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Textual variants
in the
Gospel of John

e Note that 01 is Western from 1:1 to 8:38 |

e 565is flin John!

e According to Fee and my own studies, P66 has distinct Western properties
from ch. 6 on to the end. Fee notes a strong Western element in ch. 6-7 and
scattered Western readings throughout ch. 8-21.

Results from the variant evaluation:

The best manuscripts of Jo:
1. Primary (=best) witnesses for Jo are: P66"°, P75,B,C,L, W, T, 083

2. Secondary (= good) witnesses for Jo are:
P5, P66°%, 01, DP?, [X, 213, 8651, 070, 086, 33, 849, Co, Sy-C**

3. Tertiary, mixed Byzantine: ¥, [07141/821], 397, 579, 597, 1241, 2786 < all weak
579 has a Byz block from about 6:52 - 9:4
1241 is Byz from ch. 16-21, somewhat better in ch. 1-15 (62% Byz). My data
are limited, probably it's even better. T&T get 50% Byzantinity for Jo 1-10
based on 153 readings.

"Western": (P66°%), 0178 D, Lat/it, Sy-S, Sy-C
Byzantine: A, N, ©, (f1), f13, 28, 157, 565, 700, 892, (1071), 1424, vg, Sy*"

Detailed Analysis of Jo 1-5:
A more detailed analysis of Jo ch. 1-5 which took into account all variants from
Swanson gave the following results:

1. Prime Alexandrian: P66, P75, B
2. Secondary Alexandrians: C, L, W5
3. Tertiary Alexandrians: ¥, 33,579

4. Western: 01,D
5. Caesarean: (distinguishable, but basically Byzantine)

group 1. O, f13, 1071
group 2: f1,565



Results from Text & Textwert John 1-10

The analyses of the T&T collations (based on 153 readings in John 1-10) confirm
the above results. The (comparatively) good quality of X/033 in John might be
worth mentioning, because it is not very widely known. T&T also confirm that
565 is a member of flin John, it is very close to 1/1582 (95%).

The almost complete analysis of the minuscules by T&T revealed the following
interesting minuscules with good text: "2" readings are txt readings against Byz.

Il2ll Ilspecialll
849  58% 20%  (excellent, but fragmentary)
397  41% 16%  (similar to 33 in quality)
597  31% 12%  (slightly worse than 33 in quality)
Pair 0141/821:

0141 30% 13%
821 33% 13%  (95% agreement, very closel! )

Group X/033:

033 35%  18% (similar to 33 in quality)
865 31% 18%

213 29% 15%

(799 25% 8%)

These four manuscripts form a group:
Agreement:

N/
Additionally T&T found that N and ¥ are quite close in John: They agree 81%.

1241:

The only manuscript for which the evaluation in T&T gave significantly different
results compared to mine, was 1241. In my analysis it was about 62% Byz in Jo 1-
15 (afterwards it is pure Byz). In T&T it is only about 50% Byz. This is probably
due to the fact that my data for 1241 are incomplete. I do not have the
complete text of 1241, but only the Lake collation and the notations from NA.



So, whenever 1241 does not show up, it is counted as Byz in my commentary,
which is probably not correct in every case. I think T&T is therefore probably
nearer to the truth here.

Some information on the above manuscripts:

849 is a 17th CE manuscript written on paper! It rests in the Vatican library
(Barb. gr. 495) and contains John only. It is fragmentary (Jo 7:25 - 10:18) and
extant only for 45 out of 153 Teststellen. It omits the PA. The manuscript has
the commentary from Cyril Alex. added (book 5 and 6). Scrivener: 730, Soden:
Ki60

Gregory notes: "copied from 850?" Unfortunately 850 has not been collated for
T&T (due to a misinterpretation of the manuscript), but it will be given as an
addendum in the next volume. Should be interesting. Textually 849 is closest to
L (80% agreement, only 60% with B).

850 is a 12th CE manuscript, parchment, also in the Vatican (Barb. gr. 504). It
contains Jo 1:1 - 10:17. Also with Cyril commentary (Book 1-6). Scrivener 729,
Soden: Ki20

397 is a 10/11th manuscript in Rome (Bibl. Vallicell. E40). Contains John only.
Text with catena. Scrivener 397, Soden Cil0. It omits the PA.

597 is a 13™ CE manuscript in Venice (Bibl. Naz. Marc., 6r. I, 59, 1277). It's
written on parchment and contains the Gospels. Gregory: "has good readings".
Scrivener 464, Soden: €340. It's rather close to group X, (73% agreement with
X).

0141 is a 10th CE codex in Paris (Bib. Nat. 6r 209), Contains John only. Text with
catena. Gregory 314 (p. 178, he notes: "compare with X") Soden Cil3 (I-texft, p.
1506)

821 is a 16th CE manuscript again written on paper! Contains John only. Text
with catena, at the beginning a catena on Genesis. It rests in the National
Library of Madrid (4673, fol. 262-542). Soden Ci60 (I-text). It omits the PA. Is
it a direct copy?

Group X: All four manuscripts omit the PA.

X/033: Codex Monacensis, 9/10™ CE, Munich, Univ. lib. (2° Cod. ms. 30), came in
the 16™ CE from Rome, text in uncials, commentary in early minuscule, chiefly
Chrysostom. Extant in John: 1:1-3:8, 7:1-13:5, 13:20-15:25, 16:23-fin., Jo 4:6-
5:42 is supplied on paper, 12™ CE. Soden: A3 (p. 249, 564ff., 1506)



865: 15th CE codex on paper! Vatican library (Vat. gr. 1472), Contains John only.
Text with Chrysostom commentary. Soden: A502 (von Soden already notes that
865 is a "dublette" or copy of 033, p. 565). 865 is very close to X. Is it possible
that the Gospel of John has been copied from 033, before the manuscripts left
Rome?

213: 11th CE codex, parchment, Venice, Bib. Naz. Marc. (6r. Z. 542, 409), Jo
19:6-fin. is a 14/15™ CE suppl., 213 is Byz in Mt and Mk and has 13% "2" readings
in Lk. Soden: €129

799: 11th CE (Gregory: 12™M) codex, parchment, Athen, Nat. Lib. (no. 117), the
manuscript is Byz in Mt-Lk, Soden: €196. 799 is only a loose member of this
group.

It shows von Soden's failure that he assigned the four codices different
groups: 033: none, 865: A¢, 213: I°, 799: K* (Soden found it irrelevant to
analyze 033 more closely, but he notes that 033 is closer to 01/B in John, p.
565)

The basically completely unknown manuscripts 397 and 849/850 deserve a
detailed study.



manuscripts with lacunae:

P45 extant:

4:51, 54 10:7-25
5:21, 24 10:30-11:10
P66 lacunae:

6:12-34 14:31-15:1
14:27-28 15:27-16:1
P75 lacunae:

11:46-47 11:58-12:2
A lacuna:

6:50-8:52

C lacunae:

1:1-3 5:17-6:38
1:41-3:33 7:3-8:34
D lacuna:

1:16-3:26

L lacuna:

21:15-end

N lacunae:

1:1-21 5:3-10
1:39-2:6 5:19-26
3:30-4:5 6:49-57
T extant:

1:24-32 4:52-5.7
3:10-17 6:28-67

W lacuna: 1:1-5:11 supplement
14:26-16:7a missing

X/033 is extant:
1:1-3:8 7:1-13:5
(plus a late suppl. 4:6-5:42)

11:18-36

11:42-57

16:5, 8-9 21:10-end
20:21.24

13:11-14:7 15:11-end
9:11-11:7 14:8-16:21
11:47-13:7 18:36-20:25
9:33-14:2 20:23-25
14:11-15:14 20:28-30
15:22-16:15 21:20-end
7:6-8:31

13:20-15:25 16:23-end



070 extant:

3:23-26 7:3-12 11:50-56 16:33-17:1
5h.22-31 8:13-22 12:33-34

5:38-39 8:33-9:39 12:46-13:4

565 lacunae:

11:26-48 13:2-23

579 lacuna:

20:15-end

892 lacunae:

10:6-12:18 14:23-end Byz supplement

Sy-S lacunae:
1:1-25 4:38-5:6 14:10-11
1:47-2:15 5:25-46 18:31-19:40

Sy-C lacunae:
1:42-3:5 14:12-15 14:24-26
8:19-14:10 14:19-21 14:29-end

124 of the 273 variants (45%) are difficult to evaluate (Rating either "-" or
Ill?ll).

Jo has 878 verses. This means that we have

- one significant variant every 3rd verse, and

- one difficult variant every 9™ verse.

About 28 variants (10%) should be reconsidered in NA (Mt: 20, Mk: 13, Lk: 20).

Of the variants noted only 22 (8%) have an umlaut in B. There are 49 umlauts
overall in Jo. This means that 27 of the 49 umlauts indicate rather minor (or
unknownl) stuff.



TVU 1

1. Difficult variant

NA?" John 1:3-1:4 Towtee 6L” a0TOD €YEVeTo, Kol ywple adTod €yEVeTo
00OE €v.

A 4 ) > ~ \ > \ € \ > \ ~ ~ 5 l4

0 yeyover 4 ev aut® Cwn Ny, Kol 1 (on MY T0 dO¢ TOV avdfpumwy:

BYZ John 1:3-1:4 mavte, 61 ahToD €YEVETO Kol YwpPLg adToD EYEVETo
000 €V O YéYovey.

J ) ~ \ > \ € \ > \ ~ ~ b 4
4€v aLT@ Con NV Kol 1 Con MY 10 ¢O¢ TOV avdpwTwy:

A question of punctuation:

o06¢ €v 0 yéyovev.  01°,©2,050% f1, f13, 33, Maj, Cyp
NAZ?, WH"™, Weiss, Tis, Bal

003 €v. O yéyover P75, ¢, D, L, W3, ©2, 050%, 0141+,
b, vg, Sy-C, sa, Irt"", Tert, Cl, Or, Aug, WH

no Interpunction: P66, P75*, A, B, A, al

Kol ywple adTod €y€veto oboE €V O yéyovey 4 év odt®. (wn Ny, Kol
N Cwn v 10 POC TOV GVOpITWY:

by Epiph (4™ CE) and 6reg Nys ( 4™ CE)

Acc. to NA has © both punctuations!

Note also for 008¢ €v: 008€r P66, 01*, D, f1, pc, Cl, Heracleon®" (170 cEl)
B: no umlaut

3 All things came into being through him, and without him happened not even one thing that has
happened.
4 In him was life, and the life was the light of all people.

3 All things came into being through him, and without him happened not even one thing.
What has happened 4 in him was life, and the life was the light of all people.
That which has come into being 4 in him was life ...

Augustine (early 5™ CE):

Non ergo ita pronuntiari oportet guod factum est in illo vita est ut subdistinguamus guod factum
est in illo et deinde inferamus vita est ... distinguit de quali vita loquatur cum addit et vita erat
lux hominum. Sic ergo distinguendum est ut cum dixerimus guod factum est deinde inferamus /n
illo vita est ... nec praetermittendum est quod emendatiores codices habent guod factum est in
illo vita erat ut sic intellegatur vita erat. (De Genesi ad litteram libri 5.14/157.3, from Houghton)



Metzger notes that there is a "consensus of ante-Nicene writers (orthodox and
heretical alike) who took O Yéyover with what follows."

But Metzger argues in a minority vote, that the Byzantine form is more
consistent with Johannine repetitive style. He also writes: "Despite valiant
attempts of commentators to bring sense out of taking O Y€yovey with what
follows, the passage remains intolerably clumsy and opaque. On the difficulties
that stands in the way of ranging the clause with €v a0t (wn MV is that the
perfect tense of 0 YEYOVeV would require €0TLV instead of 1V."

This €0TLV has actually been replaced here by 01 and D. See next variant.

The Byzantine punctuation is called by Ps. Ambrosius (4™ CE) "that by the
Alexandrians and Egyptians". Hort: "[the Byz punctuation] has high claims to
acceptance on internal grounds."

Note also the reading 008¢v for 00d¢ €v.

Compare:
e Theodor Zahn, Commentary on John, Excursus 1. (argues for Byz)
o K. Aland "Eine Untersuchung zu Joh 1:3,4 - Uber die Bedeutung eines
Punktes" ZNW 59 (1968) 174-209
e E.L. Miller "P66 and P75 on John 1:3,4" TZ 41 (1985) 440-43
e 6. Korting "Joh 1:3" BZ 33 (1989) 97-104

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 2

Minority reading:
NA%" John 1:4 €V o0T® Cwn Ay, kol 1) (N QY 10 ¢G¢ TOV avlpwTwy:

T&T #1
EOTLY 01, D, it(all), vg™s, Irt, CIP', OrP*, Aug, Heracleon®", Tis, Bal
est Heracleon: Rome, ca. 170 CE!
vg reads txt ("erat")
omit: w?*

Normally Origen uses v (13 times), but twice he uses €0TLV in his commentary
on John (labeled "adaptions" in Ehrman, which means "a quotation that has been
somewhat modified"):
1. €L ye Cwn €0TL T0 Pw¢ TWV avBpwTwy (Com. Jo 2,19, 130)
2. TLVO. PEVTOL Y€ TWV OAVTLYPAPWY €YEL, KOL TOYX OUVK omLBovwe
0 YEYOVeEV €V auTw C(wn €oTLy (Com. Jo 2,19, 132)

Clement uses twice €0TLV (Paed. 1.27.1, Exc. 19.2) and once v (Paed. 2.79.3).
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA% John 1:1 'Ev dpyfi v 0 Adyog, kol O Adyo¢ v Tpog tov Bedv, Kol
Bcoc MV 0 A0Y0C. 2 00TOC NV €V apyi TPO¢ TOv Bedv.

Probably a correction to express clearly, that there still IS life in him. If the
preceding O Y€yovev is taken with the following, €0TLV is required here. But
the second NV in the kel M (wm NV T0 GKC seems to require the first.

Origen regarded it with some favor: Tayo 00k &mLOOVWSE = "perhaps hot
implausible".

It is possible that the €0TLV has been conformed to immediate context: the
directly following )V and 4 times in verses 1-2.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 3

2. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" John 1:13 0L 00Kk &€ alpatwy ob8e €k BeANUaToc OapkOg 0VOE €k
BeAnuatog Gvdpog AL €k Beod éyevvnBnooy.

Bg e é'YGVVT']eT] b, 9A*, Tert, Ir-’ Orlot-pt Augp?, Epistula Apostolorum
qui non ... natus est A. Pallin

o0k .. éyevvnBnoor  D* (oL added above the line)

e\

oL ... ... éyevvﬁen SY-C, Sy_Pmssé

Lacuna: Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Minor variants:
éYEQT']eT]OOW YEVV&(X) indicative aorist passive 3rd person plural
01, B, C, D%, L, W°, ¥, f1, f13, 33, Mqj

éyeyﬁ@noav ‘\{ll,VOp,OLL indicative aorist passive 3rd person plural
P75, A, B*, S, A, ©, 346, 28, 1071, pc
B: (p. 1349 C 39) The second N is written above the line (Tis: B3).

B*, pc omit 008¢ €k BeAnuatoc avdpog (h.t.)
E*, 983, pc omit 006¢ €k BeAnuotoc oepkog (h.t.)

Augustine (ca. 400 CE):
"Non ex carne, hon ex sanguine, non ex voluntate, viri neque ex voluntate carnis sed
ex deo natus est." (Confessionum libri 7.9.20 and Contra Secundinum Manichaeum

5) But elsewhere Augustine also is citing the plural. Compare Houghton.

Compare previous verse:
NA% John 1:12 0o0oL 6¢ €Aafor abdTOV, €dwker adTOlS €Eouoloy TéKV
Bcod yevéoBul, TOLC TLOTEVOLOLY €Lg TO Ovopa ohToD,

In this reading the 0 is not referring to 0ooL &€ €Axfor adTOV as does OL,
but to Jesus.

Tertullian, who has this reading, wrote that the Valentinians have made the
change (de carne Christi, 19 + 24). Irenaeus: Adv. Haer. ITT, 16:2, 19:2



B. Ehrman: "what we have here is not a heretical fampering with the text, but an
orthodox one. The corruption serves to locate the orthodox notion of Jesus'
birth in a passage that otherwise lacked it."

The following eminent scholars have argued for the singular: Blass, Boismard,
Burney, (Harnack), Loisy, Mengels'r ed. Resch, Zahn and others.

It is also possible that the singular arose from the influence of the immediately
preceding «0TOD. There is no real explanation as to why somebody should have
changed the singular to the plural.

Harnack thinks that the complete verse 13 is secondary, probably an early gloss
onkal 0 AOYog OUpE €Yy€VeTo from the Johannine community. He notes:

1. The otherwise rather succinct prolog is here quite detailed. There is no real
need to elaborate any further about the 600L &€ €AaPor adTOV.

2. It is not clear to what the Ol refers: TLOTEVOLOLY or TékV B0l ? The
addition is uncertain and awkward.

3. the Aorist €yevvnOnoay is problematic. Expected is either Present or
Perfect. Isn't the sentence almost without sense: " he gave them power to
become children of God, who were born not of blood but of God."

4. The meaning is unclear (Harnack: "dark"). Why the polemics? Who pretends
that children of God are born of blood and flesh? There is even a tautology
here: "Children of God are born of God."

5. the following kol (ke O AOYog oapE €Yy€veto..) is strange, because is
takes for granted that immediately before the A0Y0¢ has been mentioned.

6. A peculiar problem arises from the contrast in verse 13 of those €k 6€0D
eyevvnOnoay and in verse 14 of the one LOVOYEVODE TapX TTPOC.

Harnack thinks that all the problems with this sentence can only be solved by
declaring it secondary. It has a Johannine flavor, but it does not fit into the
text. Thus it must have come into existence in the Johannine circle, probably as
an early marginal gloss, either to create conformity with Mt/Lk or to explain the
short term o&pé €yéveto. Harnack thinks that this original gloss was without
relativum (see D* and b) and with the Singular.

J. Schmid agrees with Harnack that the words are a secondary insertion by the
author into an original early Hymn.



A. Pallis (Notes, 1926) writes: "The true position is represented by 0¢
€yevvnon, by which in accordance with sense it is to Jesus alone that an
immaculate birth is attributed. The relative OC refers to TO 6vopoc o0TOD,
which is a periphrastic equivalent of aUTOV; cf. 2:23 émiotevoay €l TO
ovouo adtod = €lg adTov, etc.”

Compare:
e Theodor Zahn, Commentary on John, Excursus 2.
e Harnack "Zur NT Textkritik", 1931, p. 155 ff.
e J.Schmid "Joh 1:13" BZ 1 (1957) 118-25

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 4

3. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" John 1:15 Twarvng poptupel Tepl abTod Kol KEKPoyey AEywy:
o0To¢ MV OV elmov: O OTlow WOL EPYOUEVOC EUTPOCHEY [ou YEyovey,
0TL TPATOC Wou M.

No txt in NA!
0 elmWv 01¢, B*, ¢*, Or, WH
txt Ov elmov P66, P75, 01, A, B2, D*, L, X, A, ©, ¥, 0141, f1, f13,
33,579, Maj, WH™
ov éleyov ce3
ov elmor vuly D, WS, X
eLToV 0211
omit 01* (adding O¢ after €pyOpEVOC)
oV eLmov "of whom I said"
0 eLTWY "Yhe one who said"

B: p. 1350 A 7: A very small N is written above the O€. An O is written above
the unenhanced WV with a bar (Nu ephelkustikon).

An interesting variant.

The B* reading is the more difficult reading, a parenthetical explanation about
the Baptist, not the words of the Baptist about Christ.

On the other hand it is possible that the rather unusual Ov €lToV caused
confusion (one would have expected UTEp 00 €yw €lTov). This is supported by
the fact that some witnesses added a ULV for clarity.

So argues also Metzger in his commentary: "The awkwardness of the reading ...
as well as the absence of a previous mention of John's testimony, prompted
more than one copyist to make adjustments in the tfext. .. Several other
witnesses (01¢, B*, C*, Or) [were] less successful in their adjustment of the
text."

The idea that the extremely curious B* reading caused the confusion is not
noted or considered by Metzger.

Zahn (Comm. Jo): "[the B reading] makes no sense".



Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 5

4. Difficult variant

NAZ" John 1:18 OOV 00OELC €WPUKEY TWTOTE LOVOYEVTIC BEOC
0 QV €l¢ TOV kOATOV TOD TATPOC €KElvog €Enynonto.

BYZ John 1:18 @cOV 008ELC €WPOKEY TWTOTE: O LOVOYEVTC LLOC,
0 QV €l¢ TOV kOATOV TOD TATPOC EKELVOC EENYNONTO

T&T #2
D has a lacuna from verse 16b on down to 3:26!

Byz A,C% W° X A 0, Q,063,0141, f1, f13, 157, 579, 700, 1071, 1424,
Maj, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, arm, geo, Tert, Hipp, CIP*, Chrys,

Bois, Tis, Bal

€l un 0 yovoyernc vidc W

unicus filius solus a (but Jilicher: "suus?")
LLOVOYEVNC LLOC 111, 2479, 2528

0 povoyevnc O uidg 2546

0 LOVOYEVTIC Yap LLOC 1116

txt P66, P75, 01*, B, C*, L, 33, Sy-P, Sy-H™, bo, Ir-*", Or
add 6 P75, 01%, 33, CP', Or
no 0 P66,01* B,C* L

0 povoyevnc vidg tod Beod 2192, q, sa
0 UOVOYEVNC vg™*?, Sy-Pal, DiatessEPhrem
novoyerne Oeod cj. (Burney)

Ephrem (McCarthy): "No one has ever seen God. The Only-Bgotten One, who is
from the bossom of the father ..."

Preuschen has for the Arabic Diatessaron: "der eingeborene Gott" (=txt)

Eusebius knows both readings.

Details on the Patristic evidence can be found in Hort's "dissertation".

a: Hugh Houghton writes: "The line is quite obscured on our photographs, and "s-
-us" is legible. There is space for either 'solus' or 'suus’. Gasquet has 'solus’
from his inspection of the manuscript, as does the edition of Irico."

Lacuna: D, Sy-S

B: no umlaut



Compare:

NA? John 1:14 Kal 0 A0Yyoc otpE éyéveto kol €OKNVWOEY év MUY, Kol
eBeaoapebor Ty S0fow adToD, S0Fav ¢ WOvoYerodc Topl  TeTPOC,
TANPNG YAPLTOC Kol GAnOelo.

NA?" John 3:16 0UTW¢ Y&p NYaTNoey 0 B€0¢ TOV KOOUOV, (I0TE TOV LLOV
TOV HOVOYeVR édwker, Tva mag 0 TLoTEDWY €l¢ adTOV U GTOANTHL
GAL” €xm Cwnr aliviov.

NA% John 3:18 0 TLOTEVWY €l¢ adTOV 00 KplretaL: O 6€ PN mLoTelwY
NoM KEKPLTOL, OTL PN TETLOTEVKEY €l¢ TO Ovopn ToD povoyevodc uviod
ToL Beod. "the approved son" Sy-S (sic!)

NA? 1 John 4:9 €V ToUTw €dovepwdn 1 dyam tod Becod év Muilv, OtL
TOV LLOV a0ToD TOV povoyeVvh améotaiker 0 Bedc €i¢ TOV KOopoV 1o
{Mowper 8L” adToD.

Note also:
NA?" John 1:34 KAYW €WPOKE Kol WepapTUpnKe OTL 0DTOC €0TLY O LLOG
00 BeoD.

0 Lovoyevrnc uldc Sy-Pal™

NA% John 5:44 TQ¢ O60vaoBe Uuele miotebonl &0fay Topd GAANAWY
AopPovovteg, kol Ty 80Eay Tty Tapd T0D Wovou Beod od {ntelte;
toD povoyevoic Beod N, 1071 (not in NA and SQE!)

Lovoyevng 0€0¢ is a unique phrase, certainly the harder reading. It is more
difficult to understand in context. LLOC conforms to Johannine usage and fits
perfectly. It is possible that it originates from the Latin.

The words could easily be mixed up because they are both nomina sacra: QS
or US. This is what A. Wikgren argues in a minority vote. B€0¢ appears 7 times
before in the passage. But this cannot be the (full) explanation since besides the
O S/US variation also an article has been added to LOVOYEVTIC.

The combination ovoyevnc with LLOC appears two more times in John (both
are safe). LLOC also contrasts well with ﬂoctpbg later in the verse.

It is inferesting that the quite obvious conjecture by Charles F. Burney
(Lovoyevc 6coD) never appeared as a correction in a manuscript.

Note that N and 1071 read povoyevoig 0eod in John 5:44. N has a lacuna here
at 1:18, but 1071 reads vioc.



Hort: "Wovoyevng by its own primary meaning directly suggested ULOC. The
converse substitution is inexplicable by any ordinary motive likely to affect
transcribers."

Ehrman argues in his "Orthodox Corruption" (1993, p. 78-82) that "the variant
reading of the Alexandrian tradition, which substitutes 'God' for 'Son’,
represents an orthodox corruption of the text in which the complete deity of
Christ is affirmed" (so also Boismard). Ehrman argues further that the main
interest in creating the Be0¢ variant was to create a "high Christology" against
the adoptionists.

Note also the curious reading of Sy-S in 3:18 of which Burkitt comments
(Evangelion Intro, p. 311): "not improbable that Sy-S has preserved the true
reading of this passage". But Pete Williams notes (private communication): "This
could be a case of inner-Syriac corruption: ‘one and only’ yHyd'; 'approved’
'bHyr': d and r are only distinguished by a dot (and this is not used consistently
in the earliest writing, which leaves only a b and y to be confused (H = heth)."

Normally 6€0¢ is said to be an apposition to LOVOYEVNG: "an only-begotten one,
God". B. Weiss writes that one should understand povoyevnc 6€0¢ as "an only
begotten one of godly character/nature" (ein eingeborener géttlichen Wesens).
Some prefer to regard [LOVOY€EVTC as somewhat heightened in meaning in Jo and
1.Jo to only-begotten or begotten of the Only One, in view of the emphasis on
vevvaoBol €k Beod (Jo 1:13 al); in this case it would be analogous to
TPWTOTOKOC (Ro 8:29; Col 1:15 al.).

Metzger notes that some commentators punctuate as follows: HOVOYeEVT,
Be0c, O OV €lc KOATOV ...

It is also clear that the missing article was a problem. The Byzantine tradition
added it unanimously. In the txt reading P75, 01¢, 33 added it, too.

See:

e "Two dissertations" by F.J.A. Hort, Cambridge 1877, p. 1-72

e Theodor Zahn, Commentary on John, Excursus 3.

e Boismard RB 59 (1952) 23 -39

e "Joh 1:118 in Textual Variation ..." by P.R. McReynolds in "NT TC - Essays in
Honour of B.M. Metzger, 1981, p. 105 ff. (good collection of the evidence)

o "John 1:18 .." by D.A. Fennema NTS 31 (1985) 124-35



Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 6

5. Difficult variant
NAZ John 1:19 Kai altn ¢€otiv 1 upaptupiee tod Twavvov, Ote
s 7 ) 9\ (S ~ T2 ¢ ’ 4 ~ \
ameoteLAy [mpoc avTtov] ol ‘Touvdotol €€ ‘lepoocoAvpwy Lepelg kol

14 T3 @ ) 4 4 A / .
AEUL‘EOCQ Lo €pWTNOWOLY axLTOV® OUL TLG €L,

BYZ John 1:19 Kol abtn éotiv 1 upaptuple tod Twavvov Ote
G TECTELANY oL TovdaloL €€ ‘TepocoAlpwy Lepelc Kol
Aevitac lvo épwtnowaly adtov XU Ti¢ €l

omit: P66*, P75, 01, C°3, L, W>, 0141, f1, 565, 892*, Maj, Or, Gre, SBL

txt position 1: B, C*, 33, 892¢, 1071, al, it(a, aur, b, c), Sy-C, Sy-P, Co
position 2: 1424
position 3: P66, A, X, O, 11, ¥, f13, 157, 579, al,
Lat(e, f, ff, 1, q, r', vg), Sy-H

In P66 there is an insertion mark (< or ./.) after Acveltog above the line. The
addition itself is not visible, but was probably in the left margin, which is broken
of f.

Lacuna: D, Sy-S

B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:

NA% Mark 3:31 Kal épyetor 1 pimnpe adtod kel ol &deidol adtod Kol
€Ew OTNKOVTEC GMECTELANY TPOC oDTOV KoAoDYTeG adTOV.

NA?" John 5:33 Uuelc Gmeotaikote Tpoc Twavvny, kel pelapTipnKey T
GANOeio:

27 b4 e ~ ~ b4 4 \
NAZ" John 7:32 fkouoav ol Paproaiolr tod OxAov yoyyulovtog Tepl
abTod Tedte, kol GméoTELAaY oL apyLepelc kol ol Doaproaiol
LTMPETRC Tre TLoWoLY adTOV.

NA%" John 11:3 gmégteLiar odv ol adeAdal TPOE alTOV A€youowL:

Addition at various places is generally an indication of a secondary addition. Why
should it have been omitted? As John 7:32 indicates, GTéGTELAQY is not always
followed by TpOG. There the text is safe.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 177) notes that the words have been omitted, because
they so inconveniently separate the verb from the subject. This also explains
the move to other positions.



Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 17 (NA probably wrong)
= slight preference for omission
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 7

6. Difficult variant

NAZ John 1:21 kol Npwtnoav adtor: tL odv; ob "HAlec el; kol Aéyelr:
o0k €ipl. 0 Tpodpntne €l ov; kel amekpidn: od.

BYZ John 1:21 kal fpwdtnoar adtov TL odvy "HAleg €l ol kol Aéyel
Olk eipl ‘O mpodntne €l ol kel dmekpldn OV

Byz A, C%, X, A, 0, f1, f13, 157, 565, 579, 700, 1424, Maj,
Lat, Sy-H, NA®®, Gre

txt P66, P75, C*, ¥, 33, pc, ff?, 1, Or
WH have 0V in brackets, and the marginal punctuation:
TL o0V oU; "HAloc

L obv  "HAlog €l 01,L, 0141, a, Tis, Bal
oL oov tL 'HAlac el B, Weiss

L o0V oL el 'HAlac WS

oL Tic el 'HAloc €l 1071

Sy-C omits the words. It reads:

Kol A€yel adTR® 0 TpodnTne €l oU; Kol Gmekpidn: od.

C: IGNTP lists C for omitting ov (= 01, L reading). They do not note a correction.
Tischendorf, NA and Swanson give the evidence as above.

Lacuna: D, Sy-S

B: no umlaut

A question of punctuation and word-order. The meaning is basically the same for
all. Impossible to judge internally.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 138) notes for the B reading: The 0V has been omitted,
because it seemed not to fit to the TL, or it has been connected with the
"HALog. The origin of the B reading is just inexplicable.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 8
NA% John 1:24 Kal  dmeotaduévol foav ék tov doapLoniwv.

BYZ John 1:24 Kal ol dmeotoduévor foav €k todv PaplLoniwy

Byz 01°%, A¢, C%, W°, X, A, ©,0141, 0234, f1, f13, 33, 565, 579, 1071, Mqj,
Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo™, arm, Weiss®"""

txt P66, P75,01*, A*, B, C*, L, T, ¥, 086, pc, Sy-C, Co, Or, Weiss' ™"

Weiss: In his John-Com. (1893) he opts for the Byzantine reading, but in his NT
edition (1905) he has the txt reading.

Lacuna: D, Sy-S

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA% John 3:1 "Hv &¢ avOpwroc ék tv PapLoniwr, Nikodnuoc
NA?" John 7:48 U1 TLC €K TV GPYOVTWY EMLOTEVOEY €Lg aDTOV
N & TV PapLoalwy;
NAZ?" John 9:16 éAeyor olv €k TV PaplLoailwy TLVEC
NA?" John 9:40 fikovoar €k TV DaplLoaiwy Tedte oL Wet’ adTtod OVTeg
NA* John 18:3 0 olUv ’Tobdeg AoPwy TNv oTeElpoy Koal €K TRV
GEYLEPEWY Kol €K TOV PapLoalwy LTMPETHC

The question here is if those sent are themselves Pharisees or if they are only
sent by the Pharisees. The txt reading is more equivocal in this respect. It could
mean: "And they were sent by the Pharisees."

