1739 1837 Byz™*
1 Cor 15,25 c | dyows od R? B rell dixor o0 P*R™ A B P 048 0243 33
1739 Byz™"°
2 Cor 3,14 c | Gxowc ¥ Hk GxoL PY R ABC rell Cl
2 Cor 10,13 c | &yowc W 0209 6 326 1837 Hk GyoL PP+ R B rell
2 Cor 10,14 ¢ | Gyxowc ¥ Hk Gyol PR B rell
uéyoL 1827
Gal 3.19 ¢ | dyows dv B 332464 Cl Gyou 1243
dyors ob PR A C rell
Gal 4,2 c | &xowc L &ixoL P ® A B C rell Cl
Phil 1,5 ¢ | &xowc0142 txoL P* R A B rell
"Phil 1,6 ¢ | dyoig fuéeag D F G P W 075 ol uéooc P 8 A B rell
0150 0278 Byz™ Chr Dam Thdrt
Heb 3.13 1 | dxois R ABCrell ot P 0243 1518
Heb 4,12 1 | éxowcD diyoL P R A B C rell
Heb 6,11 1 | N/A &yoL P* X A B C rell
) uéyolL 436 441 442
Rev 2.25 v | tyxes o rell &yot o0 R C 161173% Byz™ Qec™*
gwg o0 A Byz™
Rev 2,26 N/A dyoL R A Crell
' Rev 73 v | &xowc R 2031 dyot A C P 1006 1841 2053 Byz™ Or
dxoig dv Byz™ | dyoLs ov
Byz™*
Rev 14,20 v | N/A dyow PP R A C rell [péyo PY
Rev 15,8 v | Gxow C 1611 ol R A rell
Rev 17,17 v | N/A ayov R A rell
Rev 20,3 v | Gxoic 2050 2051 T2055+2064+2067 dyoL N A rell
Rev 20,5 v | &xoig Byz™ Gyor A 046 rell

The Atticists denounced @yois as a spurious diction (&dSxiov).

475 Moeris

wrote GyotL Gvev tol 0 Attwrdg, dyog EAAnvirde (“dyol without the ¢ in
Attic, &yoiwg in Hellenic Greek™). Similarly, the Philetaeros attributed to
Herodian reads &you »al uéyol dvev 1ot o, 10 8¢ ovv ™ o Tovirndv (“Gyou
and péxor without the o, but with o Ionic”).*’® It is, however, found in pre-
Classical poetry interchangeably with &yt to suit the metre. The pre-Classical
tendency was to write &yl before consonants, and &yptc before vowels, though
this tendency was not consistent. Attic never used &yog, which is why Atticists

473 Caragounis 2006: 125.
476 § K. Elliott 1976: 149.
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rejected it.*”’” During the Hellenistic period, however, &yolc again gained
momentum, especially in the non-literary use of the language. The Duke
Databank of Documentary Papyri has 114 entries for dyois. Several of them are
of interest, e.g. P.Bas. 18.4 (30 BC — AD 100); 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 (1 AD); P.Russ.Georg. 2.26.16 (AD 160), 2.27.9 (AD 161/2); P.Ryl.
2.116.18 (AD 194); PSI 233.8 (1 AD); P.Thmouis 1.94.10, 1.95.17, 1.106.7 etc
(AD 170/171). The later non-literary papyri have &yoiwg 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 (1v AD); P.Ryl. 2.116.18 (AD 194). The Koine form
is found in some literary work as well, e.g. those of Theocritus (1v/ii1 BC),
Apollonius of Rhodes (111 BC), Bion (it BC), Tryphon (1 BC), Philo (1 BC/t AD),
Josephus (1 AD), Plutarch (1/1 AD), Galen (11 AD), and Oppian of Corycus (lI
AD) before vowels.*™ Thus, the Koine usage in the first-century texts appears to
have been to write dypig before vowels and &ypt before consonants. Later
development of Greek saw the intrusion of &oug before consonants.

Despite these developments in Greek usage, some scholars claim that the
Attic preposition &yt is used almost exclusively in the NT.*” Its Hellenistic
counterpart &xoig 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, UBS* and
Westcott-Hort accept &yotc in other places as well.*® This is one of the very rare
differences between the NA?” and the UBS*. The NA® reads &yotg 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 &yoig anywhere. It
follows Attic diction throughout. By contrast, Elliott has challenged this modern
tendency to avoid &xowc.*®' He notes that &xolg is common in the NT textual
tradition and argues for its originality in several textual locations.

I will reassess the question of authenticity of &yoic 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 £w¢ marks a
continuous extent of time,*®* like &yot(c) and uéxou(g), in Acts 11,5 (D 241);

Y7 LSJ, tixo.
478 Oppian of Corycus is not to be confused with the later Oppian of Apamea (Il AD).

4% BDAG, &x01; BDF §21; Caragounis 2006: 125, The LXX has &you o¥ in Job 32,11; and &xot
twice in 2 Macc 14,10.15.

40 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; 1 Cor 11,26; Gal 3,19; Heb 3,13; Rev 2,25.

#!J K. Elliott 1972b, 1976.
*82 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger (2004b) do not list the Koine &yp1c at all,
* Louw-Nida 67:119.
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22,4 (P 88 102 927 Chr); 28,15 (P™"%). Its appearance is explicable as a scribal
embellishment. It avoids (1) the choice between &yot and uéyot, and (2) the
choice concerning the movable 6. Codex Bezae often rejects both &you(c) and
uéyol(s) in favour of €wg against most witnesses (Mt 13,30; 28,15; Mk 13,30;
Lk 16,16; Acts 1,22; 11,5; 13,11; Phil 2,30). Furthermore, §wc is Attic,”* and a
favourite form in the LXX (1564 hits). Atticistic tendencies or Septuagintalisms
are the probable reasons why €wg has been substituted for &you(c)uéxor(s).
Thus, Ewg is to be rejected.

Secondly, uéyoi(c) exists as a varia lectio for dyxoi(s). The pnéyolg 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 &yptc. In the same way, uéyot is likely
an alteration of &youv 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 &you(g). Thirdly, the use of &nd in place of &yoL(c) in Acts 20,6
(P R E 33) is likely another scribal embellishment. The substitution of
Enc/uéxou(c)/amd for dxor(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.*®® This leaves only &xoic to contend with &xot as the
initial form.

The NT textual tradition attests to &yoig 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; Gal 4,2; Phil 1,5;
Heb 4,12; Rev 7,3; 15,8; 20,3.5. Most of these references have Codex Athous
Laurae (W) 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 &yxoug
before consonants represents a secondary corruption. However, some (or many)
witnesses support dxolg 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 &yt fic appears without a variant &youc T and that this is
probably due to euphony in the NT.** This is incorrect. The &xot fic has &xoic
fic as a varia lectio in Mt 24,38 (f%)/Lk 17,27 (®), and in Lk 1,20. Luke-Acts
has &oLg as a varia lectio in every textual location followed by a vowel. Hence,

434 palmer 1980: 274.

45 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: &yoL with consonants,
dyowg 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 (P X A B

CDEWOW /3157440 1241 Hk Byz™). 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 (f° < ©), so they do not carry entirely independent
testimony. Nevertheless, they follow the practice of reading dyoig with a vowel.
They should be accepted as initial. Lk 21,24 should read &xoic ov with C D
157 892 1241. Likewise, Acts 7,18; 11,5; 20,6.11; 28,15 should all read & o< as
they are followed by a vowel. In detail, idiomatic &ygic o¥ is read by both Lk
21,24; Acts 7,18. This hints at authorial usage. Lk 1,20 has @yows (W © 461),
dxoig fic (D K W), and &xo. % (rell) as variant readings. The &yoic ic 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 dyoug and
dyouL fic by two different scribes copying the text independently. One with
Atticistic tendencies would drop the final sigma (—&yot fig fuéoag), the other
one would probably drop fic because of a confusion of similar sounds between
IC and HC coupled with the desire for euphony (—d&yois fuépag), or due to
haplography (fjc fuéeac). One might accept that &you fig turned into &yoic Mg
due to later developments in Greek, but it is difficult to explain why &xot fig
would be changed to &xotc, because the rough breathing sound makes it hard for
| and H to assimilate to create &yxoic. Therefore, Lk 1,20 should read &xoic fic
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 &yot 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 @yt with dxoL as a varia lectio in just one witness (ms.
1243). Heb 3,13 has almost the same situation: &yt is read only by P 0243
1518, while &xotg is found in the rest of the tradition, including P*®. Both textual
locations most likely read &yoic. Both times the next word begins with a vowel
(so the UBS/NA). A reformed documentary hand in P reveals that it is a work
of a professional scribe, who probably dropped the final s due to Atticistic
tendencies.*®” These textual locations likely set the authorial style to &yt before
consonants, and &ypig before vowels. This requires that Rom 11,25; 1 Cor
11,26; 15,25; Phil 1,6 should read éyoLc.

87 ENTGM 83-84.
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Revelation has only one case of &ypic with a vowel, in Rev 2,25, unless one
is prepared to read &ypic &v or &yolc ov with some Byz™ in Rev 7,3. This latter
case is not likely.**® Manuscripts A Byz™" read €wc¢ 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 &yot with consonants, dyotg with vowels should be followed in Revelation as
well. Rev 2,25 should read &yoic.*®® The final sigma should be retained and the
brackets removed from the UBS/NA. Elsewhere in Revelation &youg is a later
corruption.

To summarise, @yolg has probably been Atticised to &iyoL 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.%° This seems to have taken place especially in Luke-Acts.
Metzger argues that in Acts 11,15 it is difficult to know whether Atticism was
operative,”' 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.*”> 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 &iyolg even with consonants following. &yxoiwg 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 &yot. These results are similar to those of the Westcott-Hort edition
but depart from the UBS/NA.*?

88 Aune (1998a: 427 n. 3.d.) notes that secondary nature of &xoic in Rev 7,3.
8 J K. Elliott 1972b, 1976:149; Aune 1997: 199 n. 25.b.

49 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 dyot in Acts 7,18; 11,5; 20,6
without discussing the alternatives.

“UTCGNT 339.

2 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”.

3 J K. Elliott (1972b: 135; 1976: 149) has &xoic 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 BGAAm™** appears generally in
Attic and occasionally in Koine forms in the NT textual tradition. The &Balav
was originally a Doric form that survived well into the fifth century.*”® The
following table summarises the findings.

Reference, Style Koine Readings Attic Readings

Mt 13,48 c | #Barav D 700 #Borov X B C W rell

Mk 12,44 v | N/A #Barov R ABD W rell

»Lk 21,4 1 | NA gBalovR ABD W rell

Lk 23,34 1 | N/A #Bahov P RABCD W rell
»Jn 19,24 v | NA €BarovR AB W rell
In21,6 v | N/A #BohovR ABCD W rell
Acts 16,23 1 | NA #Barov P*R ABCDE rell
Acts 16,37 1 | #Bakav BD gPBarov P R A E rell

Rev 18,19 v | #ahav C 1828 Hipp EBarov R A rell

Note: at times there is also BaAilov as a variant reading. They have not been
listed.

The Attic §Balav 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
gBalav. 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) éBalav is found as a
varia lectio. 1t 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 éBalav in Acts 16,37 (B D). The LXX reads éBalav in 1 Kgs 6,1 (but
LXX Codex L has évéparav).*

The earliest references in the non-literary papyri are €Bala in P.Oxy. 2729.18
(tv AD), and €Balav in P.Apoll. 63.12 (AD 703-715). Since the Koine forms
generally appear in the second century,”’ it is not surprising that related
compound forms ovvéBaia in P.Ross.Georg. iii, 4.14 (11 AD), énéfaiav in

4 BDAG, farlw — "to throw, put, cast”, notes the Koine form.

95 18], BaAhw. 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.

4% The LXX Codex L (Purpureus Vindobonensis, v/vi AD) is not the NT Codex L (Regius, vin
AD).

7 Mandilaras 1973: 149,
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P.Rein. 47.10 (11 AD), and é€€éBalav in BGU 1673.9 (11 AD, written defectively
as éEaifaiav) are the earliest known forms of &Bala*. Nevertheless, the alpha
forms have not been found before the second century. In literary works
Hippolytus is the earliest reference.**® 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 textual locations (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.*” 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 €Bahov (contra BDF §81, the UBS/NA), supported by P’* & A E rell.

4.5.5. EI44*

The indicative aorist forms of 60dw>® (¢1d*) 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.

Reference, Style [ Koine Readings ] Attic Readings

SINGULAR

Jn 1,48 c | N/A £1dov P 8 A B WP rell

1,50 c | NA £idov P R A B W™ rel/

Jn 18,26 c | NA eldovR ABCW rell

Acts 7,34 1 | NA £id0ov P"*} A B C D E rell (cite LXX)
Acts 11,5 1 | NnA €160v P*R ABDE rell

Acts 26,13 | 1| N/A eldovR ABCE rell

Gal 1,19 ¢ | N/A €idov PY°' R A B rell

Gal 2,14 c | N/A eidov P R 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 £da (P*7 10 hits, R 37 hits, A 37
hits, C 18 hits).

Rev 17,3 v | €ida A Hipp eloov R rell

Rev 17,6 v | elda R A 2329 idov rell

PLURAL

Mt22 c | N/A edouevR BCD W rel/
Mt 2,9 ¢ | NiA ' | €1830vRBCD W rell
Mt 2,11 ¢ | N/A eldovR BCD W rell
Mt 13.17 ¢ | eldav® BN 33 eidov C W rell | €ideiv D
»Lk 10,24 I | eldav PPRBCLN331071 | eldov AD W rell

498 Hippolytus, De antichristo, section 41 line 31.

“ Aune (1998b: 971 n. 19.a.) notes the variants. He reads #8alov. The LXX 1 Kgs 6,1 probably
suffers from a textual corruption.

S0 BPAG, 060G — to catch sight of, see, perceive, witness”, does not note the Koine form.
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Mt 17,8 c | N/A £1d0v R ABD W rell

»Mk 9.8 v | NA £60vRABCD W rell

Mt 25,37 ¢ | etdapev B idouev R A B2 D W rell

Mt 25,38 ¢ | N/A etdouev R ABD W rell

Mt 25,39 c | NA eldouev R AB D W rell

Mt 25,44 c | N/A eidopev PPRABD W rell

Mk 2,12 v | etdapev CD etdopev 87 A B rell | s’t’&ov“wwlv‘écpdvn R’
»Lk 5,26 I | etdopey C 137677788 etdopev R ABD W rell

Mk 2,16 v | eidav D 186vtec R ABC W rell

Mk 6,33 v | €ldav D eldov R AB W rel/

Mk 6,50 v | eldav® B g1dov A W rell | omit D © 565 700
Mk 9,9 v | N/A gidov R A B C W rell | idooav D
Mk 9,14 v | €idav B’ €100V R B2L W A W |¢ldev A C D rell
Mk 9,38 v | eidauev DN W 346 eidouev R ABC W rell

»Lk 9,49 1 eidauev L eidouev PPRABCDW rell

Mk 11,20 v | NA eldovR ABCD W rell

Mk 16,5 v | N/A eid0ov R A B C D rell | Bedpovory W
Lk 2,20 1 | NJA £100v R AB D W rell

Lk 2,30 1 | NA £100v R A B D W rell

Lk 7,22 1| etdate A 1373467788 £ldete X B W rell | eidov D

Lk 9,32 I | eldavR L eidov P*> ABCD W rell

Lk 19,37 1| NA £100v R ABD W rell

Lk 24,24 1 | NA eldov PR A B C W rell | eidopev D
Jn 139 v | eldav P PP BT C WP eidov X A B rell

Jn 6,22 v | N/A £16ov P” A B W rell | eldev PR D
Jn 6,26 v | etdate D €1dete PP R AB W rell

In19,6 v | N/A £100v R A B W rell

Jn 19,33 v | N/A £160v R2 A B W rell | eioov R’

Acts 4,20 I | eidapey P*RAB D W 104 etdopev B” C rell

Acts 6,15 1 | eidav A eloov R BCDE rell

Acts 9.35 1 |eldavABC €l6ov PR D E° rell | eloev E

Acts 12.16 1 | €idav AB eldov P R CE rell | i86vtec D

Acts 28,4 1 | etdav B eldov P* R A C rell

Phil 1,30 c | N/A £idete PR A B rell

Phil 4,9 ¢ | NVA £10ete PR A B rell

Heb 3,9 1 | NA €idov PR ABC rell

Heb 11,23 1 | NA €idov PR A B rell

Jas 5,11 1 | tdare 876 £idete W A B rell

The Attic first person singular €idov appears 47 times in the NT textual
tradition. Twice its Koine equivalent €ida appears as a varia lectio (Rev 17,3
with A Hipp; 17,6 with ® A 2329). The Attic plural £idouev, £idete, and gidov

are found 43 times with their Koine equivalents eidapev, eidate, and eidav 21
times as variae lectiones. The Koine forms cover the vernacular (10/56, 18%),
the conversational (2/13, 15%) and the literary (11/21, 48%) parts of the NT.



164

They are unevenly distributed. Matthew has 2/9 (22%), Mark 6/10 (60%), Luke-
Acts 10/17 (59%), John 2/7 (29%), James 1/1 (100%), and Revelation 2/39 hits
(5%). The LXX has €idav 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 etdov predominates in the LXX
usage (120 hits). The UBS/NA reads eidauev in Acts 4,20 and £idav 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 €idav in Mk 6,50 (X

B); Lk 9,32 (R L). This is probably due to some inconsistency of choice.

The €idog in BGU 1143.19 (18 BC) is the only Koine form found in the non-
literary papyri before the second century. Its Attic rival €ideg is found e.g. in
UPZ 70.5 (152/151 BC); BGU 923.11 (1-11 AD*""); PSI 1033.10 (AD 166); SB
7368.28 (1i-11 AD). Other Koine forms are found from the second and third
centuries. The €ida is found in P.Diog. 46.18 (AD 141/142), eidauev 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 €idav in P.Sakaon 44rpdupl (iv AD).>** The
eldate 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 €idate in Phil 9,1 (/1 AD),** although the work leans more
towards the early second century (most would date it to AD 110-140).>* The rest
are no earlier than the second century AD (e.g. Herodianus, Epitaphium Abercii,
Protevangelium Jacobi).”® Thus, some Koine forms might have existed in the
first century, but they are found no earlier than the second century except £idac.
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 €idag, which does not
appear in the NT.>*® 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.”” 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

5% The editor of editio princeps has written €ldag into his text, and noted the original, misspelled
form oidec in the footnote. I disagree with the editor with his decision to read €ldag, as oideg implies
more likely €1de¢ due to itacism than eidac.

502 Gignac 1981: 343; Mandilaras 1973: 152.

593 This is the only occurrence of any alpha form in the Apostolic Fathers.

5% See, e.g., [http://www.earlychristianwritings.com/polycarp.html].

