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Abstract: In a 1997 article T. C. Skeat suggested that P* comes from the same four-
gospel codex as Ps++¢7. Subsequently, Peter Head and Scott Charlesworth have ar-
gued against this identification, mainly on the basis of codicological data. However,
it is still possible that the same scribe copied them yet no one has made a com-
parative textual analysis of these papyri. In his original publication, Skeat included
a brief analysis of the text of P4, providing “some basic facts” Unfortunately his
analysis is unsatisfactory in two ways: it concerns only P* and it is based only on
deviations from the Textus Receptus. This article presents a new textual analysis of
P+ and P46 using a method devised by Kurt and Barbara Aland and subsequently
developed by Kyoung Shik Min, in order to examine the textual quality, transmis-
sion character, and the nature of the readings in these papyri. The result shows that
both P* and Pe4*67 have a “strict” textual quality and a “strict” transmission charac-
ter. The concern for careful copying reflected by the textual quality and transmis-
sion character of P* and P64*67 correlates with their external features, which Roberts
regarded as indicative of a “thoroughgoing literary production”

Introduction

In 1966, Kurt Aland reported and discussed an observation made by Peter Weigandt, an as-
sociate of the Institut fiir neutestamentliche Textforschung, that P* might come from the same
four-gospel codex as Pe4'¢7.* About a decade later, Joseph van Haelst reiterated the suspicion,
whereas C. H. Roberts had no doubt about the common identification.> However, the MSS had
not yet been subject to any detailed codicological and palaeographic analysis.

In 1997 T. C. Skeat published an extensive analysis arguing that the papyri indeed came
from what could be the oldest known MS of the four gospels, rivaled only by one other candi-
date, P75 Subsequently, Peter Head and Scott Charlesworth have argued against this identifi-
cation, mainly on the basis of codicological data. However, they still seem to accept the result

' Kurt Aland, “Neue neutestamentliche Papyri II,” NTS 12 (1965/66): 193 n. 1. Cf. Kurt Aland, Reperto-
rium der griechischen christlichen Papyri. Band I. Biblische Papyri: Altes Testament, Neues Testament,
Varia, Apokryphen (Berlin-New York: De Gruyter, 1976), 293: “vgl dazu P* der eventuell mit Pt u
P67 zusammengehort.”

> C. H. Roberts, Manuscript, Society and Belief in Early Christian Egypt (Schweich Lectures, 1977;
London: Oxford University Press, 1979), 13; cf. J. van Haelst, Catalogue des Papyrus Littéraires Juifs
et Chrétiens (Série Papyrologie 1; Paris: Sorbonne, 1976), 125-26 (no. 336: “Peut-étre le méme codex
que celui du fragment Suppl. Gr. 1120 de la Bi[b]liotheque Nationale de Paris = 403.); 146-47 (no
403: “Probablement le méme codex que celui du 336.”)

3 T. C. Skeat, “The Oldest Manuscript of the Four Gospels?,” NTS 43 (1997): 1-34 (Skeat gave an af-
firmative answer to the query in the title on p. 30).
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2 A Comparative Textual Analysis of P* and Pe4+67

of Skeat’s palaeographic assessment, that the same scribe copied the fragments. The similarity
of the hands of P* and Ps4+¢7 is striking, but there are other differences like, for example, the
amount of projection into the left margin of the ekthesis.’

Unlike these earlier studies, this article will focus on a textual analysis of the MSS, and I
should emphasize at the outset that a difference in textual character between the two papyri
does not exclude the possibility that they come from the same codex, nor that the same scribe
copied them. However, one would not expect their texts to be too different, especially not in
terms of transmission character as reflected, for example, in the number of singular readings
and errors.

Earlier research on the text of 14 and ])64+67

To my knowledge, Hermann von Soden, who had access only to the first fragments of P* pub-
lished by Scheil, was the first to characterize its text, and he labeled it as “guter H-text” (H =
Hesychian), i.e., basically a good representative of the traditional Neutral or Alexandrian text.6
Several other scholars confirmed this judgment in the decades to follow. For example, Marie-
Joseph Lagrange drew attention to the textual similarity of P* and Codex Vaticanus.” Similarly,
Schofield stated that the papyrus “has a very good Alexandrian text, following B quite closely,
often in opposition to Aleph, which frequently joins with D’ Sanders, who examined P* in
sixty textual variants which he had previously assigned to four different text types, agreed that
the papyrus was mainly Alexandrian but he also identified a strong admixture of Western and
Caesarean readings and a slight admixture of Antiochian (Byzantine) readings.’

¢ Peter Head, “Is P4, P* and P% the Oldest Manuscript of the Four Gospels? A Response to T. C.
Skeat,” NTS 51 (2005), 451, states, “Skeat made a strong case for the identity of the script of P* and
P¢7 with that of P+ in letter formation and in text layout they are virtually indistinguishable. The
case can never be completely conclusive, since however close the scripts, the possibility remains
that the same scribe could have written two (separate) manuscripts;” Scott Charlesworth, “T. C.
Skeat, P¢4*67 and P4, and the Problem of Fibre Orientation in Codicological Reconstruction,” NTS
53 (2007): 584-85, says, “According to Skeat, the script of P4*¢7 is identical to that of P4, and this as-
sessment is almost certainly correct. It is by no means unusual for two or more papyri to be traced
back to a single scribe”

5 I restrict myself to a brief comment on one small detail which has surfaced in this discussion:
One of the common features of the different parts which Charlesworth appeals to is that “[f]inal
v is written as a supralinear stroke” (“Fibre Orientation,” 585). However, this feature, also listed in
Aland, Repertorium, 293, and included in transcriptions by Skeat, “Four Gospels,” 12-13 and P. W.
Comfort and D. P. Barrett, The Text of the Earliest New Testament Greek Manuscripts (Wheaton:
Tyndale House Publishers, 2001), 67-71, does not occur in the extant part of 467, but seems to be
based on reconstruction. On the contrary, I have found three cases where an extant line ends with
a v, but it is never written as a supralinear stroke. At the same time, the habit of writing final v as a
supralinear stroke in P is irregular, and the scribe of P* and P64*¢7 has not attempted to justify the
lines, so this piece of evidence weighs little against the common identification.

¢ Hermann von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer dltesten erreichbaren Textgestalt
hergestellt auf Grund ihrer Textgeschichte (2 vols. in 4 parts; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1902-1913): 1: 998 (no. 34).

7 Marie-Joseph Lagrange, Critique textuelle 11, La critique rationnelle (2d ed. EtB; Paris: Gabalda,
1935), 119-23, esp. 123.

8 E. M. Schofield, “The Papyrus Fragments of the Greek New Testament” (PhD diss., Southern Bap-
tist Theological Seminary, 1936), 103.

9 Henry A. Sanders, “The Egyptian Text of the Four Gospels and Acts,” HTR 26 (1933): 88. Sanders
examined P* in 60 textual variants of which he assigned 23 to the Alexandrian text, 18 to the West-
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Jean Merell, who published further fragments of P* in 1938, did not attempt to classify
the text but confirmed Lagrange’s observation of the proximity of P* and Codex Vaticanus;
however, at the same time he noted some sixteen divergent readings apart from orthographic
differences.”

The editiones principes of ¢4 and P67 were published in 1953 and 1962, respectively. These
are considerably smaller fragments than P*. As for textual affiliation, C. H. Roberts, who edit-
ed P4, simply noted that the papyrus showed divergence from the two other Matthean papyri,
P37 and P#5.* R. Roca-Puig, who edited P67, noted that it exhibits close affiliation to Codex
Sinaiticus.”

As we have noted, Kurt Aland discussed the possibility that P belonged to the same codex
as Po4*67 as observed by one of his colleagues in Miinster in the 1960s. However, he was not
entirely convinced that this was the case, and held on to diverging dates (3d cent. and ca. 200,
respectively).” When Kurt and Barbara Aland later listed the papyri in their handbook, they
retained the distinct dating and characterized P* as a “normal text,” whereas P4*67 appeared
as a “strict text.* I should point out again that the different textual character does not preclude
the possibility that the MSS come from the same codex, but, nevertheless, the difference is
interesting.

In Skeat’s subsequent study he included a brief analysis of the text of P4, providing “some
basic facts,” whereas P47 were too small to analyze. Unfortunately his analysis of P* is un-
satisfactory, since it is based only on deviations from the Textus Receptus. Skeat found that P*
differed from the TR in 107 places. He then compared P* with other MSS in these 107 places.
Table 1 shows the agreements and disagreements relative to other MSS.

Table 1 Textual comparison in 107 deviations from the TR (Skeat)

Agreements of P* Disagreements of P*

With 8 67 40
With B 84 23
With A 13 94
With D 41 66
With L 65 42
With W 62 45
With © 22 85

Skeat also found considerable agreement with P7°, which, however, was defective in most of
the places. In sum, Skeat concluded:

ern, 16 to the Caesarean, and 3 to the Antiochian. Sanders based his examination on previously
defined text-types, stating that the Antiochian (Byzantine) and Alexandrian types were in general
well defined whereas the Western, and especially the Caesarean, were less well defined (ibid., 8).

© Jean Merell, “Nouveaux fragments du papyrus 4,” RB 47 (1938): 7-8.

" C. H. Roberts, “An Early Papyrus of the First Gospel,” HTR 46 (1953): 237.

2 R. Roca-Puig, Un Papiro Griego del Evangelio de San Mateo (Barcelona: Grafos S.A., 1962), 51.

3 Aland, “Neue neutestamentliche Papyri II,” 193-94; cf. Bagnall, Early Christian Books in Egypt
(Princeton-Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2009), 33. Bagnall seems to misunderstand the Al-
ands’ concept of “text types”

4 Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Edi-
tions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism (trans. E. F. Rhodes; 2d ed; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans; Leiden: Brill, 1989): 96 (P*), 100 (P54+67).
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[N]ow that the whole theory of localised text-forms has been virtually abandoned, the most
that can be said, if any label is to be attached, is to describe the text [of T*] as ‘Alexandrian’ in
inverted commas."