The Johannine usage is clear: €k TV PapLonlwVY means "a Pharisee".

It is possible that the Byzantine reading is a correction to make this explicit:
"And those sent where Pharisees."

The versional evidence is not of much value here, because the franslation
depends on the interpretation.

Weiss in his Jo Com. thinks that the oL has probably been omitted accidentally.
He notes the possibility that it could have been omitted because scribes
assumed a second legation, different from that mentioned in 1:19.

Carl Conrad commented on B-greek (08. Dec. 2003):

"EK TWN FARISAIWN as partitive subject of APESTALMENOTI HSAN"

[The addition of OL] "means no more, I think, than that later scribes failed to
understand the partitive usage in the construction and so altered the text so
that it would suit their grammatical expectations."



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 9

7. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA? John 1:26 d&mekpifn aldtolc 0 ’lwavvne Aéywr: éyw Bamtilw év
UOUTL" UECOC DUV €0TNKEY OV LUELS oDk oldurte,

’

OTNKEL B, 6, L, 0832, 0141, f1, pc, Or®', Heracleon®",
NA®, WH, Weiss, Gre, Bois, Trg, Tis, Bal

txt P66, A, C, T, WP, X, ©, ¥, 0211, f13, 33, Maj, Or®', Trg™

elotrkeL  Lotrker P75, 1071, pc
€otnkeL 01

083: Tischendorf and NA have it for 0TfikeL, IGNTP has it for €0TnKeV.
Heracleon: Rome, ca. 170 CE!

Lacuna: D

B: no umlaut

téO’EnKEV indicative perfect active 3rd person singular
OTﬁKEL indicative present  active 3rd person singular
Ei.OTﬁKEL indicative pluperfect active 3rd person singular

Compare context:

27 ~ 9 ’ ’ ¢ ’ ¢y ’ o ~
NA“" John 1:35 TT emavpLov ToALY €Lotnkel 0 lwavvng Kol €k TV
LodNTAY adtod &vo

Compare also:
NA% Mark 3:31 Kal épyetar 1 pitnpe adtod kel ol adeidol adtod Kol
€Ew OTNKOVTEC AMEOTELANY TPOC KDTOV KoAoDYTeg adTOV,

oTnKovteC B, C*, A, 28

otavtec 01

€0TdTEC A, D, W, 0, 565, f13, 33, Maj

€0TNKOTEC C%, 6, L, f1, 124,700, 892, 2542, pc



NA% Mark 11:25 Kol Otor oTnkete mpoocvyouevoL, dplete €l tL €xete
KOTO TLVOG, Lo Kol O Tethp LUOVY O €V Tol¢ ovpavole adpfy LWLV T
TUPOTTWUNTE VIOV,

OTNKETE A, B,C, D, W, 0, %, f1, 13, 33, 579, Maj

oTNTE 01

€oTnkete L, A, 892

John uses €Lotnkel 5 times, all safe. He uses €0TNKeV one more time in Jo 8:44
also safe. He uses LoTNuL (or 0TNKW) 8 times in the perfect tense, 7 times in
the pluperfect tense and 4 times in the aorist, but never in the present tense.
Since those readings are all safe, it is difficult o understand why it caused such
a variation here.

A present tense form appears only twice in the Gospels, both in Mark. In both
cases there is a variation to the perfect tense. Is it thus possible that the
unusual present form is original and has been changed to the more commonly
used perfect tense.

It is possible that the variation is in part accidental. For example the reading of
01 €otnkeL could be interpreted by changing one letter as €LOTNKeEL or
€oTnkev. It is also possible that LoTnkeL (P75) has been accidentally changed
into otnKeL (B).

The incoherent support by f1 is strange.

Metzger: "The perfect tense, so frequently employed with theological overtones
by the Fourth Evangelist, conveys a special force here (something like ‘there is
One who has taken his stand in your midst'), a force that was unappreciated by
several Greek witnesses, as well as by a variety of Latin, Syriac and Coptic
witnesses, all of which preferred the more syntactically appropriate present
tense."

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 10

NA%" John 1:27 0 OTlow HOL épyOueVOC,
oD ok eipl [éyw] dELoc Tva Abow adtod

TOV LowToe ToD LTOSMUITOC.

BYZ John 1:27 a0TO¢ €0TLY O OTLOW WOU €PYOUEVOC
0c éumpooBér pou yeyover: ob €yw ovK eipl &Erog Tre Alow adtod
TOV LowTee T0D LTOSNUOTOC

T&T #3

a) UTOC €0TLY O
Byz A,C% N, X, A, Y, f13,565, Maj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H

o

00T0¢... 6, pc®

txt P54(3" CE), P66, P75, P119¥9(3™ CE), P120(4™ CE), 01, ¢*,L, T, W°,
0, 083, 0141, f1, 22, 33, 579, 1071, 1241, pc*®, a, Sy-S, Sy-C, Co

omit: 01*, B, pc*, Or
pc = 63, 372(!), 1026

Tregelles reads txt, but has 0 in brackets.

P5: from space considerations almost certain. A possible reconstruction runs:
oude o prO[fhths apekrigh autois o

iwan n[hs legwn egw baptizw en u

dati m[esos umwn esthken on umeis

ouk Oida[te O Oopisw mou ercome

n]os [O]U O[uk eimi axios ina lusw au

TOouUu LTOoN [imantatouupodhmatos

P119 (POxy 4803): same as with P5, from space considerations almost certain:
egw men bap€izw umas e]n Udatl[ mesos de

umwn esthken on umeis o]u Kk Oidat[e O opisw

mou ercomenos ou ouk ei]mi egw a[xios inalu

sw autou tonimanta to]u u pO[d hmatos tauta

P120 (POxy 4804):

pTizw umas en udati me]SOS umwn i
sthken on umeis ouk oid]a e O Opisw
mou ercomenos ou ouk ei]mi axios ina



N: T&T and NA note N wrongly. Swanson reads it correctly. This has been
confirmed by Klaus Witte from Muenster from the film:
* = 0TOC €0TLY WOV EPYOMEVOC
N = 0TO¢ €0TLY O OTLOW WOV €PYOMEVOC = Byz
T&T note N wrongly for the 01*, B reading. NA has N for txt!

0141: T&T have it for txt. IGNTP have it for the 01*, B reading.
Lacuna: D
B: no umlaut

A\

b) OC éUTPOCHEY oL YEYOVEV
Byz A, C%, X, A, (), f13, 565, Maj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo™*
€umpogBéy pou yéyovey O
0C éuTPOoCBEY Lov YéYovey OTL TPKOTOC KWou RV 28

txt P5(3" CE), P66, P75, P119¥9(3™ CE), P120¥9(4™ CE), 01, B, C*, L, N*, T,
WS, ¥, 083, 0141, f1, 22, 33, 579, 1071, 1241, al, b, |, Sy-S, Sy-C, Co, Or

[\

oc 063

Lacuna: D
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 3:11 "Eyw pev Ui Bamtilw év DutL elc petovolay, 6 &€
OTLOW WOU €PYOHEVOC LoyLPOTEPOC oL €0TLY, 0D ODK €lpl LKavOg T
vTodNUTe, BaoTaomL:

NA%" Luke 3:16 €yw pev 0oatL Pamtilw VWG épyetol 6€ O Loyupotepdg
Lov, oD 00K el lkorog ADool TOv Lpavte TOV dTodnuatwy adtod:

Compare context:

NA%" John 1:15 ’Twavvng poptupel mepl adTod Kol KEKPoyey AEYwY: ov
T0¢ MV OV €lmov: O OTLOW KoL EPYOUEVOC EUTPOCOEY oL YEYOVEY, OTL
TPATOC Wou M.

NA%" John 1:30 00TOC €0TLY LTEP 0D €yw €lmov: Omlow oL €pyeTal
GUNP OC EUTPOOOEY Lov YEyovey, OTL TPGATOC oL NV.




Clearly a harmonization to immediate context. There is no reason for an
omission.
The omission of the 0 by 01*, B is probably accidental (OOPISW).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 11
Minority reading:

NA% John 1:27 0 OTlOw MOU €pYOUeEvog, oL olk elpl [éyw] dELog Ty
4 ~

Aow adTod TOV Luavte ToD LTOSUATOC.

~

T&T #4

3 )

LKOtVog P66, P75, 472, al®®, Heracleon®"

omit €YW: P66*, P75, P120(4™ CE), 01, C, L, 063, 346, 826, 983, 33,
565, 1071’ 0'145, GUI"*, q, Or,ciﬂng Heracleon, S_BL

oUK €lpl €yw  P66°, P119V9(3™ CE), B, N, TV, W*, X, ¥, 083, 0141, 118, 205,
209, f13, 579, 1010, 2786, pc?°, Or

€Yw OUK €l A, A, O, 1,124,157, 892, 1241, Maj

T reads: o0 o[Uk elpl €]
v ELog Ty

Heracleon: Rome, ca. 170 CE!

P5: is cited for omitting €yw in NA?®> and IGNTP. But the word is within a large
lacuna and space considerations are ambiguous.

P119: The line in question reads in the ed. pr.:
mou ercomenos ou ouk ei]mi egw a[xios ina lu
On the published image nothing can be seen of the A, since some fibres
obscure it at the broken edge. The editor writes: "The Alpha in the
papyrus is damaged, but the remains of a curve rule out Iota."

P120: The line in question reads in the ed. pr.:
mou ercomenos ou ouk ei]mi axios ina
From the image this is certain.

N: According to IGNTP 022 omits €Y. According to NA and Swanson it has the
word. There is a correction involved though (acc. to Swanson). Should be
checked.

Lacuna: D

B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 3:11 "Eyw pev Ui Bamtilw év DutL elc petovolay, 6 &€
OTLOW HOUL EPYOUEVOC LOYLPOTEPOS KOV €0TLY, 0D ODK €Ll LKaVOC TO
vTodMUTe, BooTaomL”



NA? Mark 1:7 Kol éknjpuooer Aeywv: épyetol 0 Loyupotepdc wov OTlow
LOU, 00 00K €lpl Lkoro¢ kOYog ADooL TOV LUavTe TRV DTOSMUAETWY
a0TOD.

NA? Luke 3:16 €éyw pev 0ootL Bamtilw VWG épyetol &€ O Loyupotepog
Lov, 0D 00K €ilpl Lkorog ADooL TOV Lpavte TAV LTOdNUATWY adTod:

Compare:
NAZ Acts 13:25 ... AL’ L0V €pyetal phet’ éue ob obK etpl &ELog To
UTOSNUK TAV TOdDY AdowL. ikoevog P, pc’

Rare harmonization error of P66, P75 to Mt, Lk.
Note the same variation at Acts 13:25 (observed by Royse, Scribal Habits,
2008, p. 537)!

The omission of the €Y is probably at least in part due to harmonization, too.

For Heracleon compare B. Ehrman:
e "Heracleon and the 'Western' Textual Tradition," New Testament
Studies, vol. 40 (1994) 161-179.
e "Heracleon, Origen, and the Text of the Fourth Gospel" Vigiliae
Christianae, vol. 47 (1993) 105-18.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 12
Minority reading:

< b 14

NA% John 1:27 0 OTlOw MOU €PYOUEVog, oU olK elpl [éyw] dELog Tva
Aow adtod TOv Lpuavte tod vmodnuatog T .

T&T #5

T &celvoc vudc Pamtioer év mreduatL ayle kol moupl:

E,F,6,H,2%, al'*

T 2\ (PN ’ ) I ey \ ’.
odtOg  budc Bamtioer év mveduatL ayle kal mTupl

N, pc*

Lacuna: D

B: umlaut! (1350 B 18 R)

27 ... oD UTodNUeTOC. 28 TobTe, €V Bnbov iy

It is not clear if this umlaut indicates this variant or the next one (Bnfowvia).

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 3:11 0 &¢ OTLOW WHOL EPYOUEVOC LOYLPOTEPOC oV €0TLY, OV
00K €lpl Lkavog Te Lmodnuate Paotaowt: adTOC UMAC Pamtloel év
TVeUoTL oyl Kol Tupl:

NA? Mark 1:8 €yw €Pamtioe LUiC VOwtL, adTOC &€ PamtiocL LUC €V
TVEUUOTL Oy L. add Kol Tupl: P, 1241, pc, Sy-H**, sa™*

NA? Luke 3:16 €pyetal &€ O LOyvPOTEPOC WOV, 0D ODK €lpl LKovoOg
ADooL TOV LHovTe TV LTOSNUKTWY adtod: alTOg LU Pamtioel év
TVeUUOTL 0yl Kol Tupl:

Compare also verse 33:
NAZ" John 1:33 00T0¢ €0TLY O Pamtilwy €V Treluatl oylw.
add kel Tupl:  P75%9, ¢*, sa

Probably a harmonization to Mt/Lk.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 13

Minority reading:

NAZ?” John 1:28 Tadter év BnBowig éyéveto mépav tod Topdavou, 6mou Qv
0 Twavvng Pamtilwr.

B]]GOLVI’.(X, P66, P75,01*, A, B, C*, L, N, X, A, ©, P*, W>, 047, 0211, 2*, 28,
118, 124, 157,565, 579, 700, 892*, 1071, 1241, 1424,
Maj-part[E, F,6,H, M, S, V,Y, A, Q, Robinson],
Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal™*, bo, Or™, Eus, Heracleon®"
eyéveto €v Bnbovig P66, 01*, HC

Bn0afopd C?, K, II, T, W<, 083, 0141, 1, f13, 2%, 33, Maj-part[V, T, A],
Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal™, sa, arm, geo, Or®™"® Eys°mm,
Madaba-map, KJV

¢yéveto €v BnopaBa 01, 892™, pc, Sy-H™, sa™

Lacuna: D
T: NA has T correctly for BnBaPapd, Amelineau (ed.pr.) has it wrongly for
Bnbovie. U. Schmid (IGNTP John) confirms the reading BHOABAP[A].

B: umlaut! (1350 B 18 R)
27 ... 70D UTodnuetog. 28 Todte. €v Bnovig

It is not clear if this umlaut indicates this variant or the previous one (insertion
after LTOSNUATOC).

BnOoBapd appears on the Madaba mosaic map (ca. 560 CE), which is located on

the floor of the Greek Orthodox church in Madaba near Amman. It mentions the
St. John monastery T0 ToD &ylov Twavvov tod Pamtiopntog and above it

(next to the Western bank of the Jordan) in smaller letters: BnOofopd.

It is noteworthy that the excellent manuscripts 029 and 083 support
BnboPopai.

Eusebius writes in his Onomastikon (58:18):

Bnboooapa (sic!): "0mov fv Twavvne PBartilwr”, "mépav tod Topdavov".
Kal Selkvutal 0 TOTOC, €V ) kol TAELOUC TOV AdeAdpdV €ig €Tl viv
70 AoLTPOV dLAoTLpodVTIL AcpPoveLy. (possibly the double ¢ represents
the semitic “ayin, 8.)



Jerome repeats this with the following words:

"Bethabara trans Iordanem, ubi Ioannis in paenitentiam baptizabat, unde et
usque hodie plurimi de fratribus, hoc est de numero credentium, ibi renasci
cupientes vitali gurgite baptizantur." (De situ et nominibus), but Jerome leaves
Bnboavig in his Vulgate.

Chrysostom notes that BnOafapd is found in "the more accurate of the copies"
(in Ioann Hom XVIII, 1).

Compare:
LXX Judges 7:24 Kol Gyyéioug améotelder [ebewv €v movtl Opel
Edpoipy Aéywv ketaPnte €lc ouvvavinowy Moadiop kol Ketoedofete
€TOlC TO VBWP €w¢ Bolbnpo kel tov Iopdavmy kol éBomoev mac
avnp Eppoiy kol mpokatedaforto T0 Vdwp €wc Balbnpo kol tov
Top&ovny

LXX Joshua 13:27 kol €v Epek Bobopop kel Balbovefpo kol Xokywdo
kol Yodar kol Ty Aovmy Paotielar Xnwr Paoiriéwe Eoefwvy kol 0
Iopdavng OpLel  €wg pépove The Oudaoong Xeveped Tépay  TOD
Topdavov am’ AVETOADY

LXX Joshua 15:6 €mifoivel to Oplee €ml BalBoyle kol mopemopedetol
amo Poppd €ml Balbopofe kol mpooovePeilvel T Ople émi AlBov
Boiwr viod Poufnr

LXX Joshua (A) 15:61 BaddapyLe kel BnBapofo kel Madwy kel Zoyoyo
LXX Joshua 18:18 kol Oledcoetal kote Vwtov BalBopafe amd Poppd
Kol KoToPnoetol

LXX Joshua 18:22 kol Belbofope kel Xope kel Bnoovo

LXX Joshua 19:11 'wAc Opre adt®dv 7 Oaioooe kel Mopoyedle kol
ovvaper éml BalBopafo €lc v dapoyye 1) €0TLY KOTX TPOOWTOV
Texpow

Compare also:
NA% John 3:23 "Hv 6¢ kol 0 ’Twavvne Bantilwy év Alvov &yyug tod

5

Yodelp, 0TL Véotor TOAAG NV €kel, kol Tapeylvovto kel épamtilovto

NA%" John 10:40 Kol amfil@ev maiiy mépav tod Topdavou ei¢ Tov tOTOV
omou v Twavvne to TpRTov Banti{wy Kl EueLver €kel.

Origen (Jo Comm. book 6), who was under the probably mistaken notion that the
only Bethany was that near Jerusalem (he couldn't find a Bethany near the
Jordan in his travels), opted for BnOofopd which he apparently found in some



copies (Bnbavig is found in "nearly all the manuscripts"). He explained it
(wrongly) allegorically as 0lko¢ katookeufig ("house of the preparation"), but it
actually means "house of passing over". It has been suggested that Origen
actually created this reading, but this is not clear. Note that Origen once writes
the curious T0. Bnfofopd. He writes:

"These things were done in Bethabara, beyond Jordan, where John was baptizing." We are
aware of the reading which is found in_almost all the copies, "These things were done in
Bethany." This appears, moreover, to have been the reading at an earlier time; and in
Heracleon we read "Bethany." We are convinced, however, that we should not read "Bethany,"
but "Bethabara." We have visited the places to enquire as to the footsteps of Jesus and His
disciples, and of the prophets. Now, Bethany, as the same evangelist tells us, was the town of
Lazarus, and of Martha and Mary; it is fifteen stadia from Jerusalem, anti the river Jordan is
about a hundred and eighty stadia distant from it. Nor is there any other place of the same name
in the neighborhood of the Jordan, but they say that Bethabara (t6. Bn@ofopa) is pointed out
on the banks of the Jordan, and that John is said to have baptized there.

The etymology of the name, too, corresponds with the baptism of him who made ready for the

Lord a people prepared for Him; for it yields the meaning "House of preparation," (OEKOQ

KoToiokeLAC) while Bethany means "House of obedience” (OLKOGC UTkOfiC). Where else
was it fitting that he should baptize, who was sent as a messenger before the face of the Christ,
to pre pare His way before Him, but at the House of preparation (KOLTOLOKEUdLOOLL)? And what
more fitting home for Mary, who chose the good part, which was not taken away from her, and
for Martha, who was cumbered for the reception of Jesus, and for their brother, who is called the
friend of the Saviour, than Bethany, the House of obedience? Thus we see that he who aims at
a complete understanding of the Holy Scriptures must not neglect the careful examination of the
proper names in it. In the matter of proper names the Greek copies are often incorrect, and in
the Gospels one might be misled by their authority."

It is interesting though that nowhere in the early sources and also not in any of
the pilgrims reports a Bethany "beyond the Jordan" is mentioned. On the other
hand there is no reason to consider Bethany simply a corruption. It is explicitly
labeled as the Bethany "beyond the Jordan", o distinguish it from the Bethany
near Jerusalem. John is quite exact regarding John the Baptist's places,
compare Jo 3:23 and 10:40.

External arguments: More, more better and more diverse manuscripts support
Bethany, Bethabara also has some good and diverse support, but not as much as
Bethany.

Internal arguments: Bethany is clearly the harder reading and was a stumbling
block, not only for Origen, but also for other church fathers.

If BnBoPopd was original, there would have been no reason for a change. It is
not clear if Origen made this reading up, it is possible. The "but they say" seems
to point to a local tradition, which Origen ascertains.

It should be noted that Origen based his solution tfo the Bethany problem on
hearsay only. It should also be noted that the BnOofopd on the Madaba map is
west of the Jordan.



It is also interesting to note that Livias, the place of Herod Antipas’ summer
residence, which is across the Jordan, has originally been called Bnfapauada
(Josephus, Bell IT 59, Ant XVII 277, XVIII 27).

Weiss (Lk Com.) suggests Judges 7:24 (BoLOnpa) as a possible reference, but
marks it with a question-mark. Note that in the manuscripts of Origen's
commentary the spelling varies and BnOopd and BaBopd are also found.

Burkitt thinks that because both Sy-S and Origen have BnOofopa, this
indicates a common source: "This source seems to have been not documentary
evidence, but local identification. [..] We cannot doubt that the author of the
Fourth Gospel wrote 'Bethany beyond Jordan." On the other hand we have the
cult of 'Bethabara’, developed before the time of Origen, perhaps at a pre-
Christian holy place. The cult led to the identification of 'Bethany’ with
'‘Bethabara’ and finally it influenced some texts of the Gospels." (Evangelion
Intro, p. 308-9).

Pierson Parker suggests that Tépar toD Topdavov does not refer to
Bnboavig, but to 6Touv v 0 Twavvne Banti{wy and gives the translation:
"These things took place in Bethany, which is across from the point of the
Jordan where John had been baptizing." (This has already been suggested by
E.G. Paulus in 1828!) It is quite unlikely that John would have described Bethany
this way though.

R. Riesner suggests that the place "beyt °barah" originally indicated the crossing
of the Jordan by the Israelites and also the crossing of the Jordan by Eliah and
Elisah, so two crossings have been remembered here. This could explain Origen's
plural To. BnBofepe, a place of several fords.

Rainer Riesner argues for BnOavig = Boatavéw, Botavole (the region
Batanaea). This identification is as early as J. Lightfoot (1658). There are two
places that are relevant. One, called BnOofop, is the place of Jesus' baptism,
which is at the traditional place. The other is the place where John is questioned
by the Pharisees in Jo 1:19-28. This is the Batanaea in the north. Here John
worked, too. The problem arose (according to Riesner) due to the
misunderstanding that in the following verses Jesus' baptism is reported. This is
not the case, John only gives an account of what happened at an unknown time
earlier. The time table and circumstances in Jo 1 fit much better if everything
happens in the north (compare Riesner, Bethanien, p. 73ff.). It also fits good to
the time table of Jo 11 (p. 71 ff.).

Furthermore the region of Batanaea is known in Arabic as e/-Betheneyeh, which
comes nearest to the Evangelist's Bethania (compare Brownlee).



Against this view is the fact that representatives of the Pharisees and others
from Jerusalem came to investigate John's baptizing, apparently in great
numbers. Although it would have been possible for them to find John in Batanaea
in the north, a location closer to Jerusalem seems more likely.

S.6. Brown notes that the most common position foday is Wadi Kharrar/Gharrar
(Tell el-Kharrar), "a site in Jordan across from Jericho, where four springs
merge info a stream that flows into the Jordan river." [...] "a site opposite (and
just over 1 km south of) Jericho, 7.3 km north of the Dead Sea and 1.5 km east
of the river. It is between the two fords across from Jericho, a little closer to
the Makhadat Hajla ford. The ongoing excavation of the site has 'uncovered a
1" CE settlement with plastered pools and water systems that were used almost
certainly for baptism, and a 5™-6™ CE late Byzantine settlement with churches,
a monastery, and other structures probably catering to religious pilgrims." This
site has been the traditional location of Jesus' baptism since at least the early
4™ CE (the pilgrim of Bordeaux, 333 CE)."

Starting 1997, excavations took place for several years in the region of the
Jordan north of the Dead Sea. The Jordanian team has identified nearly 20
related sites within an area stretching some four kilometers east of the Jordan
River, mostly along the south bank of Wadi el-Kharrar, including the above
mentioned 15" CE settlement. More sites remain to be discovered through
systematic surveying. The excavators believe that the village of Bethany beyond
the Jordan was located at or around the natural hill at Tell el-Kharrar. The main
complex, still being excavated and investigated, comprises structures on and
around a small natural hill located two kilometers east of the Jordan River,
adjacent to the spring and small oasis at the head of the Wadi Kharrar. The
recent excavations have identified a settlement that was inhabited from the
time of Christ and John the Baptist (early Roman era), throughout most of the
Byzantine period, into the early Islamic era, and again in Ottoman centuries.

“Bethany/Bethabara may also have referred to a region, rather than only a specific settlement.
Western fravelers to the region at the turn of the century reported that the Greek Orthodox
clerics and monks who lived in the south Jordan Valley, and the native valley residents
themselves, referred to the whole area around the river and east along the Wadi el-Kharrar as
Bethabara. Thus the original settlement was known as Bethany beyond the Jordan during and
immediately following the days of Jesus and John the Baptist in the 1" Century AD; after the
3" Century AD it was more commonly known as Bethabara, and by the 6™ Century AD it had
become known as Aenon and Safsafa. The general area from the river eastwards associated with
the ministry of John the Baptist and the baptism of Jesus is known as el-Maghtas today in
Arabic." (Jordanian Department of Antiquities)



In the end there are several good arguments, but none is so far completely
convincing. A settlement and baptism site has been found beyond the Jordan,
and it makes perfectly good sense that this was the main area where John was
baptizing, but we don't know (from external sources) if this site was named
"Bethany".

Wherever Bethany was located, both external arguments and internal arguments
favor the reading Bethany at Jo 1:28.

Compare also Jo 5:2, where a similar confusion occurred over a place name.

Literature:

Pierson Parker "Bethany beyond Jordan" JBL 74 (1955) 257-61

W. Wiefel "Bethabara jenseits des Jordan (Jo 1:28)" ZDPV 83 (1967) 72-81
[who also notes the spelling differences for Bethabara.]

W.H. Brownlee "Whence the gospel according to John?" in John and Qumran
(ed. J.H. Charlesworth, London 1972), p. 166-94

J. Carl Laney "The Idenftification of Bethany Beyond the Jordan", from
"Selective Geographical Problems in the Life of Christ", doctoral dissertation
(Dallas Theological Seminary, 1977)

R. Riesner "Bethany beyond the Jordan (John 1:28): Topography, theology
and History in the fourth Gospel" Tyndale Bulletin 38 (1987) 34-43

B. Byron "Bethany across the Jordan or simply Across the Jordan" Australian
Biblical Review 46 (1998) 36-54

book: R. Riesner "Bethanien jenseits des Jordan" Brunnen, Giessen, 2002

S.6. Brown "Bethany beyond the Jordan: John 1:28 and the Longer Gospel of
Mark" RB 110 (2003) 497-516 [analyzes the references in Secret Mark].

J.M. Hutton "Bethany beyond the Jordan in Text, Tradition, and Historical
Geography" Biblica 89 (2008) 305-328 [accepts Bethany as original reading,
but dismisses both Bethany and Bethabara as historical on redaction-critical
grounds]

D.S. Earl "(Bethany) beyond the Jordan: The Significance of a Johannine
Motif" NTS 55 (2009) 279-294 [argues for Batanaeaq, like Riesner]

link: http://www.bibleplaces.com/bethanybeyondjordan.htm

link: http://www.asor.org/outreach/Features/bethany.htm

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 14

Minority reading:
NA% John 1:28 tadte. €v Bnbaviq éyéveto mépav tod ‘lopdavou, 6mou
v 6 Twavvne Bartilwy.

Not in NA but in SQE!

Tp®TOoV Pomtilwy £13%°¢, 1071
10 mpdTov Bomtilwy 1241
Bamtil{wy TO TPROTOV C

£13° omits Tp@OTOV.
Lacuna: D
B: no umlaut

Compare:

~ 4 ’ ~ 4 4
NA%" John 10:40 Kol amfil@ev maiiy mépav tod Topdavou ei¢ tov tOTOV
omouv N Twarvne 10 Tp@dTov Panti{wy Kal EueLvey ékel.

Probably a harmonization o 10:40.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 15

8. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA*" John 1:34

KOEYW €OPOKN KoL UEPOPTUPTKE OTL 00TOC €0TLY 0 Liog ToD BeoD.

T&T #7
0 ékAektoc tod Beod.  P106“Y(3" CE), 01*, 187, 218, 228, 1784,
electus Dei b*, e, 11A, ff%*, Sy-S, Sy-C,
Ambrose(4™ CE), Aug, Bois, Blass, SBL
01* is corrected by 01¢

electus filius Dei a, 35*%, 48, vg™**, Sy-Pal™*, sa

P75: a correction appears here, see below.

Tischendorf adds: 77, 218 (repeated by Harnack, Ehrman and also Fee "01 in John")
Lat(aur, b%, ¢, f, ff%¢, 1, q, r', vg) read txt.

Lacuna: D

B: no umlaut

D: Since 01 is Western (and very close to D) in the beginning of Jo and D has a
lacuna here, it is quite probable that D had this reading, too.
P5 has been claimed to have this reading. but only ..]S TOU QU is
visible. Space considerations clearly prefer ULOG. €kA€KTOC appears too long. NA
now also considers P5 to be "too doubtful" to be listed. B. Aland: "Die Angabe
P5" aus friiheren Auflagen des Novum Testamentum Graece muss als eine zu
unsichere Lesung gestrichen werden" ("has to be canceled as foo insecure",
reference see below). Reconstruction:
yasmebaptizeinenudatiekei
nosmoieipene Tonanidhstopna
katabainonkaimenonepauton
outosestinobaptizwnenpnia
giwkagwewrakakaimemarturhkao
Tioutosestinoustouqu tThe
Tioutosestinouiostouqu TtThe
Tioutosestinoeklektostouqu tTthe
paurioneisthkeioiwannhskaiek
TtTwnmaghtwnautouduokaiem

There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

P106 (POxy 4445) has more value. The editor W.E.H. Cockle reconstructs:
eanidhstopna katabalinon]
[k]aimenonepau tonoutos[estin]
[o]bapttizwn[e]n pni agiw[kagw]
eor a k akai[me]mar turh[kaoti]
ou tosestino[elklek[tostouqu]
Tthepauri[on

The (online) image is not very good. Nevertheless one can say that the above
reconstruction is probably correct, but rather optimistic. Whenever there are
the slightest remains of ink, they are given as letters (with a dot). Judging from
the image alone, only the following can be made out:

anidhstopna katabalinon]

[kK]aimen u tonoutos[estin]
[o]bap i [e]n pni agiw[kagw]
oraka [me]mar tur [kaoti]

Ttosestin [e] e [tostouqul]
€ epaurifon

Of €kA€KTOC in the second last line only an € can be seen. It is pretty clearly
visible, but I have placed a dot under it, because it could be a 0 also (of QUI).
But it looks more like an €. Compare with the 0 10 lines above. With a 6,
theoretically the line could also be reconstructed as:
TosestTinoustouqu

But, clearly, this line is foo short, and us®ou is slightly too long to fit the
space. So, the reconstruction with €kAekTOC fits best. It is not completely sure
though. It could be possible that the line ended short, because a new pericope

begins. B. Aland accepts the ékAekTOC reading.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

P75: An unidentifiable correction appears here. The reading was first noted in
the online "NT transcripts" from Miinster (Nov. 2008). They note that P75* had
0 UVLOC O €éxAekTOC for O LLOC TOD BeoD. Timo Flink mentions it in his article
(see below). This is very doubtful though. After discussion, Klaus Wachtel
confirmed that it is too unsecure and that they will simply indicate the number
of letters [4-5] for P75*.

There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�
http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 3:17 00TO¢C €0TLY O ULOG HOU O &yamTOC, €V @ €DdOKN .