05 E.g. Herodianus, IHepiravdv, volume 3 part 2, page 356 line 11; Epitaphium Abercii,
Epitaphium, line 10; Protevangelium Jacobi, section 47 line 12,

3% The NT attests €1d¢g in Acts 26,16; Rev 1,19.20; 17,8.12.15.16.18.

597 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 (¢idapev in B’),
which may be rejected as a secondary corruption. The £idav in Mt 13,27 has a
relatively strong external combination (R 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 €idov 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 (eidapuev C D); 2,16
(eldav D); 6,33 (e1dav D); 6,50 (eidav R B); 9,14 (e1dav B"). Only Mk 9,38 has
a stronger external support for eidapev in genealogically independent witnesses
(A-text: N ¥; 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 EIAA*. P* is Atticistic in nature elsewhere. Little if anything can be
inferred from it as a secondary, indirect testimonial to the possible Markan usage
of EIAA*. 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 EIAA* 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 €idov 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, €idauev and €idate appear as variae lectiones in
every textual variation location in Luke-Acts. £idav 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 p/ural 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:
eidapev in Lk 5,26 (C 13"°7*%) 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 eidapev in Acts 4,20; eidate in Lk 7,22; and €idav in Lk 9,32;
Acts 6,15; 9,35; 12,16; 28 4.

Koine variae lectiones appear twice in John. Jn 1,39 reads €idav (P® P”> B’
C W™); Jn 6,26 has €idate (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 €idov 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 €idate 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.°%
Revelation contains 39 times the first person singular €idov, twice with Koine
€100, as a varia lectio, in Rev 17,3 (A Hipp); 17,6 (R A 2329). The preponderant

authorial usage is decisively against €ida. Although it appears in such a good
witness for Revelation as Codex Alexandrinus, it is likely a second-century
corruption.

4.5.6. EITIA*

The indicative aorist forms of Aéyw>* 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, el and
giwag appear in 12/39 (31%) textual locations. By contrast, the Koine/Attic
variation occurs in almost every textual location with plural forms: elwate and

3% J.D. Miller (2003: 241) accepts the Attic eidete without any discussion of the rival reading. It is
not mentioned, so perhaps he was not aware of its existence, or chose to ignore such a singular reading
altogether.

% BDAG, Aéyw — "to say”, does not note the Koine form.
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gimav appear in 132/138 (96%) textual locations. The following table
summarises the findings.>"

Reference, Style | Koine Readings | Attic Readings

SINGULAR

Mt 16,11 c | N/A einovR BCD W rell

Mt 26,25 ¢ | elmacPP"RABCDW rell N/A

Mt 26,64 c | eltagRABCDW rell N/A

Mt 28,7 c | elna R SitovR°ABCD W rell

Mk 9,18 v | elma RBFLWW f 287 etov A C D rell

Mk 12,32 v | elnagR* A B W rell ginec X" D L Byz™*

Lk 20,39 1 | elmag® ABD W rell Méyews f

Jn 1,15 v | N/A gimov P R A B C" D W rell

Jn1,30 v | NA gimov PSR A B C WP rell

In 1,50 v | N/A gimov P R A B W rell

In37 v | N/A gimov P X A B W™ rell

In3,12 v | N/A gimov P> R A B WP rell

Jn3.28 v | N/A gimov P R A B D W™ rell

Ind.17 v | elnac P AB*CD W rell elnec X B

In 6,36 v | N/A einov P RAB CD W rell

Ing24 v | N/A ginov PR BD W rell

Jn9,27 v | N/A glov P R ABD W rell

Jn 10,25 v | N/A gltov P R AB W rell | MGhw DO

Jn 10,34 v | elna PP R B W rell (citethe | elmov AD A © 0211/ 33 579 Byz™
LXX)

Jn 10,36 v | N/A ginov P> R ABD W rell

Jn 11,40 v | N/A gimov PS> RABCD W rell

Jn 11,42 v | N/A elnov PR ABCD W rell | towd ©

Jn 13,33 v | N/A ginov PR A B CD rell | sionra W

Jn 14,2 v | N/A glnov PR ABCD W rell

Jn 14,26 v | N/A gimov P RABD W rell

Jn 14,28 v | N/A gimov PSR ABD W rell

Jn 15,20 v { N/A elwov P A B D W rell | EhéAnoon R

Inl6,4 v | N/A gimov X ABD W rell

In 16,15 v | NA glwov R ABD W rell

Jn 16,19 v | N/A einov PR ABD W rell

Jn 18,8 v | N/A einovR ABCD W rell

Jn 1821 v | N/A elnov PR AB C W rell

51% 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 UBS/NA text instead of
textual variants. Thus, Mealand’s treatment of the Greek of Luke-Acts should be augmented by noting
that Luke-Acts has more Koine forms than listed in the UBS/NA (see the discussion in the text).
Mealand gives the following statistics for Luke-Acts with compounds: *eima 1 hit, *elmog 1 hit,
*eimopev no hits, *elmate 3 hits, and *elwav 44 (46) hits. Yet the manuscript tradition has the
following statistics when excluding the compound forms: eiwa 3 hits, elwag 1 hit, elwapev no hits,
elmate § hits, and elrav 48 hits. So, even without the compounds the figures are higher.
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Acts 11,8 1 | elma D gitov P* R A BE rell
Acts22,10 |1 | elna P D gwov R A BE rell
Acts22,19 |1 | N/A eimov PR ABE rell
Acts26.15 |1 | elna P*ABCEH™ 5233 1 ctnov R rell
81 88 104 330927 1175 1243
17397 1854 2344
(Gal2,14 c | N/A glwov P rell
Heb 3,10 1 | elma AD°33 441 442 Byz™* Chr glwov P R B C rell
Cyr Euthal (D has a misspelling
stav)
Heb 10,7 1 | N/A gimov PR A C rell
PLURAL
Mt2.5 ¢ | elnavR B ginov C D W rell
Mt93 ¢ | elmav B eimov R C D W rell
Mt 10,27 ¢ | einate RBC D W rell N/A
Lk 123 |1 | eimate PPRABCD W rell elunre P
Mt 122 ¢ | elravR BCO 33 glwov D W rell
»Lk 6,2 1 | elmav WX gimov R A B C rell | €heyov D 579
Mt 12,24 c | NA elmov R BC D W rell
»Lk 11,15 |1 | elnav BR elwov PR ACD W rell
gEAGAnoay Aéyovrec P
Mt 13.10 ¢ | elmav R B L © 33 1247346+788 glwov D W rell
Mt 13,27 ¢ | elnove S ginovR BC D W rell
Mt 15,12 ¢ | elnav i gtmov C W rell
AMéyouawy BD O /' £ 33 579 700
Mt 15,34 ¢ | elmav R/ £ elwov B C D W rell
»Mk 8.5 v | €lmov R BN W A 565579 gimov A C D rell
Mt 16,14 ¢ | elmav BII 33 gtmov R CD W rell
‘»Mk 8,28 v | ettavR BCLA 579 anexplBnoav A D W rell
»Lk 9.19 1 | elmav P BR D 700 etwov A C W rell
Mt 17,19 ¢ | eimav R 579 girov BC D W rell
Mt 17.24 ¢ | elnav®°BD glmov X C W rell
Mt21.5 ¢ | elmrare R B C D W rell (cite the N/A
LXX)
Mt 21,16 ¢ |elmavR BDLO 124 glwov P¥ C W rell
Mt 21,27 ¢ | einavR DO 124 gurov BC W rell
Mt21,38 ¢ | NA glrov® BC D W rell
»Mk127 | v |einavR BCDLWA W gimov A rell
287 209
Mt22.4 ¢ | elmate RBCD W rell N/A
“Mt25.8 ¢ | elmavBCL ®33 ginov® A D W rell
Mt 26.18 c | etnare R ABD W rell N/A
»Mk 14,14 | v | einate RABCD W rell N/A
Mt 26,35 ¢ | elnav © 33697 eltov PP"R ABCD W rell
Mt 26.61 ¢ | elnavR © 124 glmov ABCD W rell
Mt 26.66 ¢ | elmav R733 elmovR* ABC D W rell
Mt 26,73 c | etmwav 124 eimovR ABCD W rell
»Jn 18,25 v | elmav P® gwov X A B C W rell | elnev A
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Mt27.4 ¢ | elmav L /% 33 Eus Chr emovR ABCD W rell
Mt 27.6 ¢ | ewrav B L 33 Eus glwov R A CW rell
Mt 27.21 ¢ | elmavDL©O©33 glmwovR ABCW rell
Mt 27,49 ¢ | elmav B 124346788 elmov D | Eheyov R A C W rell
Mt 28.7 ¢ | etmate RABCDW rel/ N/A
Mt 28.13 ¢ | einate RABCDW rel/ N/A
Mk 10.4 v | elmaovR BCD W 28579 gimov A rell
Mk 10,37 v |emavBC DLAW elwov R? A C* W rell | omit sentence 8
Mk 10,39 v | elnaovR BDLWA® 1424 1 elwov A C rell
Mk 11,3 v | eimate RABCDW rell N/A
Mk 11,6 v |elmovALATIW 72 elmovR BC D W rell
»Lk 19.34 1 | elnav® BLOr giwov A W rell | dmoxo(Bnoav D
MkI1216 |v |elnav® BCDL W A W 28700 etwov P¥ rell | Aéyovow A 579
33
»Lk 20,24 1 | elnav® BCLW 33579 elmov AD W rell
Mk 16,7 vV | einate RABCD W rell N/A
Mk 16.8 v | geimav D gitov R ABC W rell
Lk 1.61 1 | elmavR DL WA #2579 700 Chr | elmov A B Crell
Lk3.12 1 |einavCDWW elmov R A B rell
Lk 533 | |[eltavBCDLNRVW®O 13 elmov R A rell
33700
Lk 7,20 I | elnavR BDL® 7001071 glwov A W rell
Lk 7,22 1 | eimate D W 579 anayyethate PR A B rell
Lk 9,12 I | elnav L O elnov PR ABCD W rell
Lk9.13 I | eltav® BCDL®33124 elwov A W rell
Lk 9.54 1 | elnavP*" R BCL®579 elmov AD W rell
Lk 10,10 1 | etmate PP RABCDW rell Méyetau 579
Lk 13.32 1 | eimote PP RABCDW rell amayyeihate 124
Lk 17.5 1 | einov8 BDL X 118209 1582 glnov A W rell | sinev E-
Lk 18.26 1 | elmrav® R 124 gtrov A BD W rell
Lk 19.25 1 | eimav® BL 1071 elmov A rell
Lk 19.33 I | elmav® BL33°Or eimov AD W rell
Lk 19,39 I | elmavR ABDLOr elmov W rell
Lk 20,2 1 | elwav ® B LR 69 34678 eltov A CD W rell
Lk 20.3 1 | elmote RABCD W rell N/A
Lk 20.16 1 [ €lmaov® BDGLRQW 33 gimov A C W rell
Lk 20,39 1 {elrovR BDLQ gimov A W rell
Lk229 I | elmav P° BR C DL 124478 elwov A W rell
Lk 22,35 1 |einavP®BDLTV 124 elmov R A W rell
Lk 22,38 1 | elmavP?*BRDLTQS579 gimov A W rell
Lk 22.49 1 | elnavP”"BRDLTXW¥ elmov A W rell
Lk 22,70 1 | elmavP®BRLT elmov AD W rell
Lk 22,71 1 | elnavP”BR DLQTX 1071 gimov A W-rell
Lk245 1 | elxav P’ BR C D L Mcion gimov A W rell
Lk 24,19 1 | gimav PP BR 133 gimov A W rell
Lk 24,24 1 | NVA elrov PR ABD W rell
1

Lk 24,32

einav PP BR L33

eiwov A W rell
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gimav P B CT W A 063

Jn 1,22 v elov R A C° rell

In1.25 v | eimav P BC" L W X 33 Or gimov R A C rell

Jn 138 v | eimav PP B C* WP gimov R A C rell

Jn2.18 v | elmav P B L N W*P 0162 33 elwov R A rell

Or

Jn 2,20 v | elmav P BN W™ 0162 579 Or | elmov R A rell

In3,26 v | elav P%" B N W™ euwov R A rell

Jn4,52 v | elmav D gimov PSSR A B C WP rell

Jn 6,25 v | elmav W gimov R A B D rel/

Jn 6,28 v | N/A elrov PR ABD W rell

Jn 6,30 v | N/A eltov P° R A B W rell | imev D

Jn 6,34 v | gtav © eimovP" R ABD W rell

In 6,60 v | elmav D gimov PR A B C W rell

In73 v | elmav P eimov P>R BD W rell

In7,35 v | eimav P%° gimov PP R BD W rell

In 745 v | elrav © elov P B D W rell | Aéyovowv PR

Jn7.52 v | elnav P BDKNT W © 33 elov R rell

Jn§,13 v | elmav ® ginov PR BD W rell

Jn 8,39 v | elwav P RBCDN® 33 0r elwov W rell

Jn 841 v | elmav PR DWO gimov P” B C rell

Jn 8,48 v | elnav PPBRCD W ©33579 Or | elmov P rell

Jn 8,52 v | elnavR DO gtwov P B C W rell

In 8,57 vV | elnavR DO ginov P> ABC W rell

Jn9.12 v | elnav PR BD W gimov P” A rell

In 9.20 v | elmav PR BL W33 gimov A D rell

Jn 922 v | elmav R elrov P> ABD W rell

Jn9.23 v | eltav PP BRD W' elmov P A W' rell

Jn 9,24 v | elnav P RBDNWG elwov A rell

Jn 9,26 v | elrav R’ gimov P A BD W rell

Jn9,28 v | elmav PR D W 579 glwov P” A B rell

Jn9.34 v | elnav PR BD W © 579 elov A rell

Jn 9,40 v | elntavRDW gimov P*" A B rell

Jnl1.12 v | elnov PR O eitov PPABCD W rell

Jn 11,37 v | elrav R elmov P> BC D W rell
gheyov AKTI

Jn 11,46 v | elav PR D glwov P* ABC W rell

Jn 12,19 v | eimav PR B giwov A D W rell

Inl6,17 v | elnav P B W 33 suvov R A D rell

Jn 18.7 v | elmoav P D X Or glnov R AB W relf

In 18,25 v | elmav P*® gimov® ABC W rell | glnev A

Jn 18,30 v | elnav PR BCN glwov A W rell | elnev D™

Jn 18,31 v | N/A elwov PR ABC W rell

Jn 19.24 v | eimav P R L W X Eus PsAth eimov A B W rell

Acts LIl |1 | elnavRABC DW 8] elwov E C’ rell

Acts124 |1 | elnavR ABC D 81881175 Eus | elmwov E C° rell

Acts 2,37 1 | eimav D’ ginov A B C rell

gimoviec R D° 049 614716117249 1246
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Acts 4,19 1 [ eimav P*B 1175 eimov R A D rell
Acts 4,23 1 | eirovP*RBDW 1175 giov A E rell
Acts 4,24 1 | elnavP*RABDP1 1811175 eimov E rell
1646
Acts 5,29 1 | elnav P*R ABE 1175 1646 gimov rell
glnev D
Acts 6,2 1 | elmav P*ABC 1175 gutov R E rell
Acts 1022 |1 | einav® ABCES8! ginov P’ D rell
Acts 12,15 |1 | elnav P*R AB81 1175 giwov P* E rell | Ereyov D™
Acts 1346 |1 | elnavP“RABDW 8188 1175 giwov C E rell
Acts 1620 |1 | girav® A BE 81 glwov C D rell
Acts 1631 |1 | eimav P*R ABDE 81 88 2344 glmov rell
Acts 17,32 || | eirav PR BE 88 2344 ewwov A D rell
Acts 19,2 I | elnav P12 1 88 1245 1854 elwov rell | omit P*'"*R ABDEW
33 1739 Hk
Acts 19,3 I | elnavP”RABE 188 elwov P*! rell | Eheyov D
Acts 21,20 |1 | elmav P"* R E 88 307 2344 gimov A B rell | eimovieg CD P 1 69
104 323 1175 1243 1891 Hk ByzZ™
Acts 234 I | elnov PR B 33 88 1245 1646 eiwov A CE rell
2344
Acts23.14 |1 | einavP**RABCEPS8I elvov rell
88 307 309 1646 1828 2344
Acts 2821 |1 | elmav P™*R A B 049 81 88 462 eimov rell
1646 1854 /°
Col 4,17 ¢ | eirate R ABCrell 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 eimav as a singular reading in Mt 9,3
(B); Mk 16,8 (D); Jn 4,52 (D); Jn 6,60 (D); Jn 9,22 (R); Jn 11,37 (R), but
rejected it in Mt 15,12 (R); Mt 26,73 (ms. 124)//In 18,25 (P®); Jn 6,25 (W); In
6,34 (©); In 7,3 (P*); In 7,35 (P%); Jn 7,45 (©); Jn 8,13 (©); Jn 9,26 (R"); Acts
2,37 (D"). Similar inconsistency appears with sub-singular readings. They have
been accepted in Mt 2,5 (R B); Mt 26,66 (N* 33); Lk 6,2 (W X, parallel to Mt
12,2); Lk 9,12 (L ), but rejected in Lk 11,5 (B R, parallel to Mt 12,24); Mt
13,27 (© f°); Mt 17,19 (® 579). Likewise, this inconsistency appears in other
textual locations. The elmav is read in Mt 15,34 (8 /'%); Mt 16,14 (B IT 33); Mt

17,24 (8* B D); Mt 26,61 (% © 124); Lk 18,26 (R R 124); In 11,12 (P* R ©); Jn
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11,46 (P R D); Jn 12,19 (P% & B), but rejected in Jn 8,52 (8 D ®); In 8,57 (R D
®); Jn 9,40 (R D W); Acts 4,19 (P” B 1175). Summarising, the UBS/NA reads

gimov 95 times and rejects it 22 times. The elmav was used in Attic, but elnov
predominated until the Koine period.”'" Consistency would have required that all
cases of eimov 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 elwav/eimov 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. el appears in BGU 1141.50 (13 BC), 2604.17
(7 BC), 1847.12 (1 AD); PSI 391.23 (242/241 BC); P.Quseir 13.3 (1-11 AD); UPZ
62.15 (163 BC), einag 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 eimauev in P.Cair.Zen. 59354.8-9 (243 BC);
PSI 512.18 (2537252 BC); P.Tor.Choach. 11bis.68 (119 BC), 12.296 (117 BC);
UPZ 185.22 (152-146/141-132 BC). The second-century evidence is too large to
be included here, but all forms of EIITA* are found. This phenomenon is
partially explicable by the fact that Attic already used elmoc.’'? 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: eima appears in Mt 28,7 (R"); elmav in Mt 2,5 (R B); 9,3 (B);
13,27 (© /2); 15,12 (R); 17,19 (R 579); 26,66 (X" 33); 26,73 (ms. 124); 27,49 (B
1247478 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

S Gignac 1981: 336.
s12 Gignac 1981: 336-337. LSJ, elmov, notes that the form is Attic, Epic, and lonic.
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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 elmeg with R™ D L Byz™". Instead,

Mk 12,32 should read einag. 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 €irmate. There are six singular and sub-singular readings: Lk 6,2 (W
X); 9,2 (L ®); 11,5 (B R); Acts 2,37 (D"); 11,8 (D); 22,10 (P™ D).>"® 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 €iwov, with no Koine
glma as a varia lectio. In other words, they are limited to one particular form.
Only one exception is found. Jn 10,34 reads elmo with P> 8 B W Byz. This

location contains a citation from Ps 81,6 LXX, reading ¢y® €lmo 8eoi &07e, 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 (©); 7,3 (P*); 7,35 (P*); 7,45 (©®); 8,13 (©); 9,22 (R);
9,26 (R"); 11,37 (R); 18,25 (P®). 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 gimav in P® at Jn 7,3.35; 18,25 as
a substitution for the Attic form,”'* but such a contention is probably wrong in
light of the general Koine usage in John. It is probable that the initial Koine
eiwov has been lost in Jn 6,28.30; 18,31. John should be read with Koine forms

313 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger (2004b) note that D reads elma, but instead of discussing
its merits, they only note that it is rare in Attic Greek and found also in Acts 26,15.