At the 1998 SBL Annual Meeting, William Warren presented a quantitative analysis, in which
he compared the text of P* to a number of control witnesses representing a spectrum of differ-
ent texts in 120 genealogically significant variation-units.” He calculated the following quanti-
tative relationships of P4, presented in Table 2 in descending order:

Table 2 Quantitative analysis of P* (Warren)

MS Agreements % Agreements/total #
B 93% 112/120
P75 93% 26/28
L 78% 94/120
N 72% 86/120
\Y 65% 77/118
33 58% 70/120
1 49% 59/120
700 48% 58/120
157 44% 53/120
C 41% 29/70
D 39% 47/119
13 39% 47/120
Q) 35% 42/120
v 33% 39/120
565 33% 39/120
P 29% 35/120
Q 28% 34/120
A 27% 32/120
TR 26% 31/120

Evidently, some of the control witnesses were not extant in all of the variation-units. Neverthe-
less, Warren was able to show that P* was affiliated to witnesses traditionally assigned to the
Alexandrian text-type, in particular Codex Vaticanus and P7°.

More recently, Kyoung Shik Min has analyzed P¢4'5” and other early Matthean papyri ap-
plying a different method, which was first devised by Kurt Aland and subsequently developed
by Min’s doctoral supervisor in Miinster, Barbara Aland, and Min himself.” According to the

5 Skeat, “Four Gospels,” 24.

' William FE. Jr. Warren, “P4 and the Py5-B Text in Luke” (paper presented at the Annual Meeting of
the Society of Biblical Literature, Orlando, 22 November, 1998). Cf. idem, “The Textual Relation-
ships of P4, P45, and P75 in the Gospel of Luke” (Unpublished Th.D. diss.; New Orleans Baptist
Theological Seminary, 1983). The SBL presentation was based on a corrected and expanded analysis.

7 Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Edi-
tions and to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism (trans. E. F. Rhodes; 2d ed; Grand



A Comparative Textual Analysis of P* and Pe4+67 5

current version of this method, a manuscript is classified in two ways: firstly, according to its
general textual quality, i.e., the degree of correspondence with the reconstructed initial text,
which in this case is equal to the printed text of NA”; and, secondly, according to its transmis-
sion character, i.e., how well each scribe copied the exemplar. Three main categories are used for
these classifications of textual quality or transmission character: “strict,” “normal” and “free”®

As we have seen, Kurt and Barbara Aland classified T4 as a “normal text” and 16467 as a
“strict text,” and they did not make any clear distinction between textual quality and transmis-
sion character.” In his more detailed analysis, Min suggests that P¢4"67 has a “strict” text but at
the same time reflects a “normal” transmission character.*® Min’s study is devoted to Matthean
papyri, but he nevertheless briefly comments in a footnote to his chapter on P¢4*67 that P* has
a medium error rate (he counts thirty-eight deviations from the NA>), and, thus, he character-
izes it as a “normal transmission” without commenting on the textual quality.”

Textual analysis of P* and Ps4+67

In the following I will apply this method to P* and Pe4'¢7, respectively, in order to see whether
the results and classifications of the Alands and Min are reproducible and valid according to
its own standards. The method admittedly involves an element of subjectivity, since the judg-
ments are based on a comparison with the hypothetically reconstructed initial text in NA?¥,
which in turn is close to the text of the fourth-century codices Sinaiticus and Vaticanus.>* Fur-
ther, the distinction between textual quality and transmission character should be made with
caution, especially in regard to small fragments, in this case particularly Po4¢7.

Numbers and percentages are more important than the corresponding labels like “free,”
“normal,” and “strict,” but the validity of the results ultimately depends on the size of the sam-
ple and the specific nature and pattern of textual variation—variants should be weighed as well
as counted.

Obvious errors, singular readings and orthographic variants can more confidently be at-
tributed to the scribe, especially if there is a discernible pattern. Such variation should primar-
ily affect the evaluation of transmission character—not the textual quality, which mainly refers
to the underlying exemplar. On the other hand, non-singular readings may also be creations
of the scribe, and agreement with other witnesses coincidental. In cases where there is a closer
genealogical connection between witnesses, their shared readings are more likely to have been
present in the exemplars.

Finally, it should be noted that this method of evaluation is based on variation-units in-
cluded in the NA> apparatus, supplemented with variation-units where each MS differs from

Rapids: Eerdmans; Leiden: Brill, 1989), 96-101; Barbara Aland, “Kriterien zur Beurteilung kleinerer

Papyrusfragmente des Neuen Testaments,” in New Testament Textual Criticism and Exegesis: Fest-

schrift J. Delobel (BETL 161; ed. A. Denaux; Leuven: Peeters, 2002), 1-13; Kyoung Shik Min, Die

friiheste Uberlieferung des Matthdusevangeliums (bis zum 3./.4. Jh.) (ANTF 34; Berlin-New York: De

Gruyter, 2005), 37-41 (method); 165-82 (P4+67).

The Alands and Min also use sub-categories like “at least normal” or “very free” (cf. Aland and Al-

and, The Text, 95, 100 (1%9); Min, Uberlieferung, 252.

v Aland and Aland, The Text, 96, 100.

> Min, Uberlieferung, 165-182.

» Min, Uberlieferung, 182 n. 37, states: “P* weist auf mittlere Fehleranfilligkeit (38 Abweichungen). Da
der Textbereich von P* nicht gering ist . . . ist die Fehlerzahl auch nicht als allzu hoch einzuschétzen.
Wir kénnen P* also der ‘normalen’ Uberlieferungsweise zuschreiben.”

2 Cf. Bart D. Ehrman, “A Problem of Textual Circularity: The Alands on the Classification of New
Testament Manuscripts,” Biblica 70 (1989): 377-88.
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the printed text. If one were to include all known textual variation in the comparison, the MSS
under consideration would appear closer to the initial text.
Table 3 gives an overview of the MSS.

Table 3 Overview of P* and Jye4+67

Gr.-Al. Location, shelfmark, Date® Provenance Reconstructed Contents Textual Transmission

no.  and editio princeps size (W x H) quality character

P4 Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale 3d cent. Coptos ca.13.5 x17 cm Luke 1:58-59; “strict” “strict”
Suppl. Gr. 1120; 62-2:1; 6-7; (Aland and
Jean Merell, “Nouveaux frag- 3:8-4:2; 29-35; Aland: “nor-
ments du papyrus 4, RB 47 5:3-8; 30-6:16 mal”)
(1938): 5-22.%

o467 Oxford, Magdalen College, ca. 200 Luxor ca.13.5X17-18.5 Matthew 3:9, “strict” “strict”
Gr. 18B (154); (Coptos?)> cm?* 15; 5:20-22, (Aland
C. H. Roberts, “An Early Papy- 25-28; 26:7-8, and Aland:
rus of the First Gospel,” HTR 10, 14-15, “strict”;
46 (1953): 233-37; 22-23, 31-33 Min:
Montserrat, Abadia de Mont- “normal”)

serrat IT 1 (PP67);

R. Roca-Puig, Un Papiro Griego
del Evangelio de San Mateo
(Barcelona: Grafos S.A., 1962).

In the following I will examine each witness and offer notes on the respective texts and tran-
scriptions. My transcription is in accordance with the relevant editio princeps, unless otherwise
noted.” After this follows a textual apparatus in which I indicate the variation-units of the
respective MSS. In a final section I analyze this data and conclude with a classification of the
textual quality and transmission character of each MS.

Greg.-Aland D (Paris Suppl. Gr. 1120)
Corrections to transcription in editio princeps (Merell)

Fr. A, recto, col. 1
1. 29-30 (1:64): Read n[vewxOn] on L. 29-30 for [avewxOn] on L. 31.28

% Date according to Kurt Aland et al., eds., Kurzgefasste Liste der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen
Testaments (2d rev. and enl. ed. Berlin-New York: De Gruyter, 1994). The Liste is now digital. Cited
27 January 2010. Online: http://intf.uni-muenster.de/vmr/NTVMR/ListeHandschriften.php. Note,
however, that in the digital version the dating of P¢4*¢” is now changed to 3d century. Recently,
Roger Bagnall has questioned the dating of the New Testament papyri to the second century. See
Bagnall, Early Christian Books, 1-24. Cf. Larry Hurtado, review of Roger S. Bagnall, Early Christian
Books in Egypt, RBL [http://www.bookreviews.org] (2010).

4 Earlier incomplete editions of P* had been published earlier: Vincent Scheil in “Archéologie, Varia,”
RB 1 (1892): 113-15; and idem, “Fragment d’Evangile,” MMAF 9.2 (1893): 216.

» )64 was purchased in Luxor, Egypt.

2 Here I follow Scott Charlesworth’s reconstruction (13.5 x 17-18.5 cm). See Scott Charlesworth, “T. C.
Skeat, P¢4*67 and P4, and the Problem of Fibre Orientation in Codicological Reconstruction,” NTS
53 (2007): 587 n. 29.

77 1 will offer corrections to the transcriptions mainly as they affect the variation-units or the assess-
ment of scribal habits.

8 Merell has calculated the lines differently at an earlier point, where he has not reconstructed the
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Fr. B, recto, col. 1
1. 13 (3:11): Read B for dv]o.*

Fr. B, recto, col. 2
1. 23 (3:17): There is most likely a colon after [a]opfeotw marking the end of a section.
1. 26 (3:18): Read a colon after Aaov, marking the end of a section.

Fr. B, verso, col. 1
1l. 1-2 (3:20-21): Read a colon after guhakn, followed by ekthesis where 1o is projected into the

left margin of l. 2 and surmounted by a paragraphos.

1. 2 (3:21): Read PantioOn for pantic®d.

1. 14 (3:22): Read a colon, marking the end of a section, after evdoxnoa (not a stop).
1. 16 (3:23): Read -\- for .

1. 33 (3:29): Read [[wv Tov]] tnoov tov - for ioov Tov.*

Fr. B, verso, col. 2

1. 2-3 (3:30): Read ehtaxe[iy] for ehta[rep-]u.