€ b 4

NA? Mark 1:11 oV €l 0 LLOC HoL O GyoTnTog, €V ool €DBOKNOL.
NA?" Luke 3:22 oV €l 0 LLOC HOL O GyeTNTOC, €V gol €DOOKNO.
0 LLOC WOV €l oL €YW ONUEPOV YEYEVUNKA O€
D, it, Justin, (Cl), Meth, Hil, Aug

NA?" Luke 9:35 0UTOC €0TLY O ULOC MOL O ékAeieyuévoc, a0ToD GKoVeTE.
o 14 b [S (4 [S b \ 9 ~ b ’
BYZ Luke 9:35 O0TOC €0TLY O LLOC MOU O ayamntoc, obTod dKolete

Byz A,C,D,R,W,Y, f13, 33, 157, 565, 700, 1424, Mqj,
it, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Marcion™ €
txt P45,P75,01,B,L,0, &, f1,579, 892, 1241, pc,
some Lat, Sy-S, Sy-H™, Co
0 éKAekTOC O, f1,22*, pc

NA%" Luke 23:35 Kal elotrkel 0 Aao¢ Ocwpav. eEeuuktnpLllov &€ kal ol
APYOVTEC AEYOVTEC" AAAOUC €0WOEY, 0WONTW €0UTOV, €L 00TOC €0TLY O
vpLoTOC ToD BeoD O EKAEKTOC.

omit O €KAeKTOC: 047, e

The support is rather diverse, but limited. The reading is certainly the more
difficult reading. It is possible that it has been changed to standard Johannine
usage to avoid adoptionistic thoughts. Blass and Boismard have 0 €KA€KTOC in
their texts! Barrett, Boismard, R. Brown, Fee, Harnack, Lagrange, Nestle, D.
Wallace and Zahn argue in favor of it. The NET Bible and TNIV have the variant
in their English franslations.

0 €KAEKTOG appears nowhere else in the NT, except in Lk 9:35 and 23:35.

Overall it is difficult to imagine that someone changed 0 LLOG into O €KA€KTOC.
Why? In an adoptionistic climate? The only reason could be that it is a
conformation to Lk 23:35. Especially if Jo was copied after Lk.

It is interesting to note that the Latin e omits omit O €KA€kTOG in Lk 23:35.

Harnack thinks that the reading 0 ULOC arose as a harmonization to the
Synoptics:

NA?" Matthew 3:17 00TOC €0TLY O LLOC OV O GYeTNTOC,

NA? Mark 1:11 oV €l 0 LLOC oL O GyoTnToC

NA?" Luke 3:22 0V €l 0 ULOC oL O &YyeTNTOC, €V 0oL €DOOKNO.
Later in anti-adoptionistic struggles it became widely accepted.




The expression O €KA€KTOC for Christ is very rare in the earliest literature. It
can be found with Clement I, 64: 0 ékAcfapevoc tOv kupLov ‘Incodv
XpLotov kol Muag 8L adtod:

Also with Hermas, Sim. V, 2,2: ékAefopevoc G0DAOV TLVO TLOTOV Kol
€DOPETTOV, EVTLUOY TPOOEKUAEONTO KDTOV ..

Another suggestion is that John is alluding to Isaiah:

. ~ 4 ~
LXX lsaiah 42:1 Iokwf O Tol¢ pov avtiAnupopct odtod Iopand o
EKAEKTOC HOL TPOOESEERTO oDTOV 1 YUy HOL €0k TO TVEDUK WOU
em’ adTOV KpLOLY TOlC €0veaLy €foloel
"Jacob is my servant, | will help him: Israel is my chosen, my soul has accepted him; | have put my
Spirit upon him; he shall bring forth judgement to the Gentiles."

This parallels quite closely the Spirit descending on Jesus.

It is interesting that the T&T analyses found four Byzantine minuscules (187°'%,
218%2% 228%7* 1784%"), which read 0 €kAekTOC, too. 187 and 218 form a group,
they agree 91%.

187 is a 12™ CE manuscript in Florence, 218 is a 13™ CE manuscript in Vienna,
Gregory notes: "unusual readings, probably written in Italy".

Perhaps some Byzantine scribes, through a subconscious slip, changed the word.
The combination of (P106, 01) and (187, 218, 228, 1784) is incoherent support.

Compare:

e B. Aland "Der textkritische und textgeschichtliche Nutzen friher Papyri,
demonstriert am Johannesevangelium", in: Recent Developments in Textual
Criticism. hrsg. von W. Weren und D.-A. Koch, Assen 2003, 19-38.

e Timo Flink "Son and Chosen. A text-critical study of John 1:34." Filologia
Neotestamentaria 18 (2005) 87-111. He actually argues for 0 LLOC O
€KAEKTOC without T0D €0 as the original reading.

e T.-M. Quek "A text-critical study of Jo 1:34" NTS 55 (2009) 22-34

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 16

9. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NAZ?" John 1:35 TH émadpLov ToALy elothikel 0 Twavvne kol ék TV
LoONTOY adtod &vo

No txt in NA and SQE!

omit P75, B,L, 28, pc, Trg, WH
txt P66,01,A,C,P, W° X, 0, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 579, Maj
Lacuna: D

WH
C)

NA?" John 3:23 "Hy &¢ kol 0 ’Iwavvne Bamti{wy év Alvav éyyuc tod
YoAelp

omit P75,01, A, L, ¥, 086, 0141, f1, f13, 28, 33,579, Maj, NA*, Weiss, Trqg
txt P66, B, N, W, 0, pc, [WH]

D, 070 have lacunae.

NA?" John 3:24 oDmw yop NV BePAnuévoc eic v duiakny 0 Twavvng.

omit 01*, B, 070, pc, NA*>, WH, Weiss

txt P66,P75,01%¢ A, L, WS, ©, ¥, 086, 0141, f1, 13, 33, Maj, [Trq]
Lacuna: D, X

(the best witnesses are labeled)

B: no umlaut

There is no clear preference in the usage with or without the article in John.
P75, B are known to omit articles and pronouns at times.

The support is divided in all three cases. The strong support for the omission of
the article in 3:23 is noteworthy, especially the support from the Byzantine
text.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 17

Minority reading:

NAZ John 1:36 kol éuPAéfoc T 'Inood mepimatodvtl Aéyer 1de T 6
quvoc tod feod T

™ 6 XpLotdg 6, A, 13°, pe, Sy-C, sa, arm, Epiph (not in NA, but in SQE!)

T&T #8

™2 6 olpwy T auaptioy Tod kdopou
P66*, C*, W>, 892*, 1241, 1819, 2129, al*!, a, aur, ff2, 11A, Codex Fuldensis
W has TO.C OLapTLOC

Sy-S is "illegible" acc. to Burkitt.
Lacuna: D
B: no umlaut

Compare immediate context:

27 ~ ) 4 / \ ) ~ > 14 \ >\
NA“" John 1:29 T1) emxvpLov PAemeL tov 'Incolv €pyopevov mpog oLTOV
Kol A€yer: 1de 6 auroc tod 0eod 0 alpwyr TNV aueptioy Tod KOOUOU.

A clear conformation to immediate context.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 18

10.Difficult variant

NA? John 1:37 kol Tkovoov ol 600 podntel edtod Aododrtoc kol
froiovnoay t@ 'Inood.

BYZ John 1:37 kol fikovoov o0tod ol SUo podntal Aododrtog kol
froAovONoay T¢ 'Inood

T&T #9

«0toD ol Vo padntal A, C%3,N,P, A, O, f1, f13, 565, 1241, Maj,
Lat, Sy-H, Trg

oL Vo pabntal adtod P55(6™ CE), 01, B, 397, 1071, 2718, pc?,
b, WH, NA*®

oL 600 wdToD pobntal P66, P75, C*, L, WP, X, ¥, 083, 0141, 33, 213, 579,
597, 821, 865, pc*, WH™, Trg™

o0tod ol 6vo padntal edTod 28, pc’
odT® ol dVo podntal edt 69 (sic!)
oL 600 podnrotL P5*d, 157, pc®

oL 600 podnral Aadodvtoc adtod 892, 1344

P5(3™ CE): NA does not list P5. The reading is in part within a lacuna, but space
considerations make it quite probable that it omits a0T0D. So also IGNTP and
Comfort in his book. Reconstruction:
paurioneisthkeioiwann] hskaiek
twnmaghtwnautoud] uokaiem
bleyastwihuperipato] untilegei
ideoamnostouqukaihko] usanoiduo
maghtailalountoskaih] kolough

santwihustrafeisd] eoihskaiqe
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

P55(6™ CE): only the Tov of ®0TOD is visible, but this is enough to make the
reading basically certain.
hkousano[iduomaghtaiau
Toulaloun[toskaihkolou



http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

P120(4™ CE) reads:

[les oi duo m[laghtai

It is not clear though if the last letter is really a M. It looks more like an & to
me. Unfortunately the position is superimposed by a small, broken-off fragment.

At least one can say that P120 does not read the majority reading.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

Lacuna: D
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verses:
NA%" John 1:35-36 Tf €mapLor maAly clotnkel 6 ‘Twavvng kol €k TV
LoOnNTOY obtod 600 36 kol EuPrédec t@ ‘Inocod mepimatobrTL Aéyel
16¢ 0 auroc tod Beod.

Compare also:

NA% Mark 14:58 0TL TUELC NKOVOAUEY aDTOD A€YOVTOC

NAZ?" John 7:32 fikovoov ol Paploaiol tob dyAiov yoyyvlovtog

NA?" John 8:30 Tobte o)tod AaAoDyToC TOAAOL €TLOTELOQY €LC aDTOV.
NA%" John 9:27 U1 Kol DUeic Bédete adtod pobntol yevéobul;

GcP = Genitivus cum Participio

"and the two disciples heard him speaking"

Interesting variation of the a0T0OD. The txt reading is equivocal. It could be
interpreted as "his disciples" (which is the normal understanding in the Gospels),
but in this case it is different, as GcP. The ambiguity is removed in the
Byzantine version.

The P66, P75 version actually fixes the wrong understanding, probably inspired
from the previous verse 35, where padnt@y o0ToD appears. In this reading
the a0TOD refers back to John ("his disciples" = John's), who speaks in the
previous verse 36. This construction is grammatically very awkward, because now
AA0DVTOG has no explicit subject anymore, which is unusual. Why have so many
good witnesses such a peculiar text?

One could argue that this is certainly the harder reading and that it has been
changed in various ways.

Zahn (Comm. Jo) even thinks that perhaps the reading without «0T0D is original.

Difficult.


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 17 (NA probably wrong)
= prefer P66, P75 reading
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 19

11.Difficult variant

NA%" John 1:41 €Uplokel 0DTOC TP@ATOY TOV GdeApOv TOV LdLov Zipwve
Kol A€yel adT®: evpnkoper TOv Meoolay, O €0TLY UeBepunreuduevor
YPLOTOC.

BYZ John 1:41 €Dplokel 0UTOC TPRATOC TOV GOeAPOV TOV 18Lov Xipwvo
kel A€yel adte) Evpnkoper tov Meoloav O €0tV UeBepunreuduerov
XpLotoc:

Byz O01* K, L, W2, A, 0141, 124, 157, 565, 579, 700, 1071, 1241, Maj, Tis, Bal

txt P66, P75,01% A, B, M, X, 0, I, ¥, 083, 0211,0233, 1, f13, 22, 892, al,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co, Or

TPWL b.,e,j. pl
mane

on that day Sy-S
omit: 1424, vg™, Sy-C, Aug

Lacuna: C, D, 33
B: no umlaut

txt "he finds first his own brother"
Byz ‘"he, the first, finds his brother"

Compare verse 43:
NAZ" John 1:43 T ématpLov NOeAnoer EEeAbely eic tnv [adlialor kol
cuplokel DLALTTOV. Kal Aéyel adte 0 'Inoode dkodolBeL pol.

The TpWTOV makes good sense with respect to verse 43. First he finds Simon,
the other day Philip.

On the other hand the Byzantine reading "this, the first (nominated apostle)"
also makes sense and could be seen as the harder reading (so Zahn). But it is
also quite probable that the TP®TOC has been adjusted to the case of the
oUToC (so Weiss).



TPWL is probably a misreading of TPATOV or TP®WTOC. Note that we have a
possible h.t. case here: TpOTOV TOV. If one TOV has been omitted, Tpwt would
be a possible reconstruction. It makes very good sense.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 20

NA% John 1:42 fjyayer aldtov mpog tov ’Inocodv. éupréfoc aldtd
‘Inood¢ elmer: oL el Lipwr 0 viog Twdrvov, ov kindnon Kngac,
epunvedetal IT€Tpoc.

oz O~

BYZ John 1:42 kol fjyoyer adtov mpo¢ tov Incodv éufiéoc adte
‘Incodg eimer Xu €l Zipwv 0 viog  Tova: ob kAndnon Knddg
epunvetetal IIéTpog

oz O~

T&T #11
Byz A,B% X, A, Y, fl, 13,579, Maj, (aur), ¢, q, 114, vg™*, Sy, Trg™

txt P66, P75, P106, 01, B*, L, W*, 33, pc,
it(a, b, f, ff2, 1, rl, 9a*), Co, Diatess”™®

Twavve, O, 0141, L890, pc, 945, vg
Twdve 1241, pc®

filius Bar TIona aur
frater Andreae e

1241 reads 'Twave. This has been confirmed by Klaus Witte from Muenster
from the film: T&T has 1241 for ‘Twvd. NA has it for Twavvu. Lake's collation
has correctly Iwovae. Witte writes: "The first o is very blurred and should be
given with an underdot."

0141 is listed in the IGNTP Byzantine text of John. It is a minuscule
commentary manuscript whose lemmata are written in majuscule.

Lacuna: C, D

B: umlaut! (1351 A 6 R) Twdrov, oL kAndnon

The A and the OU in Twavou are not enhanced and a (minuscule) A is written on
top of the O, giving Twva.

Note that B always writes "Iwd1ov with one Nu only.

Compare:

NA%" Matthew 16:17 &mokpLOelg 8¢ 0 ‘Inool¢ eimer alT®: WakopLog €L,
Yipwr Baplwvd, 0Tt oopf kol olge 00K GTEKKAVYEV OOl GAL O
TOTNP HOL O €V TOLC 0LPAVOLC.




Compare ch. 21:
NA? John 21:15 “Ote olv nplotnoar A€yel t@ Xipwve Ilétpw O
'Incobe Zipwv Twavvou, ayetic ue TACoV ToUTWY;
BYZ John 21:15 “Ote olv Aplotnoar Aéyel 16 Lipwvi Iétpw 6 ‘Incolg
Yipwv Twvi, GyeTdc e TAELOV ToUTwY

same in verses 16 and 17. In verse 17: Toove 69, 1071

The Byzantine reading is possibly a harmonization to Mt (BapLwvd). On the
other hand ’lwva is the more rare word and it is possible that scribes
erroneously took it as "Twovvov.

The reading Twavve is interesting. Note that it's also the reading of the
Vulgate! "Twavve appears only twice in Lk:

NA?" Luke 8:3 kol Twavve yovr Xoula

NA?" Luke 24:10 foav 6¢ 1) MarydaAnut Moplo kol Twovve kel

Twovve is possibly also a scribal error by scribes reading the rare “Twvd and
changing it to Twavva.

Compare the same variant in 21:15, 16, 17 below.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 21

12. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" John 1:47 €18¢ev 0 'Inooitc Tov Naboveni

omit B,T,S,Q, pc, WH, NA*, Trg, Bal

txt P66,P75,01, A, L, W, X, 0, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, Mqj

NAZ?" John 3:5 Gmekpibn  ‘Incodc:
add 0: B,L,N, U, 063,0233, f13, 33, 579, 1071, 1424, al, [Trq], [WH]
omit P66, P75,01, A, W°, 0, ¥, 0141, f1, Maj

NAZ?" John 7:16 &mekpifn odv adtoic [0] 'Inoodg kol elmev:
omit 01, B, (33), WH, NA*?, Trg, Bal
txt P66,D,L, T, W, X, 0, Y, 0105, 0250, f1, f13, Maj

NA?" John 12:12 gkovoavteg 0TL épyetat 0 ‘Inoodg eig Tepoodiuua
omit 01,A,D,L,Q W, X, V¥, f1, 33,1241, Maj, L844,

WH, NA® Weiss, Trg, Bal
txt P66,P75,8B,T, ©, 13,579, 892°, 1424, al

NA?" John 13:10 A€yeL adT@ 0 'Inoodc:

txt incomplete in NAl

omit P75, B, WH, NA®®, Bal

txt P66,01,A,C,D,L,W,0O,fl, {13,579, Mqj, [Trqg]
omit ¥

NAZ John 13:21 Tadta eimwy [0] ‘Inooic
omit P66*,01, B, L, WH, NA?®, Weiss, Trg, Bal
txt P66 A,C,D,W,X,0,¥, fl,f13, 33, Maj, Or

NA?” John 13:27 A€yeL obv abTRy 0 ‘Inoobc:

txt in NA incompletel!

omit B, L, WH, NA?®, Trg, Bal

txt P66,01,A,C,D, W, X, 0,Y,fl, {13, 33,579, Mqj

NA?" John 13:29 0Tl Aéyel adt® [0] 'Inooig:

omit 01, B, WH, NA®, Weiss, Bal

txt P66,A,C,D,L,W,0,Y, {13, 33,579, Mqj, [Trqg]
omit 0 "Inoolg  f1, 565, pc, e, Sy-S, Sy-P, pbo




NA?" John 14:6 Aéyel a0t® [0] "Inoodc:
omit P66, 01, C*, L, WH, NA?®, Bal
txt A,B,CZ,D,Q W, X, 0,V fl,fl13,33, Maj, Trg

NA%" John 16:19 "Eyvw [0] ’Incobc
omit P5,B,L, W, pc, WH, NA®*®, Trg, Bal
txt 01, D, f1, 33, 565, pc

oV A, 0,Y,fl13,579, Maj, L844

NA?" John 21:1 Meta tadtoe €povépwaoey eqvtov maily 0 Inoodc
omit B, C, WH, NA®, Weiss, Trg, Bal

txt O01,A,L W, X, 0,%¥, 0250, f1, f13, 33, Mqj

omit 0 'Ingolc D, M, pc

NA?" John 21:5 Aéyel obv abtoic [0] “Inoolg

omit 01, B, WH, NA?, Bal

txt A%, C,D,L,P,X,0,Y,fl,f13, 33, Maj, [Trqg]

omit 0 'Inoolg  A*"“, W, q, Sy-S

(The omission of O Inoolc¢ is probably due to h.t. AU L OISOIS)

NAZ?" John 21:17 A€yeL adted [0 'Inoodg]: Booke Tt TPOPaT HOU.

omit B, C, WH, NA®® [Trg]

txt A, X,0, ¥, f13, Maj

omit 0 ’Inool¢ 01, D, W, f1, 33, 565, 1071, al, Lat, Sy-S, pbo, bo, [Trqg] , Bal
(The omission of 0 'Inoolg is probably a conformation to immediate context.)

Compare also:
NA?" John 11:44 A€yeL adTol¢ 0 ‘Inoolc:
omit 0: P75, B, C*, [WH]

These are basically "B plus something else":



Only 3:5, 12:12, 13:21, 14:6 and 16:19 are different in this respect:

3:5
add 0 B,L,N, U, f13, 33,579, 1071, 1424, al
txt P66,P75,01, A, W°, 0, ¥, f1, Maj

12:12
omit 0 01, A,D,L W,VY,fl,33, 1241, Maj, L844
txt P66, P75, B,T, O, 13,579, 892°, 1424, al

13:21
omit O P66*, 01, B, L
txt P66, A, C,D, W, 0, ¥, f1,f13, 33, Maj, Or

14:6
omit 0 P66, 01, C*, L
txt A, B CZ D, W,0,Y, 1,13, 33, Mqj

16:19

omit0 P5,B,L, W,pc

txt 01, D, f1, 33, 565, pc
obv  A,0,Y,fl13,579, Maj, L844

In the NAZ text of John the phrase 0 'Incod¢ appears 115 times, whereas it
appears in Robinson's Majority text 153 times!

"Inood¢ without the article appears 76 times in NA?” (= 40%), but only 44 times
in the Majority text (= 22%).

In 01 0 'Inool¢ appears 109 times and 'Inool¢ without the article 74 times
(40%).

In B 0 ’Inool¢ appears 80 times and 'Incol¢ without the article 106 times
(57%).

In the Synoptics the ratio is only about 27% ("Inoolg without the article).

On the one hand it is a well known phenomenon that the article is easily left out.
It is well known that B is rather unreliable with regard to articles and pronouns.
On the other hand it is also a well known phenomenon that the article has been
added to indicate the special importance of a person, i.e. it would be only natural
to add an article to 'Incoig.

There are no clear internal rules to follow, except that later scribes probably
rather added the article.



Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 22
Minority reading:
’ ~ » ~ o /
NA% John 1:50 amekpldn ’Incod¢ kol elmer adt@: OTL €lmov ool OTL
€ldoV o€ LToKATW TAC oukfg, TLoTeveLls; pellw tolTtwy Oy,

uetlwr P75, M, X, Y, A, 063, 0211, 0233, 137", 2*, 28, 579, 1071, 1424,
al, L2211

uetlovee P66, 01,0141, pc, Epiph, Chrys (D lacuna)

ueilov 1% pc, ¢, vg ("maius")

eillw A,B,L, 0O, ¥, W° fl,f13P", 33, 565, Maj, it ("maiora")

WS reads: ToUTwY Pilw OYm.

f13: Swanson has f13 for uel{wv, against NA and Geerlings (who has only 346
and 983 for puel{wv). Checked from images: 13, 346 read pel{wv. 69 and 124
read hel{w. 828 isn't clear. It seems that pellw has been corrected into
wellwv, by writing a Nu above the line. There is also something in the margin.

Lacuna: C, D, Sy-S, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

wel{wv  nominative masculine singular

LEL(OV  nominative neuter singular

wellove accusative neuter plural

wel{w  accusative neuter plural (sic!)

The masculine/feminine plural form of pellwv is: petlovog

Compare:
NA?" John 5:20 kol pellove Tovtwr Seifel adTd €pye,
safel

NA%" John 5:36 'Eyw &¢ éxw Tty poptvplov pellw tod Twovvou:
HELQQ)V P66,A,B,E, G, M\,N, W, A, ¥, 063, f13, 33, 157, 579, 1071, 1241, al
uetlov 69
ucilove D, 1424, pc
txt wellw 01,L, K, II, ©, f1, 124, 565, Maj, WH
here: uel{w accusative feminine singular |

NA% John 14:12 kol pellove TOUTWY TOLNOEL,
safel



wellwv is singular and does not agree with the plural ToUTwV, but it agrees in
the ending -wV and it is thus probably a conformation error. Metzger suggests
(at 5:36) that pel{wv might be an incorrect form of the accusative.

wellova appears several times without variants. It is thus the normal accusative
neuter plural and there would be no reason to change it.

wellw appears only here and in Jo 5:36 in the NT. It is a rarer form derived by
contraction from peloo-o = pellw (comparative infix -L0o-).

In Jo 5:36 (and 1Ki. 11:19; 4 Ma. 15:9) uetlw is also derived from peilo-oa but
here as masc/fem. singular.

It is quite probable that the rare form el{w has been changed in various ways.
See also the discussion at 5:36 below.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 23

13.Difficult variant

NA%" John 1:51 kel A€yeL aOT@® GUTY GUNY A€Yw LULY, OYeoBe
TOV 00PaVOV GVewYOTe Kol Toug ayyéioug toD Oeod dvePuivovtag kol
keTefalvovtag €Tl TOV VIOV ToD AVOpPWTOL.

BYZ John 1:51 kol A€yeL adTq) "Apny quny Aéyw LWIv am’ &ptL Oeobe
TOV 00PaVOV GVewyOTe Kol Toug ayyéioug tod Oeod dvePuivovtag kol
KoTofolrovtag €L TOV LLOV ToD ardpwTou

T&T #13
Byz A, X A 0,Y,f1,f13, 33,565, 1071, 1241, Maj, e, q, rl, Sy

txt P66,P75,01, B, L, W°, 0141, 397, 579, 821, 1819, 2129, pc5,
Lat, Co, arm, Or

Lacuna: C, D, Sy-S and Sy-C
B: no umlaut

am’ apTL "from this time, henceforth, from now on"

Compare:
NA%" Matthew 26:64 a1’ GptL OeoBe TOV LLOY TOD AVBPWTOL KadNueroy
ek Okl TRC OUVopewe Kol EPYOUevor €Tl TV vepeAdy Tod
oUparod.

am’ GPTL appears two more times in Jo:

NA%" John 13:19 4T’ GpTL A€Yw LULY TPO ToD yevéobul, v miotebonte
OToY yévnTal OTL €YW €LL.

NA?" John 14:7 €l €yVOKaTE Ue, Kl TOV TUTEPK HOL YVWOeoDe.

Kol G GPTL YLVWOKETE DTOV KOL €WPOKETE DTOV.

It is possible that the term has been omitted, because what is said did not
really happen "from now on".
The only reason for an addition is as a harmonization to Mt 26:64.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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14. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" John 2:3 kol VoTepfioovtog olrov Aéyel 1 uitnpe tod ‘Incod mpog
a0DTOV* OLVOV OUK €XOuoLV.

KoL oLvov oVk €elyov OTL OLVeTeAé0ON O oivoc tod yduov: elta
01*, it(a, b, ff%, j, r'), Sy-H™, aeth, Tis

it: et vinum non habebant, guoniam finitum est vinum nuptiarum

et factum est per multam turbam vocitorum vinum consummari.
e, |, 11A

txt P66,P75, B, W’ ... Lat(aur, ¢, f, q, vg)
et deficiente vino

01 corrected by 01,
Lacuna: C, D, Sy-S and Sy-C
B: no umlaut

txt  "When the wine gave out ..."
01* "And they didn't have any more wine, because the supply of the wedding
wine exhausted, then ..."

A strange, slightly redundant paraphrase.

Zahn sees the reading as a "true semitic text" and "original without doubt".
Since 01 is Western in the beginning of Jo and D has a lacuna here, it is quite
probable that D had this reading, too.

I think it is possible that this was a Latin-only reading originally. Note that e, |
have yet another reading here.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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15. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ?" John 2:12 Meta to0to katéPn eic Kapaprvaoby adtoc kel 1) pufitne
o0tod kol ol aSeAdpol [adtoDd] kel ol pabntol adtod kol éxel éueLvey
00 TOAAGC MUEPOC.

B: no umlaut

T&T #15

\ € 4 b ~ \ € > \ \ e \ b ~
1 koL M uTne adtod kol ol adeAdol kol ol pednral adtod
2 Kol 1) unTne adtod kol ol adeAdol Kol Ol pednTecl
3 kol 1) pqTne adtod Kol ol podntel adtod

\ € 4 b ~ \ € \ b ~ \ S b \
4 Kol M uNTNP oTtol Kol oL pefnTol cToD Kol oL aOeAdoL

O1
)
I
—

\ € 4 b ~ \ 3 76 )\‘ \ 2 ~ \ S e \ b ~
N UNTne adtod kol ol adeAidol adTod kol ol podntel cdTod
\ € 4 b ~ \ 3 5 \ 9 ~
N UNTNe avtol Kol oL odeAPOL aLTOD
7 koL ol pedntol ohTod Kol M Ut kol oL adeAdol adTod
8 kol ol pedntol ohTod Kol oL adeAdpol adTod

o
)
I
—

1 P66*, P75, B, ¥, 0162, 397, 1071, pc’, ¢, vg™,
NA%, WH, 6re, Weiss, Trg, SBL

2 L,0141,821,0r

3 0211,579,d%, q, bo™

4  K1TI,13,28,al*

5 P66¢, A, X, A, O, 1, f13, 33,565, 892, 1241, Maj, = txt
Lat(f, r!, vg), Sy, Co, Bois, Tis, Bal

6 01, al*?, it(aur, b, e, ff2, 1), ac?, arm, geo', Jerome

7 WS, 2718, pc’,

8 1241, pcd

Lacuna: C, D, Sy-S and Sy-C

1241 reads 8. This has been confirmed by Klaus Witte from Muenster from the
film. T&T have 1241 wrongly for Byz. NA does not list it. Lake's collation
correctly notes the omission of kel 1 UNTNP ®LTOD.



083: According to Tischendorf it reads 2, IGNTP has it for 1.

IGNTP: autoC p av]
Tou Kat o[t adeAgot]
ka1 ot u[adntat avtov]
Not sure. T&T: "unleserlich" (unreadable).

pfTnp W, pc’,
- 1241, pc®
untnp «dtod  all others

adeddol altod P66C, 01, A, W3, O, f1, f13, 33, 565, 892, 1241, Maj, Lat, Sy

&SeAdol P66*, P75, B, K, TI, L, W, 083, 0141, 0162, f13, 28, 821, 1071,
2718, al®, a, ¢, Or

- 0211, 579, al*®, q, bo™

Compare also:
NAZ?" John 20:17 Topelou &€ TPO¢ ToUC GdeAPolC oL kol elme adTolg:
omit pov: 01*, D, W, pc, e, bo™*, Irt

The omissions in 3, 6 and 8 are probably due to h.t.

A very strong group of withesses omits the a0TOD after adeAdol. The idea of
Jesus having brothers cannot be the problem really, it is clearly accepted with
James the Just. It is possible though that by omitting c:0TOD, the adeAdol
becomes a more general term, including various followers.

Weiss (Jo Com.) thinks that the oc0ToD has been added to conform it to the
other terms.

Rating: - (indecisive)
(retain the brackets)
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16. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA% John 2:15 kel TOLNOKG GPOYEAALOY €k oyoLViwy Tavtag EEePfaley
ek ToD Llepod T Te TPOPuto Kol TOLG POaC, Kol TAOV KOAALBLOTOV
€Eéxyeer TO KEPUo Kol TOC TPaTe(nG QVeETpeler,

T&T #16

We bpayéALLOY P66, P75, 6, L, N, WS, X, 0832, 0141, 0162, f1, 22, 33, 397,
565, 821, 865, 892, 1010, 1241, 1293, 1819, 2129, al?®,
Lat, Sy-H™, Sy-Pal, Or°"

(late 4th CE)

quasi flagellum de sparto Olat 11AC* 8% Chromatius of Aquileia
("broom, besom")

txt 01, A,B,A, 0, V¥, 13,579, 1071, Maj, |, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co, Or® fimes

083: [cac @pa
[ex cxoviwv] acc. to IGNTP.
staskaghmenous
kaipoihsasws¥ra
gel lionekscoiniwn
This reconstruction makes a W¢ quite probable.
But T&T have it for txt, without note! 083 is not noted in NA.

Lacuna: C, D, Sy-S and Sy-C
B: umlaut! (1351 C 34 R) 14 ... kaONPEVOUC, 15 Kol TOLNO0G PpoyEALLOY

dpayeALLov lat. "flagellum", a whip

Metzger argues that some scribes would consider it inappropriate for Jesus to
use a real whip, thus "like a whip". It is on the other hand also possible that it is
an idiom.

An interesting mixture of witnesses.



The "de sparto" reading is interesting. Where did this originate? Bishop

Chromatius nhotes it in one of his sermons:

“Cum ingressus fuisset in templo Iudaeorum Dominus et Salvator noster ut uidisset
negotiationem illicitam exerceri, id est uendentes oues et boues et columbas et nummularios
sedentes, ut audiuit in praesenti lectione dilectio uestra, flagellum fecit quasi de sparto et
eiecit eos omnes, et cathedras uendentium euertit, dicens as eos: Domus mea domus orationis
uocabitur; uos autem fecistis illam domum negotiationis. Iudaei immemores .." (IV, 1-9)

Compare:

N. Clayton Croy, "The Messianic Whippersnapper: Did Jesus Use a Whip on
People in the Temple (John 2:15)?", JBL 128 (2009) 555-68

(He is not discussing the textcritical question, but the general one, if Jesus
used a whip and for what.)