54 Royse 2008: 823, 824, 828.
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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 gimov.
By contrast, Col 4,17 reads uniformly Koine eimate. They need not be
considered further. Heb 3,10 attests to Koine €ita as a varia lectio with A D¢
33 441 442 Byz™® Chr Cyr Euthal. Heb 10,7 reads uniformly Attic imov, 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. EIXHAOA*

The indicative aorist forms of eioéoyonar’" 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 | NA eiofh0ovR ABCD W rel/

Mt 27,53 c | N/A giofiMov A B C W rell | iABov D

Mk 5,13 v | eiofrBav W ciofiABov R A C D rell | eiofih0ev B ©

»Lk 8,33 1 | NA eloRABov P° R A B C rell | elofqi8ev SU W
Q £ 565 700 | Gounoav D

Lk 7,45 1 | NA eiofh8ov R ABD W rell

Lk 9,52 1 I N/A elofAov P* 8 A B C D W rell | eioiABev
p7s

Lk 11,52 I | eioir@ate PPR ABC°D | elorilBete rell

ETHLMWT A /333
565579 1071

Jn 18,28 v | N/A elohABovR A B C W rell
Acts 1,13 1 | NA giofjhBov R A B CE rell | elofhBev D
Acts 5,21 1 | NA glofiMBov P*R A BDE rell
Acts 16,40 1 [ NA eloih0ov P* R A B E rell | fA8ov D 1175
Acts 28,16 1 | elonABapev A eionhBouev R B rell

fikBouev L W 056 pc Hk Byz"™
Heb 4,6 1 | N/A giofiA0ov PR A B C rell

The plural forms of eiloRAB* appear 13 times in the NT. The Koine forms
appear as variae lectiones as follows. Acts 28,16 reads sionABauev as a singular
reading in Codex A. Lk 11,52 has eiofiA@ate with P> 8 B A C° D W pc,
accepted in the UBS/NA. Mk 5,13 has eiofjABav as a singular reading in Codex
W. The LXX has eiofABapev as v.l. in Jdg 18,9 (A); eioniBate in Jos 24,6;

515 BDAG, sioéoyonar — “to enter”, notes the Koine form.
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Amos 4,4; Jer 2,7; 51,8; and €iofiABav 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:
giofABa in BGU 846.8 (11 AD); P.Mich. 221.5 (ca. AD 296), eionABauev in
P.Oxy. 1670.17 (/tv AD), and eiofAOav in P.Gen.2 3.17 (AD 178); SB
15452.3 (it AD); P.Oxy. 123.14 (u1/tv 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 eiofjABav 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
eionABapev 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 eiovi\@ate with an impressive list of witnesses (P8 A B C°D E

HL M WT A 33565579 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 P> 8 A B D W #* would be considered quite certainly the initial

reading in Luke, but not here. Contrary to the UBS/NA, Lk 11,52 should read
gionABete. 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 #w’'® 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.

Reference, Style | Koine Readings Attic Readings

Mt 14,5 ¢ | NA elxov R BCD W rell
Mt 21,46 ¢ | NA elxov R BCD W rell
Mt 27,16 c | N/A elyovR A BD W rell
Mk 3,10 v | N/A ) elxovR ABCD W rell
Mk 8,7 v | elxav R BD W A 1424 gixov A C rell | omit 565

18 BDAG, &yw - “to have, own”, notes the Koine form.
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Mk 8,14 v | N/A elxovR ABCD rell
Eoviec PP WO /P 565700 00
Mk 11,32 v | N/A gixov X A B C rell | #idewoav D W Q 565
Lk 4,40 1 | eiyavD gixovR ABC W rell
Jn'1522 v | elyav D glxov A D? rell | elyooav PR BL N 1 33
In 15,24 v | eixav D’ elyov A D rell | elyooav PR BLO" 1 33565 |
Acts 2,44 I NA €lxov P*R ABC DE rell ”
Acts 4,14 1 | N/A elxov P*R ABDE rell
Acts 13,5 I | N/A glxov P"* R A B C D rell | etyovtec E
Acts 16,19 ! | elyov 8L avtic D none (addition in D only)
Acts 19,14 ! | elyav 10vg ... D none (addition in D only)
Acts 25,19 |1 | N/A glyov P*R ABCE rell
Heb 11,15 1 | elyav p* gixov R A rell
Heb 12,9 1 | etyapev P* eiouev PR A rell
2Jn5 v | elxauev R A elxouev B rell
Rev 6,9 v | NA glxov R A C rell
Rev 9,8 v | glxav R A 792 gixov rell | ixoviec Byz™ Prim
Rev 9,9 v | NA glxov P'* R A rell -

The Attic elyopev appears twice (Heb 12,9; 2 Jn 5), both times with its Koine
equivalent elyauev as a varia lectio: as a singular reading in Heb 12,9 (P*®), and
as a sub-singular reading in 2 Jn 5 (R A). Royse takes the former as a

substitution for the Attic form.>'” The Attic eixov appears 18 times in the NT, six
times with the Koine elyav 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 (P*®). Twice it is better
supported, in Mk 8,7 (8 B D W A 1424) and Rev 9,8 (% A 792). Codex Bezae
attests two more cases of €ixav 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 Koine 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 Koine forms are found as follows in the non-literary papyri: eixo in
P.Cair.Isid. 65.5 (AD 298/299), eiyapev in UPZ 18.26 (163 BC); P.Oxy. 2873.9
(AD 62); SB 9386.42 (11 AD), eiyate in P.Oxy. (1-11 AD), and €iyxav in P.Oxy.
1585.2 (/1 AD); P.Par. 23.26 (AD 163); P.Ryl. 238.11 (AD 262). The eiyav
appears also in some Attic inscriptions of the Roman period, but the form is
nowhere unanimously attested.’'® The Koine forms are attested from the third
century onwards in literary works.’'® The related compound verb mpogiyav is

57 Royse 2008: 815.
318 Gignac 1981: 332.

519 Testamentum Salomonis, section 117 lines 9 and 33; section 18 lines 2 and 9 (111 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. 11, 41 (AD 46). Hence, the Koine forms are contemporary with
the NT.

There is one textual location with eixav as a varia lectio in Mark, against
three Attic-only locations. This probably sets the authorial usage as Attic,
although the external support for eiyav in Mk 8,7 is quite strong (R B D W A

1424). Although Mark is vernacular, it seems best to take eixav 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 eiyav
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 €ixav. 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 eiyav 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 etxov with Codex Bezae only.

There are two textual locations in Hebrews, both with Koine variae lectiones
in a single witness P*®: Heb 11,5 (elyav); 12,9 (etyapev). 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 [ accept these Koine readings. This would require
changes to the UBS/NA in these two textual locations. 2 Jn 5 has elyouev as a
varia lectio in its only occurrence of the imperfect of &w. It is a sub-singular
reading (X 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 eixav 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 eiyav 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 of AapuBévem**° 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.

Reference, Style Koine Readings Attic Readings

Mt 10,8 ¢ | N/A éNGPete R BC D W rell

Mt 12,14 c | NA EhaPov R BCD W rell

Mt 16,7 c | NA E\GPousvR BCD W rel/

Mt 16,9 ¢ | N/A ' | éAdBete RBC D W rell

Mt 16,10 c | N/A | éA6Bere RBC D W rell

Mt 20,9 c | NA #Lopov R BC D W rell

Mt 20,10 c | NA E\afov R B CD W rell

Mt 22,15 c | NA EAafovR BC D W rell

Mt 25,3 ¢ | NA ' fAaBovR BC D W rell

Mt 25,4 c | NA #.0Bov R BC D W rell

Mt27,1 c | NA £\apov R A B C W rell | émoinoav D

Mt 27,9 ¢ | NA thafov R A B C W rell (cite LXX)

Mt 27,30 ¢ | NA fAofov R ABD W rell

»Mk 14,65 |v | N/A #hapov R A B C rell | éhéppavov D G W pe
EPar(M)ov pc | natéparov 579

Mk 11,24 v | NA ENGPeTe RBCL W A W | Mi(u)peobe D O £ 565
700 | hauPavete A rell

Lks5,5 1 | é\éBopev A #AaBopev PPRBCD W rell

nli2 v | éaav B #opov PR AB CD W rell

Jn1,16 v | NA ENGBouev PR A B C D W™ rell

n12,13 v | &apav P #\aBovR ABD W rell

nl178 v | N/A #hafov PR ABCD W rell

Jn 19,23 v | N/A g\ afovi® AB W rell

Jn 19,40 v | N/A f\afov R A B W rel/

Acts 7,53 1 | N/A Ehapete PR ABCDE rell

Acts 19,2 1| NA ' éNGBete P*R A B DE rell

Acts 10,47 1 | N/A #hapov P*R ABDE rell

Rom 1,5 c | N/A é\dpouev R A B C rell

Rom 5,11 c | NA éhapopev X A B C rel/

Rom 8,152 |c | N/A éNGPete R A B C rell

Rom8,15b | c | N/A Ehapere PR A B C rell

1 Cor 2,12 c | NA Ehapouev PR A B C rell

2Cor 11,4 ¢ | N/A tAGPete PP R A B rell

Gal 3,2 ¢ | N/A ¢\apete PR A B C rell

Col 4,10 c | N/A E\GBete PR A B C rell

Heb 11,35 1 | N/A | #noBov PR A rell

Heb 11,36 1 | NA #Lafov PY R A rell

20 BDAG, happdve — "to take, grasp”, does not note the Koine form.
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1Jn2.27 v | éhdfate B EhGPete R A Crell

2Jn4 v | N/A ghapouev A rell | ragerdfopev 1729 | Ehafov R B
Rev 17,12 v | EhaBav 2049”2196 EhaBov R A rell

Rev 20 4 S Nia N Brafon & A vl

The Attic forms éLaPouev, EAGPete, and Ehafov appear 39 times in the NT.
Their Koine equivalents are sparse: éLdfauev is found in Lk 5,5 (A), éAdBate in
1 Jn 2,27 (B), and &afov in Jn 1,12 (B”); 12,13 (P*); Rev 17,12 (mss. 2049
2196). The UBS/NA rejects all of these Koine forms. The LXX has éAafav 2
Sam 23,16 and as v./. in Jdg 1,24 (A).

The Koine forms are found in the non-literary works as follows: & afa in
P.Athen. 61.11 (1 AD); P.Thomas 8.4 (1 AD); O.Berenike 101.1 (AD 32-70),>*!
gEhofag in SB 5218.7 (AD 156), éNaPauev in P.Hamb. 39.14 (AD 179),
P.Louvre I 33.2 (AD 200), éAéfate in P.PalauRib. 28.7 (1 AD), and €éLafav in
P.Oxy. 3988.7-8 (1 AD); SB 15380.9 (11 AD). In the literary works, éAGfauev is
found once in Heraclides.’” The Attic forms are also found in the first/second-
century non-literary works. The &€ afec e.g. in O.Bodl. 972.3 (1 AD), ¢éLapouev
e.g. in P.IFAO 8.8 (1 AD), éM&Bete e.g. in SB 9050.51 (1-11 AD), and €Aafov e.g.
in P.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 éAdfoauev as a singular reading in Codex Alexandrinus. All three
references in Acts (7,53; 19,2; 10,47) read Attic without Koine variants. This
sets the authorial usage to Attic, and marks éAdfapev in Lk 5,5 (A) as a
secondary corruption. John has two textual locations with Koine &\afav 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 é\dfate, and Rev
17,12 &afav, in spite of the fact that they are singular and sub-singular
readings. This would require changes in the UBS/NA.

52 Second-century witnesses abound with Evapa: O.Claud. 153.6 (AD 100-120), 155.4-5 (1 AD),
166.8 (AD 100-120), 1674 (AD 107), 220.8 (AD 137-145), 234.6 (1 AD), 236.2-3,6 (1 AD), 438.7
(AD 137/138), 441.7 (AD 137), 511.9-10 (AD 145), 546.8 (AD 145), 629.3 (AD 188/189);
Chrest. Wilck. 480.9 (1 AD); P.Heid. 399.21 (AD 149); P.Miinch. 120.19-20 (1 AD).

522 Heraclides, Fragmenta, fragment 50, lines 15 and 18 (/11 AD).
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4.5.10. EAETAN

Aéyw > 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 €Aeyav
(R 25 hits, A 20 hits, B 25 hits, C 23 hits, D 25 hits, W 23 hits)
Reference, Style Koine Readings | Attic Readings
Lk 4,22 1 | NA gheyovR AB D W rell
Lk931 |1 | NA Eheyov PP "R ABCD W rell
Lk 22,65 1 | NA Eheyov PP R ABD W rell
Lk 24,10 1 | é\eyav D #heyov PP R AB W rell
Jn4,33 v | NA #heyov PR A B C D WS rell
Jn 4,42 v | N/A Ereyov PP R A B C D W rell
Jn5,10 v | N/A Eeyov PP R A B C D W™ rell
Jn 6,14 v | N/A #reyov PPR ABD W rell
Jn 6,42 v | N/A #heyov P R ABCD W rell
n7,11 v | N/A Breyov PR BD W rell
Jn7,25 v | N/A #heyov PR BD W rell
In 7,31 v | &eyav D #reyov PR B W rell
| Jn 7,40 v | &eyav D° Fheyov PR BD" W rell
Jn 8,19 v | N/A Ereyov PR BD W rell
Jn 8,22 v | #eyav D' Eheyov P R B D W rell
| Jn 8,25 v | N/A Eheyov PR BD W rell
Jn9,8 v | N/A Ereyov PR ABCD W rell
[ In 9,10 v | Eheyav R’ Ereyov PP R?AB C W rell
simav P glmov D
In9,16 v | Eheyav R’ #eyov PO RZA B D W rell
Jn 10,20 v | Eheyav R’ Eheyov POERZA B C D W rell
Jn 10,24 v | &eyav D FAeyoy pPYIASETVidNR A BW rel/
n1041 v | N/A Eeyov PR ABD W rell
In 11,36 v | Eheyav R’ Eeyov PP RZABCD W rell
Jn 11,47 v | Breyav R #heyov PPABCD W rell
Jn 11,56 v | heyav R D #heyov PP A B W rell
In 12,29 v | NA #eyov PR ABD W rell
[ Jn 16,18 v | N/A E\eyov PR ABD W rell
Jn 19,3 v | N/A #\eyov PSR AB W rell
Jn 19,21 v | N/A Fheyov X' AB W rell
| Jn 20,25 v | N/A #heyov R ABD W rell
| Acts 2,13 1 | N/A #heyov R} A B D° E rell | héyoviec D
| Acts 9,21 1 | NA freyov P*R ABC W rell

523 BDAG, Méym — "to say”, notes the Koine form.
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Acts 12,15 1 | NA #heyov PY* R ABD W rell

Acts 17,18 |1 | N/A EreyovR A B D W rell i

Acts 21',4” S gheyav B Eheyov P*RACErell

Acts284 |1 [ N/A Fheyov R A B rell

Acts 28,6 1 | ékeyov B £Aeyov PR A rell

Jude 18 I |[N/A Eheyov P2 R A B C rell N
Eheyev K 456 656 2473 ['2

Rev514  |v | NA Ereyov R A rell

Attic £heyov is found in 61 textual locations in the NT. Thirteen of these
contain Koine &\eyav as a varia lectio: Lk 24,10 (D); Jn 7,31 (D); 7,40 (D°);
8,22 (D); 9,10 (R); 9,16 (R); 10,20 (R); 10,24 (D); 11,36 (R); 11,47 (R); 11,56 (R
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 &\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 &\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: €leyog in BGU 595.9
(AD 79-80), and &\eyav in P.Flor. 132 (AD 257). The Greek literary does not
have the alpha forms before the fifth century.’** 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 #eyav is found.’” 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 &Eleyav
is authentic. Rather, it is quite decisively a later corruption.

4.5.11. EMA®A*

The second person plural indicative aorist form of pavedévm>® appears in both
Attic and Koine forms in the NT textual tradition, although Attic predominates.
The summary is found below.

Reference, Style Koine Readings | Attic Readings

Rom 16,17 |c | NA tnGOete PR A B C rell
Eph 4,20 c | NA tuGBete PYR A B C rell
Phil 4,9 c | N/A éndOete PR A B rell

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.

26 BDAG, navddvm — "to teach”, does not note the Koine form.
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Col 1,7 ¢ | tndBate R énéBete P A B C rell
Phil 4,11 c | N/A #uabov PR A B rel!

The Attic éuaBete appears four times in the Pauline corpus (Rom 16,17; Eph
4,20; Phil 4,9; Col 1,17). The Attic &uoBov is found once, in Phil 4,11. Each text
was written in conversational style. There is one Koine variant reading éud8ote,
in Col 1,17. It is a singular reading in Codex Sinaiticus. There are no entries in
the LXX. The Koine usage is found in some non-literary works as follows:
guaba in P.Abinn. 8.20 (AD 342-351), éudBauev in P.Oxy. 1032.25 (AD 162),
and éudBate in P.Fouad. 25.93 (1t AD). There are no hits for the literary texts.
The scribe of R only occasionally employs the alpha forms, other than elmav
(40/405 hits). Thus, éudBate 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 Koine forms of the aorist of pavldvw, 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. EEEBAAA*

The indicative aorist forms of &éxpdaAAm>?" appear both as Attic and Koine forms

in the NT textual tradition. Half of their textual locations have the variation,
summarised below.