1l. 4-5 (3:31): Read [pat]tafa- T[ov] vaBap- for [pet]t[aba- Tov] vadap..

1. 7 (3:32): The papyrus seems to read tov Pal..., not Tov B[oog]-, but the reading is uncertain.
1. 9 (3:33): Read tov [ad]ap- [Tov] for Tov ap[tvadap- Tov].

1. 16 (3:35): Read oepov[x- Tov payav-] for oepov]y: Tov payav:].

1. 18 (3:36): Read xatv[ap-] for ka[t]v-.

1l. 26-27 (3:38-4:1): Line 27 begins with paragraphos and ekthesis marking a new section from

4:1. (Thus, there must also have been a colon on 1. 26 after Bgov.)

Fr. C, recto, col. 1
1. 9 (4:31): Read [e]ig [ka]ga[pvaovp moAwv] for [e]ig [ka]papvoup ToAL].

Fr. C, verso, col. 2
11. 3-4 (5:3): Read [yetv o]Atyov O¢ kabt[oag] for y[etv o]Atyov §e kabi[oag].”

29

30

31

32

33

missing text, but rather indicated three lost lines (Il. 10-12).

The scribe consistently writes numbers as numerals preceded and followed by a space with a dot.
The spaces and one dot are still visible here; Comfort and Barrett, The Text, 58, transcribe the nu-
meral but without the dots.

The scribe consistently uses two points in median position in abbreviated numerals. Cf. Skeat, “Four
Gospels,” 6. (Skeat corrects Merell as to the position of the “stop,” but does not note in this context
that two points in median position are used with the abbreviation.)

There are two visible traces of a correction suggesting that inoov was first written as a nomen sa-
crum. First, there is still a trace of the upsilon in the left vertical stroke of what is now an eta. Sec-
ondly, the omicron in inoov, which is very awkward and looks more like a rho, may possibly have
been the upsilon in tov, that was then corrected to a raised omicron—a letterform which this scribe
does not normally use. Maybe there was a nomen sacrum in the exemplar which the scribe copied
at first but then realized that Inoodg here in the genealogy refers to “Joshua” and therefore made a
correction in scribendo.

Merell’s transcription is clearly erroneous, probably due to a confusion because some text from
another sheet has left an impression at this point (in reverse script).

Skeat thinks the reading 8¢ kabioag is very doubtful and says “[t]he papyrus is in very bad condi-
tion here” (“Four Gospels,” 23). However, the reading is perfectly clear in the high-resolution image
I have accessed.
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Fr. D, verso, col. 1

1. 12 (5:33): Read vnotevov for Anotevov.

1. 13 (5:33): Read [o1]y mukva kat 8en for [ov mukva kat den.
1. 27 (5:35): Read o yvpe[i]og Tote v for o vuug[i[og Tote vn.
1L 33-34 (5:36): Read amo t(patiov [[rakatov]] KALVOUL. 3

Fr. D, verso, col. 2
11. 17-18 (5:39-6:1): Read a colon, marking the end of a section after eottv on 1. 17. The next line
begins with paragraphos and ekthesis marking a new section from 6:1 (¢yeveto).

Fr. D, recto, col. 1

11. 1-2 (6:4): Read k[ou €]0w[ke]v Tot[g pet] for k[at edwke]v TOIg [peT].

1l. 7-8 (6:5): Read o v[tog] Tov avBpwrov [kat] T[o]v [o]apBat[ov] for [kal Tov capPatov o
viog] Tov avBpwmnov.*

Fr. D, recto, col. 2
I. 12 (6:12): Read aq_r[o] for s1¢ t]o].

1. 24 (6:14): Read o[v kat wvopaoev].”

Apparatus

The base text to the left in the apparatus is NA¥ (= txt). All variation-units in NA¥ are noted in
the apparatus for the stretch of text (verses) covered by the respective papyri. Lacunae in these units
are indicated thus: lac. Further variation-units, not recorded in the NA¥ apparatus, are included
when the papyrus deviates from the printed text; letter addresses for these units are in italics.

Some textually insignificant variation-units are noted under orthography (= O). Here, this
category includes spelling, itacism, and confusion of the endings of the first and second aorist
forms. Nu-movables are not noted. The orthographic variants are not included in the textual
analysis, except in cases where they make up variation-units in NA” (normally relating to the
spelling of proper names).

Luke 1:59
a: lac

1:60
a: lac

3 The scribe corrected malatov to katvov.

% Merell indicates a line break between xat (I. 1) and edwkev (l. 2). However, a delta and part of an
omega are visible at the beginning of I. 2. This means P* most likely supports the printed text of NA*
(no information is indicated for P* in this variation-unit in the apparatus).

¢ Comfort and Barrett follow Merell, except that they omit a kat in their reconstruction of 1. 7. Skeat,
“Four Gospels,” 24, however, points out that “the kat is required by the demands of space,” and indi-
cates kat Tov oaPParov in his textual apparatus (against the text of B). Apparently, Merell (followed
by Comfort and Barrett), could see tov avBpwmov rather clearly. I can see the words too, but on the
previous line! Moreover, the omicron in viog at the beginning of 1. 7 is also rather clear. Thus, Skeat
is correct about the presence of a kat, but, like Merell, he places it in the wrong (and rather unique)
position, because it is apparent that Merell has confused the lines (this error is repeated by Comfort
and Barrett). The IGNTP apparatus supports my transcription. P* follows other Alexandrian wit-
nesses in harmonizing the text to Mark 2:28.

7 Merell does not transcribe this line. Cf. Skeat, “Four Gospels,” 7 n. 4.
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1:61
a: lac

1:63

a: AMéywv ] om D pc e sy* bo™

b: dvopa ] 10 dvopa R AB>CD W @ ¥ 1233 M // txt P* B* L E 565 579 700 [ 2211 pc; Or

¢ (vss 63-64; cf. Mark 7:35): kal éDadpacay mavteg. dvedyOn 6¢ 0 otépa adTod mapaypfpa Kal
| YA@ooa | // kal é0avpacav mdvteg. avewyxOn 8¢ 10 otopa avtod mapaypipa kal EAVON O
deopog tiig YAwoong f* pc // kai mapaxpfjpa EA0ON 1} yr@ooa avtod kal éBadpacay mavrec:
avewyOn 6¢ 10 otoépa D a b vg™ (sy*) // kal é0adpacav mavteg. dvewyxbn mapaxpfjpa T
oTtopa adTod Kai 1) YAdooa P14 (RvedyOn) 213 472

O: mvaxidiov | mvaxeidiov P4

1:64
O: avewxOn | vewxdn P* 205 983

1:65

a: oPog ] add tovg dxovovtag tadTa kai ® arm
b: tiig Tovdaiag | add kai P* W 1675 b ce

c: StehaAeito ] éhaleito P2 1675 b ce // Sua 8*

d: mavta ] om 8* L 1241 1424 pc sy*? bo™*

1:66

a: avt@v | éavt@v Pt B

b: yap ] om A C* ® o130 £33 M syP // txt P* R B C* D L W ¥ 565 pc latt sy'™8 co
c:fv ] om D it vg™ sy*

1:67
a: énpogrntevoev Aéywv | eimev D

1:68
a: kvptog | om P* W it vg* sy* sa™; Cyp

1:69
a: olk@ | T® oikw A © ¥ 0130 M // txt PR B C D LW £33 565 579 700 8921241 [ 844 [ 2211 pc

1:70

a: TOV aylwv 4’ aidvog mpoPnT@v avtod | aylwv tpoent@v adtod @V an’ ai@vog D it; Ir'™ //
TOV aylwv &’ ai@vog adtod mpopnt@v 8 W; Eus // 1@V aylwv t@v &’ ai@vog mpoentdv
aToD ACO Y T M // txt P* BL A 0130 233579 1844pc vg

1:74
a: lac

1175

a: Tdoaug Taig fuépaig | mdoag tag nuépag 8 A CD O W o130 o177 £ 33 M Ir'™ Or // txt PAvid
B L W 565 579 pc Or'™

b: fuépaig ] add Tiig {wfig T © £ 1424 2542 [ 844 [ 2211 pm sy*; Or
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1:76
a: évamov | mpod mpoowmov A CD L ® W 0130 £ 33 M sy; Ir™ // txt P* 8 B W o177 pc; Or
b: xvpiov ] Tod kvpiov P*

1:77
as®lac

1:78
a: lac

1:79
a: émdvat ] g D // txt P rell

2:6
a: lac

2:7
a: TOV mpwTodTOKOV | om W
b-c: lac

3:8
a-b: lac

39
a:* kapmov kaAov | kapnov P4 lat; Or // kapmovg kalovg D sy*<? (cf. Matt 7:17-18)
O: &&ivn ] a&eivn P*B D O

3:10
a: motowpev ] momowpev iva cwbduev D sa™ (cf. Acts 16:30) // momjowpev tva {dpev b q
ngSS Samss

3:11
a:* lac

3:12
a: pantioOfjvar | opoiwg Pantiobivar D a
b: momowpev | momowpev tva cwbdpev D
O: einav | eimov P rell // txt C* D W ¥

3114
a:* i momowpev kal Hueig | kai fpeig i moujowpev A C* @ ¥ 33 M a sy" (pm mowjoopev) // ti
notjowpev tva cwBawpev D // txt P+ 8 B C* L W E £ 579 892 1241 pc lat sy*<P

3 P4 is partly lacunose, av[...], but supports either avt@v (txt) or, less likely, avtod (W 0177 565 pc),
but not Nu@v (A CO ¥ f' 579 [ 844 al vg™).

»  NA?¥ indicates “P*®” in this unit, but the papyrus undoubtedly omits kaAov.

4 P4 is partly lacunose, ( Jev), but does not support Aéyet (A C* D @ ¥ M). It probably reads E\eyev
(txt 8 B C* L N £33 579 700 892 1241 [ 844 pc), since einev is a singular reading (W).