Rating: - (indecisive)
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17. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA? John 2:15 kol TOLNO0C GPOYEAALOV €k OYOLVLWY TavTeG EEEPaAey
ek ToD Llepod T Te TPOPuto Kol TOUG POaC, Kol TAV KOAALBLOTOV
€Eéyecr TO Képua Kol tog Tpamelac dvétpefer,

T&T #17

TO KEPLOTO
P666, P75, B, L, WP, X, 083, 0141, 0162, 33, 213, 397, 579, 821, 865, pc,
NA?°, WH, Weiss, Trg, SBL

txt P66*,01, A N,O, Y, (f1), f13, (565), 892, 1071, 1241, Maj, Gre

Lacuna: C, D
B: no umlaut

Either "collective singular" T0 képue or plural T, képuote (like English "the
money" or "the coins"). The word appears only here in the Greek Bible.

Internally it appears more probable that the singular has been changed into the
plural as a conformation to immediate context.

Externally the plural is clearly to be preferred.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA% John 2:24 a0to¢ 6¢ 'Inooldc olk émiotever obdTOV odTOLE SLX TO
a0TOV YLVWOKELY TOVTOGC

BYZ John 2:24 «0to¢ &¢ 0 'Inoolc olk émioTever €xvtov a0TOlC OLi TO
a0TOV YLVWOKELY TOVTOGC

Byz P66, 01°?, A°, P, W>, X, A, ©, ¥, 050, 083, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 565, Maj,
Lat(aur, ¢, f, ff2, 1, vg), Sy, Orf", Weiss
€QUTOV €QUTOLG 33

txt 01*, A*, B, L, ¥*, Q*, 700, 1071, al, it(a, b, e, j, q, r'), Or*'

oUTOY  WH (note accent!)

omit:  P75,579, pc

omit €0TOV ante YLVWOKeELY: 01
Lacuna: C, D, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

"and Jesus himself was not trusting himself to them"
= "But Jesus himself kept on refusing (negative imperfect) to trust himself to
them." (so Robertson, Wordpictures)

€VTOV is more clear than 0OTOV (note WH: acUTOV). There is no reason for a
change from €LTOV to AUTOV.

The omission is probably due to a presumed dittography or a misunderstanding
as "he did not believe them".

Zahn (Comm. Jo) notes: "TLOTEVELY already, with dative of person and
accusative of case, is rare (Lk 16:11), but TLOTEVELY €0UTOV TLVL is almost
never heard of "

Compare 13:32 below for a similar case.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 29

Minority reading:

NA%" John 3:5 amekpiOn ’‘Inool¢ GunV oumy A€Yyw ooL, €V un TLG
vevvndf € Vouto¢ kol Treduatog, o0 SOvatal €loeABely elg Ty
Baoireior tod Oeod.

T&T #22

BaoLAeloy T@V odpov@y  01*,0141, 472, 821, pc,
reghum caelorum e, Justin (Apol. 61:4), Tis

01 corrected by 01¢%,
Lacuna: C, D
B: no umlaut

Compare verse 3:

27 b ’ 9 ~ A\ 0 M ~ b \ > \ 4
NA“" John 3:3 amekplOn 'Inoolg kol elmer aLTGR® UMY GUNY A€YW OOL,
€0V PN TLC yervmoi drwder, od dhvatal Ldely Ty Baolicloar tod
BeoD.

Compare: Justin Apol 61:4
kKol yop 0 XpLotog €lmer: av pn avayevvndiite ob un €Loérbe elc Ty
BooLreloy TOV 0DpavdV.

Probably derived from the baptismal liturgy. BaoLAcloar TAV 00pUVAV seems
to be the earlier form. Probably John modified his source.

BouoLAeloar TGOV 0obPav@Y appears only(l) in Mt. It is possible that scribes
simply remembered the familiar term. The terms appear only here (verse 3 and

5) in John. It would be strange for John to use two different terms.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 3:6 TO yeyevvnuévor €k Thg oupkog oapE €oTLy
yeyevumuévor ék tod mreduatog mredud oty T

™ kal TO

™ &1L &k ThAC oopkoe Eyervin

quia de carne natum est 161*, it(a, b, e, ff2, IR rl, 114), vg™*®, Sy-C
quoniam ... (b, r')

™2 811 & tod mveluotoc éoTLy 161*
T2 quia  Deus spiritus est it(aur, ff2, 11A), vg™s, Sy-S
T2 quoniam Deus spiritus est e, r', Aug

T2 quia Deus spiritus est et ex Deus natus est a, j. vg™*, Sy-C

WH and Tischendorf add Tertullian in support of both additions.
Lacuna: C, D
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NAZ John 4:24 Tvebue 0 0edc, kol TOUC TPOOKLVODVTHG aUTOV €V
TUeOUaTL Kol aAndele €l TpookuveLy.

NA% John 1:13 Ol 00K €£ oLUATWV 00E €k BEANUOTOC OOPKOS ODOE €K
BeAnuotoc ardpoc aAL’ ék Beod éyevvnBnoav.

A Western variation.
Perhaps these additions have been inspired from Jo 4:24 and 1:13.

Ambrose (4th CE, de Spir. 3:11) accused the Arians of having cut out the phrase
"quia Deus spiritus est".

Augustine: De fide et symbolo 9:19 (ca 393 CE). Houghton writes:
"Augustine has no trace of the additional guia de carne natum est."

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 31
Minority reading:

~ 4 ~ ~
NA? John 3:8 1O mveduo Omou BéieL el kol TNy ¢wrny adtod
GKovELS, GAL" 0Dk oldac mOBer €pyetol kol TOD DLTOYEL: OVTWE €0TLY
oG 0 yeyevvnuévog ék T tod Treduatoc.

T 70D VdaTog Kol 01, it(a, aur, b, e, ff%, rl, 94, 11A), vg™, Sy-S, Sy-C

it: Sic est et omnis, qui natus est ex aqua et spiritu.

Lat(c, f, 1, q, vg) read txt.
Lacuna: C, D, X
B: no umlaut

A Western reading: It is possible that D had this reading, foo.

Compare:

NA%" John 3:5 GmekplOn 'Inoodg: GuNY Gumy A€yw oOOL, €V U1 TLG
vevvndf €€ 0VOuTo¢ Kol TYedUatog, o0 SUvatal €LoeABely €lg Tny
BaotAelow tod Oeod.

Clearly a harmonization to verse 5. There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 32

18.Difficult variant

NA%" John 3:13 koL 008€Le avaféPnker €lg Tov odpavov €l pun 0 ék Tod
obpavod katofac, 6 Llog ToD GVopwToU.

BYZ John 3:13 kol 008€L avoféPnrer €lg Tov obpavov €L un 6 ék Tod
oUpavod katofac 6 vlog ToD GUrOPWTOL 0 WY €V TG 0DPOVE

T&T #23

Byz A,N,A 0,%, 050, f1, f13, 565, 579, 892, 1071, Maj,
Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo", Tis, Trg, Bal
0 @v ék toD olpavod 0141, pc, some Lect, Sy-S
0c NV €V T( olpaVR e, Sy-C
qui erat in caelis

txt P66,P75,01, B, L, T, W°, 083,086, 33,1010, 1241, 1293, pC5, Co, Eus
omit Qv:  A*

Lacuna: C, D, X
B: no umlaut

If Jesus is still speaking, the addition is difficult: how can he be in heaven?

The whole section Jo 3:11 ff. looks strange, because in verse 11 there is a change
from "I" to "we": O oldaper AdAODUEV ...

It appears that now not Jesus is speaking anymore but the church (or the
Johannine community) after the resurrection. Then the longer reading makes
good sense and is not problematic at all.

Zahn, on the other hand thinks (Comm. Jo), that the "we" refers to Jesus and
John the baptist.

What we have here is a clear case of external against internal evidence.
Internally the longer reading is clearly the harder reading and there is no reason
why the words should have been added. Metzger says it could be an
"interpretative gloss, reflecting later Christological development”, but is this
probable? It seems more probable that scribes omitted the difficult words or
changed them as 0141, Sy-S and e, Sy-C did. The €k in 0141 et al. probably
comes from the previous €K in the verse.



Hort writes: "it may have been inserted to correct any misunderstanding arising
out of the position of dVaféPnkey, as coming before kotofBog."
Weiss (Textkritik, p. 131) notes that the words have been added to emphasize
the having-been-in-heaven of Jesus in contrast to the KoTaBog.

This verse is comparable to Jo 1:15, somewhat contradictory:
"This was he of whom I said, He who comes after me ranks ahead of me
because he was before me."

Jo 3:13
No one has ascended intfo heaven except the one who descended from
heaven, the Son of Man, who is in the heaven.

What we have here is a typical Johannine Oxymoron.

Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)

External Rating: - (indecisive)
(after weighting the withesses)



TVU 33
NA?” John 3:15 {vee g O mLotebwy év adt® €xm (wny alwdviov.

BYZ John 3:15 v, mac 6 mLotebwy €lc adTOV Un amoAntoL, GAL’ €xm
ony alwviov

T&T #24 (in part)
eic adTOV un &moAnTaL &AL’ €ExeL A, ¥, 13,1071, 1241, Maj,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H
eic adTOV un &moAntoL AL’ €xm P63(c.500), 6, K, IT, U, A, ©
ém o0TOV un &moANToL AL’ €xn A, 1459
0T PN GmOANTOL &AL €yel 579

The reading of 579 seems to imply an €V before the a0T(Q.

v olT® €xm P75, B, T, W>, 083, 0141, 821
em adTR) €xm P66, L, pc®

eic adtoOV €M 01, 086, f1, 22, 33, 565

eic adtov éyeL 124

one of these P36(6™ CE), a, f¢, Sy-C, Co

P36 reads: .. ] €xn CwNV. Space considerations make it impossible to read the
long text.

Lacuna: C, D, X

B: no umlaut

Compare next verse:
4 ’
NA?" John 3:16 0UTWC YOP AYETNOEY O Oe0¢ TOV KOOUOV, WOTE TOV LLOV
TOV LLOVOYEVT] €BwKeED,
¥4 ~ € ’ b b \ \ 2 /4 b s \ > 7
LVoe TOC O TLOTELWY €LE oLTOV UN amoANnTol AL’ €xn (wny alwrLov.

It is probable that the text has been changed to conform it fo the next verse
(so also Weiss).

John uses TLOTEVW + €L 34 times, but never €V elsewhere. In the Gospels it
only appears in Mk 1:15:

27 \ ’ (¥4 ’ e \ \ b4 €
NAZ Mark 1:15 kol A€ywvy OTL TETANPWTOL O KOLPOC KoL HYYLKey N
BooLAelo ToD OeoD peToVoelTe Kol TLOTEVETE €V TR €Dy YeALw.




There is no reason for an omission, except possibly a change to avoid repetition.
It is possible that the use of €V here also changes the meaning, that it does not
mean "who believes in him, has eternal life", but "who believes, in him has eternal
life".

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 34

Minority reading:

NA?" John 3:16 0UTWC Yap NYaTNnoey 0 B€0¢ TOV KOOUOV, (IOTE TOV LLOV
Tov povoyery éwker T Tva mac O motebwy €lc adtov N
amoAnTeL GAL’ €xn (wny aldviov.

Not in NA and not in SQE but in Tisl!

T €lg TOV kKOOWOV P63 (ca. 500), N, 33, 1071, pc

in hunc mundum e

pro mundo vg™

pro saeculo gat, vg™
pro illo m

01* omits €dWKeV, corrected by 01
N is listed in IGNTP John.

Lacuna: C, D, X

B: no umlaut

From here (Jo 3:16) Codex Bezae starts (3:16-26 d only!).

Compare context.

NA?" John 3:17 00 Y&p GmEoTELAEY O BeOC TOV LLOV €l¢ TOV KOouoV lva,
KpLun TOV KOopov, GAL Tve 0wdf 0 koopog &L” wdToD.

NA% John 3:19 altn 6€ €0TLV 1) kplolg OTL TO $AOC €ANALBer €ic TOV
KOOUOV Kl fyammooy ol avfpwmoL udAlov T0 0kOToC 7 T0 ¢G¢ MY
Yop 0OTOV TOVNPO. T EPYL.

It is possible that it's a harmonization to immediate context. Additionally there
is the problem that €6wkev could be interpreted as "gave the life of his only

son", but this past tense is not really suitable here, because Jesus is still alive.
See also Jo 10:18: alpeL / npev.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 35

19. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" John 3:18 0 TLOTEVWV €i¢ adTOV 0D KplvetaL: O O6€ un mLoTelwy
NoM KEKPLTOL, OTL W) TETLOTEVKEY €lg TO Ovopn ToD povoyevodc ulod
T0D Be0D.

omit 01, B, WS, £f2, |, NA®®, WH, Weiss, Tis, Bal

txt P36(6™ CE), P63(c. 500), P66, P75, A, L, ©, ¥, 083, 086, 0141, f1, f13, 33,
Maj, Lat, [Trg]

vero b
enim aur
autem a,c,d, f,q,r!, vg

Lacuna: C, D, X
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA%" Luke 12:47-48 'Ekelvog 6¢ 0 d00Ao¢ 0 yvoug t0 BéAnue tod kuplou

a0ToD ... 48 0 6¢€ un yvoug, Totnoeg 8¢ GELe TANYQOY Sepnoetal OALYOC.
safel

It would be only natural to add a 6¢. There is no reason to omit it.
But externally the support for 6¢ is strong.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 36

Minority reading:
NA%" John 3:20 Ta¢ yap O dadix TPAOOWY KLOEL TO GOC Kol OUK
€pyxetol mPOC TO GAC, Ly un ereyydf to épyo adtod T -

T&T #26

OTL Tovnpo éGTLY P66,L, N, O, A, P, f13°%, 33, 213, 397, 597, 892°,
"quoniam mala sunt" 1010, 1071, 1241, 1293, al'®, r! 35, 47, 48, Co

de luce d (D has a lacuna, 00 T0D GWTOC ? €V TQ PWTL ?)

et videantur si in deo sunt gesta  Or (acc. to Tis)

£13°< omit!
Lacuna: C, D, X
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse 19:

NAZ John 3:19 altn &€ €0TLV 1) kplolg OTL TO $AC €ANALOBer €ic TOV
KOOUOV Kol Myammooy ol avfpwmoL WdAlov T0 0kOToC 7 T0 ¢O¢ MY
Yop 0OTOV TOVNPO. To €PYL.

Compare also:

’ 4 ~ ~ ~
NA%" John 7:7 00 d0vatel O KOOWOC LOELY LUGC, €UE 8€ ULOEL, OTL €Y
LoPTUP® Tepl ahToD OTL TO épyo adTOD TOVMPd €0TLV.

There is no reason for an omission. The addition is only natural from the
previous verse.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 37

Minority reading: A

NA% John 3:25 'Eyéveto oOv (NInoLg €k TGV uabntor Twovvou petd
Tovdeclov mepl kabopLopod.

T&T #27

txt P75,01%, A, B,L, N, W°, A, ¥, 070, 086, 33, 157, 213, 397, 579, 799,
892, 1010, 1241, 1293, 1424, 1819, 2129, 2561, 2718, 2786, Maj,
Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, sa*, arm, WH, NA®

b

Tovdalove 0211

Tovdoiwy P66, 01*,F, G, Y, 0, AS, 0141, f1, f13, 565, 597, 821, 1071, al*®,
Latt(incl. d), Sy-C, sa”", bo, Or, WH™

"Incod ¢cj. (R. Bentley 1662-1742)

10D 'Incod  c¢j. (Baldensperger 1856-1936)

TV ‘Incod  ¢j. (J. Markland 1693-1776, O. Holtzmann 1859-1934)
A. Pallis accepts this, too.

D has a lacuna here, but d is present and reads "TUDAEOS" = plural, same as O1.
So it is quite probable that D reads so, too.

083 reads et "Tou[lac. in IGNTP, but T&T have it for txt.

Sy-S: Burkitt writes (Evangelion Intro, p. 311): "The plural points are not legible
in Sy-S, so that it is impossible to discover whether Sy-S reads eTd
Toudalwy with Sy-C or et “Tovdelov with Sy-vg and the majority of Greek
manuscripts."

Lacuna: C, D, X
B: no umlaut

The whole sentence is not really connected with the preceding or the following.
Possibly a left-over from a source? One should note that after the speech of
John (3:27-36), the narrative continuous equally awkward with 4:1
(Inoode/KopLog).

The singular "ToudeLov is very unusual and does not appear in the other Gospels.
It would be only natural to change it to the plural. Weiss thinks that "Tovdaiwy
is a conformation to the plural of TOV paONTOV.



The conjectures make good sense. That an error arose accidentally is very
unlikely. The explanation goes like this:

1. original reading: Me T ai O U (problem: this nomen sacrum is unknown)

2. dittography: metaiouiou

3. correctionn metTaioudaiou

This scenario is quite improbable.

As already pointed out by Markland, the conjecture 'Incob (without article) is
equivocal. TOU/TOV ’INnCcOL means "a discussion arose between the disciples of
John and those of Jesus." 'Incol without the article can mean the same, but

could also mean: "a discussion arose between the disciples of John and Jesus
(himself)."

It has been suggested by the commentators that ’Incob was the original
reading, but that its intended meaning (= T@V ’'Inool) was not understood. A
dispute between the disciples of John and Jesus was considered ‘insolent’ and
the change has been made to "Toudaiov or "Tovduiwv.

Pryor suggests that the sources of the evangelist "did refer to Jesus, and that
for his own theological reasons he decided to change 'Incod to Tovdwlov. [...]
the evangelist wanted to avoid the merest hint of controversy between even the
disciples of John and (disciples) of Jesus. [... There is] similarity between our
verse and the synoptic tradition found in Mk 2:18 and Mt 9:14 [the question
about fasting]. Lindlars drew our attention to the fact that in both the synoptic
(Mk 2:19/Mt 9:15) and the Johannine narratives (3:29) the answer includes the
bridal imagery. All of this makes it tempting to believe that we are dealing here
with some common tradition."

T. Nicklas asks the interesting question, why, if T00/T®V 'Inocob was original,
the article has been omitted in the modification (= txt). He has no explanation.
In John "the Jews" is the normal term and appears 65 times, always with the
article! Pryor writes: "Returning to the question of whether the evangelist had
before him 'Inoob or T®V ’'InooD, what possibly tips the balance in favor of
‘Inoob is the likelihood that if he had found T@v ’‘Incob in the inherited
tradition, the evangelist would have inserted his favorite TV "Tovdalwv in its
place."

Nicklas also notes the geographical problem. Jesus is baptizing €i¢ Ttnv
Tovdaloww YAY, whereas Johnis €v Alvwy éyyug tod Zaelp.



Compare:

. W. Bowyer "“Critical Conjectures", 1782, p. 165-66

e 0. Holtzmann "Das Johannesevangelium", 1887, p. 210

e  C.Bouquet "St. John 3:25 - A suggestion" JTS 27 (1926) 181-2

e  J.W.Pryor "John the Baptist and Jesus: Tradition and Text in John 3:25"
JSNT 66 (1997) 15-26

. T. Nicklas "Notiz zu Jo 3:25" ETL 76 (2000) 133-35

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 38

20.Difficult variant

NA%" John 3:27 amekpldn ‘Twovvng kol elmer: o0 ddvatal GrOPTOG
LopPovely obde ev éov un 3 dedopévor adT@® €k Tod oDPaVoD.

BYZ John 3:27 @mekptOn Twavvng kol elmer OO Slvatol &vOpwTOQ
AopPoveLy obder €y un 1 6edopévor adt® ék TodD olparod

From here on, D is extant again!

Byz 01,N, A, D, W> A, ¥, 083, 0141, f1, 565, 579, 597, 799, 821, 892, 1010,
1241, 1293, 1424, 1819, 2129, 2718, Maj, NA*>, WH, Trg, Tis, Bal

txt P66,P75, B, (472), pc

&b’ eavtod oldE ev 472
ad’ €qutod 00SEV L, A, ©,086, f13, 33, 157, 213, 397, 1071, 2561, 2786,
al’®® ¢ e, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co

083 reads: o]c Aau

[Bavewv ov]dev sav  acc. to IGNTP.
Lacuna: C, X
B: no umlaut

txt  "“not even one (thing)"
Byz ‘"nothing"

Compare:
NA% John 5:19 00 S80vatel O LLOC TOLELY ad’ €xvtod 0LSEY €nv un TL
BAETM TOV Tatépo ToLODVTH

ad’ eavtod oVOe eV P66, f1, 124, 565

NA?" John 5:30 O0 S0vapol €yw TOLELY &T éueutod oldEY:
00d€ €V P66, G, pc

NA? John 8:28 koL &T €uovtod TOL® 0LSEY,
\ 3}

oV0E eV P66

NA% John 10:41 0tL Twavyng Pev onpelor €émoinoer oLSEV,
o0dc €v P45, W, O, f1, 69, 124, 346, 788(=f13), 565, pc



NAZ?" John 12:19 Bewpelte 0TL 00Kk WpeAcite oDOEY:

o

oLOE eV 579

NA?" John 15:5 O0TL xwpl¢ €uod ol dUraabe moLely oldEv.
o00€ €V P75, B (P66 lacunal Space slightly in favor of 006€V)

NAZ?" John 18:20 Kl €V KPUTTE EANANCK OVSEV.

oLOE eV 579

NA?" John 21:3 KL €V €KELVY) T VUKTL €TLoony 0LdEV.
AR

o0d€E v C*, W

Only other variant in the Synoptics:
NA?" Luke 20:40 OUKETL Yop €TOAUWY ETEPWTAV OTOV ODSEV.

o

oL0E v fl

ad’ €cutod 00SEV is certainly a conformation to 5:19 (or 5:30 and 8:28). It is
interesting that at most occurrences of 0US€V in John, there is a variant 006€¢
€V. The question, if this stylistic feature is original to John or has been
introduced later is difficult to decide.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 39

NA?" John 3:28 0TOL UUELE poL papTupelte OTL elmov [0tL] olk elpl
eyw 0 XpLotoc, GAL" OTL GmeoTaAuévoc elpul éumpoober ékelvov.

\ <

BYZ John 3:28 a0TOL UUELC LoPTLPELTE OTL elmor OlK €lpl €yw O
XpLotoc AL OtL "ATeoTaAlévog elpl éumpooBer ékelvov

Only Byz in NA and SQE!

Byz P75,01,788, 828, 2, 28,1342, 1424, Maj-part[E, F,H, M, V, T, Q, 047],
pc, aur, saP’

txt P66, A,B,D,KILL N, W° A, 0, ¥, 083,0141, f1, f13, 33, 157, 565, 579,
700, 892, 1071, (1241), Maj-part[6, S, U, Y, A], Lat, Sy, sa', bo
o0TOL DUElc éuol 1,124,565
o0tol 6€ LUelc poL 1241

Lacuna: C, X, 086(but editors reconstruct with poL)
B: no umlaut

"You yourselves are my witnesses that I said"
"You yourselves are __ witnesses that I said"

Metzger suggests that the omission might be accidental, "arising perhaps from
the succession of syllables beginning with the same letter."

The question is if it makes any difference, if the disciples are witnesses
especially for him or just in general.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 40

21.Difficult variant

NA?" John 3:28 0TOL UWELG HOL popTupeilte 0TL elmov [0TL] olk elpl
eyw 0 XpLotoc, GAL” OTL GmeoTaAuévoc elpl éumpoober ékelvov.

BYZ John 3:28 t0TOL UPELC HoPTLPELTE OTL €lTov Ok elpl
b \ ¢ 14 b V4 ) /’ b \ b 14
EYW 0 XPLOTOG GAA OTL "ATEOTOAULEVOC ELUL ELTPOCHEY €KELVOV

omit: 01, A, D, L, W° A, 0, ¥, 086,0141, f1, 33, 565, 579, 1071, Maj,
Lat, NA®®, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal, SBL

0TL P66, P75, 700, pc, it(aur, (e), f, ff2, 1), Sy-S, Sy-C, Bois
éy@ B, (sic! no omission of the second éyd)), [WH]

LUty 13, pc, a

083:

OTL €Yw €lTov oUK €ljl éyw 083" (acc. to Tis)

[MaepTupeLT]e oTL €

[Lmoy 3-5 ] ouk €L 083 (reconstruction by IGNTP)
[ML €Yw O XC] AL OTL I think this is a bit unusual, to have the Iota on the new line.
OTL €lmoV obk eipul 0 XpLotog 086

eis, qui missi sunt ab Hierosolymis ad me e

Lacuna: C, X
B: no umlaut

Compare:

27 P ’ s ~ \ > 5 _ AL Y 5 1%
NA%" John 1:50 amekpldn ’Incod¢ kol elmer adt@* OTL elmov oL OTL
€ldoVv o€ LToKATW TAC oukfg, TLoTeveELS; pellw TovTwWY OYm).

NA%" John 3:7 um Oauvpoong OtL e€lmov ool T &€l Ludg yevvndival
ovwhe. TOtL 2,579

NA?" John 6:41 'EyoyyvCov odv ol ‘TovbuiloL Tepl adtod OtL eimev: T
€YW €Ll 0 aPToc 0 KotoPoc €k Tod oLpPaVoD, TOotL 2




NA?" John 7:36 TiC €0TLY O AOYoc oUtog Ov elmev T + (MINoeTé pe Kol

oly eLpnoete [ue], T OTL P66

NA%" John 8:22 €icyov ovv ol ‘ToudeloL® PNTL GTOKTEVEL €xvTOV, OTL
Aéyel T 0mou €y LTAYW Vel ob 60vaoBe EABELY;
TotL U, 2,157

NA%" John 10:36 OV O TTNP TYLHOEY Kol GTEOTELACY €l¢ TOV KOOUOV
UUELG A€yete OTL PAoodnuele, OtL elmov: viog tod Beod eipl;

It is possible that the word has been added to make the sentence structure
more clear. The combination of very good (P66, P75, B) with almost Byzantine
witnesses (f13, 700) is strange.

The B reading arose probably from an attempt to move the €yw directly after
€LToV but then the scribe forgot to delete it after €ijl (so Weiss).

Royse (Scribal Habits, 2008, p. 506) sees the addition of OTL "as an example of
the scribal avoidance of asyndeton". P66 similarly adds OTL after €lmev at Jo
7:36. 700 adds OTL after yéypamtaL in Mt 4:4 and after AéyovTeg in Mk 5:12,
So this may be a scribal tendency.

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
better omit OTL.



TVU 41

Minority reading:

NA%" John 3:31 ‘O avwBer €pyOUeVrog ETOVW TEVTWY €0TLY 0 OV €K TT¢
vic ék TAc YA €0ty kol ék TAC Yic AwAel. 0 €k Tod olparod
epyouevoc [Emdvw mavtwy éotiv]:

T&T #30

omit: P75, 01*, D, f1, 22, 565, pc®,
it(a, b, d, e, ff?, j, I, r!, 114, 33), Sy-C, sa, arm, Eus, WH™, Tis, Bal

txt P36(6™ CE), P66, 01%, A, B, L, W°, A, ©, P, 083, 086, 0141, f13, 33, 157,
213,397, (579), 799, 821, 1071, 1241, Maj,
Lat(aur, c, f, q, vg), Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo, Or, Aug, WH, NA?®

579: omits due to h.t. €0TLY (2) - €0TLV (3). So, implicitly, 579 can be counted
for txt. Checked at the film.

Lacuna: C, X, 865

B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation

Compare next verse:
NA%" John 3:32 0 €Wpokey kol HKovoer ToDTO WoPTULPEL, Kol TNy
noptuploy cdtod oddelg Aauparetl.
BYZ John 3:32 KoL O €WPUKEY Kol TKOLOEY TOUTO HOPTUPEL ...
add kol A, K II, ©, f13, Maj, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H

On the one hand the words could be either mechanically or deliberately
repeated from the beginning of the verse, possibly fo make the saying more
symmeftrical.

On the other hand it is equally possible that the words have been deleted to
avoid repetition (so Aland). Since a repetitive style is typical for John, the txt
reading is slightly more probable.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 185) thinks that the words have been omitted to create
with the remaining words a subject for the next verse. Note that the Byzantine
text adds a k&l then in verse 32! This has already noted by Tischendorf. Only
with a kol the longer reading is tolerable (so Zahn).



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(brackets ok)



TVU 42

22.Difficult variant

NA%" John 3:34 OV yop ameotelder 6 Be0¢ To prpete tod 0eod AnAel,
YOP €K WETPOUL OLOwOoLY TO Treduc.

BYZ John 3:34 OV yop GméateLAcy O Beo¢ Ta pruete ToD 0cod AaAcl
YOp €K WETPOL OLéwoLy 0 Beoc TO Treduo

Byz A,C% D, A 0,Y,086,f13,157, 1071, Maj,
Lat(a, aur, c, d, ff2, 1, x, q, rl 114, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, Co, arm, geo, [Trg]

txt P36“d(6™ CE), P66, P75, 01, B2, Cc*, L, W°, 083, 0141, f1, 33, 565, 579,
1241, pc, it(b, e, f, 1)

dldwoLy  B*, pc
Not in NA and not in SQE: noted from von Soden

SLdwaLy 0 TatNP TG LiQ adtod  Sy-C, DiatesstPhrem
8LéwoLy 6 Bedg O TOTTP Sy-S

These readings are confirmed by Burkitt, but he notes:
"C is mutilated" and: "S is partly illegible".

SLowaLy adT® 1O Tredua cj.
00 Yap €k p€tpou didwoLly TO Tredun  cj.

In B (p. 1353 B 40) the words T0 Tvelu were originally omitted. They have
been added in uncial in the left margin and an insertion sign (./.) notes the point
after 6L6wOLV. It is not clear when the words have been added, the letters are
not faded and no original ink can be seen. Tischendorf assigns this correction to

B? (= before enhancement).

NA notes Origen for the txt reading. Ehrman writes: "remove Or". According to
him, the only evidence for this shorter reading derives from unreliable materials

(catenae and Latin references). Compare also Zahn (Comm. Jo).



P36: The reconstruction is difficult. IGNTP gives:
ogstarhmatatou]lUu
1aleiougarekmetrouldidw
sintopnaophragapal] €O
uionkaipantaded]wken
enthceiriautouopliste

The red letters are doubtful (underdots).

Lacuna: X
B: no umlaut

Compare TO TVeDU as subject:

NA?" John 3:8 T0 TveDue OTou BEdeL Vel

NAZ?" John 6:63 T0 Tvedua €0TLy t0 (womoLody,

NA%" John 14:17 T0 Tvedue Tthe aAndeiac (also: 15:26 and 16:13)
NA?" John 14:26 0 6¢ TOPAKANTOC, TO TVEDUM TO (LyLOV,

Compare T0 TVEDUN as object (accusative):
NA% John 1:32 OtL TeBéapol TO Tredua KetePeilvov
NA?" John 1:33 €’ Ov av 1ong 10 Treduo ketefaivov

Compare use of SLdwOLY:

NA?" John 6:32 GAA’ 0 TaThHP KoL SLOWOLY LULY TOV GpTOV
NAZ?" John 6:37 &V 0 SLOWOLY Lol O Tatnp

NAZ” John 13:26 Bajiog o0V TO Ywpiov ... dtdwory Tovdy 2. 1.
NA?" John 21:13 kol AopParvel TOV &pTov kol dLdwoLy adTolg

Normally T0 TveDuw is taken here as accusative object, given by God. It has
also been argued that it is Jesus who gives the Spirit. On the other hand Zahn
thinks (Einfuehrung II, 1907, p. 567) that the main reason for a change here
was that the scribes did not recoghize T0 TVeDUw as subject.

T0 TVeDUe as subject appears several times in John, but always in the first
position of a sentence or phrase. On the other hand forms of S6LdWWKL are
followed by the subject in John (4:5, 5:36, 6:37, 11:22, 11:57, 13:3, 18:11).

It is also possible to think of 00 as 00: "whose spirit gives by measure" (TO
TVELU = nominative). But from context one should prefer the negation:

34 "for he gives the Spirit without measure.

35 ... and has placed all things in his hands."



This is more an exegetical question, because the early copies didn't have
accents.

When one comes to AxA€l one would expect AoA€ly at first, but no such
variant is recorded:

OV Yop améotelder 0 Oeoc toe PUete Tod Beod AwAely

"for whom God has sent to speak the words of God"

Carl W. Conrad on the b-greek mailing list translates (Dec 29, 1999):
"The One whom God has sent speaks God's words, since he does not give the
Spirit in measured amounts."