Reference, Style Koine Readings Attic Readings

Mt 7,22 c | N/A $EeBdhouev B C W rell | Eefaihopev R

Mt 21,39 ¢ | éEéBalav D £EéBarov B C W rell | #Barov R

»Mk 12,8 v [ N/A $EEBahov R ABC D W rell

»Lk 20,12 1 | NA ¢EéBarov R A B C W rell | 8EéBarlov 118
tEandéotelthav D | éEémenpav 69

Lk 4,29 1 | N/A #EéBarov R ABC D W rell

Jn9,34 v | éEéBarav P® W £EéBarov PP R A B D rell

Jn 935 v | ¢EéBarav P £EéBokov P° R AB D W rell | 8EéBathov ©°

Acts 13,50 I | 2&éBarav 226 ¢EéBarov P**R A B C D E rell

The Attic ¢Egfdhouev and €E€Balov appear uncontested in Mt 7,22; Mk
12,8; Lk 4,29; 20,12. The Koine ¢E€Baiav is found in four references as singular
and sub-singular readings; Mt 21,39 (D); Jn 9,34.35 (P*® W, P%); Acts 13,50
(ms. 226). There is one case of Synoptic parallels (Mt 21,39 // Mk 12,8 // Lk
20,12), in which the evidence divides between reading Koine éE€paiav (v... Mt

32T BDAG, #xpaiho — “expel, send out, remove, disregard”, does not note the Koine form.
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21,39) and Attic ¢E€Barov (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 P% are the earliest known cases. Royse takes both of them as
scribal substitutions.’*® 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 ¢EéBalav 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 P® was
a practiced one, writing in calligraphic hand.’”® 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 P® alone, or nearly alone, are not
indisputable, as there are no extra-biblical references to support the Koine usage.

4.5.13. EEHAO@A*

The indicative aorist forms of &E¢pyonar> appear both as Attic and Koine

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.

Reference, Style Koine Readings Attic Readings
Mt1l1.7 C | eENABateRBCDGLNPW ¢ENAOeTE rell
07" Q2833157 Cyr
£EeAnAi0ate F A

Lk 724 I | éEirBote P°BRADL W /2 £EfAOete K1 /' 157
157° 565 579 1424 Cyr
gEelnhvbare rell

Mt11.8 ¢ | ¢EqMBote RBCDLNPWA® | &Efhbete rell
2833 157 788"
£EeAnAvBate F
»Lk 7.25 1| tedhOate PP"YBRADLW £EihOeTe K MTT /' 124

[ 3H69¥I46+788 53 | 1 gvid | 57 5654700
579 1071 1424

EEeAnAv0ate rell
Mt119 ¢ | éEMMPate RBCDLNP®28 EEMAOeTE rell
33157

528 Royse 2008: 824.
5 ENTGM 381.
330 BDAG, £Eépyopar — to g0 out, to go away”, notes the Koine form.
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¢EeAnlvbate F W
»Lk 7.26 I | eEqhate PP BR D L 13" 72478 13 gete £ 346
157 56577 579 1071 1424
tEeAnAiBate A W rell
Mt 26.55 c | eEMBote RABCEFGLWA EENABete rell
@ 328331424
fiAbate D
»Mk 14,48 v | éEMMBate RABCDEGHLN ¢ENADeTE rell
W A @870 432579 1071 1424
»Lk 22,52 1 | éeqMBote PP BRDLTOf? £EiAOeTe K MII W 0171 1 1424
28 157
579 Or
EEeAnAiBate A W rell
Mt 25,1 ¢ | EEfMBav © £ETNOOV R BC D W rell
Mt 26,30 ¢ | NA EERAQoy PPVididSNidR A BC D W
rell
»Mk 14,26 v | N/A EENMBOVR ABC D W rell
Mk 3,21 v | N/A EENMOOVR ABC D W rell
Mk 8,11 v | ¢ENMBav 472 ¢ERAOBoV PR A B C W rell
¢EniOooav D
Mk 14,16 v | N/A £EfMBOVR ABCD W rell
Lk 8,35 1 | NA £ERABOV PR ABCD W rell
nagayevopuévwv D
In 4,30 v | N/A $ERABOY P R ABCD W rell
In 12,13 v | NA EERABOV PR ABCD W rell
In21,3 v | éERABav D EENMBov R AB C W rell
Acts 16,40 I | ¢&&mrBav R D £EfMOov P* ABE rell
1Jn2.19 v | ¢éERiBav A B C Cl Cyr CyrH Did £ENABoV R rell
Epiph MarcEr PsOec
2Jn7 v | EEfABav A ¢ERABov P'* R B al AnastS
giofiABov rell PsOec
3Jn7 v | ¢ERMBav R B £ERABov A C rell
Rev 9,3 v | ¢&ERABav 2021 EENAOov R A rell
Rev 15,6 v | é&Eq\Bay C EENAOOY PR rell | £ETAGEY A

¢EnABa* has several hits in the NT textual tradition. 8EqABate 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 éEqilBate
in each Synoptic textual location with strong external evidence. Each location
has the Attic 8EABete as a variant reading. The UBS/NA accepts $EfA0ate in
every textual location. The éEfABav is more sporadic and rare. It is found in Mt
25,1 (®); Mk 8,11 (ms. 472); Jn 21,3 (D); Acts 16,40 (R D); 1 Jn 2,19 (AB CCl
Cyr CyrH Did Epiph MarcEr PsOec); 2 Jn 7 (A); 3 Jn 7 (R 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 éEfjABav in Acts 16,40; 1 Jn 2,19. éEnAhBa*
appears as a varia lectio in the vernacular (8/13, 62%), the conversational (5/6,
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83%), and the literary (5/6, 83%) parts of the NT. The LXX has é€qA0ate in
Exo 13,3; éEfqA0av 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.

EZHAO®A* is not found before the second century in non-literary papyri.
8EnABa is found in P.Oslo 155.1 (1 AD), éERABag in P.Tebt. 575.1 (1 AD),
gENABapev in P.Gen. 144.10 (11 AD), éEnABarte in P.Tebt. 420.5 (11 AD), and
gENABav in P.Mich. 492.7 (1 AD). éEnABav is found in two literary works, in
Liber Enoch (11-1 BC)**! and in Protevangelium Jacobi (1 AD).>** 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 éEnABav, though supported only by ®. 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 ¢ERABav 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 €EfjA8ov 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 (8ENABav 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

53! iber Enoch, Apocalypsis Enochi, chapter 18 section 5 line 3.
532 Protevangelium Jacobi, 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 §ER\Bav 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 (8ERMBav) in every textual location (1 Jn 2,19; 2Jn7; 3 In 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
in2Jn7;3JIn7;Rev9,3; 15,6.

4.5.14. EIIEBAAAN

The third person plural indicative aorist of émiBaAAw
textual tradition as follows.

533 appears in the NT

Reference, Style Koine Readings Attic Readings

Mt 26, 50 c | N/A EnéBarov PPRABCD W rell

»Mk 14,46 v tnéparav R B E¢néBarlov ACD W rell

Acts 4,3 1 | NA ¢néBarov P* R A B CE rell | éneBdrovreg D
Acts 5,18 1 | NA gnéparov PPV R B D E rell | EnéBaihov A
Acts 21,27 1 gnéfolav A ¢néBarov R B CE rell | énéBarrovowy D

The Koine (Doric) énéBaiav is found as a varia lectio in Mk 14,46 (R 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 20 «

. BDAG, smﬁa):Mu = thrO\.)v over, lay on, beat upon, fall to etc”, notes both Koine forms as
variae lectzones;.LSJ, ¢mBdAdw, 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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83%), and the literary (5/6, 83%) parts of the NT. The LXX has éEqA0ate in
Exo 13,3; ¢€qABayv 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.

EZHA®A* is not found before the second century in non-literary papyri.
¢EMABa is found in P.Oslo 155.1 (1 AD), éERABag in P.Tebt. 575.1 (1 AD),
¢ENABauev in P.Gen. 144.10 (1 AD), éEqABate in P.Tebt. 420.5 (i1 AD), and
¢ENAOav in P.Mich. 492.7 (11 AD). éEifABav is found in two literary works, in
Liber Enoch (1-1 BC)™' and in Protevangelium Jacobi (1 AD).>*? 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 éEfABav, though supported only by @. 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 ¢ERABav 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 ¢éEfjABov 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 (¢E71A6av 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

3! Liber Enoch, Apocalypsis Enochi, chapter 18 section 5 line 3.
332 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 (8 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 ¢EfAOav 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 (€ENABav) 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
in2Jn7;3Jn7; Rev93; 15,6.

4.5.14. EIIEBAAAN

The third person plural indicative aorist of &mBdilm’

textual tradition as follows.

appears in the NT

Reference, Style Koine Readings Attic Readings

Mt 26, 50 ¢ | N/A gnéporov PPRABCD W rell

»Mk 14,46 v ¢néfarav R B tnéparov ACD W rell

Acts 4,3 1 | NA ¢néparov PR A B CE rell | éneBaroviec D
Acts 5,18 1 | NA ¢néparov PR B D E rell | ¢néBatlov A
Acts 21,27 1 ¢néBaiav A ¢néforov R B CE rell | eénéBarrovowv D

The Koine (Doric) énéBaiav is found as a varia lectio in Mk 14,46 (R 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

53 BDAG, émBdiho — “throw over, lay on, beat upon, fall to etc”, notes both Koine forms as
variae lectiones; LSJ, ¢mpaAilw, 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 énéBaia in P.Herm.Rees. 67.11 (vI AD), and énéfalayv
in P.Rein. 47.10 (11 AD).>** 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 (¢mnéBaiav —
énéfarov). However, this is unlikely in view of the absence of énéBala* in the
first-century evidence. The éxéBaiav in Mk 14,46 (R B), and Acts 21,27 (A) are

likely secondary corruptions.

4.5.15. EITHAO®AN

The third person plural indicative aorist of énéoyouat>’ appears once in the NT,
in Acts 14,19. It has the Koine/Attic variation as follows.

Reference, Style Koine Readings Attic Readings
Acts 14.19 ]T ¢niMavR AB énih@ov P* C D E rell

The UBS/NA accepts the Koine form with ® A B, as opposed to its Attic rival

¢éni\Bov with P* C D E rell. There are no LXX entries. Additionally, the
UBS/NA reads énfiABayv in Jn 4,27 with 8" alone in a textual variation location,

which otherwise contains ABav/MABov 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 érni, which suggests that éxfiABav 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.

énfiABav 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 (1/tit AD); Pap.Choix. 25.10 (111 AD);
P.Gen.2 1623 (AD 207).>*® Nothing is earlier than the second century. The
earliest literary work to use it is by Nicon (x1-x11 AD).**” Therefore, éxfjABav in
Acts 14,19 (and in Jn 4,27) presents a secondary corruption.”® The UBS/NA
requires a change to éxfjAbov.

334 Gignac 1981: 342,

%35 BDAG, énépyopan ~ “arrive, come upon, happen, attack”, notes the Koine form as a varia lectio
for Acts 14,19.

536 Gignac 1981: 341.
%37 Nicon, Canonarium vel T ypicon, chapter 4 page 105 line 10.

53 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 ebpiorw>* 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 | ebpav D eboovR A B W rell
Mt 26,60a c | NA gbgov X A BC D W rell | etglonov © 124
Mt 26,60b ¢ | ebpav N° £00ov A C°D W rell | omit ¥ B C' N
Mt 27,32 c | NA eboov R ABD W rell
Mk 1,37 v | N/A gbpovR BDL
e0p6vteg A C rell [Méyovieg W

Mk 11,4 v | N/A gvpovR ABCD W rell
»Lk 19,32 1 | etoav W eboov X A B D rell
Mk 14,16 v | N/A evpov R A B C W rell | énoimoav D
»Lk 22,13 1 | N/A eVoovR ABCD W rell
Lk 2.16 1 | &vetpav B’ &vetioov R™ A B rell

eboav 2L eboov D W £ /1 565 579
Lk 2,46 1 | NA eboovR ABCD W rell
Lk 7,10 1 | NA eVgovR ABCD W rell
Lk 8,35 1 | edoav P” B’ eVpov R A B2C W rell | Bewonodviwv D
Lk 232 I | eioapuev B'LT 17°% 1071 | efipopev P R A B2 D° W rell | ebpov D
Lk 24,2 1 | N/A eboov PR ABCD W rell
Lk 24,3 I | NA eboov PR ABCD W rell
Lk 24,24 1 | NA gboov PR ABD W rell
Lk 24,33 1 | NA eboov PPRABD W rell
Acts 5,10 1 | ebgavAE gvgov R B D rell
Acts 5,22 1 | N/A eboov PR ABDE rell
Acts 5,23a 1 | eYoopev E etipouev X A B D rell
Acts 5,23b 1 | eboopev P*E etgouev R A B D rell
Acts 13,6 1 | eboav A gboov P*R BCDE rell
Acts 19,19 |1 | N/A eboov PR ABDE rell
Acts24,12 |1 | N/A gvoov P*R A B W rell
Acts24,18 |1 | N/A VooV PR A BC W rell
Acts2420 |1 | N/A eboov PR ABC W rell
Acts27,28a |1 | N/A edoov PR ABC rell
Acts2728b |1 | N/A gdoov P™* R A B rell | elipopev C

The Attic eoouev and elipov are found 29 times in the NT. Nine textual
locations testify to the Koine forms as variae lectiones. The elpauev appears
three times, in Lk 23,2 (B"L T ¥ 1*'%2 1071); Acts 5,23a (E); 23b (P™ E).**® Lk

339 BDAG, eboioxw — “find, discover”, notes the Koine form as a varia lectio for Lk 23,2; LSI,
eDolo%w, 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.>®' Still, it was accepted by the
UBS/NA. P™ contradicts itself within one verse in Acts 5,23 by first reading
gUoouev and right after that eUpauev 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
gioav is found in Mt 22,10 (D); 26,60b (N°); Lk 2,16 (X* L); 8,35 (P” B);
19,32 (W); Acts 5,10 (A E); 13,6 (A). Lk 2,16 also has avevpav (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 etpauev in Ezr 4,19; etpav
in 2 Sam 17,20. The Attic is read elsewhere.

The non-literary papyri have ebpa in P.Yale 66.15 (1 AD); P.Lond. 254v.53
(11 AD), ebpac in UPZ 78.10 (159 BC); BGU 1898.353 (AD 172), elipauev in
P.Alex. 26.16-17 (/111 AD); P.Mich. 226.27 (AD 37), 512.2 (11 AD); P.Mil.Vogl.
74.10 (AD 138); P.Oxy. 2274.10 (11 AD); P.Princ. 67.3 (/11 AD); P.Ryl. 131.16
(AD 31); PSI 1080.4 (111 AD); SB 6222.12;14,34 (11 AD), 10918.4 (11 AD), and
gvpav in SB 9203.11 (AD 222-35). etipopev is also found in some literary
works: in Apocalypsis Esdrae (1 BC)** and in works of Eratosthenes (11i-II
BC),>* Heron (1 AD),** and Vettius Valens (i AD).>* No literary work has
gvoav. Ostraca O.Edfou. 466.5 (1 AD) might read ebpav, but this is uncertain, as
the beginning of the word is lost, though €YPaN is visible. There is uncertainty
whether the visible part of the text is the ending of another word or not. The
Koine (Ionic) &vevpato appears in Apollonius’ Argonautica (i1 BC),>* a poetic
work, which so far is the only reference to &vevpa* outside the NT. Hence, the
Koine forms could have been used by the biblical authors.

evoav appears twice in Matthew as a singular reading, in Mt 22,10 (D);
26,60b(N°). 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

3 Metzger 1992b: 54-56.
2 Apocalypsis Esdrae, page 30 line 3.
543 Epatosthenes, Catasterismi, chapter 1 section 28 line 10.

344 Heron, Dioptra, section 10, line 25; De mensuris, chapter 24, section 1, line 6, chapter 45
section 1 line 11.

5% Vettius Valens, Anthologiarum libri ix, Kroll’s edition, page 82 line 7.
346 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 eipapuev and ebpav as secondary variant readings. This
requires a change to etipouev 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 é&vevpav, since (1)
evp0v/eEOV has a less impressive external support than &vetpav/avetoov, (2)
the Koine form is likely contemporary with the NT, and (3) it is a text-critical
hapax legomenon. dvevp* appears nowhere else. It does not need to comply
with the Lucan usage of 0pov.

4.5.17. EGYT'AN

The third person plural indicative aorist of gevyw>* appears with Koine/Attic
variation in the NT textual tradition as follows.

Reference, Style Koine Readings Attic Readings

Mt 8,33 c | N/A gpuyov R B C W rell
»Mk 5,14 v | N/A EpuyovR ABCD W rel/
‘»Lk 8,34 1 | &puyav D WA gpuyov PR A B C rell
Mt 26,56 c | NA gpuyov R ABC W rell
»Mk 14,50 v | N/A EpuyovR ABCD W rel/
Mk 16,8 v | N/A EpuyovR ABCD W rell
Heb 11,34 1 | N/A gpuyov PR A B rell

There are two Synoptic parallels: Mt 8,33//Mk 5,14//Lk 8,34 which has the
Koine €puyav 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 €puyov
in Mt 8,33; 26,56; Mk 5,14; 14,50; 16,8; Heb 11,34. The LXX has épuyav in
Jdg 7,21; 2 Sam 10,13.14; 13,29. The UBS/NA does not accept &pvyav in Lk
8,34.

7 BDAG, gevym — “flee, escape, avoid”, does not note the Koine 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 mpooepUyauev is found in the
P.Fam.Tebt. 15.72 (AD 114), and mpooépuyav 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 ¢ <
N (uebBevel for undevi) and o < o (wedoomov for mpdowmov). This is
detectable already in the third century BC. It became a common element in
Greek during the second century AD,**® 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 éwpax* vs. €é6pax*
variation.>* In Attic §6pax* forms prevailed, but Koine had édoax* forms.>>
The LXX predominantly reads éwoax* with 76 hits. The é6pax* has 20 hits.
The following table summarises the NT textual tradition for this Koine/Attic
variation.

Reference, Style Koine Readings Attic Readings

Lk 1,22 I | édooxev® AB*CD W rell gé6paxev B'E G H A 33

Lk 9.36 1 | édoaxav B 700 s600nev P*°
#6paxav P C2 L

Ewpdnoowv R A rell gopanaow C'EH W © 33 788

topaneow G | 20éacav D'}
t0edoavro DS

nl,18 v | tdoaxev PR A B C W™ rell g6paxev P” B? By

Jn 1,34 v | &doaxa PR A B C rell gé6oaxa P>'% G" W™ @ 0233 33 124
Byz"

Jn3.11 v | tmodxauev PR A B rell £ogbxapev P” WP A TT° 083 33 565
788 Byz"

Jn332 Edpaxev PR A B D W™ rell §6paxev L A 083 Byz"

In 5,37 ¢wgbuate PR ABD W rell gopdxate PP L W A © I 33
565 Byz™

In 6,36 v | twodxate RABCD W rell #6parev LTATI By

In 6.46a tdoaxev PR A B CD rell £Spanev B L W A © 565 788 Byz"

Jn 6,46b v | édoaxey PR A B*CD rell é6oaxev B'L WA TT " 0233 13 33
69 124 346 565 Byz"

Jn 8.38a v | édoona PR BCD W rell ogdna P L © 565 Byz"

In 8,38b tmodxate PR DNSUAWYQ tooGuate rell | ixovoate P R* B C

2 118 124 157 700 1071 1424 KLY W®/ 33565

8 palmer 1980: 177.
9 BDAG, 6pdm — “catch sight of, visit, perceive, experience”, notes the variation.