# P4 reads Tt mon[ow]pey kat nueig supporting txt, which is not indicated in NA>.
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b:# avtoig | 1pOG adTovg R A CCW W f3 M sy"// txt P* B C* DL O E 133 700 892 2542 pc
c: und¢ | undéva 8* H (F1241) 2542 pc sy*<P

3:15
a: mepl 100 Twdvvov | om 131 sy*
O: Iwdvvov | Iwdvov P+ B D

3:16

a: anekpivato Aéywv maowv 6 Twdvvng ] émyvovg ta Stavorpata adt@v einev D

b: dpag | Opag eig petdvolav C D 892 1424 pc it vg™ (cf. Matt 3:11)

c: Epxetat 8¢ 6 loxvpdTEPOG oL | 6 6 EpxOpEVOG ioXLPOTEPDG Hov EoTtv D 1 (cf. Matt 3:11)
d: ayiw ] om 64; Tert

O: dnekpivato | anekpeivato P* B ©

(Note also that P* is inconsistent in the spelling of the nameTwdvvng.)

3:17

a:® StakaBapat . . . ouvayayelv | kai StaxaBaptel . .. ouvd&et R A C(D) LW O E VW f* f3 33 M
lat sy sa™ bo* // txt P4 8* B pc (a) e sa™ boP; Ir' (sed: "ovvaker)

b: oV oitov ] 1oV pev oitov (D) G © f* pc

c: avtod | om X2 D pc e boPt; Ir'™

3:18
a: mapakaA@v | mapav@ov D

3119
a: 100 adel@od | Dhinmov tod &dehgod A C KW W 33 565 579 1424 2542 al syP! sa™ bo

3:20
a: lac

3:22

awg] woet A@ Y 2 M// txt PR B D L W o070 33 579 1241 pc

b: ¢’ avTtoVv | gic adtdév D

c: oV &l 0 VIOG pov O &yamnTodg, év ool eddOKNOaA | VIOG Lo €l 00 Eyw ONpePOV YEYEVVIKA O€
D it; Ju (Cl) Meth Hil Aug (cf. LXX Ps 2:7) // oU €l 6 vi6g pov 6 &yanntdg v @ eddoknoa
X pc fbof (cf. Matt 3:17) // 00166 €0TLv O ViOG POV O dyannTOG €V ® e0dOKkNOoA 1574 pc (cf.
Matt 3:17)

d: cwpatik® ] mvevpatt (7ovr) P

3:23-31
a:* A major rewriting in D (and d) with the genealogy of Matt 1:6-16 (in reverse order)

#  NA?¥ indicates some uncertainty (“P*?”), but the papyrus clearly supports the printed reading.

4 This variation-unit is divided into two separate units in NA”. However, the units are textually re-
lated and, hence, counted as one in this analysis.

4+ In the variation-units in Luke 3:23-31, D is consequently omitted from consideration unless other-
wise noted.
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3:23b-38
a:® om vss 23-38 W [vss 23b-38] 579

3:23

a: apxouevog | épxdpevog 700 // om 1555 pc e f sy*? sa

b: vidg wg Evopileto ] wg évopileto viog A © o102 333 M sy" // txt P* X BL W V¥ 070 f* 892
1241 [ 2211 pc

c* Toone | Iwore tod TakwP (D) N O pc

O HAM HAei P*4R AB O ¥ 13 700 1424 M

3:24

O:¥ Mab0dt | MaB646 P 8 // Maebad 8X* // Mab0&v D // MatBat AB O ¥ M // Matbav L
3700 1424 al

O: Asvi | Aevel P4 8 B¢ O £ 1424 al //'H\ei B*

O: Melxi ] MeAxei P* R AB L © % 1424 al

3:25
O:EoAi |’ Eolai P //’Eckei 8 A B © f* al //’Ecoai f pc /’Eohip ¥ pc //’Eo)eip 1424 pc

3:26
O: Mdab | Maat P* O 1424 pc
O: Zepeiv | Zepeeiv PR BL O // Zepeet A W 3 M // Zepel 33 700 1424 pc

3:27
a: 100 Pnod | tod ov Pnoad P*
O:Pnod | Pnoad P* // Pacd

3:28

a (orthographic variation-unit): Expaddap | *EApwddap A (T) ® W o102 f+09 M aur // *EApacdap
P4 // txt R BL N (070) 33 1424 pc lat

O:Nnpi ] Nnpeit P* R ABL O 31424 M

O: Melxi ] MeAyei P* X ABL © 31424 M

O: ASSI ] AdSei PR ABO fr1424 M // AvSi L //'Taddi 700

3:29

O:'EMiéCep | EAdlep P* 8* //'Ehailep X' //’EXeéep [
O:’Twpip [ Twpeip P* A B L O V¥ 1424 pc // Twpaip f* // Twpép f73
O: Asvi | Aevel D4R ABL O fal// om 1424

4 At this point there is an error in NA” where W and 579 are cited for the omission of vv. 23-38 with
579 enclosed in parenthesis instead of W. The editors have been notified and they confirm that this
will be changed in the next edition. Further, a minor omission in v. 23 of To0’HAl Tod Maf6ar in a
Latin MS (c) is treated in the same variation-unit in NA>. I do not include this unit in the analysis
because it is attested only in a single Latin MS.

4 Codex D has the addition within the major rewriting.

4 The doubling of consonants in MaB6- and Mat6- appears in transliterated Semitic words (BDF
§40). However, I am not aware of any MS with the spelling Maf0ar (as printed in NA?>) in this
particular verse. On the other hand, several MSS including P* have this spelling in 3:29 (cf. Matt 1:15
where NA> has the spelling Mat0av).
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3:30
O:’Ehtakip | Elaxeip Pavid

3:31
a: Tod Mevvd | om A

b (orthographic variation-unit): NaGap ] NaBav 8> AL © ¥ 3 33 M sy bo // txt P* 8* B pc it
O:% Aavid | Aaveid P**ABD O L f' pc

3:32

a (orthographic variation-unit): Twpnd | TwpnA 8* B sy* // TwPnt P* //°QPAA D* //°2p7d D ©
FrMIat syPh // txt 82 ALT AW £333 89212411424 al ¢

b: lac

c: Zald ] Zalpwv¥* AD L O V¥ o102 (f3) 33 M latt syPh bo (cf. Matt 1:4) // txt P* R* B sy* sa bo™

3:33

a: 100 Apuvadaf tod Adpiv Tod Apvi] Tod Adpiv 100 Apvi B // 10D Apvadap tod Apap A D 33
565 (1424) [ 2211 pm lat sy? (cf. Matt 1:3-4) // T00 Apuvadap tod Apdp tod Twpdu K A ¥ 700
(£892) 2542 pm b e (sy") // 100 ApvadaP tod Apdp tod Adui tod Apvi (N) © (0102 1) pc//
100 Adap tod Adpiv tod Apvi P44 R* 1241 pcsa et v.l. al // txt 8* L X () £ pc bo

b: Tod ®dpeg ] om A

O: Adpiv ] Adpeiv P*B L

3:35
a (orthographic variation-unit): Zepovy | Zepovk D // txt P+ rell
b: lac

3:36
a:* to?' | om Y7574 D
O: lac (Kaivap/Kaivav)

3:37

a (orthographic variation-unit): Tapet ] Taped B> D L % 33 M vg sy sa™ bor' //'Taped AK O ¥
pcbcr boft // txt Prid7svid R B* aaurl q

b (orthographic variation-unit): Mahe\en\ ] Mehehen\ 8* A N £ [ 2211 pc sa™ boP // txt P+ rell

c: lac (Kaivap/Kaivav)

41
a &v TR épnuw | eig v €pnpov A ® E o102 £ 33 M lat (cf. Matt 4:1; Mark 1:12) // txt P775
X BD L W 579 8921241 pcit

4:2
a: StaPorov | carava D pc e sy* (cf. Mark 1:13)
b: o0k Epayev 000V | 0Ok Epayev 00OV 00 Emiev 2 pc

#  Many MSS have the nomen sacrum 8ad here (e.g., RY 33700 1424).

4 The variation-unit in NA¥ also involves the textual variation of the name Kaivap/Kaivav, but this
part is illegible in P4.

*  NA?¥ indicates P+"¢ (¢xt), but according to my transcription P* clearly supports txt.
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4:29
a: ote ] €ig 0 A CVY (1424) M // txt PR B D LW O £33 579 700 892 1241 2542 pc; Or

4:31

a (orthographic variation-unit): Kagapvaovp ] Kanepvaovp A CL © (¥) o102 2 M q // txt
P+ R B D W 33 579 [ 844 [ 2211 pc lat; Mcion™* Or

b: TaAhaiag | Tadhaiag thv mtapabalacoiov év opioig ZaBovAwv kat Ne@OaAip D (cf. Matt 4:13)

4:33
a: lac

4:34
a: lac
b: dmoléoar fudg | nuag @de dmoréoan D // txt P+ rell

4:35
a-d: lac

53

a: lac

b: dAiyov | 6oov 6oov D

¢ kaBioag 8¢ | kai kabicag A C O W 3 3314 1424 M lat sy" // 8¢ kabicag P*

d: ék oD mAoiov | év T® mAoilw 8 D e sa // ano tod mhoiov 3

e: ¢k Tob Thoiov €0idaokev | é8idaokev ¢k ToD MAolov P*ACL QW O W (f3) 33 579 M al //
txt (R) B (D) 1424 d e pc

514
a: xaldoate | xaldoow P

55

a: lac

b:s3 einev | einev adt@ ACD LW O VW f1.13 33 M lat sy sa // txt P*1475 R B 700 2542 pc e bo
c: ¢motdra | Siddokale D

d-e: lac

5:6
a:* ta Siktva ] 10 Siktvov A CW £33 M b vg syPh

57

a: év 1@ £Tépw | T0IG v T £Tépw A C O 333 Mlatsa // txt P+475 R BD LW ¥ 579 700 pca
b: cuAAaPécOat ] fonbeiv D

c: wote | dote mapd T D c e r' vgd sysPhme /[ dote §8n C // txt P rell

In this unit NA> does not indicate any information for P4, although it clearly supports txt,
Ka]pa[pvaovp.