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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23.Difficult variant
NA%" John 4:1 ‘Q¢c obv éyvw 0 ’Inoolg OtL Mrovoar ol dapLoniol OTL
‘Inoodg mAetovag pwodntog moel kol BattiCer ) Twowvng

BYZ John 4:1 ‘Q¢c obv éyvw 0 Kiplog 6tL flkouvoar ol ¢oaploniol OtL
‘Inoodg mAetovag pwodntog molel kol BattiCer ) Twowvng

T&T #32
Byz P66% P75, A,B,C L, W° ¥, A, 083, 0141, f13, 33, 157, 213, 397, 579,

799, 821, 1071, 1424, Maj*®°, f, q, 27, 33, Sy-S, Sy-H™, sa, bo™,
NA?°, WH, Gre, Weiss, Trg, Bal, Scrivener

txt P66*,01,D, 0, A, 086, f1, 22,565, 1241, al®%?,
Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, arm, Chrys, Tis, Trg™

omit: 047, pc23, vg™, conj. (Barrett, RE Brown)

omit 2" "Inool¢ A, pc, Sy-P, Sy-S, Sy-C

047: This is already in von Soden and is confirmed by Ulrich Schmid from the
IGNTP collations.

Lacuna: X, 865

B: no umlaut

Preliminary remark: The verses 1-3 look awkward. Many commentators see here
an unskillful editing of a source text. JH Bernhard (1928): "on purely linguistic
grounds verses 1-3 are a monstrosity."

It is possible that "Jesus" has been changed to "Lord" to avoid a repetition of
"Jesus". But in that case one would have expected the corrector to have
changed the second occurrence of "Jesus" and not the first one.

On the other hand "Lord" could have been changed to "Jesus" to avoid two
different subjects. It is also possible that the more unusual term “Lord" has

been changed into the common "Jesus".

Compare the following other instances:



NA?" Luke 7:13 0 KUpLOC
0 ’Inoob¢ by: D, W, 1, 700, 1241, pc, vg™*, Sy-S, Sy-P, bo

NA?" Luke 7:19 TOV KUpPLOV

BYZ Luke 7:19 tov ’Incodv

Byz 01,A,W,O,Y,fl, Mgj, it, Sy, bo
txt B,L, E, f13, 33, pc, sa, bo™*

NA?" Luke 10:39 ToD Kuplou

BYZ Luke 10:39 tol 'Inood,

Byz P45,P75,A,B*,C,W,0,Y,fl, f13, 33, Mqj, Sy-S, Sy-H, sa, bo™*
txt P3,01,B%, D,L, E, 579, 892, pc, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H™, bo

NA%" Luke 10:41 0 KUpLOC'
BYZ Luke 10:41 0 'Inooig,
Byz A,B*,C,D,W,0,Y,fl, f13, Maj, it, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo
txt P3,P45,P75,01,B%, L, 579,892, pc, Lat, Sy-H™, sa, bo™*

NA?" Luke 11:39 0 KUPLOCG
0 'Incodg U, 1071, pc

NA%" Luke 12:42 0 KUpPLOC'
0 Incodg 13, 1071, pc

NA?" Luke 13:15 0 KUPLOC
0 "Inooic D,F,U,N,T, O, f1, f13, 28, 1071, al,
vg™*, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, bo”"

NA?" Luke 17:6 0 KUpPLOC"
0 Incod¢ N, 1071, pc

NA?" Luke 19:8 0 KUpLOC'
0 'Incodg 6, K, II, M, 118, f13, 1071, pc

NAZ Luke 19:9 0 'Inooig

€

0 KUPLOG 579

NA?" Luke 22:61 0 KUPLOC'
0 ’Inoodc D, f1, 124, pc



The designation of Jesus as 0 K0pLog is rare in Mt and Mk. In Mt it appears
only in 21:3 and in Mk only in the parallel 11:3 (also in 16:20). In Lk 1-2 the term
is used for God. For Jesus it appears first in 7:13 and then several times. In
almost all cases a significant number of withesses changed 0 KUPLOG to O
'Inoo0¢. In none of these cases the committee decided against KUPLOC.

In John the term is also rare:
NA?" John 6:23 €0)apLOTNOOVTOC TOD KUPLOU.
To0 'Inoob  pc, Sy-P, Sy-H™
omit phrase €0y. ... kupLou: D, f13-part, Sy-S, Sy-C

NA%" John 11:2 v 6¢ MapLog N aAelPoon TOV KUPLOV

safel
I has been suggested that kUpLOC (besides the vocative) appears only in the
passion narrative of John and that the other three occurrences (4:1, 6:23, 11:2)
are all editorial glosses (note that D et al. omit the phrase in 6:23!).

WH: "The Western change is doubtless due to the apparent awkwardness of the
combination of 0 kUpLo¢ .. 0 ’Incodc: but the difficulty lies rather in the
absence of any perceptible force in the double naming; the most probable
explanation being that OTL is 'recitative’ and that 'Inooig .. Twavvng are in
oratio recta as the very words of the report." - "On the whole the ftext of the
verse cannot be accepted as certainly free from doubt."

The awkwardness of the double subject is removed if one considers the OTL-
phrase as direct speech, as WH suggest:

"Now when Jesus learned that the Pharisees had heard, 'Jesus is making and
baptizing more disciples than John' .."

It has been also conjectured that originally no direct subject was expressed and
that scribes subsequently added either "Jesus" or "Lord". The last speaker from
3:27-36 was John. It is also possible that some early editor inserted or changed
something in verses 1-3 and this resulted in the clumsy style.

Compare:
G. van Belle "Kl’)pLOQ or 'Inoolc in John 4:1?" in Festschrift Delobel, 2002, p.
159 - 174 [who argues for KUPLOC on contextual, stylistic and theological
grounds.]



Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)

External rating: 1 (NA clearly wrong)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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24. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA%" John 4:1 ‘Qc olv éyvw 0 ’'Inoolc 0Tl fkouoar ol PaplocioL OTL
‘Inoodc mAclovag puodntoc morel kol Partifer f Twovvng

T&T #33
omit: A, B*,6,L, W° T, ¥,0211,397,579, 892, 1071, 1424*, al, Trg™
kol  pct =891, 1128, 1291, 2148

pc® = 740, 827, 1265, 1446, 1457

LrE;‘,-

txt P66,P75,01, B, C,D, A, ©,083,086,0141, f1, f13, 33, 157, 213, 565,
799, 821, 1424°, Maj, Latt, Sy, Co, NA®
WH have 1) in brackets.

In B (p. 1353 € 9) the H is added above the line. It is not clear when the letter
was added. Tischendorf assigns it to B But B' cannot be excluded.

1424: H is squeezed in between the two words.

Lacuna: X, 865

B: no umlaut

The text is difficult to understand without the 1.
The omission can be understood as accidental after the similar sounding -€L.
Especially since the support is incoherent.

Hort writes: "It remains no easy matter however to explain either how the verse
as it stands can be reasonably understood without 7}, or how such a mere slip as
the loss of N after €1 should have so much excellent Greek authority, more
especially as the absence of 7} increases the obvious no less than the real
difficulty of the verse. The dissent of the versions may easily have a connection
with their prevailing support of the Western reading; that is 6 ’Incol¢ and )
may have come in together: the authority of the combination of O KUpPLOG with
T consists of [actualized:] P66, P75, BS, C, f13, 33, 157, Maj, a group of mainly
Syrian complexion [not correct anymore today]. On the whole the text of the
verse cannot be accepted as certainly free from doubt."

Why do I always think of kol Barmtilel Twovvny here?



Rating: - (indecisive)
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25.Difficult variant

NA*" John 4:3

adpfiker Ty Tovdolay kol GTAABer TaALY eic Ty [aiidoley.
BYZ John 4:3

adpfikery Ty Tovdoloy kol GTHABey eic ™y NaAtdotoy

T&T #34

Byz A,B* K/ IL A, ¥, 0141, 157,579, 799, 821, 1424, Maj,
q, Sy-H, bo™*, Weiss

txt P66,P75,01,B%, C,D,L, M, W°, ®, 083,086, 0211, f1, f13, 33, 213, 397,
565, 892, 1071, al'®, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Co, arm

In B (p. 1353 C 14) the word has been added in the right margin and an insertion
sign (./.) after amfiABev indicates the point. Tischendorf assigns the addition to
B

Lacuna: X, 865

B: no umlaut

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 4:12 ’Akoloac 6¢ 0TL “Twovvng Tapedodn dvexwpnoer eig
v FaAtdoloy.
NA% Mark 1:14 Meta 8¢ t0 mopadobfrar tov Twavvny fAber 6 'Inooic
cic v Tedtdeior knploowy to eduyyérLor tod OeoDd
NA? Luke 4:14 Kol vméotpefer 6 ‘Inoodc év tf Suvvapel Tod mreduatog
eic T Todtdoley. kel ¢Mun EERABer ko’ 0ANC TRAC TEPLYWPOL TeEPL
®0TOD.

UTO0TPEGW "return, turn back"

The variant is difficult to explain. There is no reason for an omission. The word
could have been added, because in ch. 1-2 Jesus was already in Galilea (so
Weiss).

Zahn (Comm. Jo) thinks that the ALY does not refer to a second journey, but
simply says that it is a return to his home after leaving it for Passah.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:
NA%" John 4:5 €pyetal OOV €l¢ MOALY TAC Zopapelog Acyouevny Zuyop
TAnolov 10D ywplov 0 édwker TokwP [t] Twond t¢) vid wdtod:

ZUYEL Sy-S, Sy-C
(=Shechem)
B: no umlaut

Jerome (Questions on Genesis 48:22):
Sicima iuxta graecam et latinam consuetudinem declinata est, alioquin
hebraice Sychem dicitur, ut Iohannes quoque evangelista testatur, licet
vitiose, ut Sychar legatur, error inolevit: et est nunc Neapolis urbs

Samaritanorum.

According to Greek and Latin usage, [the noun] Sicima is declined. But in Hebrew it is
pronounced Sichem, as also the Evangelist John bears witness, although an error has grown
up and it is read in a defective manner as Sichar. And today it is Neapolis, the city of the
Samaritans.

It is not clear if Jerome actually knew manuscripts with this reading or if he
was just conjecturing it.

Robertson (Wordpictures): "There is a dispute whether this is just a variation
of Shechem as meaning 'drunken-town' (Isa 28:1) or 'lying-town' (Hab 2:18) or is
a separate village near Shechem (Neapolis, Nablous) as the Talmud and Eusebius
indicate. Apparently the present village Askar corresponds well with the site.
The use of TOALY (city) does not mean that it was a large town. Mark and John
use it freely for small places."
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 4:9 AéyeL obV a0TG M Yurn 1 Zapapltic: TO¢ ov Tovdaiog
Qv Tap’ &uod TElY altelc yuralkog Xopapltidoc obong; ol Yo
ouyypdvtar Touvdailol Jouopltelc.

omit: 01*, D, it(a, b, d, e, j), Tis, Bal
NA?°, WH both have the clause in brackets.

The words are added by 01 in the margin.
Lat(aur, c, f, ff2,1,q, r!, 114, vg) read txt.
Sy-S omits YUVKLKOG XopopLTLdog¢ obomg.
Lacuna: X

B: no umlaut

OUYYPAOKL "associate on friendly terms"

Western non-interpolation

Possibly early marginal note? Or interpreted as such and therefore omitted?
The support for the omission is very slim.

Aland (NT Papyri IT) suggests that the words have been omitted as superfluous.
Weiss (Textkritik, p. 185) thinks that the words have been omitted because
they separate the answer from the question.

OUYYPXOLOL appears only here in the Greek Bible.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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26. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" John 4:11 Aéyel adted [N yurn]: kopie, olte dvtAnue €xelc kol ToO
Ppéap €ativ Budl mOBer olv €xelc TO LdWP TO (DV;

T&T #36

omit: P75, B, Sy-S, ac?, NA*®, WH, Weiss

ékelrn 01%, aeth

txt  P66,01% A, C,D,L, N, W X° 0, ¥, 050,083,086, 0141, f1, 13, 33,
213, 397,565, 579, 799, 821, 865, 1071, Maj,
Latt, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, sa, bo, Or, WH™

Lacuna: X (but suppl.)

B: no umlaut

It is possible that the words have been omitted as unnecessary. It is also

possible that the words have been added early to make the subject clear.

€kelvn is probably a mishearing of T Yuun from (self-)dictation.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NAZ?" John 4:15 Aéyel TPOC adTOV 1) Yurn: KUpLE, 0¢ WoL ToDTo TO VOWP,
Tve un SLPed unde dLépywpeL évBade drtActiy.

BYZ John 4:15 Aéyel Tpo¢ adtov 1 yurr Kipie 80¢ potr todto 10 Lowp
Tve un SLPed unde épyopet évBade articiv

Byz 01% A,C, D, L N, W° X5 A, 0, ¥, 086,0141, f1, f13, 565, 579, 892,
1241, Maj, Trg

txt P66, P75, 01*, B, Or, Heracleon®, Trq™
01* also: OS¢ instead of €V0Ade

Heracleon: Rome, ca. 170 CE!
Lacuna: X
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA%" John 4:4 "EbdeL 8¢ adtov dLépyeoBal SLe thg Zopopelog.

dLEPyOpL normally: "go or pass through" (as in verse 4l)
but here: movement toward a destination "come here"

Tischendorf: "si scriptum fuisset, quis tandem SLEPY - maluisset?"

WH (§304, p. 226):

"SLEPYWHKL is here used in its idiomatic sense "come all the way", which
expresses the woman's sense of her often repeated toil. Being commonly used in
other senses, the word was easily misunderstood and assumed to be
inappropriate; and the change would be helped by the facility with which one of
two similar consecutive syllables drops out."

To the contrary Burgon suggests that SLEPY WKL is accounted for by the final
syllable &€ of punoe.

The word appears nowhere else in Jo, except 4:4. The support is very limited.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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27. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA? John 4:16 Aéyel a0t Umaye ¢puwvnoor tov &vdpo oov kol €ABE
evhude.

No txt in NA and SQE!

oou 1OV &vdpa
B, 086, 69, pc, Or?", Trg™, WH

txt P66,P75,01, A, C,D,L, W° X% 0, ¥, 0141, 1, f13, 33, 579, Maj, Or"
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NAZ’ John 4:18
4 \ b4 b4 \ ~ e b4 ¥ b4 ) ’
TEVTE YOP OAVOPUG €EOYEG KoL VOV OV €YELC OUK €GTLY OOUL avnp”  safel

The B reading is the more unusual (emphasis?) and agrees with the order in 4:18.
On the other hand this does not really explain the universal support for the txt
reading.

Weiss (Com. John) thinks that the B reading is a conformation to 4:18.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 4:25 A€yer a0T® T yuvn olbe OtL Meoolag épyetol O
AeyOuevog xpLotoc: Otar EABT ékelvog, Grayyeel ULy amovte.

oldoper  P66%,01%, 6, L, N, A, f13, 33, 1071, 1241, al,
f, Sy-H™, sa, ac?, bo, arm, Or*'

Ldob Sy-S

txt P66*, P75,01*, A, B, C, D, W>, X°, A, ©, ¥, 086, 0141, f1, 565, 579,
Maj, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, pbo, OrP'

f13: 124, 174, 788 have 01dc.
Lacuna: X
B: no umlaut

Compare context:
NA?" John 4:22 UpELC TPOOKLVELTE O OUK OLONTE" TUELE TPOOKUVODUEY O
oldauer, 0TL 1) owtnple ék TAV Tovdulwy E0TLV.

Compare:
NA?" John 5:32 (AAOC €0TLY O HOPTULPRDV TEPL €UoD, kol oLde OTL GANONG
€OTLY 1) hapTUple MY papTupel mTepl €uoD.
oldate  01*, D, 124, pc, L547, L1016, a, aur, d, e, q, Sy-C, arm, geo'
oLdaper 1424, pc

oldueV is probably a conformation to context, either to 4:22 or to MWLV in this
verse 25.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading: A

NAZ John 4:28 adfiker odv tny LdpLar adThAC N Yuvn Kol GTiAbey eic
MY TOALY Kol A€yeL Tolg arfpwmoLc:

Not in NA and Tis.

GmiABer Tpéxovon O, L253, Aug

“run” Sy-S, Tatian", Aug, Bois
6papodoay Chrys
TPEYEL Romanos Melodos (6™ CE)

The full support is in Bois onlyl The © reading is in SQE, Swanson, Vogels and
von Soden. Tatian and Sy-S are also in Merck.

L253 is given in the IGNTP Byzantine text of John.

Lacuna: X

B: no umlaut

TPEXW (aor. E6PUYLOY, ptc. SPaLWV) "run, speed on, make progress”

Chrysostom (homily on John 34:1):
Tolaltn TLC fY kel odtn N yorn. OUtw yap OTO TAOV elpnuévwy
anddn, e kol TNV Ldplav Adelval, kol TNV ypeloav L0 N
Topeyeveto, kol dpopodony elc tny ToALY, Tovta Tov Sfjuor eiklool

Tpo¢ tov ‘Incodv.

Augustine: (from Houghton)

cucurrit "run, speed"” (In Iohannis Evangelium tractatus 15.30.1)
abiit ...festinans "depart in a hurry" (De diversis quaestionibus 64.211)
festinanter cucurrit "hastenly run" (Sermon 101.2.2)

Romanos Melodos: cp. Petersen, Tatian, p. 367-8

Compare:

NA%" Matthew 28:8 Kal dmeABoboal taylL &mo tod prnuelov pete $Gpopou
Kol YoPAC UEYOANG €8paiov amaryyelinl Tole pednreic adtoD.

NA* Mark 56 kol LWy tov ’‘Incodv amod pokpoBey &dpoucy Kol
TPOoEKUYNOEY DTG

NA? Luke 24:12 ‘O 8¢ II€Tpoc Grootig ESPUEY €TL TO UUTUELOV

NA?" John 20:2 Tp€yeL odv Kol épyetal Tpog Lipwve IIéTpov

NA?" John 20:4 €tpeyov 6¢ ol 600 Ouob*



A Tatianism?

Romanos Melodos is said to have used the Diatessaron (Petersen).

The © reading is interesting, because such an almost singular support by © is
rare. Possibly the versions are representing this Greek form. But since this is
quite a self suggesting variant, it is probable that the versions independently
invented this reading.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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28. Difficult variant:
Minority reading:
NAZ?" John 4:29 8¢Dte (dete GvOpwTOr O¢C €lmér poL mavte 00e EToinow,

UNTL 0UTOC €0TLY O YPLOTOC;

T&T #40
T&T #42

0._&moinoo
01, B, ¢*, (579), Or®", NA*®, WH, Weiss, Trg", Tis, Bal
oo o 579, 2437

txt P66,P75, A, C%, D, L, W, X°, 0, ¥, 086, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 213, 397,
565, 821, 865, 1071, 1241, Maj, Or®'
B: no umlaut

Following context:

NAZ" John 4:39 'Ek 6¢ Thc mMOA€we €kelvng TOAAOL €TLOTELOMY €Lg aDTOV

TOV Zapapltdr Lk TOV AOYOV THAC YUVKLKOC WepTupoloNG OTL €LTéV

HOL TavTe 0 émoinoc.

0 émolnoa  P75,01, B, C*, L, 083, 2786, pc

0o émoinoo P66, A, €, D, W2, X%, 0, ¥, 0141, f1, 13, 33, 213, 397, 579,
799, 821, 865, 1071, 1241, Maj

NA?" John 4:45 Ote 0OV NABev eic v Todidalay, €8€Eoavto adTOV Ol

CoAldelol Tavte €wpakoteg doo émoinoey év TepooodluoLg év i

copth, kel adTol yop NABov elc tnv coptnv.

0. €molnoev 01*, D, 083, Maj

0oo. émoinoey P66, P75,01%, A, B, C,L, N, W>, ©, ¥, 086, 0141, f1, 13, 33,
565, 579, 892, 1071, 1241, dl

Compare usage of @ with TOLEW:
NA% John 2:23 Tt onuele o €moleL:
NAZ" John 3:2 T0, OTUELL TOLELY O OV TOLELG
NA* John 5:19  ToLoDVTO O Yop OV €KELVOC TOLT
NA%” John 5:20  a0T® O OTOG TOLEL
NA% John 5:36  €pye 0 SEBWKEV oL

TO €PYO O TOLG



NAZ’ John 6:2
NAZ" John 6:13
NAZ" John 6:63
NA?" John 7:3
NAZ" John 8:26
NAZ" John 8:38

NAZ’ John 10:6
NA?’" John 10:16
NA?’ John 10:25

NAZ" John 11:45

NAZ" John 11:46

NAZ" John 12:50
NA?’ John 14:10
NA?" John 14:12

NAZ" John 14:26

NA?" John 15:14

NAZ" John 15:15

NAZ’ John 15:24

NA?’ John 17:8

NAZ" John 18:21

NAZ?’ John 20:30

T0 ONUELR O €TTOLEL
KPLOLVYWY O €meplooevoay Tol Pefpwkooty.
PNUOTE 0 €YW AEARATKO
T0 €PYO O TOLELG

b \ I\
KKYW & MKOLOoX

€ ~ (4} bl \ (4
UULV. 0 €YW €WPOKOL

o0V 0 NKOVOKTE

MV o €Addel odTOLC.

b4 [\ b b4 b ~ b ~
EXW 0 OUK €0TLV €K THG 0LARG

\ A \ ~
TO EPY O €YW TOLAD

\ 4 N} b 4
KoL GGOCOOL}.LEVOL 0. _€ToLnoey

000 €TOLNCEV
0 €Tmolnoev

P66¢, 0141, pc
P66*

kol elmay adtole o émoinoer "Inoolc.

000 €TOLNCEV

b (4 > 2 \ ~
€OTLV. 0L OVV €YW AXA®,

PTHOcTOL
0 €y

N\

N\ \

o EYW

0 EYW AEYW

TOLQ

TOVTE (L €LTOV LULY
ooe. elmov O, f1, 28, 33, 157, 565, pc

~ e\ b \ b 4 € ~
TOLT|TE O €YW EVTEAAOUOL VULV

0ow A, 0, ¥, 33, Maj

TOVTE 0 T)KOLoW
0oo, D*, S, Q, 28, 33, pc

M ~ N\ M \ b4 b /
oUTOLG O OLOELG BLAAOG €TTOLNOEV,

V4 \ e/ N4 4
OTL TO PNUOTE 0 €OWKOG [LOL

Y4
oo

IT, pc

b4 N} 0 b 4
OLONOLY (o ELTIOV €YW.

A K IILY,A, f13, al

TOV LadNTOV [adToD], & OVK €O0TLY YEYPUUUEVN



NA? John 21:25 “Eotiv 8¢ kol &AAe TOAAX @ émoinoer O 'Inoodg
0o, €molnoev A, D, W, O, f1, Maj
txt 01,B,¢C, X, Y, 33, pc, Or

The normal Johannine usage clearly seems to be 0.

John elsewhere uses 0oa. only at 10:41, 11:22, 16:13, 16:15 safe, and 17:17 (here
only 579 reads @.).

It is curious why at this block of three verses 4:29, 39, 45 such a strong
variation occurs, since the first two occurrences of & and the following 13
occurrences are safel Besides this block of three verses John uses & 29 times,
22 times this reading is safe.

It is possible that & has been changed into 000 to avoid the double o: TOVTW O.
It can cause confusion in copying and in reading out. But in several of the

examples above a double ot appears without variation.

Perhaps the 00w is a conformation to the immediately preceding O¢:
0C elmér oL TovTe 000 ETOLNON

Strange.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 4:35 00y UMELC A€yete OTL €TL TETPOUNVOC €0TLY Kol
BepLopog €pyetal;

omit: P75,D,L, S, X5, 11, Q, 047, 086"9, 118, f13, 28, 1241, L844*, pm,
d, Sy-C, Or*

OTL TO K*

txt P66, 01, A, B, C, K¢, W5, A, ©, ¥, 083, 0141, f1, 33, 157, 565, 579,

700, 1071, 1424, Maj, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, OrP"
pPTL conj. A. Pallis (1926)

Lacuna: X
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA%" Mark 8:17 kel yroug A€yel adtolc: Tl dtadoyileoBe OTL GpTOuC OUK

€xete; oLTW VOELTE 0DBE OLVLETE, TEMWPWUELTY €XETE THY KoPSLow

VLRV,

BYZ Mark 8:17 kel yvoug 0 ‘Inoodg Aéyer adtolc TL SiadoyileaBe OtL

GPTOUC ODK €xe€Te OVTMW VOELTE OVLOE OLVLETE €TL TETWPWUEVNY €XETE

MY Kapdlay VPOV

Byz A,K,II, 157, 700, 1071, Maj, f, I, vg, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H

txt P45 01,B,C, D,L,N,W,A, (0),0143" 1, {13, 28, 33, (565), 579,
892*, 1241, pc, it, Co

NA? Luke 22:37 Aéyw yap UWIv OtL ToDTO TO Yeypopuévor o€l

TeA€oO VoL €V €UOL, TO' KoL HETO GUOUWY €AOYLOBT" Kol yop TO Tepl

enod TéAog Exel.

BYZ Luke 22:37 A€yw Y&p OUULY OTL €Tl TODTO TO YeYpouuevor o€l

TedeoBfvaL év éuol t0 Kal pete Gropwy éroylodn: kol yop T Tepl

enod TéAog Exel

Byz K, I N, O, Y, 13,565, 700, 1071, 1342, 1424, Maj, Lat, Sy

txt 01,A,B,D,H,L Q T W,X,fl, 157,579,892, 1241, 2542°, 844, pcs,
b,d, f,r!, Co



NA?" Romans 5:8 OLVLOTNOLY 8¢ TNV €outod Gyammy eig Muac O 0eoc,
OTL €TL QUOPTWADY OVTWY MUOY XPLOTOC LTEP MUAY améduvey.
omit: 131, 460, 618, 1836*, 2147

Difficult.
The support for the omission is not coherent. It appears probable that the
omission is an attempt to avoid the awkward OTL €TL.

A. Pallis (Notes, 1926) writes: "Read &pTL for €TL. Now is the fourth month of
the year (counting from springtime), and the harvest therefore /s at hand. No
satisfactory sense can be elicited with €tL."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA?" John 4:35-4:36 00} UUELC A€YETE OTL €TL TETPUUNVOC €0TLY Kol O
BepLopOg €pyetal; Lol Aéyw VWLV, émapute TOUC OPONALOLE VUGV Kol
BeaonoBe TOC YWpC OTL Acvkal elowy TPOC BepLopov. 1dn 36 O
Bepllwy WwLobov Aapfavel kol ouvvayel kapmov ei¢ (wnr aildviov, Tvu

€ 14 S ~ 4 \ < I4
0 OTELPWV OpOD yolpm Kol 0 Bepllwv.

o~

BepLopor. 116m 36 6 Bepllwy 01¢,¢*, D, L, (W), ¥, 33, pc,
Sy-S, Sy-C, boP", WH, NA?®, Trg"9, Tis, Bal

BepLopdr fon. 36 0 Bepllwv P75, 083, it, Sy-P, bo™, sa,
Or, NAZ 4P Weiss, Trg

one of the above, sine interp. P66, 01*, B, ©, 083, dl

BepLopdr. Non 36 kol 0 Bepllwy 579, 700

BepLopor Non. 36 kol 0 Bepllwy €3, X5, A, 1, f13, Maj,
Lat(aur, c, f, vg), Sy-H, bo®'

one of the above, sine interp. A

W has a dot after Aevkal eloLv.
Lacuna: X
B: no umlaut

A question of punctuation:

"look around you, and see how the fields are ripe for harvesting.

36 The reaper is already receiving wages ..."

"look around you, and see how the fields are ripe for harvesting already.
36 The reaper is receiving wages ..."

The addition of kol makes the second interpretation explicit. According to
Metzger it is more in accord with John's style for 7j6n to begin a sentence (4
times at the beginning, 12 times in the middle of a sentence, none at the end).
Schnackenburg (Joh Commentary) notes that with one or the other punctuation
it is either an actual date or a general proverb.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 56

Minority reading:
NAZ" John 4:41 kol TOAAG TA€Lovg émiotevoay Sui Tov Adyov adTod,

TAELOV  P75,e,r' (e amplius, r': plus)

TANOULC 0

Lacuna: X (suppl. reads txt), Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Trkeiouq nominative masculine plural comparative
TAELOV nominative neuter  singular comparative

txt  "And many more believed"
P75 "And they believed much more"

Compare context:

NAZ John 4:39 'Ek &¢ thc TOAewe ékelvne TOAAOL €TLOTELONV €ig
a0TOV TOV Zapapltdr Suk TOv A0Yov TAC YUVKLKOC MepTLPOLONS OTL
€LY POl TaVTe 0 €ToLNnow.

Compare also:

LXX 4 Maccabees 2:6 KaltoL O0T€ pn €mLOuueiy €lpnker MUag 6 VOWog
TOAD TA€OV Teloaty’ Av UWAG OTL TV EMLOUULAY kpaTely dvatol O
AOYLOWOC (I0TEP Kol TAV KWALTLKAY TAC Sikatoolvng meddv

In fact, since the law has told us not to covet, | could prove to you all the more that reason is able to
control desires. Just so it is with the emotions that hinder one from justice.

Interesting variation.

The text reading is a progression from verse 39. "Many" believed the woman,
but “many more" believed Jesus. The Latin readings may be best explained as
mistranslations of the complex TOAAD TAcLouc. The P75 reading can be either
a subconscious slip or a deliberate change. There is no reason why the whole
tradition should have changed this reading.

The German literal translation "Miinchener Neues Testament" has this reading:
"Und (um) vieles mehr glaubten sie"



For the © reading compare:
Mark 3:7-8 ... kKeel TOAU TARO0C ... ABov TPoOg ahTov.
Luke 23:27 "HkoloUBeL 6¢ a0T® TOAL TARBOC ...

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA?" John 4:42 Tf T€ YUVoLKL €Acyov OTL OUKETL SLa TNHY ONY AdALOY
TLOTEVOUEY, aDTOL YO GKNKONUEY Kol OLdopey OTL 0UTOC €0TLY
aANBRC 6 owTNP TOD KOOUOU.

BYZ John 4:42 Tf} Te€ yuvulkl €deyor OTL ODK€TL SLe THY ONY AoALOY
TLoTeVoher: alTOL YOP OKNKOXUEY Kol oLdopery OTL 00TOC €0TLY
GANODC 6 owtnp tod Koouov 0 XpPLoTOg.

Byz A, C%,D,L, XA, 0,%, 0141, f1, f13, 33,565, 579, 1071, Maj,
d, e, f,q, 27, 33, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo"’

txt P66, P75, 01, B, C*, W>, 0832, pc, Lat, Sy-C, sa, bo”, arm, Or

083 reads:  [6wC o C p to]u KoCUOU

43 [Meta de taC  onue acc. to IGNTP
IGNTP list it for txt without reservation. Probable, but not sure.

Ephrem in his Diatessaron commentary: "we know that he is the Messiah."
Lacuna: X, Sy-S

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA? Luke 2:11 OTL €T€xOn LWLV ONUEPOV OWTNP O¢C €0TLY  YPLOTOC
KUPLOG €V ToAeL Aculd.

Compare context:
’ ~ 4 » 14
NA%" John 4:25 A€yer a0T® T yuvn oldau OtL Meoolag épyetol O
Aeyouevoc ypLotoc:
27 ~ b4 b4 e\ 0l ’ I4 ¥4 b 14
NA?" John 4:29 6ebte 18ete GrOpwmor 0¢ €Lméy poL TovTo 00K €ToLNnow,
UNTL 0UTOC €0TLY O YPLOTOC,

A natural addition.
There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ?" John 4:43 Meta, 6¢ Toic 600 Muepac EENABey éxelBev
ei¢ v Naitdator:

BYZ John 4:43 Metaw 6¢ tog 600 Muépag EERABer ékelBer kol GmiAfey
eic v Faitdator:

T&T #43

Byz A,N, XS A, 0,Y,fl,124, 33,397,799, 821, 865, Maj,
aur, ¢, vg, Sy-P, Sy-H™, Vogels
omit €ékelBev: S, O, al’®

txt P66, P75,01, B, C, D, W>, 083, 0141, f13, 892, 1241, pc®, it, Sy-C, Co, Or
kel AABev L, 213,597, al*’, vg™*, Sy-H

Lacuna: X (but suppl.), Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA% Mark 1:35 Kol mpwi évvuyo Aley dveotac EERABer kol amiAfev
€lg €pNUOV TOTOV KAKEL TPOONUYETO.
eERABev B, 28*, 565, pc, sa™*, bo?'
amiAber W, pc, it, Sy-P

NA®" John 4:3
apiker v Tovdaiow kel amirBer maALy eig tny [aiiietow.