0 BDAG, 606w; BDF §68. TLG search reveals that Aesopos (VI BC) used éddoan* forms (unless
they are scribal corruptions in themselves). LSJ, 6pdw, notes that the alpha forms are late (i.e.
Hellenistic) with roots in Homer and Ionic.
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In 8,57 v | tdpaxacR*AB*C D/ /2579 £6paxac P rell
700 Byz™ .
Edoanec W tépaneg B ©
thoonev R’ g6oaxnev P™ 070
Jn 9.37 v | édoarag R AB DS /22157 gdoaxag P B° W rell
579 700 1071 1424 Byz™*
Jn 14,7 v | éwpdxoate PRABC Df topdnate rell
/22157579 700 1071 1424 Byz™
Jn 149 v | édoaxev PPR ABD W rell §6ooxev PPEHK L A © 2 28 565
788
Jn 15,24 v | tmpénaoiy R A B D rell £opbdnaowy PYEGHKLMTA ©
2" 33 565
Jn20.18 v | édoaxa X BL W 1071 g6oaxa P® N )
§dooxev A D rell ¢6oaxev GKMA OII 078 565
fwodnauev S 33
Jn 20.25 v | éwpdxanev R A B? rell gopdxapev B EGKLMWA®2
565
Jn 20,29 v | édoaxagN ABCD/ /22157 edoonas W rell
579 700 1071 1424 Byz™
Acts 7.44 1 | éwodxet P*R A B C rell ¢dpanel P
Edoaxey E W 104 330 1175 gdpaxev D H
1646 1739**%+1%91 2497 2495
Acts22,15 |1 | épanac PR A BE rell g§6oaxag L 1175 2344
1Cor9,1 ¢ | édoaxa P A B? rell #6oaxa ® B'D*FGK P 33 1175
1646 1735 2464
Col 2,1 ¢ | #dooxav ABD FG 0150 §6parav P* K" C P 048" 0208
édodxaow D' W 075 Byz goodracw 8?2 D H 0278 Byz™
Col 2,18 ¢ | édpaxev P A B? rell §60oxev R B"CDIP
1Jn 1,1 v | éwodxauev R A B C rell ;%Qduausv B 467" 1175 1845 2464
1Jn12 v | twpdxapev R B? rell gogdxapuev A B' 1175 1845 2464
1Jnl3 v | twpdnapev R A B* C rell gopGxapev B 2527 1175 1845 2464
1Jn3.6 v | édoaxev R A B> C rell §6oaxev B' 2464
1Ind20a | v | édoonev R A B rell é6oaxev B 252" 1846
1Jn 4.20b v | édpanev R A B rell §6gaxev B 252" 459
3inll v | édoaxev R A B2 C rell Did PsOec | é60axev B® 252 1846 2818 Pall

The Duke Databank of Documentary Papyri has only one entry for éboaxa
in the first century (SB 14132.27) and none for the other forms before the fourth
century. Nothing is found for é6pax* 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.

€dpax* 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 éwpan* has the equivalent Attic édpax* as a variant reading. It is, then,
not a surprise that 29 out of 32 occurrences of éwpax* 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 éwpax* forms. In Pauline
references (1 Cor 9,1; Col 2,1.18) 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 P reads the Koine
enoax* in Jn 1,18.34; 5,37; 6,36; 6,46; 8,38; 14,7; but the Attic €6pax* in Jn
14,9; 15,24; 20,18. Papyrus P’ reads the Koine édoax* in Jn 6,36; 14,9 but the
Attic in Jn 1,18.34; 5,37; 8,38. The Attic is supported by P* in Lk 9,36 and by
P'% in Jn 1,34. Papyrus P’ has Koine forms in Acts 7,44; 22,15. These mixtures
probably testify to the second-century confusion over the length of vowels. The
g¢npax* forms should be read in every textual location. The external evidence,
transcriptional probabilities (w — 0), and the probable authorial usages strongly
support them. In light of this, the three Pauline references require a closer look.

The UBS/NA reads é6paxo in 1 Cor 9,1 (8 B* D* F G P 33 pc) against
¢doana (P* B> A D" W 1739 pc Hk Byz). Corrector activities contradict each
other. Codex Vaticanus 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 P*® 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 P*. Transcriptionally, the Attic £é6paxa 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 éhpaxra (contra the UBS/NA).

The situation in Col 2,1 is more problematic due to multiple textual variants.
The choice is between é6paxav (P** 8™ C P 048" 0208), fopdxaciv (R* D* H
0278 Byz™), édpoaxav (A B D" F G 0150), and éwpdxacwy (D' ¥ 075 Byz).
The corrector activity in Codex Bezae attests to a scribal habit of moving the text
from the Koine éwpoaxav to the Attic éopdnaowv via the Koine féwpdxaoiy.
The longer word is probably a later spelling, so the question is whether
géwoaxav or €6paxav is the initial reading. Externally, the decision is
essentially a choice between the ABD trio vs. The P**RC 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 édoonev with the P**AB?
trio vs. £é6paxev with the RBCD quartet. Only R and A are consistent in their

readings within Colossians. The external evidence for §é6paxev is strong, but
could still be a result of Atticism. It is not very likely that the scribe of P*® would
change Attic to Koine. Hence, Col 2,1 should read éwoaxav and Col 2,18
géwpaxev (contra the UBS/NA).

When these three Pauline references (1 Cor 9,1; Col 2,1.18) are changed,
¢pan* is then attested everywhere in the NT in conjunction with the
contemporary Koine,”' and the Attic forms are the result of Atticistic
tendencies.

4.5.19. HAGA*

The indicative aorist forms of #oyouai’*? appear quite extensively in the NT

textual tradition, often as Koine/Attic variae lectiones. The following table
summarises the findings.

Reference, Style | Koine Readings Attic Readings

Mt 2,2 ¢ | N/A fiABouev R BC D W rell

Mt 7,25 ¢ | AABav B N\Bov R CW rell

Mt 7,27 c | HAOov R NABov B C W rell

Mt 14,34 c | N\Bav 084 18ov R BCD W rell

»Mk 6,53 v | ABav W N\Bov R AB D rell

Mt 21,1 c | NVA fir0ov R2B C" D rell
MBev R CPESU W 28

Mt 25.36 ¢ | fAate RABDLWA®M2 | fiAbete rell

331571424

Mt 25,39 fiABauev D 1424 firBopuev R A B W rell

Mk 1,29 v | iMBav L fA0ov R A Crell |iA8evBD WO/ 69
124 565 579 700 788 1424 | iA@wv E”

Mk 3,8 v | fABav D fA8ov R A B C rell | éAnhvBétwv D
omit W (change of sentence)

»Lk 6,18 1 | HBav L N\Bov 8 A B W rell | iABev D

Mk 5,1 v | fABav W M\8ov R AB D rell
#H\0ev CEG LM A © £ 28 579 700

Mk 5,14 v | N/A #A0ov X2 A B L 33 118 579 Byz™*
EEABOV R' C D W rell

Mk 6,29 M\0av B L © 33 1424 NABov 8 A CD W rell | HABev 346

Mk 9,33 N/A fiABov R B W f' 565 1424
fMBocav D | f\Bev A C rell

| Mk 14,16 v | N/A fA00v R ABCD W rell
Lk 1,59 1 | 7oav D’ fA8ov R A B CD? W rell

33! See also Kilpatrick 1977: 110,
552 BDAG, Epyopar — “go, come”, notes the Koine forms.
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Lk2.16 I [ #0avB LO579 fn6ov R AB2D W rell
Lk 2,44 1 | NA fABov R ABCD W rell
Lk 3,12 1 | N/A f200vR ABCD W rell
Lk 4,42 1 | N/A fAbov PP R AB C D¢ W rell
Lk 5,7 1 | §A0av & L W 435 fABov P” A B rell | EN0Gvtec D
Lk 8,35 1 | fa0avP” B’ Hrbov R AB2CW rell
Lk 23,33 1 | s\8av D f\Bov PPRBCLQOW 69 124 157
1071 | aiyABov rell
Lk 24,1 1 | #x8av P” B’ fA8ov R A B2 C W rell | figxovto D
Lk 24,23 1 | Ax8av P” B HA0ov X AB2D W rell
Jn 139 v | "fx8av PP BT C wP Hr8ov R A B2 rell
In3,26 v | AA0av P B® WP ArBov PR A B2 rell
In4.27 v | i\Bav B | éniibay R fABov P57 82 B2 A C D WsUP rell
Jn 4,40 v | N/A fA8ov P%7 & A B? C D WsUP rell
ovvijhBov B”
In445 v | N/A Hirov P> A B C D WSUP rell
EAnAi0woay R
Jn 6,24 v | N/A f0ov PP R ABD W rell
In 745 v | iAoy P #A0ov PP R BD W rell
Jn 10,8 v | AABav 0211 fi\Gov P> R ABD W rell
Jn 10,41 v | NA fABov PSR ABCD W rell
Jn12,9 v | Bav D fABov PS> A B W rell
Jn 19,32 v | \8av P frbov R AB W rell
n218 v | fAav D ArBov PSSR ABC W rell
Acts 4,23 1 | NA M\Bov X ABE rell
Acts 8,36 1 | NA Nh8ov R A CBE rell
Acts 11,12 |1 | N/A fiv0ov P*R ABE rell
Acts 12,10 | 1 | §A6av R A B 33 | mooofiAbav D | HkBov P D E rell
Acts 13,13 |1 | N/A #n0ov P*R A CBE rell
Acts 13,51 |1 | N/A #A0ov PR A CBE rell
rativinoayv D
Acts 14,24 1 | AA6av D fABov R A B C rell
Acts 17,1 1 | N/A fA8ov PR ABE rell
Acts 17,13 [ 1 | #r8av P¥ fx80ov P*R ABCD rell
Acts 20,6 1 [ N/A #ix0opev P"* R AB D E rell
Acts 20,14 |1 | N/A #\Bopev PR AB C DE rell
Acts 21,1 1 | #r06apev P™* 1646 #ihBopev R A B CE rell | fixopev D
Acts 21,8 1 | %\6opev B iiABopey PR A CE rell |fi20ov HL P
049 1 69 88 226 330 547 618 1241 1243
1646 1828 1854 2492
Acts 27,8 1 | N/A fiABopev R A B rell
Acts 28,13 1 | N/A fiABouev R A B rell
Acts 28,14 1 | §ABanuev R A B fiABouev rell
Acts28.15 |1 | #A6av® B fABov A 81 194 330 1270 2344
EENAOOV rell
Acts 28,23 |1 | AABav P A AAbov R B rell | fixov HOL P W 049 1 69

al
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Gal 2,12 c | N/A fABov A C rell | iA8ev P R BD F G 33
330
Rev 7,13 v | MABav 2329 AABov R A C rell | NhBev 2051 2064 2067

The Koine #§\@opev, fiABate, and HABov are found quite often in the NT
textual tradition as variae lectiones for their corresponding Attic equivalents, but
singular 1A0a and A\Bag do not appear.®>® The UBS/NA editors accepted HA8av
in Lk 2,16 (B" L = 579); Jn 1,39 (P> B* C W™P); Jn 4,27 (B); Acts 12,10 (R
AB 33)554; 28,15 (R B). This is not a very consistent pattern, because Mk 6,29
(B L® 33 1424); Lk 5,7 ®® L W 435) were rejected, and there is one singular
and one sub-singular reading. Koine variant readings occur in the vernacular
(14/20, 70%), the conversational (5/8, 63%), and the literary (16/29, 55%) parts
of the NT.

The non-literary works attest to this verb being approximately contemporary
to NT authors in two references. NABag is found in BGU 530.11 (1 AD), and
fiABauev in P.Oxy. 743.9-10 (2 BC). The rest of the occurrences in the non-
literary papyri are from the second century onwards.”> fA8a is found in BGU
814.12 (i1 AD), W\0ag in SB 4630.10 (1 AD); P.Oxy. 1483.3 (/i1 AD),
#iMOapev in P.Oxy. 2342.17 (AD 102); SB 10772.7-8 (/i1 AD), and HAOav in

P.Lund 1.41 (AD 198); PSI 822.10 (i1 AD); P.Yale 81.4 (11 AD). Early literary
works have )AOac in Evangelium Petri (1 AD),>® #i\@auev in Clement (1 AD),>’
and A\Bav in Hermas (1 AD)*® and Hippolytus (I AD).>>® While the Attic
usage predominates, the LXX has NA8a in 1 Macc 6,11; #§A0ouev in Num 13,27;
2 Chr 14,10; fiABoate in Gen 26,27; 42,12; Dt 1,20; Jdg 11,7; Tob 7,1 (v.l. in
Codex R); and N\Oav in Jdg 18,13 (v.l. in Codex A); 2 Sam 13,36; 17,20, 19,16;
24,7; 2 Chr 25,18; 1 Macc 7,11. Hence, the Koine forms may be authentic in the

533 Mealand (1996) discusses HA®* 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 HA®* 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.

354 Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger (2005: 155) do not note this textual variation location.
553 Gignac 1981: 341; DDDP lookup, Feb 10, 2008,

5% Evangelium Petri, section 56 line 1.

557 Clemens Romanus, Homiliae, homily 13 chapter 1 section 3 line 1.

5% Hermas, Pastor, chapter 4 section 1 line 1.

%% Hippolytus, Commentarium in Danielem, book 2 chapter 1 section 1 line 6.
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NT.>*® They are common in the NT textual tradition, and most probably have
second-century roots (20 out of 25).°'

All but one Koine references are singular or sub-singular in Matthew: Mt 7,25
(B); 7,27 (R); 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 (8 ABD L W A © /2 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 o/l 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).”®* Only
Mk 6,29 has a stronger external support (B L © 33 1424). Mk 9,33 shows a
variant where the second aorist has the same ending as in imperfect (-oav). This
was another development in the movement of Koine Greek away from Attic.’®
Its appearance in Codex Bezae seems to betray a scribal habit towards the later
Greek usage. There is no MABav 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 a//
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 fiA8av in Jn 7,45 and 19,32 as scribal substitutions.

81 Mt 7,25 (B); 7,27 (8); Mk 1,29 (L); 3,8 (D)/Lk 6,18 (L); Lk 1,59 (D"); 8,35 (P B"); 23,33 (D);
24,1 (P” B"); 24,23 (P” B"); In 3,26 (P™ B" W*"P); 4,27 (B"); 7,45 (P*%); 12,9 (D); 19,32 (P*®); 21,8
(D); 14,24 (D); 17,13 (P*); 28,15 (R B); 28,23 (P™ A).

%62 Metzger (TCGNT 64) makes no mention of iA8av 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 (P” B'); 23,33 (D); 24,1 (P” B’); 24,23 (P” B"); Acts 14,24 (D);
17,13 (P*); 21,1 (P™ 1646); 21,8 (B); 28,15 (R B); 28,23 (P’ A). Only four
have stronger support: Lk 2,16 (B" L ® 579); 5,7 (8 L W 435); Acts 12,10 (X 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 fA0av: Jn 4,27 (B"); 7,45 (P*); 10,8 (ms. 0211);
12,9 (D); 19,32 (P%); 21,8 (D); although Jn 4,27 has secondary support in Codex
Sinaiticus that has a related verb in its Koine form @nfiA0av). §A0@av has better
external support only twice: Jn 1,39 (P>%7° B C W™?); 3,26 (P”> B* W™). 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 [ 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 W\0av as a varia lectio in ms. 2329 (a singular reading). It is an important
second order witness to the text of Revelation.’® 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. KATHA®A*

There is a very rare compound of )\@a* in the NT corpus, xotiA8opuev>®,
found in Acts 27,5. The following table summarises the findings.

Reference, Style | Koine Readings Attic Readings

Acts 21,3 1 | NA xotirOopev PR A BE rell
xatiyBnuev C L 88 1243 1646 1739 Hk Byz™"

Acts 27,5 I | xatiiBapey P*R A | xoviiBopev B rell

Acts 11,27 |1 | N/A xotir@ov PP RABDE

Acts 13,4 1 | N/A »atit8ov ] B C E | axiihBov P™* A | xatopdvieg D

Acts 15,30 |1 | N/A rotirBov P*R A B C D W 33" 81 88 323 945
1175 1270 1739 1837 1891 2344 | fi\0ov E rell

Acts 18,5 1 | N/A xotihBov P R A B E rell | nageyévovro D

The Koine form has a relatively good combination of witnesses (P™* R A) in
its support. They are not genealogically closely related. The Attic forms
xotABopev and xatiilBov (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 »athiBa appears in SB 11957.17 (v AD), ratiABauev in P.Sakaon
32.24 (11 AD), and xatijAOav 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.*®® It need not be considered further. The zotiAOauev in Acts 27,5 is
likely a corruption to modernise the spelling.

4.5.21. MEXPIY

Both the Attic uéyot and the Koine péyois 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).

Reference, Style | Koine Readings Attic Readings
Mt 11,23 c | NVA uéxot R BCD W rell
Mt 13,30 c | uéxowg W uéxoLR' C rell | €wg B D 1424
Gyot R L
Mt 28,15 ¢ | uéxoc W uéxoL 82 A B rell Chr Or
Fwc R" D 1424 Or
Mk 13.30 v | néyeis ov A B C rell Vict péyor ob R @
g ob D W © 28 209 299 565 f' 12
Lk 16,16 1 | néxors s 892 1241 2193 uéxoL PP R BL /579 Cl Or*

%65 BDAG, xotépyouar — “go down, come down”, notes the Koine form for Acts 27,5.