*  Variation-units c-d are treated as one variation-unit in NA™.

% NA?¥ does not give any information for P4, but there is not enough space for avt® (IGNTP indicates
P+ for eimev).

5+ This is for the part of the variation-unit in NA*” where P* is extant .
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5:8

a: i8wv 8¢ Zipwv ITétpog | idwv 8¢ 6 Zipwv W 3 892 1241 pcab e r' sy*™8 // 6 8¢ Eipwv D // txt
Pid [1Swv de o] wv me[tpog] rell

b: toig yévaorv Incod | toig yovaow tod Tnood A C L @ ¥ f% 33 579 1241 1424
[ 844 2211 al

c: €EeBe | mapaxal@ £EeNBe D

5:30
a-b: lac
O: mivete | meivete P4 B

531
a: 0'Inoodg ' ITnoodg P* B // om W 1241
b: pog avtoig | mpog avtdv P4 // avtoig L E 33

5:32
a: ApapTwAovg | doefeic R*

5:33

a: ol pabnrai | i ti of pabnrai 8*> A CD © W 3 M latt sy bo? (cf. Matt 9:14) // txt P* X' B
L W E 33 892* 1241 pc sa bo**

b: vnotevovotv mukva kat deroelg motodvTatl Opoiwg kai oi TV Papioaiwv | kat oi padnral
TOV Qaploaiwv viotevovaty Tukva Kai defjoelg motodvtan D (it)

c: ool ¢0Biovoy kal mivovorv | pabnrai cov 00dEV TovTwWYV otodoy D e

O: Iwévvov | Iwdvov P4 B D

O: papioaiwv | papetoaiwv P* B

O: mivovowv | teivovory Pt B

5:34
a:'Inoodg ] om A © ¥ M latt sy boP* // txt PR BC D LW E £ 33 579 892 1241 2542 [ 844 [
2211 al f sy"™8 co

b-d: lac

5:36

a: 1O EmiPANpato anod tod karvod] TO &no tod katvod EniPAnua D // 10 and 1od kawvod A ¥
M // txt Preeid 8 B CL W O £ 33 579 700 892 1241 1424 2542 [ 844 [ 2211 al lat sy // 10
¢niPAnpa to &nd Tod makatod fxt P

5:37
a: priket | priyvoot P*// pooet CT A pcbflq

5:38

a: PAntéov | pdANovowy 8* D it sy?; Mcion® (cf. Matt 9:17) // faAAntan W

b:3 PAntéov | add kai dugotepot ovvinpodvrar A C (D) © W £ M latt sy (bo™*); Mcion* (cf.
Matt 9:17) // txt P75 8 BL W f* 33 579 700 1241 2542 pc co

% NA?¥ indicates that the addition seems to be absent in P75, but with the publication of a new frag-
ment this is now certain. See Marie-Luise Lakmann, “Papyrus Bodmer XIV-XV (P7°) Neue Frag-
mente,” Museum Helveticum 64 (2007): 27. (The new fragment contains Luke 5:37-6:3.)
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5:39

a: [kai] ovdeig mwv makatov BéAel véov- Aéyet ydp- 6 makalog xpnotdg éotwy | om D it; Eus

b6 [kait] | om P47574 8> B C* 579 700 892 1241 // txt rell

c:7 Béhel | e00¢wg Bé et A C* O W 2 33 M latt sy // txt PA754 R B C* L W f* 579 1241 pc co

d:*® xpnotdg ] xpnototepog A C © W 3 33 M lat sy" // txt P+754 R B C* L W f* 579 1241
pc co

6:1

a:® &v oaPPdtw ] év caPPatw Sevteporpwrtw A CD @ W (f2) M lat sy”; Epiph // sabbato mane
e // txt P75 R B L W 33 579 1241 2542 pc it syP"™8 sa bo™*

b: kai £TiAov oi padnrai adtod ] oi 8¢ pabntai adtod fip&avto Tidewy D

c:% kail fjoBlov Tovg oTdyvag YwxovTeg Talg Xepoilv | TovG oTdyvag Kal YwXoVTEG TAlG Xepaiv
fjlobov D (e) f syp // Tovg otdyvag kai fjoblov ywyovteg Taic xepotv (X)) ACC W O VY [ 33
M lat sy // txt P+7514 B (C*) L (579) 700 892 1241 2542 pc

6:2

a:% ti motette 6 ovk £&eotiv T0ig 0dPPaocty I 'Eide, i motodow ol pabnrai oov toig cdPPactv 6
ovk £Eeott D (cf. Matt 12:2) // ti moiette 6 ovk €Eeotiv motelv Toig odPPaocty () A C (L) ©
(W) f+09) (33) M q sy®" boP // txt P+7574 B 700 pc lat sa bo™*

O: einav | einovP* ABRCLO VY 333 M al // txt W X // (Exeyov D 579 it)

O: papioaiwv | gapetoaiowv P4 B ©

6:3

a: pOG avtovg elnev 6 Inoodg ] 6'ITnoodg mpdg avtovg einev 8 LW © V¥ al vg sy" // 6’ Tnoodg
elnev mpog adtovg A C* (D) K f™3 565 892 1241 al it sy?// mpdg avtovg 6’ Inoodg inev 700
2542 pc /] txt (P*) (B) P74 Cr M

b:%> 6’Inoodg | Inoodg P* B

c:Ote | OMOTEAO f3M// txt P*RBCDLWAVY 579 892 1241 1424 2542 al

d: [6vteg] Jom P* R B D LW O f* 33579 700 892 1241 2542 pc // txt ACW f2 M

6:4

a: [wg] ] nog 8> L © £33 700 12411424 pcco /fom P* B D sy? // txt R* ACW ¥ M

b:% Aapwv | ENafev kai A C¥ M // om 8 D KW 12 565 579 700 1241 2542 al; Ir'™ (cf. Matt
12:4) // txt P* B C* L © 892 pc

c:% Edwkev | Edwkev kai 8 A D © 233 M sy" bo // txt P+ B C* L O 892 pc

¢ The new fragment of P75 increases the likelihood that the papyrus omits kai, but it is not absolutely
certain.

7 The new fragment makes the reading of 975 without e06¢wg (¢xt) almost certain.

% NA?¥ does not give information for P75, but the new fragment makes it likely that 77> attests to the
printed reading.

»  While NA> does not give information for P75, the new fragment makes it likely that 97> attests to
the printed reading.

6o As for the preceding note.

¢ The new fragment of 17°> makes it practically certain that it agrees with #xt.

6 Variation-units a-b are treated as one variation-unit in NA>.

% NA?¥ indicates P+ (txt), but according to my transcription (and the ed. pr.), P* clearly supports the
printed reading.

% NA?¥ does not give the reading of P4 however, according to my transcription, it seems that P* sup-
ports the printed reading.
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d: iepeic | add i) avTii uépa Oeaocdpevog Tiva épyalopevoy @ oaPPatw einev adtd, AvBpwre,
el pev oidag i moLels, pakdaplog ei- i 8¢ un oidag, émkataparog kai mapaPdtng el Tod vopov.
D

6:5

a: transposition of v. 5 after v. 10 in D

b:% Eheyev avtoig | Eleyev avTolg OTLR* A D L O W £ 33 M latt // txt P* 8* B W f* 579 700 pc

¢:% 10D cafPdtov 6 vidg TOD AvBpwTov | O VIOG TOD AvBpwTov Kai Tod caPPdtov P+ AD L
O W f*13 33 M lat sy" sa bo™; Mcion® (cf. Mark 2:28) // txt 8 B W 1241 sy? bo?*

6:6

a: 'Eyéveto 8¢ év etépw oafPdtw eioehBelv avtov eig v ovvaywynyv kai Siddoketv. kai v
dvBpwmog €xel kai 1 xeip avtod 1N Se&ia v Enpd. | Kai eioeh86vtog avtod mdw eig v
ovvaywyny oappdatw év ) fv &vBpwmog Enpav Exwv v xeipa D

6:7

a:avtov ] om A @ ¥ f* M lat bo™* // txt P* X B D L W £33 579 892 1241 1424 pc Sy co

b: Bepanever | Oepanevoet P* B © f* (£ 33) M bo (cf. Mark 3:2) // txt R A D L W V¥ 565 579
2542 pc

c: ebpwoty katnyopelv | ebpwotv katnyopiav 8 A L W £ 33 M r' sy™e bo // ebpwaorv
katnyopijoat D // katnyoprjowowy ¥ (2542) pc bo™: (cf. Matt 12:10; Mark 3:2) // txt P44 ®*
BO® fl1241al sa

d: avtod | kat’ avtod 82 K L W 33 565 579 892 1424 al

O: gpapetoaiot | papeioaiot P* B

6:8
a: fj8et Tovg Stahoylopovg avTdy, eimev 8¢ | yivwokwv Tovg Stahoylopois adt@v Aéyet D b f
b:kai] 6 8¢ AKT A £ 565 M sy"

6:9

a: 0'Inoodg ] Tnoodg P* B

b: énepwt® ] énepwtnow A D @ W f®13 33 M it sa bo™ // txt P* R BL W bo

cel] AV f533Mqr sy// txt PR B D LW 579 892 1241 pc lat co; Mcion”

d: dmohéoan ] dmoxteivar A ® M e sy (cf. Mark 3:4) // txt P* X BD LW ¥ f5 579 892 1241
2542 pc lat syP"™¢; Mcion"

e: drmoAéoau | add ol 0¢ ¢owwnwv D A al (bo?) (cf. Mark 3:4)

6:10

a: elnev | év 0pyii einev (Aéyet D) D X © A f3 (2542) al it sy”

b: énoinoev | ¢Eétetvev 8 D (W) f12 1424 2542 pc latt syP™™ co

c: avtod | add gy GAA A (D) KQ A © ¥ £ 565 2542 al it sy" (and in D add v. 5 here) // Oyu|g
@G 1 GAAN £ M (cf. Matt 12:13) // Oymng W 579 bo? // txt P* 8 B L 33 pc lat sa bo?