BYZ John 4:3 adpfikev tny Tovdaloy kol dmirfer eic thy Faitdoioy

The words could have been omitted as being redundant, note the similar omission
at Mk 1:35!

On the other hand they could have been added to create a more clear sentence
structure. It is possible that the words have been added from 4:3.

Weiss (Jo Com.) notes that the addition removes the terseness of the
connection of €ERA0eV with €lc.



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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29.Difficult variant

NAZ" John 4:51 f)dn &¢ abtod katofolvovtoc ol dodAoL ahToD LTVTNONY
a0T Aéyovteg OTL 0 Tolg adtod (.

b4 \ b ~ ’ N ~ b ~ 2 4
BYZ John 4:51 Ndn 6€ avtob kotoPoivoviog ol dobAOL oLTOD ammVTINONY
a0TG Kol GmyyeLAar Aéyovtec 0TL O Tel¢ oou ()

T&T #44
Byz Kol QmryyeLAay A€yovtec P45'd Pe6, A, C, WS, X5, A, O, P,
f13, 799, 865, Maj,
Latt, Sy, sq, ac?, [Trq]
KoL GrnyYeLAoy AEYOVTEC K, TI, f1, 33, 157, 565, al**°
kol fyyeLAay 01, Tis, Bal
kol NyyeLlay adT@ D, b

kel Gmyyeldoy a0T@) A€yovtec 1071, 1424, pc®
kel fyyetdoar adt@ A€yovteg — 0233, pc?
one of these: P45

txt A€yovtec P75, B, L, N, 0141, 213, 397, 579,
597, 821, 892, 1010, 1241, 2561,
2718, pc'’, pbo, bo, aeth, Or

P45: T.C Skeat makes a reconstruction of the fragments (Hermathena, 1991) and
from space calculations it clearly must have some longer addition after
LTYTNoY a0TE. IGNTP agrees.

Lacuna: X (but suppl.), Sy-S

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" John 20:18 épyetoc Maprap 1) Maydonvn — ayyéiiovow ..
BYZ John 20:18 épyetal Maplo 1) MaydoAnvn dmoyyéAlovow ...
Byz P66 01, D,L, 0, f1, f13, Maj
avny. W, A, P, 33,al
txt P66*,01*, A, B, 078, 0250, pc

It is possible that &TyyeLAov has been omitted as being redundant and to
create a more straightforward sentence structure.
On the other hand the word could have been added as a natural addition.



This is one of the cases suggested by Metzger ("Lucianic recension", 1959)
where one could have an old relict of the earliest Antiochian fext. Not
necessarily correct, but at least older than any possible recension. (Note also
10:29 and 11:32).

Rating: - (indecisive)
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30.Difficult variant

NAZ" John 4:51 f)dn &¢ avtod katafolvovtoc ol dodAol ahToD LTHVTNONY
a0T® Aéyovteg 0TL 0 molg odTod (.

b4 \ b ~ ’ N ~ ) ~ ) 4
BYZ John 4:51 Ndn 6€ avtob kotoPoivoviog ol dobAOL oLTOD ammVTINONY
a0T@ Kol amryyeLioar Aéyovtec OtL O Telc oov  (f

T&T #45

Byz ToL¢ OOUL A, 0, V¥, 1,157, 565, 597, 799, 1010, 1293, 1424, 2786,
Maj'?*°, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, Or®*, Heracleon®"

vLOC gov P45?2,P66¢, D, K, II, L, N, U, X°, 0141, f13-part, 33, 213,
397,579, 821, 865, 892, 1071, 1241, 1819, 2129, 2718, al**°,
it(a, b, e, q), Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H™, Co
f13: 69, 124, 124, 174(=f13"), 543

txt Telc adtod Pé6*, P75, 01, A, B, C, W°, 0211, pc®, arm, Or®'
viog adtod pc16, Lat(aur, c, d!, f, ff2, 1, r!, 114, vg)

Tollc oov 0 vioc odTtoD  F13%C (13, 828, 873, 983)

Lacuna: X (but suppl.), Sy-S

P45: T.C Skeat makes a reconstruction of the fragments (Hermathena, 1991) and
from space calculations he concludes that mei¢ a0TOD is too long and suggests
LLOC OO0V written as LUSSOU. Reconstructions show that one can quite
certainly exclude the readings with a0T0D. An abbreviated LLOG fits slightly
better, but it remains doubtful.

B: no umlaut

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 8:6 KL A€YWV* KUPLE, O TS UOL BERANTL ...

NA?" Matthew 8:8 GAAG WOVOV €ime AOYW, Kol LaBnoetal O TS Hov.
NA?" Matthew 8:13 kol LaOn 0 meig [adTob] €v TH Wpa ekelv.

NA? Luke 7:2 ‘Exkoatovtapyov &€ TLvog 600A0C KOKDC EXWY ...
NA? Luke 7:7 GAAX e€lme A0YW, kol LodNTw O Tl ov.
NA?" Luke 7:10 ... ebpov TOV 80DAoV UyLaivovta.




Compare immediate context:

NA% John 4:46 Kol v t1¢ BaolAlkOg o0 0 vlog Nobével

NAZ" John 4:47 ... koL Laontal ohtoDd TOV LldY,

NA?" John 4:49 kOpLe, KatafnOL TpLly amobuvely T0 TuLdlor Wov.
NA?" John 4:50 Aéyel adt® 0 ‘Inoodc: mopedou, 0 viog gov (f.

€

NA?" John 4:53 eler a0t® 0 ‘Inoodg 0 vlog gov (7,

A very difficult question. ToLdLOV appears twice elsewhere in John (16:21, 21:5).
TLG appears nowhere else in Jo.

Basically it could be a harmonization to immediate context (LLOC) or to the
parallels (TLc).

Note the interesting conflation in f13.
Weiss (Jo Com.) thinks that the dov comes from verse 50.

Regarding the aToD it is also possible that 0 Tlg «OTOD is a conformation to
ol 800AoL aOTOD earlier in the verse.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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31. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" John 4:53 éyvw obv 0 Tatnp OtL [év] ékelvn th Opa év 7 elmev
a0T® 6 'Inoodg 0 uldg oov (f), kel €mioteuoer adTO¢ Kol 1) Olklw
®0TOD OAN.

omit P75,01*, B, C, T, fl,892, pc, NA*>, WH, Weiss, Gre, Tis, Bal, SBL

txt P66,01%% A, D, L, WS, X5, 0, P, 078, 0141, f13, 33, Maj, [Trqg]
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA%" John 5:9 "Hv &¢ oaPPatov €v ékelvn Th nMuépQ.

NAZ?" John 14:20 €V ékelvm ThH THUépQ
omit €v: w

NA?" John 16:23 Kal €v ékelvn T NMuépw
omitev:  W,0,579

NA?" John 16:26 €V €kelvm ThH HUEPQ

NA?” John 21:3 KL €V €KeLvn T VUKTL €Tloony oVdEV.
omit €v: L

€V €kelvn is the normal usage. It would thus be natural to add the preposition.
On the other hand the omission of €V happens in 3 out of 5 cases by some
withesses.

Externally the shorter reading is clearly preferable.

Weiss (Com. John) thinks that the €V is a conformation to the immediately
following €v 7).

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
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NA?" John 5:1 Meto tadtoe v €optn TV Tovdaiwv kol GvéPn
'Incodc €ic Tepoooiuua.

BYZ John 5:1 Metae tadto iy 1) €optr TV Tovdalwy kel GrePn
0 ‘Inoolc €ic ‘Tepoodivua

Byz 01,C, L, X% A, II, ¥, 0141, f1, 828, f13¢, 33, 157, 892, 1071, 1342, 1424,
Maj-part[E, F, H, M], Co, Tis, Bal

txt P66,P75, A, B, D, K N, T, W?, 0, f13°°, 2, 28, 565, 579, 700, 1241,
Maj-part[G, S, U, V, Y, T, A, Q], Sy-C, arm, geo, Or

Note also:
fv €optn TOV UMWY KOl ... A
fv €optn TV Tovdalwy 1) oknromnyle 131

Lacuna: X, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA? Luke 22:1 "Hyyilev 6¢ 1 €optn TV alOUwV 1) A€YOUéVT Too)o.
NA% John 6:4 v 8¢ €yyLC TO Taoye, N €optn TV Tovduiwv.

NAZ John 7:2 "Hv &¢ €yyle M €optn t@v Touvdaiwy 1 oknrommyLu.

Context:
NA% John 2:23 ‘Qc &6¢ v €v toic ‘TepoooAluolc €v T mooyw €V T
€0pTh, ...
NA?" John 4:45 &8¢Eavto abtor ol [aAdldolol TovTo €wpokoTeg 00w
erolnoer év ‘TepoooAvpolc €v th €opti), kel adTol yop NABov €ic Ty
€opTNV.

It is possible that there was a tfendency of the scribes to identify the otherwise
indeterminate feast. The addition of 1) probably means then the Passover.
Although Hort writes: "If it [ﬁ] were genuine, the reference would be to the
Feast of Tabernacles (| oknromyle), emphatically 'the Feast of the Jews'
and not to the Passover." - This is also the view of Zahn.

It is also possible that some kind of accidental error is involved: 1) €...



It has often been suggested that the order of chapters 5 and 6 should be
interchanged. In that case 5:1 stands after 6:4 "Now the Passover, the festival
of the Jews, was near."

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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32.Difficult variant

NA%? John 5:2 "Eotwv 6¢ év toi¢ ‘TepoooAluolg €ml Th mTpoPatiLki]
KoALuBNOpa M émiieyouévn ‘Efpatoti Bndlabo mévte otoag €xovou.

BYZ John 52 €otiy & €v tolc ‘IepoooAlpoirg €mi Th  mpoPatiki
kKoAupufnOpa M émiieyouévn ‘Efpatoti Bnbeado mévte ototg €xovon

T&T #47

Byz Bnfesda A, C,N, X5, A, ©,0141, f1, f13, 213, 397, 565, 579, 597,
865, 881*, 892, 1071, 1241, 2129, 2718, 2786, Maj,
f, q, vg™, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H™, Sy-Pal, arm, geo, Weiss, Trg, SBL
Bnboedo. 582

txt BnBlwbo 01,0211, L, 33, 713, it(b, e, ff%, I), Eus®™™", Cyr, WH, NAZ®
omit €Tl h: 01*, aur, e, ng', Eus
Betzetha: b, %, 11A, 33 Betzatha: e, |
BeAlebo D, aq,d,r!, vg™s

Bnfoaide P66, P75, B, T, W>, (¥), 881¢, 2737
aur, ¢, ff%¢, vg, A=, Sy-H, Co, Tert, Jerome, Pilgrim®r:, wH™
¥ reads Bnoooioo
IGNTP lists additionally E* for Bnfoaida.

P45: In the IGNTP volume on the papyri of John a tiny scrap of P45 is noted
that contains part of this verse. Unfortunately the condition is very bad and one
cannot make out a single letter in the published photo. The editors note an
Epsilon on the last line, which may belong to either Bethesda or Belzetha, but
this is very uncertain.

Reconstruction: (green = identified letters)
autouolhtoutodepalindeuteronshmeionepoihsenoihel
gwnekthsioudaiaseisthngalilaian metatautahneorth
Ttwnioudaiwnkaianebhoiheisierosoluma estindeentois
ierosolumoisepithprobatikhkolumbhgrahepilegomenhebra

istibhgesdapentestoasecousa.

Lacuna: X (but suppl.), Sy-S
B: umlaut! (1355 C 1 L) ‘EBpoioti BnBoaide mévte




Witnesses:

Eusebius writes in his Onomastikon (ca. 324-330 CE):

Bnlobo. KoivuprBpo €év ‘Tepovoainu, ftic éotiv " mpoPutikn”, TO
Toedatov B’ otoog €xovon. Kol viv delkvutal év tolc adtodL ALuvoLg
SLOUMOLE, WV €KOTEPE HEV €K TOV Kot  €To¢ LETOV mAnpolTeL, Butépa
8¢ TopadoEwe Tedolviypévoy Selkvuol TO VoW, 1xvog, ¢ ¢uot,
pépovor TAV ToAxL kobolpoupévwy év obTh Lepelwvy. Tlap’ 0 kol
TPOPUTLKT KOAELToL, SL T0 OUMaTL.

“Bezatha, a pool in Jerusalem, which is the sheep [pool] formerly having five porches. It is now
identified with the twin pools, both are supplied by the periodic rains, but the water of one is

unexpectedly of a reddish color, a trace, they say, of the carcasses of the sacrifices which were
formerly cleansed in it before offering, whence also it was called sheep [pool]."

The Pilgrim of Bordeaux writes (333 CE):

"Within the city are the twin pools [piscinae gemellares], with 5 porticoes, called
Betsaida. There persons who have been sick for many years are cured. The pools
contain water which is red when it is disturbed [in modum coccini turbatam]."

Cyrill of Jerusalem writes (Hom. in Paralyt. ca. 348-386):

Ev yap toig Iepoocoivpoirg my mpoPatikn koAuupnOpo, mevte 0TONG
€XOLON, TECONPOC WEV TEPLTPEXOUONG, WECTV O€ TNV TEUTTINV, €V 1
KOTEKELTO TANBOG oioBevouvtwy.

“In Jerusalem there was a sheep pool with five porticoes, four running around it, but the fifth
being in the middle of it. In it were lying a lot of sick."

Jerome's translation of Eusebius' Onomasticon (ca. 390 CE):

"Bethsaida piscina in Ierusalem quae uocobatur TPOPRATLKY. haec quinque
quondam porticus habuit, ostendunturque gemini lacus, quorum unus hibernis
pluuiis adimpleri solet, alter mirum in modum rubens quasi cruentis aquis antiqui
in se operis signa testatur. nam hostias in eo lauari a sacerdotibus solitas ferunt,
unde et nomen acceperit."

(Jerome accepts Bethsaida in his Vulgata.)

Theodor of Mopsuestia (T 428) writes regarding the pool (Comm. in Evang.
Johannis, Catena, see Jeremias, p. 13-14):

LETO YOp TG €V KUKAW TECOUPNG, |LECMV ELYEV ETEPUV.

"Because besides the four running around, it had another in the middle."

Bethsaida ("House of Fish") is a city on the Sea of Galilee. Probably an early
error. But Hort thinks "a tank hewn in the rock might naturally bear the name."
The support for Bethsaida is surprisingly strong. That such an error can occur
can be seen in the Byzantine minuscule 2737, which also reads thus. Also
possibly E*.



Bethesda means in Hebrew "House of Mercy". Though widely supported, it is also
suspect as a scribal alteration, because of its "edifying etymology" (Metzger).
Alleged support got Bethesda from the Copper Scroll from Qumran, which in the
ed. pr. contains a reference to a pool at "b®beyt 'eschdatayin" ("place of poured
out [water]") or "b®beyt ha'aschuchiyn" ("place of the (two) pools"). The NET
Bible comments:

There is some new archeological evidence (published by M. Baillet, J. T. Milik, and R. de Vaux in
Les 'petites grottes” de Qumran). Copper scroll 3Q15 from Qumran seems to indicate that in
the general area of the temple, on the eastern hill of Jerusalem, a treasure was buried in Bet
*Esdatayin, in the pool at the entrance to the smaller basin. The name of the region or pool
itself seems then to have been Bet *Esda, “house of the flowing." It appears with the dual
ending in the scroll because there were 2 basins. Bnfeod seems to be an accurate Greek
rendition of the name, while Milik suggests Bn8lubu is a rendition of the Aramaic intensive
plural Bet *Esdata. All of this is not entirely certain, but is certainly plausible; if Milik is
correct, both the textual variants would refer to the same location, one a Greek rendering of
the Hebrew name, the other a Greek rendering of the Aramaic. This would be an unusual instance
where two textual traditions which appear to be in conflict would both be correct."

But according to a new reconstruction of the Copper Scroll published in 2006
(ref. below), the line in question only mentions some sort of installation (building)

with two reservoirs, but contains no proper name.

Bezetha is attested by Josephus as the name of a quarter of the city near the
northeast corner of the temple area. He reports that the Syrian Legate Cestius
burned this suburb in his attack on Jerusalem in October A.D. 68.

He mentions the name Be(eOa 5 times in his History of the Jewish War (2:328
= IT 15:5, 2:530 = IT 19:4, 5:149 = V 4:2, 5:151 = V 4:2, 5:246 = V 5:8). The name
occurs in several spellings (BeCeBa, Be{abi). He explains the name in 5:151:
"This newly built part of the city was called ‘Bezetha’ in our language, which, if
interpreted in the Greek language, may be called 'the New City'." This area is
north of the fower Antonia.

The external evidence is curiously divided. Unfortunately the most suspect
reading is supported by the best witnesses.

An interesting fact is that if one changes two letters in BeBeado, one is getting
BeBoedo, which sounds the same as BeBoaLdo in Koine pronunciation (if one
does not know the correct diaeresis pronunciation). BeBoeoa is actually
supported by the (Byz) manuscript 582. Perhaps this contributes to the origin of
BeBooLoo?

I don't see that the etymology is a strong argument against Bethesda. It could
very well be that the pool or place had that name.



For the UBS committee the reading BnBlafa was the least unsatisfactory
reading.

In view of the many hospitals and sanatoria bearing the name Bethesda I think
the place and the incident will always be remembered as Bethesda, whatever
else the critical editions print.

The location of the pool was for a long time not clear:

1. Prior to archeological digs, the pool of Bethesda was identified with the Pool
of Israel, close to the northern temple wall. This was the dominant tradition
of the late middle ages.

2. Others identified it with the Siloah spring, which is the one frue spring in
Jerusalem. It seems fo be an intfermittend spring, which could explain the
moving water. But compare Jo 9:7, where John explicitly mentions the Siloah
pool, why then not in 5:2 also?

3. In digs conducted in the late 19th century, a large cistern situated about 100

feet north-west of St. Anne's church was discovered (between the Pool of

Israel and the northern wall, in the Bezetha valley). Most of the associated

building has disappeared, but it would seem to have been a church of perhaps

the fourth or fifth century. In addition to the testimony of the ruins to the
sacredness of the site, various objects were found among the rubbish, indicating
that this was a place where cures had been supposed to occur. Especially
noticeable was the marble model of a foot with a Greek inscription which had
been placed there by one Pompeia Lucilia in thankfulness for the cure of some

disease (ca. 120-140 CE!). In later digs (ca. 1914-38), archaeologists unearthed a

rectangular pool with a portico on each side and a fifth one dividing the pool into

2 separate compartments. The pool was about 90 m long and 50/65 m wide. The

dividing portico was about 6,5 m wide. The pillars were about 7 m high and the

complete building about 8.5 m. The above mentioned cistern was located next to
this portico and was probably part of a church. Also found were faded frescoes
of the miracle of Christ's healing. This pool is matching Cyrill's description.

Lying in the Bezetha valley, it was well suited to collect the rainwater. Its

position next to the temple suggests a cultic function. It is possible that it had

been built under Herod the Great during the temple expansion. Perhaps at the
position of an earlier pool, which was called sheep-pool?

Problematic is the fact that a "sheep-pool" is nowhere mentioned in the non-
Christian literature. It has been suggested that sheep-pool meant that the pool
was close to the Sheep Gate or Market. The Sheep Gate is not exactly located,
but was in the north-eastern corner of the wall (Neh 3:1, 3:32, 12:39). It was
called the Sheep Gate because it led out fo the sheep markets, where lambs
were sold for sacrifice in the Temple.



Note the minor variant

"Eotwv 8¢ ... €v th TpoPatiki koAuvupndpa by 01, A, D, 6,L,0,q,r!
Jeremias suggests that this perhaps points to the fact that the place
"Bethesda" was in the pool, namely the dividing portico.

Regarding the grammatical construction of:

"Eotwy 8¢ év toi¢ ‘Tepooodlpolc €mi T mpoPfatikfy kKoAuufnopa ..

It might be noted that there are two possibilities to accent the word

KoAUUBNOpw, either as nominative kKOAUUBNOPL, or as dative KOALUPNOPE.

1. Nominative: In this case one has to add a noun in the dative to €mL T

TpoPfatLkf). Normally one adds TOATY and gets sheep-gate: "There is in

Jerusalem by the sheep gate a pool, called .." In that case Bethesda is the name

of the pool.

2. Dative: In this case one gets: "There is in Jerusalem by the sheep-pool, a

place called .."

Against the nominative can be argued that

- no father or pilgrim mentions the addition of TOAY. All fathers take
Tpofutikf KoALUPNOpe together.

- Some witnesses omit the €Tl T, which removes the difficulty of the
construction.

- a pool cannot adequately be called a "house".

- since KOAULUPNOpa has no article, there shouldn't be one in front of
ETLACYOUEVT).

Against the dative can only be said that one is missing the explicite "a place".

But this is not unusual (compare Mk 15:7 or Lk 22:47).

If one accepts the dative one should speak of a place called Bethesda near the

sheep-pool and not of a pool called Bethesda.

Compare:

e E.W.G. Masterman "The Pool of Bethesda" The Biblical World 25 (1905) 88-
102 [prior to the latest finds]

e J. Jeremias "Die Wiederentdeckung von Bethesda" Forschungen zur Religion
und Literatur des Alten und Neuen Testaments 59 = N.F. 41, Gottingen,
1949, 26 pages

e L. Devillers "Une piscine peut en cacher une autre. A propos de Jn 5:1-9a" RB
106 (1999) 175-205



e U. von Wahlde "The 'upper pool’, its 'conduit’ and 'the road of the Fuller's
field' in the eights century BC Jerusalem and their significance for the
pools of Bethesda and Siloam" RB 113 (2006) 242-262

e D. Brizemeure et al. "Le Rouleau de cuivre de la grotte 3 de Qumrdn (3Q15).
Expertise - Restauration - Epigraphie I", STDJ 55.1, Leiden, 2006, page 203
(comment) and 215 (translation) [no Bethesda in the Copper Scroll]

e Reinhart Ceulemans "The Name of the Pool in Joh 5,2. A Text-Critical Note
Concerning 3Q15" ZNW 99 (2008) 112-15 [discussion of above article]

Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)
slight tendency to accept Bethesda



TVU 64

NAZ John 5:3 €V Tol0TOLG KOTEKELTO TARPOC TV doBevolvtwy, TUPAQY,
XWADY, ENpQv.
NA?’ John 5:4 -

BYZ John 5:3 €V TaUTOLC KOTEKELTO TARBOC TOAL TV @&oPevolvtwy
TUPADY YWARY ENpRdv ékdexopévwy tny tod Doutoc KivnoLy

BYZ John 5:4 &yyeAog Yap Kot KaLpOV kotéfoilvey év thi koAuvufnfpa,
Kol €tapoooey TO Vdwp: 6 obv mpdtoc éuBoc petd THY topoyny tod
0o0TOC, LYLNC EYLVETO, () SNTOTE KOTELYETO VOONUOTL.

T&T #48
T&T #49

with asterisks: S, A, I1, 045, 047, al’?, Sy-H

a) verse 3b:

Byz AS C%, D, W3 X3 A, 0, Y, fl,f13, 33, 213, 397, 565, 579, 799, 865,
892, 1071, 1241, Maj,
Lat, Sy-Pal, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo”, arm, geo, Chrys, Bois
TaPAAVTLKOY, ékdeyouévwy Ty tod 0VonTog Kivnowy
D, it, vg™ (Book of Kells)

txt P66,P75,01, A*, B, C*, L, T,0141, 157, 821, q, Sy-C, Co

b) verse 4.
Byz A, C%, L, X5 A, 0,Y, f1,f13,28, 213,397,565, 579, 799, 865, 892,
1071, 1241, 1424, Maj, it, vg“, Sy-P, Sy-H**, Sy-Pal, boP", Chrys, Tert, Bois

dryyelog yop kupiov A, K IL L, Y, A, 0233, f13, 1241, al, it*", vg©
EAVeTO for katéPaLver: A, K, II, W, 0211, 579, 1241, pc, r!, vg™s
katéfover €%, L, X5, A, O, f1, f13, Maj

txt P66,P75,01,B,C* D, T, W°, 0141, 33, 157, 821, 2718,
d, f,1,q, 114, vg>", pc, Sy-C, Co, arm, geo

Lacuna: X (but suppl.), Sy-S
B: no umlaut



English:

3 In these lay many invalids - blind, lame, and paralyzed,
waiting for the stirring of the water;

4 for an angel of the Lord went down at certain seasons into the pool,
and stirred up the water; whoever stepped in first after the stirring
of the water was made well from whatever disease that person had.

Tertullian (De Baptismo 5):

"Angelum aquis intervenire si novum videtur, exemplum futuri praecucurrit.
Piscinam Bethsaidam angelus interveniens commovebat. Observabant qui
valetudinem querebantur, nam si quis praevenerat descendere illuc, queri
post lavacrum desinebat."

"If it is thought strange that an angel should do things to waters, there has already
occurred a precedent of that which was to be. An angel used to do things when he moved
the Pool of Bethsaida. Those who complained of ill-health used to watch out for him, for

anyone who got down there before the others, after washing had no further reason to
complain."

Didymus (De Trinitate Libri Tres 2:14):

EVPOLUEY O€ OV - KOL TNV KOAUUPNOpoY - OLOAOYOUUEV®WG €LKOVK TOU
BoTTLOMATOC, AL OUK QUTMV TLYXAVOUOKY TNV oANBeLoy. M Yop €LKWV
TPOG KoLPOV - OL0 Kol omeE TOU €EVLHLTOU UTO CYYEAOUL KLYMOeEV TO €V
oUTT) LOWP KL €V LOVOV TOV TPWTOV KHTLOVTH.

G. Fee writes: "It is often asserted that Didymus (d. 398) also knew the reading,
but this is not quite accurate. It is clear from de Trinitate 2.14 that Didymus
knew the tradition about the angel. But it seems equally clear that he was not
acquainted with the actual text of the tradition, for there is not a single verbal
correspondence to John 5:4 in his sentence. Furthermore, he says the water was
stirred by the angel once a year! That is a far cry from the KaTe KeLpOV of the
text." (Evangelical Quarterly 54 (1982) 207-218)

It should further be noted that some have doubted the genuineness of De
Trinitate (i.e. that it really is from Didymus). There is only one manuscript from
the 11™ CE of which the title is missing. The work consists of three books. The
main argument for Didymus is that the church historian Sokrates mentions ca.
440 CE a work tar mepL TpLodog TpLoe PLPALe by Didymus.



Codex Alexandrinus:

The correction in A is not completely clear. Tischendorf, followed by NA, thinks
that originally A* omitted verse 3b. In that case A* would have written:
asgenountwntu T lwncw

Iwnxhrwn aggelosgarku
katakaironkelouetoenth
kolumbhgrakaietarasse

The corrected A€ reads:

asgenountwntuf Iwncw_LWNXHRWN
ekdecomenwnthntouudaTOSKINHSINAGGE
katakaironkelouetoenth LOSGARKU
kolumbhgrakaietarasse

From what is left visible below the correction this reconstruction fits good.
Especially the characteristic Rhos, which vertical bar extends below the line, are
still visible. Also the nomen sacrum bar above the final U is still visible. But it is
not completely secure. This should be checked at the original. (Image: CSNTM
48a, column B line 13-14)

In his ftranscription B.H. Cowper writes (London 1860, post Woide): "Videtur olim
scriptum fuisse, YWAWY ENPWY ayYYEAOG YOP KUPLOU, quae erasit antiqua vel.
1 m., et ad finem lineae praecedentis posuit quaedam, quaedam ad finem huius

lineae, caetera rescripsit."
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

Have 3b, but not 4: D, W?, 33, 2718, Lat, arm, geo
Have not 3b, but 4: A*, L
omit all: P66, P75, 01, B, C*, T, 0141, 157, 821, q, Sy-C, Co



http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

Very certainly this is not an original part of John's Gospel.

It is interesting that the two parts 3b and 4 don't have identical support. This
might simply be some copying error, but it is also possible that it indicates
independent origin. So actually Tregelles (Account.., 1854, p. 245): "the words
added to verse 3 seem to have been one scholion, and verse 4 another. [...] These
scholia belonged at first to different manuscripts (whether in margin or text);"

According to Zahn this might be an interpretation by Papias. It was probably
stimulated to explain verse 7:

NA%" John 5:7 GvOpwTOY 0UKk €xw Lve 0Tow TapeyBf TO Vowp PoAn We
clc Y koAuuPnBpov: v @ B¢ €pyodal €Yyw, BALoC TPO  EUoD
kotofolvet.

This is important to keep in mind. A complete explanation must also explain and
take into account verse 7!

It is generally held that it probably was an early marginal comment which made
it info the text.

The passage contains several un-Johannine expressions:

exdéyopal  "wait for", only here in the Gospels

KLUMOLG "movement, motion", only here in the NT

KOUTO, KOLPOV only here in the Gospels (Rom 5:6)
TPOYT "stirring up", only here in John, once in Mk 13:8
dnmote with a relative "whatever time", only here in the NT
Koctéx(o "hold fast, keep", only here in John

VOO "disease, illness",  only here in the NT

Y tod U6eTOC KLUMOLY: enclosed genitive, very un-Johannine style. John
would probably have written T Topoyny tod USKTOC.

KaTéPaLver €v: the use of €V with forms of Balvw is un-Johannine. John uses
€lc nowhere €V,

€upoc: is reserved for getting into boats. For people entering water
keTePelvouoLy and avefelvovoLy is used, also in Jo 5:7!

Already Tertullian (de bapt. 5) knew verse 4 and interpreted KT KoLPOV =
"once per year".

The words also probably stood in the Diatessaron, because Ephrem writes: "ILf
they believe that the Angel by the water of Shiloah was healing the sick, how
much rather should they believe that the Lord of the Angels purifies by baptism



from all stain?" - Only in the interpolated version there is any mention of an
angel. The words are also in the Arabic Diatessaron.

A. Pallis (Notes, 1926) writes: "In this passage we have to deal with two
corruptions. The first corruption is kKLUMOLV, a misreading of KEVWOLY, pouring
out. The afflicted were lying about in the shed waiting for fresh water to be
poured out into the bath, for the water of the previous day, being contaminated
by leprous and other diseased bathers, would be renewed every morning. ... The
second corruption is TapaXOf), a misreading of TEPAELOT). ... So that OTow
TopaEVOfy TO VOwP means when the water is poured out into the bath,
TopaELOT) being thus a synonym of kevwOi). Now, when these two corruptions
were committed, a miracle was imagined, and so the legend about an angel
agitating the water was formed and interpolated into the tfext. .. Some
manuscripts omit also the words ékdexopevwy Y Tod LdTOG KlvnoLy, but
these are indispensable, first because some reason had fo be assigned for the
presence of the diseased crowd at the bath and secondly because the word
Kivnow formed the foundation of the legend. On the other hand, the clause €V
M 8¢ €pyopal €yw, GArog PO €uod katofelvel evidently belongs to the
legend."

Maurice Robinson suggests the following (tc-list 16 June 1997):

“My own viewpoint is that the omission of vv.3b-4 reflects deliberate recensional activity,
performed primarily by the orthodox (thank you, Bart!) in order to remove a passage which
superstitiously might have encouraged a false worship of angels, exaggerated claims regarding
"healing spas" or the like in the early centuries, particularly in Egypt and the Western regions of
the Empire. Accidental omission hardly seems likely in regard to such a variant, especially when
some witnesses only omit verse 4 while others omit 3b and 4, and still others include 3b and omit
4. Such "mixed" recensional activity was faulty, however, in that none of it addressed (for
whatever reason) the problem of the wording of verse 7; yet that easily could have been
recensionally altered by a similar curtailing and replacement of the text into something like "Do
you want to become whole?" "Sir, I have no man, in order that he should assist me". Yet
recensional activity, even when clearly evidenced, is not always wholly rational, so

this fact occasions me no major difficulty, even when charging recensional activity in those early
witnesses in regard to vv.3b-4."