366 Romanus Melodus (v AD), Cantina, Hymn 42 section 9 line 2. The Koine form appears also in
Chronicon Paschale (Vi1 AD), page 608 line 6.
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gwg A D W rell Epiph O™

Acts 10,30 1 | uéxowg ¥ uéxot P**R ABCDE rell
&xoL 547 945 1739

Acts 20,7 1 | uéyowc PW Hk uéxoL P*R ABDE rell | §ixoL
3103 226" 242 429 945 1739 1891

Rom 5,14 c | uéyow 205 uéxot R AB C rell Cl

Rom 15,19 ¢ | N/A uéxor R A B C rell

Gal 4,19 ¢ | néyorgod X' B 69326330 11752400 | péyorod 1739

dixorg ob 82 A C al Byz" Bas Cl Cyr tixoL 00 2495 Byz"

Eph 4,13 c | N/A uéxoL P*R A B C rell

Phil 2,8 ¢ | N/A uéxoL P* R A B C rell Cyr Eus Or
txotD'F G

Phil 2,30 ¢ | N/A uéxor PR A B C rell
EosDEF G

1 Tim 6,14 1 | NA néxor R A rell

2Tim2,9 1 | N/A uéxoL R A C rell

Heb 3,14 1 | N/A uéxor PR A B C rell

Heb 9,10 1 | uéyoic D? uéxor P* R A B rell

Heb 124 I | péxorg R A rell uéxor P4 D’

As in the case of @ypic, the Atticist grammarians rejected péyols as a
spurious diction.>® It is not as common in the NT as &yxotc, and appears most
often in the Pauline corpus. The puéyoig is found before vowels in Koine literary
works of e.g. Clement (1 AD),’®® Dioscorides (1 AD),°® Josephus (1 AD),>"
Memnon (I BC — 1 AD),”"! Onasander (1 AD),””* Philo (I BC — 1 AD),>"
Philoxenus (1 BC),”™ Plutarch (-1 AD),”” and Strabo (1 BC — 1 AD).”’® The
Greek papyri occasionally have péxoic even before a consonant.’”’ The uéyoic
appears across the vernacular (1/1, 100%), the conversational (4/11, 36%), and

%67 Caragounis 2006: 125. BDAG, péxoic — “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; Gal 4,19; Heb 12,4,

%8 Multiple entries in Epistula Clementis ad Jacobum; Homiliae.
59 Multiple entries in De materia medica; Euporista vel De simplicibus medicinis.
5™ Numerous entries in Antiquitates Judaicae; Josephi vita; De bello Judaico libri vii.

"' 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 soleat; De posteritate Caini; Quod dues sit immutabilis; De agriculta; De ebrierate;
De confusione linguarum etc.

374 Philoxenus, Fragmenta, fragment 504, lines 2, 4.

% Numerous entries in Lycurgus; Themistocles; Aemilius Paullus, Agesilous; Apophthegmata
Laconica; De fortuna Romanorum; De garrulitate etc.

376 Strabo, Geographica, book 1 chapter 2 section 20 line 67 and section 23 line 8, chapter 4 section
3 line 12.

57 BDAG, péxot.
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the literary (5/5, 100%) part of the NT. The LXX has péyotig in Est 5,1; Jdt 5,10;
Tob 11,1; Attic elsewhere (65 hits).

uéyot 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 péyov before a
consonant varies with &yot and €wg, respectively. These variant readings are tied
to a handful of D-text witnesses, and pose no serious “threat” to uéyot, which
should be taken as the initial reading in each case.

u€yoLg appears as a singular variant reading in Mt 13,30 (W); Mt 28,15 (W);
Acts 10,30 (¥)°’; Rom 5,14 (ms. 205); Heb 9,10 (D?); 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 uéyotc. This appears to be an almost consistent habit of the scribe of Codex
¥, who has twelve occurrence of éxoig and puéyotg, 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; Gal 4,19; Heb 12.4.

Mk 13,30, does not pose a serious problem. The UBS/NA reading néyotg ov
is quite certainly the initial reading with the majority of witnesses in its support,
coupled with Mark’s vernacular style. Two variant readings, péxot od (X W)
and Eng o0 (D W © pc f-) are both early corrections, one conforming the
spelling to the Attic diction, and the other probably to a Septuagintal idiom. The
D-text reads €wg instead of &you(c)/uéxoi(s) quite often (9 hits). It is possible
that Latin donec as a translation of uéyoug has spilled over to Greek witnesses as
€wg via Greek-Latin diglots (uéyowg — donec — €wg), replacing the original
uéyoLg, because donec is the equivalent of €wg in Latin translations of both the
Septuagint and the NT.**

Lk 16,16 has three variant readings — uéyotc (/' 892 1241 2193), uéxor (P R
B L /579 C1 Or™), and Ewc (A D W rell Epiph Or”) — followed by Todvvov.
The last one, €wg, is another case of scribal shift to a Septuagintal idiom, a
particular feature in Codex Bezae. Here péyows can be explained as an
unintentional error, because the following word begins with a vowel acting as a

5™ Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger (2004b: 68) do not discuss this variant reading at all, They
read uéyot.

57 J K. Elliott (1972b: 135) missed this variant reading.

8 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 ]3771"). A scribe probably missed this accidentally

and “corrected” the text.!

Acts 20,7 reads péyoic 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 péyot with a consonant, and (2) Codex ¥ often adds
the final sigma to Attic &yot and péyou.

Gal 4,19 contains four textual variants. Two of them are likely Atticistic
corrections. The first is a singular reading, péyotL ov (ms. 1739), and the second
one is &yoL o0 (2495 Byz™).>*? Both readings are to be rejected. The choice is
between uéxoic ob (R™ B pc) and dyoic od (82 A C al Byz"' Bas Cl Cyr). lonic
literary authors preferred uéyot to &yot,”* which favours reading péyoic o,
because Koine usage was mostly influenced by the Ionic dialect. Additionally, in
some cases it is relatively certain that later scribes changed uéyou to &yot. This
takes place in Acts 10,30 (mss. 547 945 1739); Acts 20,7 (mss. 3 103 226"
242 429 9451739 1891); and Gal 4,19 (8?).

Heb 12,4 presents a relatively easy choice. The text should read péyoig with
the vast majority of all witnesses, as it is followed by a word beginning with a
vowel.”® This accords with the general usage in the Koine literary works. Only
three witnesses support reading péxou (P'** D"),*® though the fact that two of
them are early papyri gives some reasons to doubt the authenticity of péypuig.
This is, however, unlikely. Both papyri are Atticistic, so it would be quite natural
for the scribes responsible for P'* and P*® to drop out the final sigma.

Hence, there is no need to change anything in the UBS/NA. The editors’
decisions on uéypig and uéyot appear to be solid.

4.5.22. [IAPEIXAN

Acts 28,2 reads the Koine mapeiyav with P’* 8 A B against the rest of the

tradition, which testifies to the Attic rival mapeixov.’®® The following table is a
summary.

Meference, Style | Koine Readings | Attic Readings |

381 § K. Elliott (1972b: 135) argued the opposite. He reads péxoic on the basis of Kilpatrick’s “rule
of thumb”.

582 | K. Elliott (1972b: 135) missed these two variant readings.
83 187, uéxot.

5% J K. Elliott (1972b: 135), who has not noticed some witnesses supporting the rival reading,
because he claims that péyou is read only by D.

385 JK. Elliott (1972b: 135) has not noticed these two papyri.

5% BDAG, moéyw — “give up, offer, grant, cause”, notes the Koine form for Acts 28,2.
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|| Acts 28,2 I 1 | napeixav P* R A B | napeiyov C rell ﬂ

This is a text-critical hapax legomenon, the only occurrence of mapely* 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 mapevy*, but the
related verb eiyauev in UPZ 18.26 (163 BC) is pre-NT. The Koine form has a
relatively strong external evidence in its support; P R, A, and B are
genealogically unrelated. Tentatively, Acts 28,2 could read mopetyav (contra the
UBS/NA), but the lack of evidence for mageiyav in the contemporary non-
literary and literary sources casts doubts on it. The choice of mapeiyav would
mean that the rival reading is probably an Atticistic alteration.

4.5.23. IIPOXEIXAN

nooéxm®’ 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, Style Koine Readings | Attic Readings

Acts 8,6 1 N/A npooeixov P*R ABCDE rell
Acts8,10 |1 | mpooeixov R noaelyov P ABC DE rell
Acts 8,11 1 N/A noooeixov P*R ABCDE rell

The only occurrence of npoceiyav as a varia lectio is in Acts 8,10 in Codex
Sinaiticus.”® There are no entries for mpoogixav in the LXX or in the Duke
Databank of Documentary Papyri. As in the case of mageiyav, the related verb
etyauev 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 mpoogiyav in the second location of
the pericope is quite certainly a later corruption.

4.5.24. IPOXHAOAN

The indicative third person plural aorist form of mpooéoyouat*®® appears
seventeen times in the NT textual tradition, nine with the Koine tpoohABav as a
varia lectio. The following table summarises the findings.

|[ Reference, Style I Koine Readings | Attic Readings ]’

587 BDAG, npoo€éym — “be concerned about, give heed to, devote oneself to”, does not note the
Koine form.

5% Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger (2002) do not discuss this textual variation location at all.

% BDAG, mooogpyopat — “approach, come to, turn to”, does not note the Koine form.



Mt 4,11 c | NA npoofihBov R B C D W rell

Mt5.1 ¢ | moooihBav R B’ ngoofi\Bov R B*C D W rell

Mt 13,36 ¢ | mpooiiiOav B 33 npoofhBov R C D W rell

Mt 14,15 ¢ | mpoofirBav B 33 neoofirbov R C D W rell

Mt 15,30 c | N/A mpoofAB8ov R BC D W rell

Mt 17,24 ¢ | mgoofiBav ® npoofiABov R BC D W rell
TpooehB6vieg 346

Mt 18,1 c | N/A noofABov R B D W rell

Mt 19,3 ¢ | mooohAfav 33 700cfiMbov R BC D W rell

Mt 21,14 c | NA noooihBov R B C D W rell | mpooéhBoviec R

Mt 21,23 ¢ | mpooijiBav 33 mpoohh8ov R B C D W rell

Mt 22,23 ¢ | N/A mpoofhBov R B C D W rell

Mt 24,1 c | NA ngociA8ov R B C D W rell

Mt 24,3 ¢ | NA neoofilBov R BC D W rell

Mt 26,17 c | NA npoofihbov R A B D W rell

k1331 |1 mooofA8av PP B DL mwoofiABov X A B> C W rell

In 12,21 v | mpoofi8av D noooiMbov P R A B W rell

Acts 12,10 1 | mpoohrBav D mpofiABov PR A B E rell |
npoofAfov L 104 209 618 | duhABov 2344

With only one exception all occurrences of mpoofjABav are singular or sub-
singular readings. P”*, 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 mpoofiABav in Mt 5,1; Lk 13,31. The occurrences of mgooiihBayv cover
vernacular (1/1, 100%), conversational (6/15, 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 mpooniABate in Deut
1,22 only.

Text-critically, Acts 12,10 presents an interesting twist with multiple
readings: (1) mwoofjABov (P*® 8 A B E rell), (11) mooofir@av (D),**° (i)
neoofiABov (L 104 209 618), and (1v) duijABov (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.®' As a consequence,

3% Rius-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger (2005: 155) thinks that the variant reading in Codex Bezae
is more difficult (and apparently more likely), than the reading in Codex Vaticanus. They do not note
the singular variant reading d1iA8ov.

9! Rjus-Camps and Read-Heimerdinger 2005: 155.
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npoofABav/rpoofiABov is probably a theological alteration and need not be
considered further. The initial reading is likely mpofABov, as in the UBS/NA.

The non-literary works show the following usage. The tpoofiABa is found in
BGU 826.19 (/i1 AD), npooniBapev in BGU 435.7 (-1t AD); P.Cair.Isid.
64.9 (AD 298); P.Fay. 128.5 (1 AD), and mpoohABav in P.Flor. 275.8-9 (11
AD); P.Oxy. 3064.4 (111 AD). Thus, the Koine forms appear to be late second /
early third-century phenomena, no earlier. The earliest literary works to use
npoofih@av are by Hesychius and Leontius, both from the fifth century.’®
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 mgoofiABav is found in Lk 13,31 in P”°. These
observations require changes in the UBS/NA. Both Mt 5,1 and Lk 13,31 should
read TpoofABov.

4.5.25. ZYNHAOAN

The indicative third person plural aorist form of ouvépyona**® appears thrice in
the NT textual tradition (Acts 10,25.45; 21,16), twice with the Koine ovvijABav
as a varia lectio. The following table summarises the findings.

Reference, Style Koine Readings | Attic Readings

Acts 10,23 1 | ovvijA@av D ovvijh@ov PR A B CE rell
Acts 10,45 I | cuvi\6av R B | ouvi\@ov P A D E rell
Acts 21,16 1 | NA ouviiBov P*R A B CE rell

The UBS/NA accepts ouvijABav 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: ovviiABate in SB 7655.3 (vi AD). It appears to be a rare form,
and probably late. There are no literary works supporting cuvijABav. It may
have second-century roots via HA®*, 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 ovvijABov 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 S section 17 line 4; Leontius, In ramos palmarum
(homilia 3), line 150.

53 BDAG, auvépyopar — “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.
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e 2329

 uéxoig ves | yes | yes | D, W (2), ¥, 205, 1243
TEOOCETY OV no no no R

| mpoofABav no no no D (2),0, 33 (2)
ouviiABav no no no D

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: &veUpov, amefdvarte,
anébavav, eidauev, eidav, eixov, éAGBauev, Ehapav, EAeyav, Eudbate,
gEéBaray, EEeAnhiBate, EméBahav, EmfAOov, etooav, NABate, MABav,
tpooelyav, ntpoofiABav, and ouviihBav. These Koine words are found in the
following textual witnesses: P***%” &R A B, D, F, L, N, W, ©, 084, 0211, 2,
33, 226, and 2329. Most of these witnesses have but a few singular readings, but
X 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: &xijABa, dnijAbav,
dyow, €idote, elwa, elmov, eiofABapev, elofhOav, eiyauev, EAGBoarte,
EENMBaY, elpapev, Edpaxev, Enpaxeg, HABauev, and uéxors. They are found in
such witnesses as P**%> R A, B, C,D, E, L, W, ©, ¥, 049, 0142, /°, 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 8, W and © 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, etdate and elyapev are found in contemporary sources, but eidauev
and elyav 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 eidopev, eiyav, ELdpancv, Ehafav, f{Abate
and M\Bav 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 Koine usage. This might indicate that some Alexandrian scribes
conformed their texts 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 Koine forms that are sub-singular readings, though they are not
as numerous as singular readings. The following table is a summary of sub-
singular Koine forms studied. The witness-section always lists both sources for a
single hit in the tradition. L.e. &nfjABav is found once as a sub-singular reading
in the NT, in the P®® D pair. Both witnesses have been included separately.

e
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aninday ves |no [yes | P*.D

Exolc yes | yes | yes | R C,W(3),1611 (2), Hk (2), 2031, 2050,

205 1+2055+2064+2067

#Balav no no yes | B, D (2), 700

€00 no | no no | A, Hipp

eidauev no | no yes | C(2),D, 13778

eldate no | yes no | A 1377

gidav no | no yes [ R(2),A,B(2),L

gLta yes | yes yes | P D

glway no | yes yes | R (3),B(2), D,L,R, X, W (2),© (2),7°, 33,579

elYouev yes | no no N A

Ehapav no no yes | 2049,2196

Eheyayv no no no R D

¢E€Batay no no no P W

tEeAnivBate no no no F(2),W,A

8ERLOOY no | yes yes | R (2),B,D

tnéfalav no no no X, B

slpoapey yes | yes yes | P E

ghoav no | no yes | P 8 B,A,E, L

Ewodrapey no no yes | S33

£ooxray no no yes | B700

fixBapev yes | yes yes | P™ D, 1424, 1646
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NhBav no | no ves | P P”(3),R, A, B(4)
TeoofiABav no no no R, B(3),332)
ouvvihOav no no no N, 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: &alav, €ida, eidauev, £idav,
fofav, Eheyov, éméBorav, evoav, EEEBalav, EEeAnAiBate, Ewpdxapev,
Edoarav, NABav, mpoohrOav, and ovvihOav. This list of words is remarkably
similar to that of singular Koine forms. Several words — eidauev, eidav,
Eaav, Eheyav, EnéParav, evoav, EEERoalav, EEeAnAubate, HAOav,
npoofABav, and ouvilABav — are also found in the list of the singular readings.
There are only four forms not attested as singular readings (Balav, €ida,
Emodxapey, Edoaxav). These sub-singular words are found in P*™ R, A, B,
C,D,E F L,S, W, A, 13™ 33, 700, 2049 2196, and Hipp. This list is
different from its singular words counterpart, but the following witnesses are
found in both lists: P%, 8, 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, R 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: dxiihOav,
axoLs, etdate, elra, elmav, elyauey, eboapev, EEfAOav, and fjABauev. They are
found in P**™, 8%, A, B, C, D, E, L, R, X, W, © W, Hk, 33, 579, 1424, 1611,
2031, 2050, 2051™, Again, most of the witnesses have only a few hits, but D
has five and R 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 /> and 13™ 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 P, R, 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 it™*, so its
testimony is not totally independent. P*® 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 R, 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/O-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

54 Metzger 1992b: 54.

%% 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 Koine or Attic forms are always initial
ones. That depends on the Greek word, its development in Koine, 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 Koine/Attic variant readings in the NT textual tradition for
the studied words. Variant readings that cannot be counted either as Koine or
Attic have been excluded. Codex W includes its supplement.