O: anekateotdOn | amokatreotddn P*B D UY O I1 565 700 // anokatéotn f*// dnekatéotn 8*

5 NA¥ has P (txt) but according to my transcription (and the ed. pr.) it is clear that P* supports the
printed reading.

% No information is given in NA>. Merell, Skeat, and Comfort and Barrett, reconstruct the text differ-
ently (see above).
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6:11

a: SteddAovv mpog dAAovg Ti dv mojoatev 1@ Tnood ] Sieloyilovto mpodg dAAAoLG TG
amoAéoworv adtov D (cf. Mark 11:18, 31; Luke 20:14)

b:7 Stehdhovv | ENdAovy P4 K U IT ¥ 157 565 // ovvehdAovv 33 // txt P75 R ABL W © '3 33
579 700 1424 M

6:12
a: o0 Bcod | om D

6:13
a: lac

6:14

a: lac

b: kai'TakwPov kat Twdvvny kat @ikimmov | TakwPov kat Twdvvnv @ikimmov A Q © W f* M lat
sy" sa™ boP; (Eus) // txt P75 R BD L W (f) 33 (565 579 1241) 2542 al it sy*P

cTwdvvny ] add 1ov 48eA@ov avtod, oVg énwvopacev foavnpyég, 6 €otiv viot fpovtiig D (cf.
Mark 3:17) // Tobg viovg Tod Zefedaiov sy*

O: Iwdvvny | Iwévnv P* B D

6:15

a:kai ] om A Q © V¥ 33 M lat sy* sa™ bo™s // txt P* R B D L W £ 1241 2542 pc it sy*?; Eus
b: @wpav | add tov émkalovpevov Aidvpov D (cf. John 11:16)

cxai]om ABD>*QW @ Y f* M lat sy™ sa™* bo? // txt P* R D* L £ 33 700 1241 2542 pc it sy*?

6:16

akal]omA OV f133Mefqvgt™sy" // txt P+7> R BD L QW £ 892 1241 2542 pc it vg sy*?

b: Tokaptd ] Tokapidtny 82 A Q W O V¥ f3 M vg (co): Mcion® // Zkapiwd D lat // txt P* R*
BL33579 pcd

Textual variation of P4

The textual variation of P* as compared to the initial text (NA*) is indicated in Table 4 as
follows: addition (A); omission (O); substitution (SUB); transposition of word order (W/O).
Orthographic changes are not included unless otherwise is noted.

Table 4 Textual variation of P*

Text Variation- Lacunose Additional variation- ~ Ratioof =~ Typeof Singular
units in NA” variation-units units where P* deviates deviation deviation readings
from NA¥
Luke 1:58-59; 156 33 1 26/134 3xXA 2x A
62-2:1; 6-7; 3:8-4:2; (155) (19.4%) 8x0 1x0O
29-35; 5:3-8; 4xW/O 1xW/O
30-6:16 1xSUB 4xSUB

There are 155 variation-units in NA? for this stretch of text. However, in two cases I have
treated an individual variation-unit as two separate units containing genealogically unrelated
textual variation (5:3¢c-d; 6:3a-b). On the other hand, in one case I have treated two variation-

¢ Cf. Luke 1:65 where P* substitutes éAa\eito for Stehaleito.
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units in NA” as one unit, since they contain genealogically related textual variation (3:17a).
Thus, my analysis includes 156 variation-units. P* is lacunose in thirty-three of these units,
which leaves us with 123 selected units reflecting the most significant variants in the textual
tradition.®® In this sample P* agrees with the reconstructed initial text in 108 units (87.8%) and
deviates in fifteen units (12.2%).

In addition to this sample, P* deviates from the printed text in eleven other variation-
units giving a total of twenty-six deviations in 134 variation-units (19.4%). However, if we were
to include all variation-units in the textual tradition then the relative agreement between P*
and the printed text would be significantly higher. This is because the number of deviations
(twenty-six) would remain constant, whereas the number of variation-units would increase
dramatically. In the following I will discuss the textual variants in more detail.

Additions (x3)

The papyrus attests to the following three additions: kai post’ Tovdaiag (1:65b); the definite
article in Tod kvpiov (1:76b), which is a singular reading; and a non-sensical o0 in Tod o0’ Pnoad
(3:27a), which is clearly a scribal error. Several other witnesses (W 1675 b c e) attest to the first
addition (1:65b), most of which also replace the following word diehaleito with éhaleito (P
1675 b c e). I therefore think that this addition was already in the exemplar of P* whereas the
other two unique readings, one clearly an error, are most likely the work of the scribe.

Omissions (x8)

In relation to the printed text, * contains the following eight omissions: k0ptog (1:68a); kaAdv
(3:92); the definite article in 6°'Inoodg (5:31a; 6:3b; 6:92); [kai] (5:39b); [dvteg] (6:3d); [wg] (6:4a).

Two of these omissions may reflect haplography due to homoioteleuton: kvpilog (written
with nomina sacra) could easily have been omitted in the sequence Evhoyntog kvpiog 6 6edg
(1:68); whereas kaAOv comes after kapmov (3:9).

As for the three omissions of the definite article in 6 Tnoodg, interestingly, B shares all of
them. I think these omissions were already in the exemplar. Note that one of the singular read-
ings of P4, which is more likely the work of this scribe, is the addition of a definitive article in
1:76. The other three omissions concern words printed within square brackets in NA* and the
omissions are attested by other textually related witnesses (B shares all three). Thus, the words
were likely already absent from the exemplar of P4

Transpositions (x4)

P* contains the following four transpositions: dvewyxbn 8¢ 10 otoépa avTod Tapaypfpa
Kai 1] YA@ooa | ave@xOn mapaxpfjpa 10 otépa avtod kai 1 YAdooa (1:63¢); kabicag 8¢ | d¢
kabioag (5:3¢); €k ToD mAoiov édidaokev | £8{daokev ék ToD mAoiov (5:3€); ToD caPPdatov 6 VIOg
100 dvBpwmov | 6 viog Tod dvBpwmnov kai Tod capPdtov (6:5¢).

The first transposition (1:63¢) is a sub-singular reading shared by only two minuscules. The
second transposition (5:3c) is a singular reading, which may represent a scribal error. On the oth-
er hand, the position of 6¢ before kafioag is syntactically possible if the concluding word of the
previous sentence, the adverb dAtyov (“a little way” from the shore), is instead taken as the open-
ing word of a new sentence, OAtyov 6¢ kabioag ¢didaokev ék Tod mAoiov Tovg SyAovg (“Then
he sat down for a short while and taught the crowds from the boat”). There is no punctuation
in P* that would prevent such a division of the sentences. The third and fourth transpositions
(5:36; 6:5¢) are attested by some other Alexandrian witnesses and probably reflect the exemplar,
whereas the other two poorly attested transpositions are more likely the work of the scribe.

% On the selection of variants in NA?¥, see “Introduction,” 46*.
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Substitutions (x11)

In relation to NA? there are eleven substitutions in V% éAaAeito for diehaAeito (1:65¢);
gaut®V for avt@v (1:664); mMvevpaTL (vt for owpatik® (3:22d); "EApacdap for "EApadap
(3:28a); TPyt for TwPnd (3:32a); Tod Adap for Tod Apvadap (3:33a); xahaoat for xaldoate
(5:4a); TpOG avTOV for PO adTOVG (5:31b); priyvuat for pr&et (5:37a); Bepaneboet for Bepamevel
(6:7b); EAdMovv for StehdAovv (6:11b).

In five cases we have to do with alternative verb forms. The scribe apparently twice pre-
terred the simple Aaéw (“talk”) to Stadaléw, often with reciprocal meaning (“discuss”), which
the scribe may have perceived as redundant, especially in Luke 6:11 where the verb is followed
by the prepositional phrase expressing reciprocity, npog aAAnlovg (“with one another”). In
another case the scribe replaced xaldoate with xahdoat (5:4a); a harmonization to the con-
text where the preceding énavdayaye is also in the second person singular. The substitution
of priyvvot for pri&et (5:37a), respectively derived from priyvout and its by-form pricow, pos-
sibly represents a harmonization to the parallel in Matt 9:17, where the alternative verb form
priyvout is used. The choice of the future tense Oepanevoel over the present Bepamevet (6:7b)
in the conditional clause has little effect on the meaning; it may reflect a harmonization to the
parallel in Mark 3:2 where all but a few MSS read OepanevoeL.

The reflexive and personal pronoun in the genitive, éavt@v/a0TdV, are interchangeable; in
fact the latter may also be reflexive depending on the breathing (breathing marks are often lack-
ing in the early papyri). In two cases of singular readings (3:28a; 3:32a), the scribe has confused
the consonants in proper names (0/8; t/8). The substitution of adtoV for avtovg (5:310) results
in a more difficult reading in the context where Jesus replies to the Pharisees and their scribes.
Nevertheless, being singular, this reading is probably a mistake on the part of the scribe.

The substitution of mvevpartt for cwpatik® in Luke 3:22 is interpreted by Bart Ehrman as an
“orthodox corruption.” When “the Spirit is said to descend upon Jesus in ‘spiritual’ (mvevpartt
€idet) rather than ‘bodily’ form,” Ehrman says, it “undercuts a potentially Gnostic construal of
the text because there is now no ‘real’ or ‘bodily’ descent of a divine being upon Jesus.”® The
problem with Ehrman’s explanation is that one would then expect the adjective mvevpatik®
(“spiritual”), being the opposite of cwpatik® (“bodily”), and not the noun nvedpatt, which
results in a rough syntax.” The alternative is to regard mvt simply as a scribal error, perhaps a
kind of dittography occasioned by the presence of mva on the same line.”” The scribe appar-
ently created one other non-sensical dittography copying 100 o0 Pnoad in 3:27 (there is a line
break after To0) and made another mistake in 5:36 where he or she first substituted aAatov
for katvov but then corrected the mistake—both adjectives occur several times in the context.