This suggestion appears not very probable to me.

The added explanation is very catchy. Once heard you will never forget it. It
appears very improbable that it was omitted deliberately. I think that what we
have here are "remains of this evangelic tradition which were rescued from
oblivion by the scribes of the second century" (WH).



It has been suggested that 5:3b-4 have been added together with the PA to
John. Both stories are catchy and make the impression of oral tradition.

The remaining problems are:

1. It has to be explained why some witnesses have 3b, but not 4 and vice
versa. I personally think that the suggestion by Tregelles of two
independent scholions which have finally been combined appears quite
possible.

2. Verse 7: Either verse 7 assumes knowledge of 3b-4 or 3b-4 have been
added as an explanation of verse 7. Since no convincing explanation for an
omission exists, one has to conclude that 3b-4 have been added as an
explanation of verse 7.

Compare:
e Z. Hodges "The Angel at Bethesda - John 5:4" Bibliotheca Sacra
136 (1979) 25-39
e Gordon D. Fee "On the Inauthenticity of John 5:3b-4." The
Evangelical Quarterly 54 (1982) 207-218

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 65

Minority reading:

NA%" John 5:9 kol €0B€wg €yéveto LYLNG O (rBpwmog Kol mMpey Tov
kpofottor abTod Kol Teplematel. "Hy 6¢ ocofPatov év ékelvn T
fuépg.

Not in NA but in SQE!

kel Nyépbn kol 01, q, b, e, j, 33, Sy-H**, (ac?)
et surrexit et

kol fHyépon D, f1, 13, d, ff2
et surgens Tis adds: arm

Sy-C omits kol fpev Tov kpaPattor adTod (h.t.? Kol - Kel)
Lacuna: X
B: no umlaut

Compare immediate context:
NA?" John 5:8 A€yel a0t® O ’Inoodc €yelpe dpov TOV KPUPaTTor oou
KoL TePLTOLTEL. Lat: Surge ...

Compare:

NA? Matthew 8:15 kol Mato TAC YeLpoc adThg, kol adfiker adtny O
TUPETOC, Kol NYEPON Kol SLnkoveL adTE.

NA?" Matthew 9:25 OTe O¢ €EePANON 0 OxAoc €loedbwy Ekpatnoey Tig
xeLPOC aDTAC, Kol MyEPON TO KopaaLov.

NAZ Mark 2:12 kol MYEPON kol €DOLC apog TOV KpaPattov EERAOev
EUTPOOdEY TAVTWY

Probably a conformation to immediate context verse 8. A natural addition.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 66

33.Difficult variant

NA?" John 5:10 €Aeyov ovv ol ‘TovdaloL TG TeBepameupévy: oaPfutov
€0TLY, Kol OUK €E€OTLY 00L Gpal TOV KPUPITTOV OOU.

BYZ John 5:10 éAcyov ovv ol ’lovdaiol T¢) teBepamevuévw Zapfotov
€0TLY o0k €EcoTiy ool apal TOV KpaPfutov

Byz A,B,C% K X A, 0141, f1,124, 2, 28, 157, 565, 700, Maj,
e, 27, NA®, WH, Gre, Weiss, Tis, Trg, Bal, SBL

txt P66,P75,01,Cc*,D,L, N, W> 0, A, I1, ¥, 0211, 0233, f13, 579, 892, 1071,
1241, al, Lat, Sy, Co, arm

Lacuna: X, 33
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verses:

> 4 4 ’
NA?" John 5:8 €yeLpe apov TOV KPUPUTTOV 00U KoL TEPLTATEL.
NA?" John 5:9 kal fpev TOV kpafattov adTod Kol TEPLETHTEL.

Compare next verse:
> 4 14 4
NA?" John 5:11 GpoV TOV KPUPRTTOV 0OU KL TEPLTATEL.

omit gov:  O1*
Compare also:
NA% Mark 2:9 dpov TOV KPoBaTTOV 00U KXl TEPLTATEL;
NA%" Mark 2:11 €yeLpe apov TOV KPAaPuTTtOr 00U Kol Vmaye
It is possible that the addition of 0OV is an attempt to harmonize to the
previous verses. Note that B supports the omission. Compare next variant.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 67

34. Difficult variant:
Minority reading:

NA? John 5:11 0 &€ GmekplON adTOlc" O ToLNoKC Me UYLR €kelvog pot

elmer: apov TOV KpaPuttOr 00U Kol TEPLTEL.

oc &€ P75, A, B, NA*®, WH, Weiss, Trg, SBL

txt  P66,01,C*, L, W™, X°, ©, 0141, f13, 579, 892, 1071, 1241,
all6, K, II, N, Y, A, A]

omit: C%, D, Y, fl, 28,157,565, 700, 1424, Maj[E, F, H, M, S, U, V, T
B: no umlaut

0 definite article
Bc; relative pronoun

Compare:
NAZ" Matthew 22:5 ol 6¢ queAnoavtec amiAbor, 0¢ uev €ig tov LdLov
Gypov, 0¢ 6 EmL TNV éumoplar ahTod:

txt B,L,W,0,fl1, {13,700, 1424, pc

0 6¢€ 01, C, 579, Maj

NA?" Mark 15:23 kol €8(600V a0TG) EOLUPVLOUEVOY OLVOV* O¢ &€ OUK
Elofev.  txt 01, B, T'*, 33, 579, 1424*
08¢ ACLP O, 700,f13, 28,157, Maj

It is possible that the complete omission was original and the other readings are
attempts to add a subject. On the other hand it is also possible that the unusual
use of OC here lead to the other readings. OC must be taken as a demonstrative

"this one".
The support for O¢ is incoherent. The support for the omission is bad.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 68

35.Difficult variant

NA%" John 5:12 fpWTnoay adTOV: TLC €0TLY O avfpwmog 6 €LTwy ool
apov KoL TEPLTOLTEL;

BYZ John 5:12 Hpwtnoay obv adtor Ti¢ éotiv O &ropwmoc 6 elTwy ool
Gpov TOV KpoPBaTOV 00V Kol TEPLTUTEL

Byz A C%, D, X3 A, 0,Y,0141, f1, f13, 33, Maj, Latt, Sy, sa™, bo, arm, [Trg]
oov TtOv kpaffotoy 579

txt Pé66,P75,01,B,C*, L, sa

A*, W°, A* omit due to h.t.

The supplementum W° ends here in the middle of verse 11 with ... Gpov TOV.
The first page of W proper starts with .. kpaPfatov oov kol TepLTATEL.
This could either be the end of verse 11 or the end of the Byzantine text of
verse 12. Since W is not Byzantine, it appears more probable that we have here
the end of verse 11. Then verse 12 has been omitted due to parablepsis in W
proper.

The texttype of W> and W is not significantly different.

Lacuna: X
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verses:
NA?" John 5:8 €yeLpe apov TOV KPUBNTTOV 00U KoL TEPLTATEL.
NA?" John 5:9 kal Nper TOV Kpafuttov adTod Kol TEPLETHTEL.
NAZ?" John 5:11 Gpov TOV KPUPRTTOV 00U Kol TEPLTATEL.

omit oou: 01*

Compare also:

> 4 /4 ’
NA% Mark 2:9 dpov TOV KPOBKTTOV 00U KXl TEPLTATEL;
NA?" Mark 2:11 €yeLpe apov TOV KpaBattor oov Kol Vmarye

NAZ" John 19:15 éKpalyoooy oDV €KELVOL® GpOV GPOV, 0TEVPWOOV VTOV.

Compare previous variant 5:10.

It is possible that the words have been added to harmonize with the previous
verses (so Weiss). On the other hand it is possible that they have been edited
out o avoid unnecessary repetition.



It has been noted that oc’ip(o is ftransitive and always takes a direct object,
except here. On the other hand it could be argued that here we have an
imperative short form as in Jo 19:15. M.A. Robinson calls this "wholly
ungrammatical.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:
NA?” John 5:15 &TAOer 0 &vOpwtog kol GrnyyeLdey tolg Toudalolg
0tL 'Inoodc éotiv O moLnowg ahTOV LYLA.

elmev 01, C, L, pc, WH, NA®, Tis, Bal

txt P66, P75, A, B, W, ©, ¥, 0141, f1, Maj, WH™
amyyeLiey D, K, U, X5, A, 13, 33, 1241, 1424, al

AéyeL 579

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA%" John 4:25 A€yer a0T® T yuvn oldaw OtL Meoolag épyetol O
Aeyouevog xpLotoc: Otar EABT Ekelvog, Grayyeiel MUY GTovTe.

Interestingly Gvoyy€AAW appears in the Gospels only in John. Mt, Mk and Lk
use GToYYEALW.

GUNYY€ELAED is comparatively unusual here. There would have been no reason to
change elev.

&y YEALW is probably a conformation to the preceding &TAABeV.

Weiss (Com. John) thinks that the unusual GUMyy€LA€V has been changed.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA%" John 5:16 koL &L ToDTo €6Lwkor ol Tovdaiol Tov ‘Incodv,
0tL ToDTe €molel év oaPpatw.

BYZ John 5:16 katl SLt. T0DT0 €dlwkov tov ‘Incodr ol Touvdaiol
kol €Citovr adTOV GmokTelvel, OTL Tadte €molel év oufBatw

T&T #51
Byz A,N, X% A, 0,Y,f13, 213, 865, 1071, Maj, e, f, q, r', 27, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo"'

txt P66,P75,01,B,C,D,L, W, 0141, f1, 69, 33, 397, 565, 579, 597, 821,
892, 1010, 1241, 2718, 2786, pc®,
Lat(a, aur, b, ¢, d, ff%, I, vg), Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, bo”*

Lacuna: X (but suppl.)
B: no umlaut

Compare second next verse 18:
BYZ John 5:18 6L ToDto o0V paiiov élntour oltov oi ‘Toudelol
QTOKTELVL

omit WaAdov: U, f, Sy-C

Compare also:

NA? Mark 14:1 kol €(MTOUV OL GPYLEPELC KOl Ol YPUUUATELS TAC adTOV
€V B0AW KPUTNOMVTEG GTOKTELVWOLY®

NA?" John 7:1 OtL €(ftour abtov ol TovdoloL GmOKTELVAL.

Reading verse 18 with LGAAOV seems to require a previous mentioning of the
words. Since this was not present, some scribes inserted the required words in
verse 16 and others omitted WAAOV in verse 18.

There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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36. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA? John 5:17 ‘O &¢ [Inoodc] &mekpivato adtole: O TETHP MOU €wg
apTL EpyaleTol Kayw €pyalopoL’

omit P75, 01, B, W, 0141, 892, 1071, 1241, pc, pbo,
WH, NA?®, Weiss, Tis, Bal, SBL

txt P66, A,D, L, X° 0, ¥, fl, 13,33, 579, Maj, Latt, Sy-S, Co

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse 16:
NA% John 5:16 koL 6Lee Tobto €dlwkor ol Tovdaiol tov 'Incody, OTL
toDtoc €molel €V oaPPiTw.

The addition of the subject is only natural here, because it is not clear from
preceding context who is speaking here.

Metzger notes that the absence of the name is possibly "an Alexandrian deletion
prompted by stylistic considerations".

Rating: 1 (NA clearly wrong)
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Minority reading:

14 > ~ ~
NA%" John 5:19 ’Amekpivato obv 6 ’Inoodg kol €icyer alTolg Guny
GUNY A€yw VLY, ol Sbratel O viog T molely ad’ exutod older éxv
un TL BAETY TOV Tatépo ToLobuTa

T 100 dropdTou D, f13, pc, d, arm

Lacuna: C, X
B: no umlaut

The words do not appear in immediate context. There is no reason for an
omission. The other occurrences of the term in John are safe (except for an
occasional mix of GVBp@TMOU and O€ol, see 5:25). Probably an accidental
addition.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 5:25 GumV auny A€yw LWLV OTL €pyetal Wpe Kol viv €oTLy
0Te oL vekpol dkolvoovoly TA¢ ¢wrfic tod uvloD Tod Beod kal ol
aKovoaVTEC (NOOLOLY.

T&T #52
Not in NA but in SQE!

viod tod avbpwmov K, II, S, Q, 28, 2718, al®°, Sy-H™, Sy-Pal, pbo

feod 070, pc'®

The 070 reading is not in NA, but in the ed. pr. and in T&T.
Lacuna: C, X
B: umlaut! (1356 B 24 L) ¢ dwriic Tod viod Tod Beod kol

Compare:

’ ~ 4
NA?" John 9:35 0U TLOTEVELS €LC TOV LLOV TOD avdpwmov;
BYZ John 9:35 0U TLOTEVELC €1 TOV LLOV ToD Beod;

Byz A,L,0,¥,070,0250, f1, f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo
txt P66,P75,01,B,D, W, pc, Sy-S, Co

This change here in 5:25 contradicts Metzger's remark on 9:35: "the
improbability of 8ol being altered to GVBPWTOL is so great, that the
Committee regarded the reading adopted for the text as virtually certain."

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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37. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA? John 529 kol €ékTopeboovTal OL T Gyodo TOLNOOVTES €Lg
avaotaoly (wic, ol 66 To Ppadio TPUEXVTEC €LC AVAOTHOLY KPLOEWC.

oL T P66¢, B, NA%°, WH, Weiss, Tis, Bal

Kol oL T0. P66™, W

oL &€ to.  P75,01, A, (D), L, X%, 0, ¥, 070, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 579, Maj,

WH™, [Trq]
oL & D

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

There would have been no reason to omit 6¢ here, except for symmetry reasons.
It appears probable that oL Te is original and that the additions of kol or &€
are attempts to smooth the abrupt change.
Irritating is only the support of P75 for 8¢.

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
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NAZ?" John 5:30 O0 S0vapol €Yw ToLELY &’ éuoutod 006V KoOWE GkoLW
KPLVW, Kol T) KpLoLg 1) €un Sikele €0tiv, 0TL o0 (NTd T0 OéANue TO
EUOV AL TO OEAMUN TOD TEUPaVTOC UE.

BYZ John 5:30 O0 S0vopol €yw ToLely &m éuautod o06ey: kabwe Gkovw
KPLVW Kol T) KpLoLg M éun OSikole €0Tly 0TL o0 {NTt® T0 BéAnua To
EULOV GAAX TO BEANUK TOD TEUPAVTOC e TOTPOC.

Byz X°, 0,1 1852¢ f13, 2, 28,700, 892, 1071, 1241, 1424,
Maj[E, 6, H, M, S, U, V, Y, T, Q, 047,063, 0211], it(b, c, ff2, 1, r!, 33), bo"

txt P66,P75,01,A,B,C,D, L, W,Y, A, 070, 0141, f1, 69, 33, 157, 565, 579,
al, Lat(a, d, e, f, q, vg), Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, bo®", Or

Lacuna: C, X, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA%" John 4:34 Aéyel adtolc O ‘Inoodg €uov Bp@dud €0TLy (va TOLHOW
70 BéAnue ToD TEUPOVTOC e Kol TEAELWOow a)ToD TO €pYyov.

add TotpOg: 1424

NAZ John 5:37 kol 0 TEUEC e TOTNP EKELVOC eaPTUPTKEY TEPL
€nod.
omit Tutnp: 13

NAZ?" John 6:38 OTL KatoéPnke amo Tod obpavod ody va ToLd TO
BEANUK TO EUOV GAAG TO BéANUK TOD TEUPOVTOC UE.
add Ttpog: D, 047,700, 118X, 892, 1424, al, it, Sy-S, Sy-C

NAZ" John 6:39 TODTO 8¢ €0TLY TO BEANUa TOD TEUYaVTOC W,
BYZ John 6:39 T0DT0 8€ €0TLY TO OéAnuo ToD méuParTog pe matpoc,
Byz K,IL, M, U, T, ©,f13, 33,579, 1071, Maj, Lat, Sy-H
txt Pé66,P75,01,A,B,C,D,L, T, W, Y, f1, 157, 565, 700, 892, al,
Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P

NA?" John 6:40 ToDTO yop €0TLY TO BEANUK TOD THTPOS WOV,
BYZ John 6:40 T00t0 6¢ €0TLY TO QéAnue ToD méulavtog Ue,
100 meplirvtoc e motpoc A, W, £13




b \

NA?" John 7:16 &mekplfn odv adtoic [0] 'Inoodg kal eimev: 1) éum
5Ly OVK €0TLY €Un GAAG TOD TEUPavToC e

add TeTPOC: 33

NA?" John 8:16 Kol €0V Kplrvw &€ €YW), 1) KpLoLg M éur aAndivm €otLv,
OTL HOvog olk elpl, &AL éyw kol O méupac e Tothp.

omit ﬂocm\ p: 01*, D, Sy-S, Sy-C, NA® WH [Trocrﬁp in brackets]

NA%" John 8:18 €YW) €ljl O HUPTLPRY TEPL EUNLTOD Kol WaPTUPEL TeEPL
epnod O TEuoc e Totnp.  safel

NA%" John 8:26 MOAAL €xw TeplL UUAV AdAElYy kol kplvely, &AL O
TeuPog pe T aAndng éoTLy,
add Tetrp: 01

NA%" John 8:29 kol O Téppog e T pet’ éuod éotiy:
add Tetnp: L

NA%" John 12:49 0TL €yw € éuautod o0k EAdANOK, GAL’ O TEUYnC e
TTNP GOTOC oL EVTOATY 8€dwKeV TL €lTw Kol Tl AaANow.

NA%" John 14:24 0 WUT GyoT@V We TOUC AOYOUC WOU 0D TNPeEl: kol O
LOYOC OV dkoVeTe OVK €0TLY €uOC aAAl TOD TMéUParToC pe Tatpoc.
omit TaTPOC: f13

The variations are difficult to decide internally. The phrase with Tt is more
clear and explicit, without TTNp it might be not clear who sent him.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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38. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ?" John 5:32 GAAOC €0TLY O HOPTLPRDY Tepl €uoD, kol oLdo OTL GANONC
€OTLY T) HOPTUPLE MY HOPTUPEL TEPL EUOD.

oLdute 01*, D, 124, pc, L547, L1016, a, aur, d, e, q, Sy-C, arm, geo'
scitis

t/4

oLdouey 1424, pc

01 is corrected by 01¢,

Lat(b, c, f, r!, vg) read txt ("scio").
££2, | omit (h.t.)

Lacuna: C, X, Sy-S

B: no umlaut

There is another who testifies on my behalf,and I  know that his testimony to me is true.
There is another who testifies on my behalf, and you know that his testimony to me is frue.

Compare immediate context:

NAZ John 5:28 u1 Oaupalete todToO,

NA? John 5:30 O0 &Uvopol €Yw TOLELY 4T EUautod O0USEV: KoOWC
GKOVW KPpLVw, kol 1 kplolc 7 éun dikole €otiv, O0tL o0 (Nt TO
BEANUO TO EUOV GAAG TO BéANUK TOD TEMPOVTOC We.

NA% John 5:31 'Eav €yw PopTup®d mepl €Uoutod, M HepTupLe oL OUK
€0TLY aANndNC

NA?" John 5:33 b€l Gmeotaikate Tpoc Twavvmy, kel pelapTUpNKeY T
GANOeio:

NA%" John 5:34 €yw &€ 00 ToPa AVvOpWTOL THY HaPTuploy AaUBarw,

Compare also:
NAZ?" John 4:25 Aéyel adT® 1) yurn: oide 0tL Meoolag épyetol O
AeyOUeEvoc xpLotoc: Otar €MDY ékelvog, Grayyeiel MUY GTovTe.
oldauer P66°, 016, L, N, A, f13, 33,1071, 1241, al,
f, Sy-H™, sa, ac?, bo, OrP'

NA% John 5:37 kol O Téupac He THTNP €EKELVOC WepapTUPNKEY Tepl
enod. olte pwrny adTod TWToTE AKkNKONTE 0UTE €160¢ (DTOD EWPAKNTE
“... you have never heard his voice or seen his form"




NAZ%" John 7:28 Kaue 0Ldote kol 0LdoTe TOPer elpl: kal &M épovtod odk
b 4 J s J \ e ’ e\ N ~ b b4
eANALO, AL’ €oTLY aAnBLYOg O TEpG |LE, OV DUELS OUK OLOOLTE®

NA? John 8:14 OTL oido TOBer MABov kol oD LMEyw: LUElg 8¢ olk
oLdate mOBev €pyopal T TOD LTUYW.

NA%" John 8:19 oUte €uc oldate olTe TOV TuTEPK WOV €L €ue MBELTE,
Kol TOV TTEPE Lo AV HBeLTE.

Both 0lde. and oldete make good sense. 018w is more hormal, because it is clear
that Jesus knows the truth. 01dwTe is the more dramatic reading, because if the
Jews know the truth about Jesus' testimony, they are even more guilty. It could
be argued that this is contradicted by verse 5:37, but the meaning is not exactly
the same. Generally in the Gospel of John the Jews do not know who Jesus is
and always wrongly interpret the Biblical evidence.

The oldwte fits good to the LuEl Gmeotaikute TPOC Twavvny in verse 33.
The Jews should know the truth from the testimony of John.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

’ ’ ~ 4
NA%" John 5:36 'Eyw 6¢ €xw v paptuplor pellw tod Tuavvov: To yop
€pyo 0 BEBWKEY HOL O TTNP Lve TEACLWOWw a0Te, o0TO TO €PYX O
TOL® LoPTUPEL TePL oD OTL O THTNP He GTECTUAKED.

ueillwy P66, A,B,E, 6, M\,N, W, A, ¥, 063, 0211,
f13, 33, 157, 579, 1071, 1241, al, Trg

ueilov 69
ueilove. D, 1424, pc

txt peilw 01, L, K, II, X5, A, ©, 0141, f1, 124, 565, Maj, WH

Lacuna: P75, C, X, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

},LEI’.C(O / LLEI:COVOC adjective accusative feminine singular comparative

},LEl’.C(x)V adjective nominative masculine singular comparative

txt "But I have a testimony greater than John's."
P66 et al.: "But I am greater than John and have the testimony (of God)."

Zahn note the following translation possibilities:

txt "I have the (required) testimony on a larger scale/to a higher degree
than John."

P66 et al.:"I have the (the only possible) testimony, as a more important figure
than John."

Metzger writes: " The latter [P66..] reading, however, gives an antithesis, that is
out of accord with the context."

This is not clear though. Both readings make good sense, but pellwv is clearly
the harder reading.

Metzger also notes that it is possible that pel{wV is just an incorrect form of
the accusative. This is supported by the following variant:

NA?" John 1:50 &mekplfn ‘Inoodc kel elmer adt®* 0TL €lmov goL OTL
€Ldov o€ LToKATW THC oukfg, TLoTeveLs; pellw TovTwY BYm.
uellwy P75, M, A, f13, 2%, 28,579, 1071, 1424, al

ucilova P66, 01, pc, Epiph (D lacuna)



wellw is accusative masc/fem. singular and is derived from pel{oo-o (normally
the forms are based on the comparative infix -LOV-, but there is a second
comparative infix -L00-. WeL{w uses both forms).

The incoherent support for the readings shows that the variation is at least in

part accidental.
Compare also discussion at 1:50.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(both readings mean basically the same)
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Minority reading:

NAZ" John 5:39 épavvate Toc ypadog, OTL UUELC Sokelte év odTolc (wny
oalwviov éxely: kol ékelvel eiowy al poptupodoal mepl éuod-

T&T #54

27°2% ¥ aur, e, q, P. Egerton 2 (lv, lines 7-10), Ir-*":
epovvate TG ypobag, €v elg LUelc Sokelte (wny ey
ékelval elow ol poptupodonl mepi éuod:
in quibus putatis vos vitam aeternam (- aur) habere,
et haec testimonio sunt de me. e
haec sunt, quae testifucantur de me q
et ipsae sunt, quae testimonium perhibent de me. aur

a, b, (ff%), Sy-C, arm:

epovvite Tog ypodac, OTL Vel Sokelte év adtelc (wny alwviov
€éxeLv kol ékelval elow al poptupodonl mepl éuod:

év alc duelc dokelte (wny éxely

ékelval elow ol poptupodool mepl éuod:

In quibus putatis vos vitam habere,

haec sunt quae testificantur de me. (ff? omits this last line)

epovvite tog ypodag, 0TL €V adtalc evpnoete (wny aiwvLoy ..
Gregory Thaumaturgus (3rd CE), Methodius (9th CE), Photius (9th CE)

Augustine (8 times, see Houghton):
Scrutamini scripturas, in quibus putatis vos vitam aeternam habere,
ipsae testimonium perhibent de me.

Lacuna: C, X, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

One question that arises with this variant is one of punctuation. Is it:

a) "You search the scriptures, in which you think that you have life; they are
they which bear witness of me."

or

b) “Search the scriptures: Those (scriptures) in which you think that you have
life, they it is that bear withess of me"

Is it an assertion (a) or a command (b)? In Egerton we have a command. In
Egerton there is a point after ypadac, but also a free space after €xeLv.



Curiously one Byzantine witness, manuscript 27, supports the Egerton reading
(T&T).

Some Western witnesses combine both forms! The T&T analyses found no Greek
support for this combination.

See:!
e T.W. Manson, Review of Bell/Skeat "Unknown Gospel and New Gospel", Journal of
Egyptian Archaeology 23 (1937) 130-132
e H.I. Bell "Search the Scriptures (Jo 5:39)" ZNW 37 (1938) 10-13
e M.-E. Boismard "A propos de Jean 5:39, essai de critique textuelle" RB 55 (1948) 5-34
e J.N. Birdsall "Photius and the text of the fourth Gospel" NTS 4 (1957-8) 61-3

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:
NA?" John 5:40 koL 00 Bédete €ABeiy Tpog pe v Comy T éxmre.
T alwviov D, ©, 69, pc, d, e, 29, Sy-P

aeternam

The IGNTP Byzantine edition of John lists: pc = 817, 994, L638, L1075, Chrys
Lacuna: C, X, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse 39:
NA?" John 5:39 €paLVate ToG Ypadog, OTL LUELG dokeite v adtale (wny
alwviov €xeLy: kol ékelval eloly ol peptupodonl Tepl €uod:

A natural addition from the previous verse. There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:
NAZ John 544 TR¢ O60vaoBe Uuelc miotebool 80fay Topd GAANAWY
AopPovovteg, kol Ty 80Eay Tty Tapd ToD wovou Beod obd (ntelte;

T&T #55

Not in NA and not in SQE!

GropdTWY A, 1071, 1241, 1424, al**°, Or®'
Lacuna: C, X, Sy-S

B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse 41:

NAZ?" John 5:41 AGfav Topd GrdpWTwy o AcuPir,

A natural conformation to verse 41. There would be no reason for a change to
AAANAWY.

A. Pallis (Notes, 1926) writes: "There is something wrong in this sentence, for
there is no logical connection between the two clauses. Perhaps T(¢ &UvaaBe
VUELe 0o Tapee GAANAWY AapPovely kol tny S0Fav KTA. How is it
possible for you, or any sane person, to prefer glory bestowed by another man,
and not rather seek that glory which comes from God? I cannot, however,
account for the intrusion of TLoTELOOL."

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:
NA? John 5:44 TQ¢ &UvaoBe Uuelc TLoTtebool S0Fav Topt GAANAWY
AopPovovteg, kol Ty 80kar Tty Tapd Tod wovov Beod ol (nrelte;

T&T #56 (in part)

No txt in NAl
T0D povou P66, P75, B, W, 228, 355*,
unico a, solus b a, b, sa, bo®', ac?, pbo, bo, arm™*, Or*'

0D povoyevoig Beod N, 1071 (not in NA, SQE and Tis! Only in Swanson!)

Txt 01,A,D,L,N,0,Y, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 213, 397, 565,
579,597, 821, 1071, 1241, 2786, Maj, Lat, Sy

WH have 6€0D in brackets.
Tregelles reads txt, but has additionally [6€00] in brackets in the margin.

Or: GAAX TNV 80fay THY &mo tod Wovou (ntodvtec (Com. Mt 15, 23)
He cites it twice with 6€oD in De Oratione 19, 2 and 29,8.

Lacuna: C, X, Sy-S

B: no umlaut

It is possible that some scribes got confused by the similar looking letters:
monouguouzhteite

Perhaps the overbar of the nomen sacrum has been interpreted as a deletion
label? On the other hand one could argue that scribes would not have easily
misinterpreted or overlooked such a NS bar.

The object 0€0¢ seems to be required, except one takes LOVOC as a noun. E.A.
Abbott in his "Johannine Grammar" notes that To0 WOVoL could be written as a
title ToD MOVou = "the only One".

The support for the short reading is strong.

Zahn (Comm. Jo) notes that Tape ToD WOvov Beod does not mean "from God
alone", but "from the one who alone is God", which, in context, is not very fitting.
Perhaps one can punctuate: "from the only one, (from) God, .."?



The second variant by N, 1071 is even more interesting, because it seems to be a
relict of the povoyevng 0€0¢ reading in 1:18! N has a lacuna at 1:18, but 1071
reads LLOC there.

Unfortunately T&T only lists the first variant and not the second (LOVOY€VOUQ).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

NA% John 6:1 Metoe tadtoe amfjirder 6 Inoodg mépoav Thg BaAiaoong
tfic TaAtdatac the Tifeprddoc.

T&T #57
1ic TaALdaloc P66*, 1093
tfic T1BepLadog (6), N, 047, 0210, al®?, bo™

tfic Fodtdoioc TiBeprddoc  579° (579* reads txt)

tfAc TaAtdatac eic to pépn thc TiBepLadoc
Galilaeae in partes (fines d) Tiberiadis
D, ©, 397,597,892, pc?, b, d, e, j, r!, 33

omit: 157, pc*

P66: the words are added in the margin.

G omits OaAooong also (h.t.)

579: see Royse (Scribal Habits, 2008, p. 446)
Lacuna: C, X

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA%" John 6:23 dAAe NABer TAoL[apL]e ék TiBepLadog €yyug tod TOTOU
0Tou édaryov TOV GPTOV €DYPLOTNOKVTOC TOD KLPLOU.

Looks like a conflation, but the support for the short forms is just too weak. It
is more probable that the short forms are either stylistic improvements,
removing one redundant term, or accidental omissions due to parablepsis (T1¢ -
™e).

It is possible that the D reading represents a tradition in which the feeding
took place near Tiberias and not Bethsaida (so Boismard).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:
NA?” John 6:4 v &€ éyylLc TO Taoye, 1 €opth TV Toudalwy.

T&T #59

omit verse: 163*, 1634, 2206
cum asteriscis: 156, 178, 187, 748, 2525, 2684

omit TO TAOYK: church fathers, probably: Ir, Or

WH note on T0 Taoyw: perhaps a primitive interpolation

472 (= c*): Scrivener notes in his collation: "obelo notatur rubro in marg", T&T
have it for txt.

Lacuna: C, X

B: no umlaut

The longer period of Jesus' ministry in John (about 3 years) caused problems,
because the other Gospels speak only of one year.

See the extensive discussion in WH (Notes on Select Readings, p. 77-81).

T&T note no witness for the sole omission of TO oY

Compare: Theodor Zahn, Commentary on John, Excursus 4.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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39.Difficult variant:

NAZ?” John 6:7 &mekplOn adtd [0] PLALTTOC SLakooiwy dnraplwy &ptol
o0k apkodoLy adTolc Tvo ékoatog Ppeyd [tL] Adpn.

BYZ John 6:7 "AmekpiOn a0t®  PiALTmog, Alakoolwy dnreplwy &ptol
o0k apkodoLy adTolc, ra ékaoto¢ adtdV Bpoyld T AdPY).