KOINE ATTIC TOTAL
correct incorrect correct incorrect correct incorrect
PP [ 6(100%) | 0(0%) | 6(60%) | 4(40%) | 12(75%) | 4(25%)

P | 6(100%) | 0(0%) | 10(63%) | 6(37%) | 16 (73%) | 6(27%)

P 41 (91%) | 4(9%) | 13(41%) | 19(59%) | 54 (70%) | 23 (30%)
PP | 44(94%) | 3(6%) | 18(34%) | 35(66%) | 62 (62%) | 38 (38%)
R | 158(90%) | 17 (10%) | 82 (43%) | 107 (57%) | 240 (66%) | 124 (34%)
A | 89(89%) | 11 (11%) | 76 (36%) | 138 (64%) | 165 (53%) | 149 (47%)
B | 154 (89%) | 19 (11%) | 72 (40%) | 106 (60%) | 226 (64%) | 125 (36%)
C | 70(96%) | 3(4%) | 52(40%) | 79 (60%) | 122(60%) | 82 (40%)
D% | 97(79%) | 26 (21%) | 39(33%) | 81(67%) | 136 (56%) | 107 (44%)
E* | 13(81%) | 3(19%) | 17(47%) | 19 (53%) | 30 (58%) | 22 (42%)
W | 75091%) | 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 Koine forms. Yet Codices Bezae (D®) and Laudianus (E?)
have a substantial amount of incorrect Koine readings, indicating that their texts
suffer from the scribal tendencies to rewrite the text to a more modern 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, P is slightly better than P in properly
retaining the Koine forms. P* and P* have too few test cases for statistically
valid comparisons, but it is telling that they a/ways correctly read the Koine. Not
once is there an incorrect Koine form. Somewhat surprisingly, Codex Ephraemi
is the most reliable early majuscule in Koine 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,
P* and P* are the most reliable witnesses, having the least percentage of
incorrect Attic readings. WP\, D and P’ 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 WP, D and P’ to do better in
comparison to A. In Attic readings P% clearly outweighs P7. Similarly,
Sinaiticus is more reliable than Vaticanus, though the difference is small.
Laudianus, the second worst offender in Koine 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 ATTIC

correct incorrect correct incorrect correct incorrect
PP 12(75%) | 4@25%) [P | 600%) | 0@% | P* [ 10(63%) | 6(37%)
P¥ ) 16(73%) | 6@7%) | P* | 6000%) | 0@©%) | P¥ | 6(60%) | 4(40%)
P 1 54(70%) | 2330%) | C | 70096%) | 3@%) | B | 17@7%) | 19 (53%)
R | 240 (66%) | 124 34%) | P” | 44 9a%) | 3(6%) | R | 82@3%) | 107 (57%)
B 1226(64%) | 12536%) | W | 75091%) | 700%) | P* | 13 @1%) | 19(59%)
P” 1 62(62%) | 38(38%) | P* | 41901%) | 409%) | B | 72 (40%) | 106 (60%)
C | 12260%) | 82@0%) I & | 158(90%) | 1710%) | C | 52 40%) | 79 (60%)
E* | 30(58%) | 222%) | A | 89(89%) | 11(11%) | A | 76 (36%) | 138 (64%)
D% | 136 (56%) | 107 (44%) | B | 154 (89%) | 19 (11%) | P | 18 (34%) | 35 (66%)
A 165 (53%) | 149 (47%) | E* 13 (81%) | 3(19%) | D* | 39 (33%) | 81 (67%)
W I 132(53%) | 115@7%) | D® | 97(79%) | 26 21%) | W | 47 (30%) | 108 (70%)

Codex Bezae ranks as the worst in Koine corruptions, and as the second worst
in Attic corruptions. Its text has occasionally been harmonised to Latin
equivalents as well, seen in its changing &you(c)/uéxor(c) to €wg. 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 Koine and Attic corruptions. Sinaiticus fares
better. In total reliability Sinaiticus and Vaticanus appear rather good, outclassed
only by P**6% 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):

Reading Dialect | References Probability
anfjrbo Koine | Gal 1,17b probable
anfAdav Koine Mt 8,32, Jn 11,46; 18,6 tentative
axolg Koine | Mt24,38; Lk 1,20; 17,27, 21,24; Acts 7,18; 11,5; 20,6.11; | probable

28,15; Rom 11,25; 1 Cor 11,26; 15;25; Phil 1,6
garov Attic Acts 16,37 probable
eidate Koine Lk 7,22 tentative
eldov Attic Mt13,17 probable
edav Koine Lk 9,32; Acts 6,15; 28,4 tentative
el Koine | Mt28,7; Acts 11,8; 22,10 probable
eimag Koine | Mk 12,32 probable
elmav Koine Mt 13,27; 15,12; 17,19; 26,73; In 6,25.34; 7,3.35.45; probable

8,13.52.57; 9,26.28.40; 18,25; Acts 2,37; 4,19; 19,2;

21,20
elyopev Koine | Heb 12,9;2Jn5 tentative
EL(0V Koine | Heb 11,15 tentative
EAGPate Koine 1Jn 227 tentative
fhapayv Koine | Rev 17,12 tentative
¢ERNOOY Koine Mt25,1;2JIn7;3Jn7;Rev9,3; 15,6 tentative
¢nfiOov Attic Acts 14,19 probable
elpopev Attic Lk232 probable
Edoaxa Koine | 1 Cor9,1 probable
£DOAKEV Koine | Col 2,18 probable
EdoaRAY Koine | Col 2,1 probable
fiABapev Koine | Mt25,39; Acts 21,1.8 tentative
NhBav 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;

19,32; 21,8; Acts 14,24; 17,13; 28,23
ToQElYav Koine | Acts 28,2 tentative
mooofABov | Attic Mt 5,1; Lk 13,31 probable
ovvijAlov Attic Acts 10,45 probable




214

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.

[ 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
Koine/Attic attestation in the NT textual tradition. This includes not only
orthographic differences (A/O) but also the development of Koine 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 (a@idog/Perdvng in
Synoptic parallels Mt 19,24 // Mk 10,25 // Lk 18,25. Matthew reads the Koine
oagidoc with no varia lectio, but Clement cites the Matthean text with the Attic
Berdvng instead (CI S II 22,3), though knows also gagidog (Cl Q 2,2). Mark has
BehGvne as a varia lectio in f2, but reads dagidoc with rell. Luke varies
between Behévng (8 B D L £ 157 579) and dogidoc (A W A W 2 118 565
1071 1424 Byz), while ® combines the two and curiously reads feA6vng paiidg
0aidog. Though the Lucan gagidog 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 Koine dagic in favour of the Attic Pehdvn.>® 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 Koine readings,
they have a very high reliability rate for such readings (A 89%, W 91%),
whereas R, B, and D get the Attic forms right less than half the time (R 43%, B
40%, D 33%). Hence, dagic 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 Koine to Attic. The “original
reading” refers to the reading of the manuscript by the first hand scribe.

reference
Mt 5,1
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 232
Lk 24,1
Lk 24,23
Inl,12
Jn 1,18
IJn 1,22
Jn 1,25
Jn 1,38
Jn 1,39

Jn 3,26
Jn4,27
Jn 8,22
Jn 8,53
Jn9,10
Jn9,16
Jn 10,20
In 11,36
Jn 15,22
Jn1524
Acts 1,11

original reading in Koine
npoofiBav R™ B’
aniAbav W*
elmav R
eldapev B
elro R

eldav B
elwav C”
Abav D

1. fix6av B
2. &vetpav B’
frbav B”
gboav B
npoofizfav B
anédovay B”
eioopev B
Hrdav B”
r0av B
E\apav B”
tdoaxev B'
elnav C*
elnav C
elnav C”

1. fA8av B”
2. eidav B
frbav B
#rbav B
Ereyav D
anédavav D
Ereyav R’
Eheyov §°
Breyav R’
Eheyay R
glyav D
elyav D’
elnav C*

5% J K. Elliott 1972b: 133.

corrected reading in Attic
npooiibov B! B2
&nijhBov W'
gimov N2
£idopev B2
ginov N2
£ldov B?
elnov C?
fiA6ov D?

1. {Z8ov B?

2. &vedpov B2
fiA6ov B?
eboav B?
npooijibov B
anébavov B?
elipopev B?
f\Bov B?
ArBov B?
#LaBov B?
#Goaxev B?
lmov C°
gimov C°
glnov C*

1. irBov B2

2. idov B?
ArBov B2
fiAbov B?
#heyov D°
anédavov D
Eheyov K2
Eheyov N2
#heyov N2
fheyov R’
elyov D?
elyov D?
ginov C?
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Acts 1,24 glmav C* gimov C*

1 Cor9,l1 gdoana D gGoaxa D?
Col 2,1 ¢doaxav D' topGxraaw D°
Heb 12,4 uéyorc D” uéyol D?

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 original reading in Attic rewritten reading in Koine
Mt 8,32 &néBovov R’ &méBovav R!
Mt 17,24 glmov R ginay &?

Mk 12,32 gleg N elmag R’

Lk 1,22 g6panev B” gdhoaxev B?
Lk 2,16 avetpov R eligav &’
Ind,17 elnec B” elnag B2

In 7,40 #\eyov D" eyav D°

Jn 6,46a #6paxev B” ¢hoaxev B?
Jn 6,46b §600nev B ghoaxev B?
Jn 8,57 §600xnec B ghoaxac B?
Jn9,23 elmov W’ elmav W'
Jn9,37 ¢6paroc B” gdoaxac B2
Jn 20,25 gopdxopev B gmodxapev B
Acts 7,18 &iyoL o0 B &iyolc ob B2
Acts 11,15 yoL B &youwc B?

Rom 11,25 diyoL ob B’ &yolg od B?

1 Cor 9,1 ¢6paxa B’ gdoaxa B

1 Cor 11,26 GxoLod "B’ dyowc ov R B?
1 Cor 15,25 fiyoL 0O R" B dyowc ob N2 B?
Col 2,18 épaxev B édoanev B
Heb 9,10 uéyor D wéyoig D”
1Jn1,1 E0QGRAUEV B’ £WQAHONEY B?
1Jn1,2 topbuapsv B” twodrapev B
1Jn1,3 topdnapev B” twoduapev B
1Jn3,6 #6paxev B #doaxev B

1 Jn 4,20a s600xnev B Edoaxev B?

1 Jn 4,20b #6o0xnev B gdoaxev B

3Jn1l ¢6panev B §doaxnev B
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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 373 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 viog Tot Beob or 6 éxlentoOg 10U Oe0D, depending
on the scholar making the decision. Rodgers’s approach conjectured an
emendation 6 povoyevig 6 éxAext0g VIOG TOU B0, but his solution is more
problematic than the choice between 6 viog To0 OeoD and 6 éxAhexntog 1ot Be0b.

Assumptions regarding the reading found in papyrus witness P** have
affected the evaluation of this textual location. I showed that the reading in P° is
too debatable to be used, but the witness probable supports reading 6 viog to¥
0eo® with the nomina sacra, contrary to most scholars reconstructing the videtur
reading. Though earlier the INTF, Miinster, reported that P> reads 6 viog 6
#xhext6c, this conjecture has now been abandoned. They now list P> as
reading a blank, because it is too disputed that it might have contained before the
correction 6 vidc tod Beod. I showed that P!''® contains a B-text lookalike
closest to that of P®® with the implication that 6 éxAextdc ToD Beod is not
limited to the D-text witnesses, though P''® seems to have some D-text flavour.
P'? offers a new singular reading 6 vidg 6 Tob O0.

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 €éxhextOdg TOoD Be0D 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 Eéxhextdg 10D B0 fits the context well by allowing seven
unique honorific titles for Jesus: (1) 6 auvog tot Beo®, (2) 6 ExAextdg TOD
Beov, (3) O6uPPi, (4) 6 neooiag, (5) 6 viog Tov Beod, (6) 6 Baoihevg TOD
Tooanh, and (7) 6 viog tod &vOowmov. It satisfies the chiastic structure
suggested by Ellis, balancing 6 éuhextdg with 6 vidg. This combines two OT
backgrounds: the sonship motif from Ps 2,7 with the servant motif in Isa 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.

(1) 6 gxhentog 10D Beod » (2) 6 viog toh Beod T
y A 4
(3a) 6 ExhexTOG VIOC TOD BeOD (5) 6 novoyevhg viog tod Beo®
(3b) 6 vidg 6 ExhentOG TOD BEOD

(4) 6 ypLotog 6 viog toD feoh i

(3¢) 6 vivg ToU B0 6 Exhentig

0 éxhextog 10D Oe0D is the initial reading that was changed to 6 VoG TOD
0eo®. These were conflated to 6 éxAextog viOg ToV Beov. The variant readings
0 upovoyevic viog tolh Oeot and O yowotOg O VIO TOD 6Oe0V arose
independently from 6 vidog toh Beod 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 &ra& ndvro 61v ‘Incode
(Jude 5), dragettovia (Jude 13), mdvracg tovg doefeic (Jude 15), 6t Eeyov
vutv 6t (Jude 18a), and éx’ €oxdtov tol ypdvov (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 ndvtag tovg &oefeic 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 dmag
névta 61 'Incotc found in A 81 33°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 budc.
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 drageiCovta 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 &na@eiCw (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 Koine/Attic 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/O-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.

Reading Dialect | References Probability
aniAba Koine | Jn1,17b probable
anirBayv Koine | Mt 8,32: Jn 11,46; 18,6 tentative
Gyolg Koine Mt 24,38; Lk 1,20; 17,27; 21,24; Acts 7,18; 11,5; 20,6.11; | probable

28,15; Rom 11,25; 1 Cor 11,26; 15;25; Phil 1,6
£Balov Attic Acts 16,37 probable
€100 Attic Mt 13,17 probable
£l0aTE Koine Lk 7,22 tentative
£100v Koine | Lk9,32; Acts 6,15; 28,4 tentative
elna Koine Mt 28,7; Acts 11,8; 22,10 probable
giag Koine | Mk 12,32 probable
£idate Koine | Lk 7,22 probable
glToY Koine Mt 13,27; 15,12; 17,19; 26,73; Jn 6,25.34; 7,3.35.45; probable

8,13.52.57,9,26.28.40; 18,25; Acts 2,37; 4,19; 19,2;

21,20
gixopev Koine | Heb12,9;2Jn5 tentative
gay Koine | Heb 11,15 tentative
é\apote Koine | 1Jn 227 tentative
Ehapov Koine | Rev 17,12 tentative
EERAOaY Koine Mt25,1;2In7;3In7; Rev9,3; 15,6 tentative
énnibov Attic Acts 14,19 probable
etpopev Attic Lk 23,2 probable
thooaxna Koine 1Cor9,1 probable
EdQaxEY Koine | Col 2,18 probable
tdoaxav Koine | Col 2,1 probable
fHABauev Koine Mt 25,39; Acts 21,1.8 tentative
N\Bav 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;

19,32; 21,8; Acts 14,24; 17,13; 28,23
ToElyav Koine Acts 28,2 tentative
xpoofAlov Attic Mt 5,1; Lk 13,31 probable
ovvijhfov Attic Acts 10,45 probable

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 P™®"). 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 opinion 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,”’ 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.

7 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+0+start.anv].
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P.Athen. Papyri Societatis Archaeologicae Atheniensis

P.Bad. Veroffentlichungen aus den badischen Papyrus-Sammlungen

P.Bingen Papyri in Honorem Johannis Bingen Octogenarii

P.Cair.Isid. The Archive of Aurelius Isidorus in the Egyptian Museum, Cairo,
and the University of Michigan

P.Cair.Preis. Griechische Urkunden des Aegyptischen Museums zu Kairo

P.Cair.Zen. Zenon Papyri, Catalogue général des antiquités égyptiennes du
Musée du Caire

P.Diog. Les archives de Marcus Lucretius Diogenes et textes apparentés

P.Dion. Les archives privés de Dionysios, fils de Kephalas

P.Dryton The Bilingual Family Archive of Dryton, His Wife Apollonia and
Their Daughter Senmouthis

P.Fam.Tebt. A Family Archive from Tebtunis

P.Fay. Fayum Towns and their Papyri

P.Flor. Papiri greco-egizii, Papiri Fiorentini

P.Fouad. Les Papyrus Fouad |

P.Gen. Les Papyrus de Geneve

P.Gen.2 Les Papyrus de Geneve (2nd edition)

P.Grenf.

An Alexandrian Evotic Fragment and other Greek Papyri, Chiefly



P.Gron.

P.Hamb.
P.Herm.Rees.

P.land.
PIFAO
P.Koln
P.Lond.
P.Louvre |
P.Lund

P Mert.

P.Meyer.
P.Mich.
P.Mil.Vogl.
P.Oslo
P.Oxy.
P.PalauRib.
P.Par.

P.Petr.
P.Princ.
P.Quseir
P.Rein.

P.Ross.Georg.

P.Ryl.
P.Sakaon
PSI

P.Tebt.
P.Thomas

P.Tor.Choach.

P.Yale
P.Zen.Pestm.
SB

Stud Pal.
UPZ
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Ptolemaic

Papyri Groninganae; Griechische Papyri der Universitdtsbibliothek
zu Groningen nebst zwei Papyri der Universitdtsbibliothek zu
Amsterdam

Griechische Papyrusurkunden der Hamburger Staats- und
Universitdtsbibliothek

Papyri from Hermopolis and other documents of the Byzantine
Period, ed. Brinley Roderick Rees

Papyri landanae

Papyrus grecs de l'lnstitut Frangais d'Archéologie Orientale
Kélner Papyri

Greek Papyri in the British Museum

Griechische Papyri aus Soknopaiu Nesos

Aus der Papyrussammlung der Universitdtsbibliothek in Lund

A Descriptive Catalogue of the Greek Papyri in the Collection of
Wilfred Merton

Griechische Texte aus Aegypten.

Michigan Papyri

Papiri della R. Universita di Milano

Papyri Osloenses

The Oxyrhynchus Papyri

Papiri documentari greci del fondo Palau-Ribes

Notices et textes des papyrus du Musée du Louvre et de la
Bibliothéque Impériale. ed. A. J. Letronne and W. Brunet de Presle
The Flinders Petrie Papyri

Papyri in the Princeton University Collections

Papyri and Ostraka from Quseir al-Qadim

Papyrus grecs et démotiques recueillis en Egypte

Papyri russischer und georgischer Sammlungen

Catalogue of the Greek and Latin Papyri in the John Rylands
Library, Manchester

The Archive of Aurelius Sakaon: Papers of an Egyptian Farmer in
the last Century of Theadelphia

Papiri greci e latini

The Tebtunis Papyri

Essays and Texts in Honor of J. David Thomas

1l Processo di Hermias e altri documenti dell'archivio dei choachiti
Yale Papyri in the Beinecke Rare Book and Manuscript Library
Greek and Demotic Texts from the Zenon Archive

Sammelbuch griechischer Urkunden aus Aegypten

Studien zur Palaeographie und Papyruskunde

Urkunden der Ptolemderzeit (dltere Funde)
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Appendix — The Koine Forms Studied

Matthew, 56 hits

Mt 2,5 gLy R B

Mt 5,1 Toofilbav R'B"

Mt 7,25 NI B

Mt 7,27 nABay R

Mt 8,32 anébavay R!
anfABav B

Mt 9,3 gLTaV B

Mt 10,27 simate XRBCDW rell

Mt 11,7 ¢ENABaTE or RBCDGLNPWO™ Q2833157 Cyr
£EeAnliBate FA

Mt 11,8 ¢EfiAOate or RBCDLNPWA®2833157788
£EeAnAiBarte F

Mt 11,9 ¢ERABarte or XRBCDLNP®2833157
¢EeAnivBoate FW

Mt 12,2 glav XBCO®33

Mt 13,10 | elmav R BL© 33124478

Mt 13,17 eldav R BN 33

Mt 13,27 | elmav e/’

Mt 13,30 HEXOLS W

Mt 13,36 rpoofABav B33

Mt 13,48 #Barav D 700

Mt 14,15 mooofAbav B33

Mt 14,34 N 084

Mt 15,12 elmay R

Mt 15,34 | elnav RAf

Mt 16,14 | elnav BII 33

Mt 17,19 glmoy R 579

Mt 17,24 | elmav R2BD
wpoofnAbav ©)

Mt 19,3 mpoofiBav 33

Mt 21,5 simote R B CD W rell (cite the LXX)

Mt 21,16 glmov XRBDLO 124

Mt 21,23 TEOCTHABaY 33

Mt 21,27 glwoy XDoOI124

Mt 21,39 £EEParav D

Mt 22,4 glmwate XRBCDWrell

Mt 22,10 elpav D

Mt2222 | anijhOav BDW'

Mt 24,38 | dxowc f°

Mt 25,1 EERAOQY )
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Mt 25,8 gimay BCL®33

Mt2536 | fjl0ate RABDLWA®/?233157 1424

Mt2537 | eidauev B’