The substitution of Tod Adap for Tod Apvadap (3:33a) occurs at a point in the Lukan ge-
nealogy where there is major textual variation and the substitution is shared by 8* 1241 and
some other witnesses.

Corrections (x2)
Merell did not indicate any corrections at all in P*. Skeat, however, identified a correction
in 5:36 where the scribe first wrote malatov but then corrected the text to katvov. According to

% Bart D. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: The Effect of Early Christological Controver-
sies on the Text of the New Testament (Oxford-New York: Oxford University Press, 1993), 143.

7 In 1 Cor 15:46-47 various forms of mvevpaTikog (mvkog/mvkov) are written with nomina sacra in
P46 (curiously not in 1 Cor 15:44). Similarly, the adjective is written with nomina sacra in 1 Pet 2:5
(mvatikoc/mvatikag) in P72,

7 So Merell (ed. pr.), “Nouveaux fragments,” 14 n. 22. The main problems of this explanation is the
presence of the intervening words 1o &ytov and the distinct forms of mva and mvt.
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Skeat, the distinctive shape of the kappa shows that the original scribe made the correction.” I
have found another correction in 3:29 where the scribe seems to have first written ioov with
nomen sacrum but then to have made a correction in scribendo, probably after realizing that in
this instance it designates “Joshua” and not Jesus (Christ).

Orthography

Two of the variation-units (substitutions) included in the analysis involve orthography,
specifically the confusion of consonants: "EApacap (3:28a); Twprt (3:32a). Apart from these
two units, which are included in NA¥, I have decided not to include any further orthographic
variants in the textual analysis because I consider their genealogical significance to be of un-
certain value. (This has to be judged on a case by case basis).” Nevertheless, it is striking that
P* in particular agrees with Vaticanus in many cases of spelling and itacism.

P4 contains the following itacisms: mvakeidiov (1:63); a&eivn (3:9); dnexpeivato (3:16); HAel
(3:23); Aevei (3:24); Melxel (3:24); Nnpei (3:28); MeAyei (3:28); Addei (3:28); Twpeip (3:29); Agvel
(3:29); EAlakelp (3:30); Aaveid (3:31); Adpeiv (3:34); @apeoaiwv (5:33; 6:2); meivovotv (5:33);
Qapetoaiot (6:7).

Further, P* deviates in the spelling of proper names in these cases (which exclude itacisms):
Iwdvov (3:155 5:33); Mab040 (3:24); Eohai (3:25); Maat (3:26); Zepeeiv (3:26); Pnoad (3:27);
"EApacdp (3:28); ENadep (3:29); TwPnt (3:32); Iwdvny (6:14). In four cases, P attests to alterna-
tive verb forms: fjvedx0n (1:64); eimov (3:12; 6:2); dnokateotddn (6:10).

Singular readings (x8)

The papyrus contains eight singular readings: two additions (1:76b; 3:27a), one of which
is a dittography (3:27a); one omission, possibly through aplography (3:9a); one transposition
(5:3¢); and four substitutions (3:22d; 5:44; 5:31b; 5:37a), one of which may be through dittogra-
phy (3:224d).

Jean Merell (ed. pr.) characterized four of these singular readings (3:22d; 5:3¢; 5:4a; 5:37a) as
“scribal errors”7* Although it is possible that several or all singular readings are errors of the
scribe, only one or two readings are certain errors (3:27a; 3:22d?)—the other readings make
more or less sense in their contexts.

In addition, the analysis includes two orthographic singular readings that concern the
spelling of proper names (3:28a; 3:32a). Then there are three other orthographic singular read-
ings which were not included in the analysis, and which also concern the spelling of proper
names (3:25; 3:27; 3:30).

Furthermore, there are nine other readings in P* which are shared by only one or two other
Greek MSS (1:63¢; 1:65b; 1:65¢; 1:664; 1:68a; 5:31a; 6:3b; 6:4a; 6:9a). In five of these cases B attests
to the same reading (1:664; 5:31a; 6:3b; 6:4a; 6:9a).

Harmonizations

In one reading (5:4a) the verb xaAdoat is adapted to the immediate context; three readings
reflect harmonization to synoptic parallels: prjyvvot (5:37a/Matt 9:17); 6 viog Tod avBpwmov
kal Tod oapParov (6:5¢/Mark 2:28); Oepanevoet (6:7b/Mark 3:2). Two of these harmonizations
are singular readings and probably the work of the scribe (5:4a; 5:37a). Three of the four pos-
sible harmonizations relate to the choice of verb forms.

72 Skeat, “Four Gospels,” 7.

73 Cf. Min, Uberlieferung, 70 1. 12.

74 Merell, “Nouveaux fragments,” 8, “Quelques divergences du Codex Vaticanus ne peuvent étre que
des erreurs de copistes.”
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Textual quality

The ratio of deviation from NA¥ is 19.4% (26/134 variation-units), which, in comparison
with Min’s overall analysis of fourteen other MSS, must be considered as a “strict” text in terms
of textual quality by the standards of this method.”s In fact, Min indicates that P64+67 is a “strict”
text based upon five deviations in sixteen extant units, which is equal to 31.2%.

Transmission character

An assessment of the transmission character according to this method is based on the char-
acter of the deviations, i.e., whether it is likely that they are creations of the scribe. I have found
eight singular readings which were probably not in the exemplar. Two of the singular read-
ings involve orthography.”® Only one of the singular readings is a certain error, 100 o0 Pnoad
in Luke 3:27. The substitution of mvevpartt (w) for owpatik® in Luke 3:22 may be an error (a
dittography occasioned by the presence of mva on the same line). Two of the singular read-
ings represent harmonizations, one to the immediate context (5:4a) and another to a synoptic
parallel (5:37a).

There are nine other readings in P* which are shared by only one or two other Greek MSS.
However, in five of these cases the closely related Codex B attests to the same reading. In two
other cases the sub-singular readings occur in the same verse (1:65b, c) where P* shares them
with a similar combination of witnesses 1675 b ¢ e. The two remaining readings may represent
errors: the omission of kvplog in 1:68 (possible haplography) and the transposition in 1:63
shared by two unrelated minuscules. Moreover, the scribe made two other mistakes, which he
or she corrected in scribendo.

In sum, this scribe made very few positive errors. Most of the singular readings make sense
in the context. Practically none of the textual variants affect the meaning except the substitu-
tion of mvebpatt for cwpatik® in Luke 3:22 which is interpreted by Bart Ehrman as an “ortho-
dox corruption” but which I think is more likely a scribal error, perhaps influenced by the oc-
currence of tva on the same line. In my opinion, some ten readings out of 134 (7.5%) are likely
creations of the scribe. Thus, the transmission character is definitely to be classified as “strict.”

Greg.-Aland D¢4*¢7 (Oxford, Magdalen College, Gr. 17; Barcelona, Fundacion
San Lucas Evangelista, P. Barc. 1)

Notes on transcription

Fr. C of P4, verso, col. 2

1. 2 (26:14): Roberts (ed. pr.) transcribes t]B [o] Aeyop[evog. Several other scholars have fol-
lowed Carsten P. Thiede who thinks there is no space for the omicron and transcribes (]
Aeyop[evog—a singular reading which is syntactically difficult.”” It is more likely that the
scribe wrote a smaller omicron placed above the line.”® The reading is uncertain and ex-

cluded from my textual analysis.

75 Note also that three of the omissions involve words, which are included in square brackets in NA>.

76 Two other orthographic variants, which were not included in the analysis, are most probably also
errors: Eohai (3:25); Pnoad (3:27).

77 C. P. Thiede, “Papyrus Magdalen 17 (Gregory-Aland P¢4): A Reappraisal,” ZPE 105 (1995): 14; Klaus
Wachtel, “P#/67: Fragmente des Matthdusevangeliums aus dem 1. Jahrhundert?,” ZPE 107 (1995), 76;
Min, Uberlieferung, 168 n. 1; Comfort and Barrett, The Text, 68; “T. C. Skeat, 164+67 and 14, 58s.

7% On the recto, 1. 2, of this fragment there is another small omicron. Cf. P* (probably by the same
scribe), fr. D, recto, col. 2, 1. 26 (Luke 6:14), av]tov.



A Comparative Textual Analysis of P* and Pe4+67 23

Fr. C of P64, recto, col. 1

1. 1 (26:22): Thiede transcribes Tooav]rwy[untieyw, implying that Pé* read eig ékaotog avT@V
with P37+ P4svid D @ 73 pe.” However, I think Roberts’ transcription (ed. pr.), av]tw- p[nty,
is more accurate. Thus, 1% read either Aéyewv €ig ékaotog adT® (so Comfort and Barrett),
or €l €kaoTtog Aéyetv adT®, or Aéyelv (ékaotog) adT®—in any case a singular reading in-
volving an omission or transposition.

Fr. A of P4, recto, col. 2

1. 2-3 (26:31): Roberts (ed. pr.) erroneously transcribes avtoig o i mav[teg] okavda[AioOnoeode, but
corrects the nomen sacrum to 1g in a later publication.* Moreover, Roberts’ transcription, which
omits Oelg, is followed by Thiede, Skeat and Min.* The omission would be a singular read-
ing—possibly a harmonization to Mark 14:27. However, this reconstruction of 1. 2 is based on
the assumption that there is not enough room for vpeic. This is far from certain, considering the
general irregularity of the lines in P¢4*¢7, also apparent in P*. As Wachtel points out, it is best in
this case to leave the question open; I have not counted this possible omission in my analysis.*

Fr. B of P64, recto, col. 2

1. 1 (26:33): Roberts (ed. pr.) transcribes yaleyhaiav, followed by Thiede, Wachtel, Min and
Charlesworth; however Skeat, followed by Comfort and Barrett, transcribes yahe\atav
(itacism).® The latter itacistic reading shared by the closely related Codex B is easier to as-
sume than an error—especially with this careful scribe.