Mt 25,39 | fi\Bapey D 1424

Mt 26,18 einate R ABDW rell

Mt 2625 | elnog PP"RABCDW rell

Mt 26,35 | etmov © 336977

Mt 26,55 | EqABate or RABCEFGLWA® /2833 1424
fhOate D

Mt 26,60 | efipav N°¢

Mt 26,61 | eimav RO 124

Mt 26,64 | eimac RABCDW rell

Mt 26,66 | elmov R"33

Mt 26,73 elToY 124

Mt 27,4 elay L /° 33 Eus Chr

Mt27,6 | elnav B L 33 Eus

Mt 2721 | eimav DL®33

Mt27.49 | elnav B 1243461788

Mt 28,13 gimate RABCDW rell

Mt 28,15 UEYQLS w

Mark, 32 hits

Mk 1,29 Ny L

Mk 2,12 eidapey CD

Mk 2,16 gLoav D

Mk 3,8 AOav D

Mk 5,1 nAOav W

Mk 5,13 glofABav W

Mk 6,29 AABav BL ® 33 1424

Mk 6,33 sidav D

Mk 6,50 gloav XB

Mk 6,53 ooy W

Mk 8,5 glmav R BN W A 565579

Mk 8,7 glxay RBDW A 1424

Mk 8,11 $ERAOaY 472

Mk 8,28 elmoy XRBCLAS579

Mk 9,14 €100V B’

Mk 9,18 glo. RBFLWW/ 287

Mk 9,38 eldauev DN W 346

Mk 10,4 glwav 28 579 XBCDW

Mk 10,37 | elwav BCDLAW

Mk 10,39 | elmav RBDLWAO 1424

Mk 11,3 sinate RABCDWrell

Mk 11,6 elov ALATIW 72

Mk 12,7 ELTay R BCDLWAW287209
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Mk 12,12 | anijAOav D
Mk 12,16 | elrav RBCDLWAW?287%°33
Mk 12,32 | elmag RZAB W /13287365790 33 157 579 1071 1424
1582° Byz™*
Mk 13,30 | péxorc ov ABCLA 157579700 1071 1424 Byz" Vict
Mk 14,14 eimate RABCDWrell
Mk 14,46 | 2néBarav R B
Mk 14,48 | gEfABate NRABCDEGHLNW A @770 43 5,
Mk 16,7 simarte RABCDWvrell
Mk 16,8 gltay D
Luke, 71 hits
Lk 1,20 dyoLc (o) DKWO V461
Lk 1,22 EDQUNEV RABCDWO/" 1575657579 1071 Byz
Lk 1,59 A\Bav D’
Lk 1,61 elov R DL WA /579 700 Chr
Lk2,16 avevQOV or B’
glipav RIL
fABav B'LO579
Lk 3,12 ELTOV CDWW
Lk 4,40 siyav D
Lk5,5 g¢NaBapev A
Lk 5,7 AAOav R L W 435
Lk 5,26 eldapey C 13797788
Lk 5,33 gLy BCDLNRVW® 13 33700
Lk 6,2 glTav W X
Lk6,18 HABav L
Lk 7,20 Lo X BDL® 7001071
Lk 7,22 eidaTe A 1374678
gimate D W 579
Lk 7,24 ¢ENABaTE or PPRABDLW? 157°565 579 1424 Cyr
£EeAnAvbate rell
Lk 7,25 ¢ERABaTE OoF PR ABDL W/ 33118157 5657%
¢EeAnAiBate 579 1071 1424
rell
Lk 7,26 EEGABaLTE OF PPRBDL/1575657% 579 1071 1424
£EeAnAiBate AW rell
Lk 8,34 £puyav DWA
Lk 8,35 gboav P" B’
Ao P” B’
Lk9,12 glmav LO
Lk 9,13 elmay RBCDL®33124
Lk 9,19 eloy P& B D 700
Lk 9,32 gldav XL
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Lk 9,36 £doaxav or B 700
EmOAROOLY R A/ 6972434 157 565 579 1071 Byz
Lk 9,49 eldauev L
Lk 9,54 glmay P*PR BCL®O®579
Lk 10,10 | eimorte PR ABCDW rell (except 579)
Lk 10,24 | eldav PPRBCLN2331071
Lk 1030 | anfrBav p”
Lk 11,15 ELTTOLY BR
Lk 11,52 | eioiABate PPRABCDE'HLMWT A /33565579
1071
Lk 12,3 ginate PPRABCDW rell (except P*)
Lk 13,31 | nooofih@av P"B DL
Lk 13,32 | einate PR ABCDW rell (except 124)
Lk 16,16 | péyoic /' 892 1241 2193
Lk 17,5 glmav R BDLX 118209 1582
Lk 1727 | &xowc e}
Lk 18,26 | elnav R R 124
Lk 19,25 | einav R BL 1071
Lk 19,32 | eboav W
Lk 19,33 | etnav R BL33Or
Lk 19,34 glmav X BLOr
Lk 19,39 glmay XABDLOr
Lk 20,2 elay R BLR 693467
Lk 20,3 simate R ABCDW rell
Lk 20,16 eLTay RBDGLRQW33
Lk20,24 | elnav R BCLW33579
Lk 20,31 &médavav B’
Lk20,39 | elmav RBDLQ
ELTOG RABDWrell (exceptf)
Lk21,24 | &yoic o CD 157 892 1241
Lk 22,9 gimay PR BC DL 124346788
Lk2235 | elnav P"BDLTWY 124
Lk 22,38 ELTOV PPRBDLTQ579
Lk 22,49 glmoy PPRBDLTXWY
Lk22,52 | éEhABate or PPRBDLT®O /28157579 Or
£EeAnAi0ate A W al Byz"
Lk22,70 | elmav PPRBLT
Lk 22,71 gimayv PR BDLQTX1071
Lk 23,2 eloauev B LTV 1" 1071
Lk 23,33 ABay D
Lk 24,1 AABav p” B’
Lk 24,5 glov P8 B C D L Mcion
Lk24,10 | #Aeyav D
Lk24,19 | elnav PPR B133
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Lk 2423 | fn0av P” B’
Lk 2424 | axfABav L
Lk 24,32 glmay PR BL33
John, 90 hits
nl,12 Ehapav B’
Jn 1,18 EDOAKEV PR A B CL W /11575657 579 1071
Byz™®
n122 glmav PP B CT WS A 063
Jn 1,25 elnay P B C LW X330r
Jn 1,34 édoana PRABCLOM 1575657579 1071 Byz"
Jn 1,38 ELoV PP B CT WP
Jn 1,39 £10av P PBT C WP
ArOav P67 BT C WP
Jn2,18 elmay P> B L N W' 0162 33 Or
Jn 2,20 elray P%™ BN W 0162 579 Or
Jn3,11 EMOGAANEY PR A B/ 157 565'7% 579 1071 Byz"™*
Jn326 elmay P> B N WP
HAOav P” B' WP
Jn3,32 tdoanev PR A B D W™ al Byz"
In4,17 glog PSS AB2CD W rell (exceptR B')
n4,27 AAOav or B’
E¢nfihOov R’
Jn 4,52 glay D
Ins5,37 EwoanaTE PR ABD W al Byz"
Jn6,25 gltav w
Jn 6,26 eidate D
In6,34 glmay ®
Jn 6,36 Emodnate R ABCDW al Byz"
Jn 6,46a gdoaxev PR A B’ C D al Byz"
Jn 6,46b EdoOREV PR AB’CD al Byz”
Jn 6,49 anéfavoy 2
Jn 6,60 gimav D
In73 ELOV pee
Jn 7,31 Eheyav D
Jn 7735 glmav p®®
Jn 7,40 Eheyav D°
Jn 7,45 glo e
HINEIeAY pee
In7,52 o P "BDKNTW O 33
Jn 8,13 glmov e
Jn 8,22 Eheyov D'
Jn 8,38a gdoaxna PR B CD W al Byz"
Jn 8,38b $0oanoTE PR DNSUAWQ?2118124 157 700 1071
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Jn 8,39 glmav PP RBCDNO33or
Jn 8,41 elrav P*RDWO
Jn 8,48 elnav PPRBCDW®33579Or
Jn 8,52 gltav RDO
Jn 8,53 anéfavay D’
Jn 8,57 gltav XNDO®
Ehooxag or R2AB>CD/ £ 579 700 Byz"*
EWQORES OF W
£DQOXEY R
In9,10 Eheyav or R
glnav ps6
Jn9,12 glmav PYRBDW
In9,16 Eheyay R
In 9,20 glmay PP RBL W33
In9,22 glmoy R
Jn 9,23 glmov PPRBDW
In9.24 glov PP RBDNWO
Jn 9,26 elmoy R’
Jn 9,28 glmav P®® D W 579
Jn9,34 glmav P RBDWOS579
¢EEBahav P W
Jn 9,35 §EéBaday pee
n9,37 Edhoanac RAB’Df /2157579 700 1071 1424 Byz™
Jn 9,40 emay RDW
In 10,8 ooy 0211
Jn 10,20 Eheyay R’
In 10,24 Eheyav D
Jn 10,34 elma P65 R B W al Byz™ (cite the LXX)
In11,12 elmav PR O
Jn11,36 Eheyoy R
Jn 11,37 elmav R
Jn 11,46 glmav PR D
aniMOov P*D
Jn 11,47 Eheyov R
Jn 11,56 E\eyav XD
n12,9 nAday D
Jn 12,13 Ehafav P
Jn 12,19 ELTOV PR B
Jn 12,21 meoofiAbav D
Jn 14,7 Emohnote PR ABCD/ /° 2157579700 1071 1424
Byz™*
Jn 14,9 EdpUNEY PR ABD W al Byz"
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*

Jn 15,22 giyav D

Jn 15,24 glyov D’
E0QaraoLY X A BD al Byz"

Jn16,17 glmav P®B W 33

In 18,6 anijABoyv X B D W Did

Jn 18,7 iy P*D X Or

Jn 18,25 elnay pe°

Jn 18,30 glmay PYRBCN

Jn'19,24 gimav PR L W X Eus PsAth

Jn 19,32 AABav pe®

Jn 20,18 fwpaxa or R BLW1071
£dpaxev or A D al Byz"
£wodxauey S 33

Jn 20,25 EOANRANEY R A B? al Byz"

Jn 20,29 Edoaxag RABCD/ /72157579 700 1071 1424 Byz™*

Jn213 gENABaV D

In218 H\Bav D

Acts, 68 hits

Acts 1,11 | eimav RABC DVSI

Acts 1,24 | elmav R ABC"D 81881175 Eus

Acts 237 | elmav D

Acts 4,19 | eimav P*B 1175

Acts 420 | eidapev P*RAB DW 104

Acts 4,23 | eimav P*RBDWY 1175

Acts 4,24 | gimav P*“RABDP1 1811175 1646

Acts 5,10 | elipav AE

Acts 5,23 eloouev E
glpapev P*E

Acts 5,29 | elmav P*R ABE 1175 1646

Acts 6,2 ELay P*ABCI1175

Acts 6,15 | ldav A

Acts 7,18 | dxotg ob R A B2E rell

Acts 7,44 | éwgdxel or P"R ABCalByz
EDQAREV E W' 104 330 1175 1646 1739™°*'**! 2492 2495

Acts 8,10 | mpooelyov R

Acts 9,35 | eldav ABC

Acts 10,22 | elmav R ABCES!

Acts 10,23 | guvijABav D

Acts 10,30 | uéyorc b4

Acts 10,45 | ovviiABav XB

Acts 11,5 | &xoug PPYUE gl By

Acts 11,8 | eima D

Acts 12,10 | fABov or R AB33




261

npoofilbav D
Acts 12,15 | elnav P*RABSI 1175
Acts 12,16 | eldav AB
Acts 13,6 dxoug 049
slpav A
Acts 13,46 | eimav PYRABDWS8I881175
Acts 13,50 | ¢E€Baiayv 226
Acts 14,19 | érfABav RAB
Acts 14,24 | RABav D
Acts 16,19 | eiyav & adtig D (western addition)
Acts 16,20 | elmov X ABESI
Acts 16,31 | elnav P“R ABDE 81 882344
Acts 16,37 | #parav BD
Acts 16,40 | ¢EnABav XD
Acts 17,13 | fA0av p*®
Acts 17,32 | elmav PR B E 88 2344
Acts 19.2 | elmav prOTIZA 18R 1245 1854
Acts 19,3 | eimav P“RABE]S88
Acts 19,14 | elyav 1075 ... D (western text)
Acts 20,6 | &yolg 440 917 927 1245 1646 1837 1854 1874 1989 Hk
ByZmSS
Acts 20,7 | uéxolg PW Hk
Acts 20,11 | &xoic or C D pc Byz"
HEYOIS 1243
Acts 21,1 | #iABapev P 1646
Acts 21,4 | EAeyav B
Acts 21,8 | #iAOauev B
Acts 21,20 | eirav P™ X E 88 307 2344
Acts 21,27 | énéBalav A
Acts 224 | &yowg 1611
Acts 22,10 | elna P“D
Acts 22,15 | édpaxrag P*R ABE rell
Acts 22,22 | &ypLg Y161l
Acts 23,1 daxolg p
Acts 234 | elnav PN B 33 88 1245 1646 2344
Acts 23,14 | elnav P®7*R A B CE P 81 88 307 309 1646 1828 2344
Acts 26,15 | elno P™ A B C E H*6*1291 3381 88 104 330 927 1175
1243 1739%% 1854 2344
Acts 26,22 | dyoug 4
Acts 27,5 | xatijABopev P*R A
Acts 27,33 | tyo1g W 1646 Hk
Acts 28,2 | mopeiyav P“R AB
Acts 28,4 | eldav B
Acts 28,6 | Eheyov B
Acts 28,14 | #ilBapev RAB
Acts 28,15 | dyolg rell
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NABav XB
Acts 28,16 | eiofABapev A
Acts 28,21 | simav P™ R A B 049 81 88 462 1646 1854 [*°
Acts 28,23 | fBav P A

Romans, 3 hits

Rom 1,13 Aol 1
Rom 5,14 UEYOLG 205
Rom 11,25 | dxotg o¥ R A B? Cal Byz™

1 Corinthians, 3 hits

1 Cor9,1 Edoana P* A B’.al Byz"
1 Cor 11,26 | &xoig o¥ R? A B?Cal Byz"
1 Cor 15,25 | &yoig ov R? B al Byz"
2 Corinthians, 3 hits
2 Cor 3,14 ayolc W Hk
2 Cor 10,13 | dyolg W 0209 6 326 1837 Hk
2Cor 10,14 | ayowg W Hk
Galatians, 4 hits
Gal 1,17b | &niABa p*
Gal 3,19 dyovs &v or B 33 2464 Cl
dixotg ov PR A Crell (except 1243)
Gal 4,2 ayots L
Gal 4,19 uéyots ov or R" B 69 326 330 1175 2400
20 A
axets ov R* A C al Byz" Bas Cl Cyr

Colossians, 5 hits

Col 1,7 gudaBote R
Col 2,1 gdoaxav or ABD FG 0150
EDOGUAOLY D' ¥ 075 Byz
Col2,18 | édoanev P A B rell (except® B"CDIP)
Col 3,3 &meddvote pie
Col 4,17 eimate R ABCrell
Philippians, 2 hits
Phil 1,5 dyolc 0142
Phil 1,6 &yole DF G P W 075 0150 0278 Byz™ Chr Dam Thdrt
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Heb3,10 |elga A D 33 441 442 Byz™ Chr Cyr Euthal
Heb3,13 | dyous | RABCrell (exceptP'" 0243 1518)
Heb 4,12 dyols | D
Heb 9,10 uéxoLg D*
Heb 11,15 | elyav P ,
Heb 12,4 | uéxoig | R Avell (except P'3‘4§‘D*)
Heb 12,9 | eixaunev p*
James, 1 hit
[Jam5,11 | edate [ 876 |
1 John, 8 hits
1Jn 1,1 Empdnapueyv R A B2 Crell (except B 467 1175 1845 2464
%
1Jn1.2 EmpAnaUEY R B?rell (except A B™ 1175 1845 2464)
1In13 EmOARaUEY R AB2Crell (except B" 252" 1175 1845 2464)
1Jn2,19 EERAOOY A B C CI Cyr CyrH Did Epiph MarcEr PsOec
1Jn2,27 g\apate B
1In3,6 EDOANEV R AB’Crell (except B' 2464)
1In4,20a E£DQUREV R A B”rell (exceptB’ 252" 1846)
1Jn420b | édoaxev N A B?rell (except B 252" 459)
2 John, 2 hits
2Jn5s giyopev RA
2In7 £ERABOY A
3 John, 2 hits
3In7 EENAOBay R B
3Jnll £dpaxev R A B’ C rell Did PsOec (except B* 252 1846 2818

Pall)

Revelation, 15 hits

Rev2.25 | &yoi5 00 Byz"
Rev 7,3 ayots or R 2031
ayog av or Byz™
8xos 0d Byz™
Rev 7,13 nABav 2329
Rev93 | éERhBav 2021
Rev 9,8 glyav RATR
Rev 10,9 | aniida PY8vid A 9329 2351 By
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Rev 15,6 ¢ENABaY C

Rev 158 | &xoic C 1611

Rev 173 | &lda A Hipp

Rev 17,6 1o R A 2329

Rev 17,12 | #Aapav 2049° 2196

Rev 18,19 | &orav C 1828 Hipp

Rev 203 | &yoic 2050 205 ] H40>>+2064+2067
Rev2l,1 | &anitBov R A 2329 Byz*

Rev 21,4 anfabav A

The Distribution of Koine Singular Readings

PSPt PP N A B c| D | L|E|wW/|6 ]| w]| 33| re
hits | 1 4 8 1 14 7 14 1 31 5 1 2 19
% 0813216508 113|571 113]108250140]08|57 48|24 16] 153

~
=2}
w

rell means a single hit each for F N 049 084 0142 0211 /" 12 124 205 226 472 876 1243
16112021 2329.

The Distribution of Koine Sub-Singular Readings

Pl PP 8| 4| B i Cclp|FI|lL|E|Ww]|e|f™]| 33
his | 2 | 4 |4 T1a e 18l 28222
% | 22 | 43 |43 3265 09622187 |23 222253 22(7327732
700 | 1611 | rell
hits | 2 2 13
% | 22 | 22 141

W
[
W
>

rell means a single hit each for R X A W 579 1424 1646 2031 2049 2050 205] '2055+2064+2067
2196 Hipp.

Note: &, B, and D* take up almost half of all hits: 47.6% for the singular, and 43.5% for the
sub-singular readings.
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older Amic forms o their lster Komne equivalents on the basis of the
development of the Greek language., Based on these findings, the suthor |
presenis 94 lextual changes, some probable, some lentative, to the cntical text |
of the NT

These case studics call for a reassessment of the text found In our current 1
critical edition of the NT |
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