Apparatus

Matt 3:9
a: év éavtoig ] om b ¢ £ g' sy Chr // txt P67V rell

315

a:* pOG avToV | avt® PO B 3 [ 844 [ 2211 pc // om 0250 sa™ bo™ // txt P74 & C D* L W 0233
f133M

b: lac

5:20
a:om vs 20 D | // txt D7 rell

7 C. P. Thiede, “Papyrus Magdalen 17 (Gregory-Aland P¢4): A Reappraisal,” ZPE 105 (1995): 15. See
further Klaus Wachtel, “P¢467: Fragmente des Matthdusevangeliums aus dem 1. Jahrhundert?,” ZPE
107 (1995): 76, who agrees with Roberts.

So - See C. H. Roberts’ “Complementary Note,” in Roca-Puig, Un Papiro Griego, 59-60. Cf. Skeat, “Four
Gospels,” 13; Comfort and Barrett, The Text, 70.

8 Thiede, “Papyrus Magdalen 17 15; Skeat, “Four Gospels,” 13; Min, Uberlieferung, 169. However
Comfort and Barrett, The Text, 70, include the pronoun.

2 Wachtel, “Fragmente,” 76.

% Thiede, “Papyrus Magdalen 17, 15; Wachtel, “Fragmente,” 76; Min, Uberlieferung, 170; Charles-
worth, “T. C. Skeat, P¢4*67 and P4,” 585; Skeat, “Four Gospels,” 13; Comfort and Barrett, The Text, 70
(yohethatav). Apparently, a small horizontal smudge seems to have been impressed on the papyrus
later making the iota look a bit like a compressed gamma. However, there are two similar strokes on
the next line where it is obvious that they do not belong to the original writing.

84 The papyrus is consistently cited as P4 in NA¥, whereas I distinguish here between the two parts as
P+ and as Ps7.
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5:22
a: avto?' | add eikfj 8> D L W @ 0233 £ 33 M it sy co; Ir™ Or™ Cyp Cyr // txt P rell
b-c: lac

5:25

a: lac

b: kai 6 kpttiG T® OnpéTy | om sy* // txt P67 rell

c: 0 kpttig ] 6 kprtng oe Tapadd (D) L W @ 0233 33 M lat sy=P co // txt P67 R B 0275 £ 892
pck; Cl

5:26
a: £ &v ] €wg 00 L W (0233) 1424 al // £wg 33 pc // txt PO7 rell

5:27
a: Ot éppéln | 6L €ppéln Toig dpxaiog L A @ 0233 £ 33 579 892 pm lat sy="™; Ir'™ Or'™ Eus //
txt V67 rell

5:28
a: avtrv ] om P&7 R* pc; Tert Cl// txt BD LW @ 0233 £ 33 D [rkvid

26:7
a-c: lac

26:8
a: pafnrai ] add adtod A W £ M ¢ f q sy sa™ // txt P45464 R B D L © 0293 £ 33 700 892 [ 844
pclat co

26:14
a: lac

26:15
a: eimev | xai einev avtoig D latt (sa™ bo) // txt Pe+vid rell
b: lac

26:22

a-b:% Néyewv adT@ elg Exaotog | AMéyewv elg ékaotog adt@v P27V445 D O 73 pc sy* // Aéyewv adTtd
€kaotoq avt®@v A W A TI 074 f* M sy" Eus // Aéyerv adtd €l Exaotog adt@v M 157 // Aéyerv
EKaoTOG ATV 700 // Aéyewv 1424 // txt ¥ B L Z 0281 33 892 1071 pc

Pe4 is partly lacunose in these two variation-units (which could be regarded as one variation-

unit); I therefore count the lacuna in one variation-unit. It read either Aéyewv €ig ékaotog avtd

or €ig éKkaoTog Aéyelv avT®, or Aéyelv €kaoTog avT®; in any case, this is a singular reading

involving a transposition (and possibly an omission).

26:23
a: HeT’ €uod TV xelpa €v 1@ TpuPAiw | TV xelpa peT’ €nod €v 1@ tpuPAiw P7443 (D) O 700

% Since the NA* apparatus indicates P>7" for the omission of avt@® in Matt 26:22, 1374 should prob-
ably be included in the attestation for the following reading, eig ékaotog avt@y, since there is clearly
space for one of the two words adt® or eig.
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[ 2211 /] pet’ &pod &v 1@ tpuPhie ThHv Xeipa C W 13 M // 1@ tpuPAin pet’ éuod ThHv Xelpa
579 // txt Po4¢ & A B L Z 0281 33 892 1424 [ 844 pc lat; Cyr

26:31
a: lac

26:33
a-b: lac

Textual variation of J)64+67

The textual variation of P¢4*67 as compared to the initial text (NA?¥) is indicated in Table 5 as
follows: omission (O); transposition of word order (W/O).

Table 5 Textual variation of J)64+67

Text Variation-  Lacunose Additional variation- Ratio of Type of Singular
units in NA¥”  variation-  units where 16467  deviation  deviation readings
units deviates from NA*>
Matt 3:9, 155 5:20-22, 26 13 - 2/13 (15.4%) 1x0 1Xx W/O
25-28; 26:7-8, 10, 1xW/O/0 /O

14-15, 22-23, 31-33

There are twenty-six variation-units in NA* for this stretch of text, thirteen in which Ps++67
is extant. The MS agrees with the reconstructed initial text in eleven variation-units (84.6%),
whereas it deviates twice from the initial text (15.4%): one omission and one transposition
(possibly involving an omission).

Omissions (x1)
avtrv (Matt 5:28a)

Transpositions (x1)
There is probably a transposition in 26:22a-b where ¢4 read either Aéyetv €l¢ éxaotog adT®,
or &g éxaotog Aéyely adT®, or, possibly Aéyelv Ekaotog avTd.

Singular readings (x1)
The transposition in 26:22a-b is a singular reading.

Textual quality

The MS has two deviations in thirteen variation-units (15.4%). Thus, I agree with K. S. Min,
who classifies 467 as a “strict” text. The Alands, who do not distinguish between textual qual-
ity and transmission character, also classify P¢4*67 as “strict” As we have noted, however, Min
counted five deviations in sixteen variation-units, i.e., an even higher ratio of deviation (31.2%).

Firstly, Min includes two uncertain readings which I have not counted: (1) the omission
of a definite article in 26:14, which would be a singular reading and syntactical difficulty (see
above). I have counted this unit as lacunose, although I actually think the article was there; (2)
the omission of Vel in 26:31, which is based on an uncertain reconstruction.

Secondly, Min transcribes fr. C, recto, col. 2, . 1 (Matt 26:33) as yaAeyhatav with Roberts. In
my opinion, Skeat is clearly correct in transcribing yakethauav (itacism). The itacism, shared
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by the closely related Codex B, is easier to assume than a scribal error—especially with this
careful scribe. Moreover, there are some impressions in this area of the papyrus. I think in
this particular case, on such impression has been misinterpreted as the horizontal stroke of a
gamma.

Transmission character

The omission of avtrv in Matt 5:28 is shared by some witnesses, including 8*, Tertullian
and Clement of Alexandria, and accepted as original by Westcott and Hort. This omission
was likely in the exemplar. In addition, there is one transposition, which is a singular read-
ing. Thus, one of thirteen readings (7.7%) seems to be the creation of the scribe. There are no
nonsense readings. Min classified the transmission character as “normal” but he counted four
singular readings instead of one. In my opinion, the transmission should definitely be charac-
terized as “strict”

Conclusion

I have analyzed P* and P4*7 using a method devised by the Alands and subsequently devel-
oped by Min. I have found that both have a “strict” textual quality with a 19.4% and 15.4% ratio
of deviation from NA?¥, respectively. Moreover, both papyri, in my opinion, reflect a “strict”
transmission character. In P* approximately ten readings in 134 variation-units (7.5%) should
probably be assigned to the scribe, whereas in P¢4*6” one reading in thirteen variation-units
(7.7%) should so assigned.*

This textual analysis further confirms the palaeographic evidence that we have to do with
the same scribe, who took great care to copy the respective exemplars. There are very few posi-
tive errors to be found in P and none in 16467, In two cases in P* the scribe made corrections,
one of which involved particular attention to the context when the scribe decided to write out
the name Joshua ('Inoodg) in Luke 3:29, initially abbreviated with a nomen sacrum.

C. H. Roberts rightly characterized these papyri, which he assigned to the same codex, as a
“thoroughgoing literary production.® They are written in two columns in a literary book hand
supplied with lectional aids. The reconstructed codex format ca. 13 x 18 cm is typical of some
of the earliest NT codices (Turner’s Group 9.1).¥ My analysis of the textual quality and trans-
mission character correlates well with these other features in pointing towards a controlled
production.®

8 It should be noted that the sample for P4+¢7 is considerably smaller.

87 C. H. Roberts, Manuscript, Society and Belief in Early Christian Egypt (Hollowbrook: Oxford, 1979),
23: “In the first, no. 8 [P4, Po4+67], the text is divided into sections on a system also found in the
Bodmer codex of Luke and John that recurs in some of the great fourth-century codices and was
clearly not personal to this scribe. . . . In its handsome script as well as in its organization ... it is a
thoroughgoing literary production.”

8 E. G. Turner, The Typology of the Codex (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1977), 25,
regards this subclass (Group 9, aberrant 1), “in which B:H roughly corresponds to 2:3” as competing
with Group 8 for the distinction of being the earliest format of the papyrus codex. His judgment is
confirmed by Scott Charlesworth’s recent overview of NT papyrus codices, where Group 9.1 is pre-
ponderant in the second or second/third centuries. See Scott Charlesworth, “Public and Private—
Second- and Third-Century Gospel Manuscripts,” in Jewish and Christian Scripture as Artifact and
Canon (eds. C. A. Evans and H. D. Zacharias; London-New York: T & T Clark, 2009), 155 (table 1).

%  For a recent discussion of controlled and uncontrolled production of early Gospel MSS intended for
public or private use, see Charlesworth, “Public and Private,” 148-75.
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