Byz P75,A,B,D,0, ¥, 0141, 1, f13, 33, 579, Maj, Trg, WH, SBL
txt  P66,01,L,N, W, 892, 1071, pc

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Context:

NA?" John 6:5 A€yeL mpoc PiiLmmov:

omit TOV:  P66,01,B,D,L, N, W, A, ¥, 33,579, 892, pc
add TOv: A, 0, f1, 13, Maj

Compare:

NA%" John 1:46 Aéyel adt® [0] PLALTTOC €pyou kol To€.
omit 0: P66*,01, A, W°, 0, ¥, f1, f13, Maj

add 0: P66°, P75, B, L, 33,579, L2211, pc

NA*" John 12:21
obToL olv mPoofAbor PLALTTW TG &m0 Bnbowide thc TaAidwnloc
add TG): D, W

NA% John 12:22 épyetot 0 PLALTTOC kel A€yel T@ "Avdpéq, €pyetal
"Avdpéac kol PLALTTOC kol AéyouoLy 6 ‘Inood.

add 1 6: P66, P75, B, L, 33, 157, 892, 1071, 1241, pc

add 2™ 0:  P66*, W

NA?" John 14:8 Aéyel adte) PiiLmmog: KUpLE,
add 0: 01

There is a great variation with ®IALTTOC and the article. No clear rule is
discernible. Since normally the Majority text adds the article, there is a slight

tendency here to regard the reading without the article as original.

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
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40. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" John 6:7 &mekplOn adt® [0] PLALTTOC SLakoolwy dnraplwy dptoL
00K apkoboLy adTolc v ékoatog Ppeyd [tL] AaPn.

omit P75, B, D, it, Trg, WH

txt P66,01,A,L,W,0, Y, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 579, Maj,
Lat(c, f, vg), Sy-H, [Trg™]

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

BpaxV TL "a small amount"

Compare:

LXX Psalm 8:6 HAXTTWo0C a0TOV Bpoy TL Tap’ &y yEAOUC
NA?" Hebrews 2:7 NAQTTWOG a0TOV BpoyD TL Tep’ dyyEAOUG

NA?" Hebrews 2:9 TOV 8¢ Bpoyl TL Tap’ &yyEAOLG

NAZ" Acts 5:34 ... ék€devoer Ew Bpoayl Toug GrBpwmoue ToLfjowL
ﬁgaxl') TL 015, 025, 049, 056, 1241, Maj

Curious support. Difficult to judge.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA?" John 6:11 éAafer oDV Toug aptoug O ‘Inoodc kol €dYopLOTNOOG
SLESwKeY TOLC GVOKELLEVOLE OMOLWG Kol
ek TOV oYaplwr 0oov Hdelov.

BYZ John 6:11 éAafPev &€ Toug &ptoug O ‘Inoodg kol e€dyapLoTNoaG
SLedwker TOlg uadnToic, ol &€ pobnTol TOlC AVOKELUEVOLS OMOLWE Kol
ek TOV OYaplwr 0oov HBeiov

Byz 01, D, A, O, ¥, 13, 1071, Maj, b, d, e, j, Sy-S, ac?, bo™ss
tolc wadnteic adtod, ol O€ uodntal 157, 1424

txt  P28(3™ CE), P66, P75, 01%, A, B, L, N, W, I1, 063, 0141, f1, 33, 565, 579,
1241, al, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa, pbo, bo, arm, goth

Lacuna: C, X
B: umlaut! (1357 C 1 R) SLESWKEY TOLC GVOKELULEVOLC

"and Jesus took the loaves, and having given thanks he distributed to the disciples, and the
disciples to those reclining, in like manner, also of the little fishes as much as they wished."

Parallels:

NA? Matthew 14:19 Kol KAGOKG €8WKEV TOLC Wodnteic Toug &pToug, Ol
8¢ uadntol Tolg OYAOLC.

NA% Matthew 15:36 €AxBev TOUC €TTO GPTOUC Kol TOUC LyOloc Kol
eOYOPLOTNONG €KAnOEY Kol €6LO0L TOlC ModNTolg, ol 6¢ podntol Tolc
Oy AoOLC.

NAZ Mark 6:41 kol €5Ldov Tol¢ pabntaic [wdtod] Tve mTapatld@oLy
a0TOLE, Kol TOLG V0 LyBlng EuépLocy TaoLY.

NA? Luke 9:16 koL €6L60U TOLG podnTolc Topadelvol T¢) OYAW.

It is possible that the term fell out due to h.t. (TOLC - TOLG).

Possibly the words have been added, because the disciples also collected the
pieces left over, or to avoid a similarity with the Last Supper?

The most probable explanation is that the words have been added as a
harmonization to the Synoptics (so also Weiss).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:
NAZ John 6:12 ¢ 8¢ évemAnodnoav, Aéyel tolc podnTeilc odTod
OUVOYOYETE T TEPLOOEVONVTH KAKOUOT, LVo PUn TL GTOANTOL.

Not in NA and not in SQE!
amoAnToL €€ abTdr. D, d, f, bo

pereat ex illis f
pereat ex eis d

¢k 0TV amoAntaL. ©,L735,b, 1, rt
ex illis pereat

Lat(a, aur, c, e, ff2, J. 9. vg) read txt (ne pereant).
Lacuna: C, X
B: no umlaut

Again a natural addition. Not from context. Arisen probably independently.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ John 6:14 OL oDV &vOpwmoL Ld0vTec 0 ETOINCEY Onuelor €Aeyov
0TL 00TOC €0TLY GANOGDC O TPOPNTNG O EPYOUEVOC €LC TOV KOOUOV.

T&T #62

0. éToLnoey onuelee P75, B, 091(fragm. 6™ CE), pc’, a, bo, ac?, arm, WH, Trg™
pc = 109, 207, 1273, 1654, 2487, 2722, 2768

txt 01,A,D,L, W, A, 0, %Y, 0141, f1, f13, 28, 33, 565, 700, 1071, Mqj,
Lat, Sy, goth, WH™, NA®
70 onuelov 0 émolnoer 157, 1010, 1293, al®
émoincey onuelov 213*,579

For 091 compare Gregory, Textkritik ITI, p. 1063. T&T and IGNTP confirm.
Lacuna: P66, C, X
B: no umlaut

Compare:

27 \ b ’ b \ b4 b ~ ~
NA“" John 2:23 TOAAOL €TLOTELONV €LG TO OVOUX LTOD BewpoLVTEC
o0TOD TO ONUeEln O €moleL’
NA?" John 6:2 koAoUBeL 8¢ ahT® OxAog TOADE, OTL €Bewpouy To OMUEL
0 €ToleL €L TOV doBevoivtwy.
NA?" John 6:26 {NT€LTE we oy OTL €ldete onuele, AL’ OTL édayete €k
TOV GpTWY Kol €xopTaodnte.

The singular onpelov refers specifically to the Feeding. The plural is more
general and it is possible that it is a scribal assimilation to 2:23 or 6:2 (so
Weiss).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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41.Difficult variant

NA?" John 6:15 'Incolc 0OV yroug OTL WéAlovoLy €pyeoBal kol opmaleLy
a0TOV (vo TOLNOWoLY BooLAEN, QVEXWPNOEY THALY €i¢ TO OpOC
a0TOC WOVOC.

BYZ John 6:15 'Incolc o0v yvoug O0tL péAlovoLy épyeodul kol opmaleLy
a0TOV Tvo ToLNowoLy adTor BaoLAén GrexwWpnoey elc t0 0Opog
®0TOC WOVOC

TaALY not in NA and SQE but in Tis!

qreypnoey maALy  P75,01%, A,B,D, K IL L,N,Y, ©, A, 0141, 0211, f1,

secessit iterum 124, 33, 157, 565, 579, 700, 1071, al

it(b, d, e, f, q, r', 27, 33), Sy-S, Sy-H, Sy-Pal,

sa, arm, goth
dveyWdpnoey W, A, ¥, 13, 28, 1424, Maj, Sy-P, bo, Or
PpedyeL TEALY 01*, Lat(a, aur, ¢, ff, 1, vg), Tis, Bal
fugit iterum

debyeL kol dveywpnoey TIALY — Sy-C

Lacuna: P66, C, X
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA% John 6:3 aviABer &¢ eic T0 0poc 'Inooldc kol €kel ékadnto peto
TAV PodnTodr adTod.

a) TaALY

There is no reason for an omission. It is possible that the word has been added
to refer back to 6:3.

Occurrences/verses of TOALV in the Gospels:

Mat, 16/1068 1.5%

Mar, 26/673 3.9%

Luk, 3/1149 0.3%

Joh, 45/878 5.1%



b) belyeL / avexwpnoey

Very slim Greek support. This word is never used for Jesus elsewhere. It is
certainly the harder reading. It fits good in the context. Metzger thinks it has
been introduced "to enliven the narrative". It is possible that it comes from the
Latin fugit (note that 01 is Western in Jo 1-8!).

GVOYWPEW occurs 11 times in Mt and once in Mk. Additionally it appears twice
in Acts.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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42. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" John 6:17 kol éupavtec elc mAolov fipyovto Tépar ThHC OauAnoong
elc Kaoproolu. kel okotio f)n éyeyovel kal olmw EAnAUBeL mpog
adToug 0 ‘Inooig,

koTélafer &€ oitolc 1) okoTLo 01, D, d, Tis, Bal
Adpraehendit autem eos tenebra

Lacuna: P66, C, X
B: no umlaut

For L* Swanson reads:

koTéAafev &€ adTouC 1) okotle NoN Eyeyovel

This reading is not in NA and SQE. It is probably just a conjecture by Swanson.
L reads txt.

Tischendorf writes: "post OUW quae primitus scripta fuerant, erasa sunt
corumque loco ab ipsa prima manu Kl legitur; id quod edidimus." (folio 213)

So, after Kadopraolu one and a half line have been erased. Over the erasure
of the first line a kol has been written:

ploionhrconto skotiahdhegego
peranthsgalas neikaioupwelh
shseiska®farna ..

oumkai ----------

This means that originally after the oum no kol appeared, otherwise it would

not have been written over the erasure. It is interesting that the scribe did not
continue after the koL, but left the lines blank. This could mean that he noted
the error only later.

The proposed reconstruction by Swanson would look like this:

ploionhrconto skotiahdhegego
peranthsgalas neikaioupwelh
shseiska®farna ..
oumkatelaben

deautoush-----



The reading by Swanson makes no real sense. It also does not fit good into the
two lines. It is also strange why L, which is not Western, should adopt this
curious reading here.

txt "And darkness had already come"
01, D "Darkness had come upon them/caught/overtook them"

Compare:

NA?" John 1:5 kol TO GXC €v Th okoTle dalvel, kKol M _okoTle, adTO 0D
KO TEAXBEV.

NA% John 12:35 TepLTATELTE WG TO GOC €XETE, LYo UT) OKOTLO UUAC

Koo AP

Compare also:
Protogospel of James 14:1 kol KotéAofey adTOV VUE

Interesting variation, possibly idiomatic. It is noteworthy that this usage only
appears twice in John and not in the Synoptics.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 47) thinks that the words should emphasize the
unexpected beginning of the darkness.

Zahn (Comm. Jo) thinks that the txt reading with éyeyovel is an assimilation to
the following pluperfect EANAUBEL.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 6:17 kol €upavtec €lg mAolov fipyovto Tépay Th¢ Oadooong
cic Kadoproolu. kel okotio Hom éyeyovel kol olmw €AnAlBer mpoc
adToug 0 ‘Inoodg T,

T&T #64

T elc TO mAolov K, 13,543, 828 (=f139), al®®

f13 not mentioned in NA and SQE, but in Swanson and Geerlings! According to
Geerlings 69, 124, 174, 230(all £13°) omit. In T&T only 13 and 543 are noted for
the words.

Checked from images: 13, 828 have the words. 69 omits. 346 has a lacuna.

Lacuna: P66, C, X, I1
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA% John 6:21 M0edor olv AcPelv adTOv €l TO TAoLlov, Kol €VBEWC
€y€veto 1O TAOLOV émi Thg yhg eic N umfyov.

NA%" John 6:22 T7 émadpLov 0 OxAoc .. €ldov OtL .. o0 ovveLofABev
Tol¢ podnroic avtod O ‘Inoodc €ig TO mAOTOV GAAG poOvoL ol podntel
a0toD amfjAbor:

Probably added from context to be more specific.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA?" John 6:22 T émadpLov 6 OxAoc O €otnkwe Tépay ThHe OBaAnoomng
cldov OTL TAOLAPLOV &AAO OUK NV €Kel €l urm ev
kKol OTL 00 ovveLofjilder Tolc padnteic adtod 6 'Inoodc €i¢ to TAolov
GAAG wovoL ol padntoal adtod amfibov:

BYZ John 6:22 T émadpLov 0 OxAog 0 €0Tnkw¢ TéEpay Thg OaAnoomng

b \ ¥4 4 b4 b > ~ b \ V4 b ~ b Q b ’
LOWVY OTL TAOLOPLOV BLAAO OUK MV €KEL €L Y] €V EKELVO ELC O €veRnooy

oL podntal odtod
kel OTL o0 ouvelofil@er tol¢ podntalc adtod O ’‘Inoodc €ic 1O
TAOLAPLOV GAAG WOVOL ol podntal adtod, amfiibov:

T&T #66

Byz 01*, D, A, ©,0141, 0211, f13, 33, 397,597, 821, 1071, 2786, Maj,
a,d, e, 27, 33, Sy, sa, arm, geo
omit ékelvo D, 0211, 33, 1071, pc, Sy-H

txt P75,01%% A,B,L,N, W, ¥, 063, f1, 22, 157, 213, 565, 579, 799*, 1010,
1241, 2561*, 2718, al®®, Lat, bo, pbo, ac?, mf, goth

Sy-S: "illegible" (Burkitt)
Lacuna: P66, C, X
B: no umlaut

The next day the crowd that had stayed on the other side of the sea saw that there had been
only one boat there -- that into which his disciples entered --. They also saw that Jesus had
not got into the boat with his disciples, but that his disciples had gone away alone.

Compare:
6:16 When evening came, his disciples went down to the seaq, 17 got into a boat, and started
across the sea to Capernaum. It was now dark, and Jesus had not yet come to them.

Probably a clarification what boat is meant and that it is strange for Jesus being
there without another boat.
There is no reason for an omission.

A. Pallis (Notes, 1926) writes: "The difficulty of the passage is increased by the
article oL having dropped out before €L60V; without its addition the text reads

as if it were on the morrow that the disciples saw that there had not been
another boat."



Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA?" John 6:23 &AAo HABer TAoi[dpr]o ék TiBepradoc éyyuc tod TOTOU
0Tou édaryov TOV GPTOV €DYaPLOTNOKVTOC TOD KLPLOU.

BYZ John 6:23 &AM 8¢ HABer TAoudpre ék TiPepradoc €yyLe Tod TOTOU
0oL €ayor TOV GPTOV €DYUPLOTNONVTOS TOD KLPLOV

T&T #67
oAL = "other"

A NABer mAOla €k Tfic B

GAAe  NABer mAola €&k P75, Trg™, WH (1)
aAAo 66 AABer TAOLM €K W, 157, pc'?
dAAx O€ mAOlo NABev €&k ¥, 280

GAAo &€ mAole ék Tifepradoc HABer 0141

emeA0OvTOY oY TV TAolwy ek 01

AAAOY TAOLOPLWY EMEABOVTWV D
&AL 6€ AAOey TAOLApLY éK A, A, ©,f13, 28,700, 1424, Maj
0AAe  NABev mAoLopLe €k NA?, Bois, Weiss, Trqg, Bal

(no manuscripts support!)

dAAx O€ fY  mAoLdpLo ék 892

aAA  MABoV TAoLopLo ék 091, 33, Tis

dAA  mAoLdpio HAOoV €k 397, pc!

dAAx &€ NABoV TAoLdpLY €k M, T, f1, 124, 565, al*®°

aAA O€ mAoLopLo AAOoV ék K, 1071, 1241, al®®

&AL TAoudpre ék TBepradoc HABov L, (213, 799 add &¢)
kool &AL 6 fABorv TAoudpLe ék THC N, pc?

kool @AM QAGov TAoudpLo ék 579, pc®

Swanson has G@Aio O6¢ TAOLe €Kk for W in error. NA, Lake and IGNTP
(majuscule) have TAOL NAB€V against Swanson.

Lacuna: P66, C, X

B: no umlaut



Latin:
"naves" aur, b, ¢, f, ff%, 1, r!, vg
"naviculae" a,d, e, q

Only a reads 6¢ (autem).

The txt reading is not in any manuscript and it is strictly speaking a conjectural
emendation The NA apparatus separates the word TAola/TAOLEPLX from the
rest and gets thus witnesses for both variants.

When omitting the bracketed part the words are read by P75, (B) only.

Compare previous and next verse:

NA? John 6:22 TH émavpLor 0 OxAoc O €0TNKWE Tepay The BaAnoomg
cldor OTL TAOLEPLOY GAAO OO0k MU ékel €l un e kal OtL 0
ouvelofABer tolc podnteic adtod 0 'Inoodc eic T0 mAOTOV GAAX povoL
ol padntal adtod dmhrdor:

BYZ John 6:22 TH émavpLor 0 OxAog 6 €otnkwe Tépay ThHg OBaiaoong
Loy OTL TAOLEPLOV BALO ODK TV €kel €l umn €v ékelvo €ic O eveRnony
oL podntel odtod kol OTL 00 OLVeELofABer Tolc Madntalc wdTod O
‘Incod¢ €lc TO TAOLOPLOY GAAX pOvoL ol podntal odtod, amhrdov:

The first occurrence (blue) is basically safe except for e, q: "navis" for
"navicula"l (not in NAl)

The second occurrence:

TAOLdpLoY A, ©, 579, 700, Maj, a, f, q, r! ("in navicula")

TAOLOV P75,01,A,B,D,K, L, N,W,VY¥, 0141, f1, f13, 28, 33, 157, 565,
1071, 1424, pc, Lat ("in navem")

NAZ John 6:24 évéfnoar aldtol €ic To TAOLEPLe kol MABOV el
Kagopraobp {nrodvteg tov ‘Incodv.
elc T mAole A, A, ©, 0141, f1, 28, 157, 565, 700, 1424, Maj, q, Sy-H
€elc T0 TAolor  O1*
elc o mAowopLe. P75,01%, B, L, N, W, ¥, 33,579, 892, 1071, al,
Lat, Sy-H™

B: no umlaut



Compare also:

? ~ ~ ~ ’
NA* Mark 3:9 kol eimer tolg pebntalc obTod v TAOLOPLOV
TpookapTePT adT® Lo Tov OxAov Tva pn BALBwoLYy adTov:

NA%" John 6:17 kol €upavtec €ic miolov  safel

NA?" John 6:19 koL €yyU¢ ToD TAOLOU safel
NA?” John 6:21 €ic TO TAolov .. TO mAOLOV safe!
NA?" John 21:3 €i¢ TO TAoLOV safel

NAZ John 21:8 ol 8¢ &AAOL padnTol T¢) TAoLaplw MABoV, safe!

But note:

NA%" Luke 5:2 kol €l6ev 800 TAOLe €0T@TE Tapd THY Alpvmy: ol &€
AALELC G a0TOV amoPavtec EmALVOY TO SLKTUX.

d0o mAotee  P75,01,C%, D, O, f1, f13, Maj, Lat

mTAolw 800 B, W, 579, 892, pc, e, WH

800 mAoLapLe A, C*, L, Q°, ¥, 33,1241, 1424, al, NA®®

A curious nest of readings.
There are several problems here:

1. The addition of 8¢ and Kal:
These conjunctions have probably been added to make clear the meaning of
GAA = "other" and to distinguish it from the conjunction dAAG = "but",

2. Singular versus plural HA0ev / HABoV:

The singular is the more unusual usage with a neuter plural. The plural may come
from the &TAABOV in 6:22.

3. the diminutive form: TAOLa/TAOLAP LA

TAOLa is read by: P75, (01), B, W, ¥, 157, pc, Lat

This is the most difficult point.

Blass notes that diminutives are not accepted in "good Greek", so it is possible
that scribes changed TAoLEpLW into TAOL. But note Lk 5:2 where A, C*, L et al.
changed TAOLw into TAOLEP LW, probably secondary.

4. ¢k / €k TAC

TNC is read by: B, N, W, 1071, pc

Compare:

NA% John 6:1 Tépav Thc Oadnoone thc Naitiatoc the TiBepLasdoc.
NAZ" John 21:1 émi TA¢ Baiaoone thg TiBepradoc:




Probably added from verse 6:1 where the lake is meant.

Now putting all these arguments together we get the txt reading. If one values
the external evidence higher, then the P75 reading GAAe MABev TAOLe €k
should be taken. The bracketing is, although very unusual, ok therefore.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(brackets ok)
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Minority reading: A

NA%" John 6:23 Al HABcr mAoL[apr]e ék TiPepradog €yyug tod TOTOU
0Tou édaryov TOV apTov €dyapLoTHONVTOC TOD KupLov.

T&T #68
omit: D, 091, 69%, 788(=f13), a, d, e, Sy-C, (Sy-S), arm, geo’, Bois

10D kupiov edyaplLotioortoc f1 (1, 118, 205, 209, not 1582!)

edyopLotioartoc 1o ‘Incod al'’®, sy-P, Sy-H™

69: The words have been added in the margin by a different pen.

Sy-S omits until verse 24 TAOLOPLEL.

Boismard adds Tatian's Diatessaron for the omission. The verse is not
commented upon in Ephrem and the Arabic has the words, though.

Lacuna: P66, C, X

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" John 6:11 €Aofer obv Toug &ptoug O ’Inoodg kol €dyopLoTNOeC
SLESWKEY TOLC GVUKELUEVOLG

NAZ John 6:24 0te oDV €ldev 0 0xAo¢ OTL ‘Inoolc OVK €0TLY €Kel 00dE
oL podntol adtod, évéfnoar altol €ic T mAolapie kel MHAOOV €l
Kagopraobp (nrodvteg tov ‘Incodv.

The words are not really needed. If it is a secondary addition it would be a very
strange one. Possibly added to make clear what eating is meant (6:11)? It is more
probable that the words have been omitted as unnecessary. Note the even
further omission by Sy-S.

KUPLOG is only rarely used in narrative of John (11:2).

Compare discussion at Lk 24:3.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

o 3 ~ ~ 4 n
NA%" John 6:32 €lmer obv adtolg 0 Inoodg auny auny Aéyw Lply, ov
Mwiofic 6édwkey LUV TOV Gptov ék ToD 0Vparod, GAL’ O TaThHP KO
SidwoLy DUTY TOV dpTov ék ToD olparod Tov GAnOLVOY:

€bwkev  B,D,L,W,pc, Cl, Trg, WH, Bal
txt OESWKEV P75,01,A, T, 0, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 579, Mqj, Or, WH™, Tis

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Immediate context:
NA?" John 6:31 &pTOV €k TOD 0UPNVOD €EBWKEY aDTOLE Goyely.

dedwker 01, W, O, f13, pc

Compare:

1. Change from 8€8WKeEY to EBWKEV:

NA?" John 3:35 kol TavTe, 6€6WKEY €V T1] XeLpl adTOD.
€6wKeV D, K

NAZ?" John 5:22 GAAQ TNV KPLOLY TROOY SESWKEY TG LLE,
€0wKeEY G, f13

NA%" John 5:36 T0, Y&p €PYX 0 SESWKEY oL O TP LYo TEACLWOwW )T
€6wKeY A, D, 0, 579, Maj

NA% John 6:39 Tva, TaYy 0 SESWKEV HOL UT) GTOAEOW €€ adToD,
€6wKeY A, D, ©, 579, Maj

NAZ?” John 7:19 O0 Mwiofig 8€édwkey VULV TOV VOUOV
€dwkey B, D, H, I, pc, WH

NA?" John 7:22 6L ToDT0 Mwiof¢ 6€6wKEY VULV THY TEPLTOUNY
€dWKeY D, L, pc

NA%" John 10:29 0 TP KOU O SESWKEV WoL TovTwy Wel{ov €0TLy
€dwKey P66, P75, M, U



NA% John 12:49 a0TOC HOL EVTOANY 8E8WKeY TL €lTw Kol TiL AaANow.
€dwKeV D, L, ©, Maj

NA?" John 18:11 TO TOTHPLOV 0 SEBWKEV WoL O TTNP OV WN TLw adTo;
€0WKeV D.N,A, 0, V¥, 1424

1. Change from €6wKeY to GEBWKEV:

NA%" John 4:12 ... "ToakP, 0¢ €8wKey NULY TO Gppénp
dedwkey P66, P75, C, f13, pc

NA?" John 13:3 €l8W¢ OTL TVt €6wKeY DTG O THTNP €LC TOC XELPUG
dedwkey P66, P75, A, D, O, P, f13, 33, Maj
€6wKeY 01, B, K, L, W, 070, 1,579, L844, pc

A typical variation.

dedwker / €dwkev in John = 10 : 11.

Of the Gospels it is only in John, that 8é8wkeV appears. The perfective usage
of 6LBWL is typically Johannine. He uses it 23 times. A change from 8€6wkev
to €BWKEV is thus more probable. This can be also seen from the examples above
which show 9 changes from 6€6wWKeEY to €BWKEY, but only 2 the other way round.
And it is not at all clear, if these 2 examples are really valid, because it is
possible that here the txt reading is wrong.

Possibly €6wkeV is a conformation to immediate context, verse 31 (so already
Weiss).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:
NA?" John 6:36 ’AAL” €lmov ULV OTL

e ’ ’ \ ” 4 T
Kol ewpokoate [ue] kol o0 TLoTEVETE T .

Kol €0pakote Kol o0 TLoTedeTe

Kol €wpdkate Kol o0 miotedete pol.
Kol €0PAKOTE e Kol 00 TLOTEVETE oL.

_ EWPAKOTE ME Kol 00 TMLOTEVETE .

01, pc,a, b, e, q, vg"™,
Sy-S, Sy-C, Tis, Bal

A (not in NA but in SQE!)
W, II¢, bo™

(also not in NA but in SQE!)

K, A (not in NA and SQE!)

txt P66,B,D,II* L, T, A, 0, %, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 565, 579, 1071, Mqj,

Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, goth

Note that A and W have oL after mLotelete | This is not noted in NA.

T reads according to Balestri (ed.pr.) and Tischendorf:

KoL €EQPAKOTE PN Kol 00 P TLoTeVETE.
IGNTP does not note the second pun.

WH, NA? both have li€ in brackets.

P75 has a lacuna. Acc. to NA it reads txt "vid".

Lacuna: C, X
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" John 6:26 {NT€LTE we oy OTL €ldete onuelo, AL’ OTL édayete €k

TOV APTWY Kol €XOPTaodnTe.

"you are looking for me, not because you saw signs, but because you ate your fill of the loaves."

John 5:37-40 And the Father who sent me has himself testified on my behalf. You have never heard
his voice or seen his form, 38 and you do not have his word abiding in you, because you do not
believe him whom he has sent. 39 "You search the scriptures because you think that in them you have

eternal life; and it is they that testify on my behalf. 40 Yet you refuse to come to me to have life.

It is not clear what Jesus meant with the "But I said to you.." CAAL’ elmov ..).
If the pe€ is not genuine, then the words may refer back to verse 26 and the
feeding and other signs (so many commentators). Zahn (Comm. Jo) thinks that

this back reference is "unquestionable".



It is possible that the i€ and Lol have been added to provide an object. The
different additions by txt (u€), A (LOL) and W(Ue + [OL) may indicate a
secondary cause.

If the pe€ is genuine, the saying to which Jesus refers has not been explicitly
reported before. 5:37-40 have been suggested, but are not fitting perfectly. It
is therefore possible that the |L€ has been omitted to avoid this difficulty.

It is probable also that the p€ has been omitted to improve style:
Kol €EWPAKNTE KL OD TLOTEVETE.

It is also possible that e fell out accidentally: €wpaKaTE e

Note the kol that can either mean "also, even" or with the following KoL
Kol ... Kol "both ... and" or "not only ... but also".
K, A omit the first Kol.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original) (omission wrong)
(but brackets ok)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA?" John 6:37 TV 0 OLOWOLY pOL O Tt TPOC €ue MEeL, Kol TOV
EPYOUEVOV TPOC EUE 0D U EkPodw Ew,

BYZ John 6:37 IlGv 0 SLdwoly poL O Tatnp TPOC éue MEeL: Kol TOV
EpYOUEVOY TPOC e 0D Ut EkPain €Ew.

Byz A,B,D,L, W,¥, 0211, f1, f13, 33, 579, Maj, NA*®>, WH, Weiss, Trg
txt P66, P75,01, T, 0, 0141, al[E, 6, K, A]

ue for first €ue: G, L, A, IT*, f1, 124, 28, 565, 579, 700, pc

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Immediate context:
NA%" John 6:35 0 €PYOUEVOC TPOC EUE 0D WT) TELVAOT),
TPOG e A, D,L, W, 0, Y, f1, {13, 33,579, Maj

\

TPOC €U€ P75,01,B, T

Compare:
NAZ?" John 6:44 006elc dUvatal EABETY TPOC e
ﬂgbg é}._L\E B,E.H, M, U, A 06,2,ad

NA%" John 6:45 Kol LBy €pYetol TPOS EUE.
TPOG We P66, A, C, D, L, W, ¥, f1, 13579, Maj

\

TPOg €u€  P75,01,B, T, O, 157, pc

NA?" John 6:65 TL 008€LC SUVTOL EADELY TTPOC e
TPOC éue 01, C

NAZ?" John 7:37 &av TL¢ SLPd €pY€oBw TPOC e Kol TLVETW.
TPOG éue P75, B

Probably an accidental error in B. B is unreliable here, compare Jo 6:44 and 7:37.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NA%" John 6:38 OTL KoToPéPnke &md ToD olpavod ody lve ToLd TO
BEANUO TO EUOV GAAG TO BéANU ToD méuPortog pe T .

NAZ" John 6:39 ToDT0 &€ €0ty TO BéANUK ToD TEMOVTOC Pe AT
~ e\ ’ ’ \ b ’ b b ~ b \ b ’ b \ b
TOY O OEOWKEV [OL UN OTOAEOW €€ «LTOD, OAAX OVHOTNOW oLTO [€V]

T €oxdtn Muépe.

BYZ John 6:39 T00T0 06€ €0TLY TO BéAnua ToD TéulrToc pe metpdc, Ty
TV 0 OEOWKEV WOL PN GTOAéow € adTod GAAG GrooTow oTO T
€oy AT MUEPY

verse 38: Minority reading

add TaTpoc: D, 047, 118¢, 1689(=f13¢), 700, 892, 1424, al,
it(a, d, e, ff%, j, r), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal, arm
(047 is in IGNTP only, not in NA)

verse 39:
Byz 01, K, II, M, U, T, A, ©,047"9, f13, 33, 579, 1071, Maj,
Lat(a, aur, c, ff2, i r', vg), Sy-H

txt P66,P75,01*d A B ¢ D, L, T,W,¥, 091, 0141, f1, 157, 565", 700,
892, al, it(b, d, e, f, q), Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Co

omit due fo parablepsis:

omit 39a: 01*, C, 047,565, L2211, al, bo™*
From what these read in verse 38 one can deduce what they must have read in
verse 39.

omit full 39: 0211 (from 39 1o 40)
omit 39 AV 0 GE6WKEV to 40 TEMPoVTOC et M(H+TaTPOC), 157(sine TTPOC)

01: The scribe omits 39a due to parablepsis. The words have been added at the
bottom of the page, but then, strangely, have subsequently been deleted againl!
For this text the online IGNTP majuscule edition and Swanson have TaTpog,
Tischendorf, NA and the online Sinaiticus transcription have not.

From the images a clear decision is not possible, though there is a slight
preference for the text without TaTpoC.

There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

Lacuna: C, X
B: no umlaut


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

See discussion in 5:30!
In almost all occurrences of this phrase a variation takes place, either the
addition or omission of TATPOC.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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43.Difficult variant:

NA?" John 6:39 ... GAAX Graotnow a0t [€v] T €oxatn NUEPE.
BYZ John 6:39 .. GAAX GVXOTNOW GOTO T €0YATY TLEPQ.

Byz P66,P75,B,C?, L, T,W,0,Y, f1,579,892, 844, L2211,
Maj-part[E, 6, H, U, V,Y, T, A, A, 2,565, 700,],
Robinson, Trg, WH, Bal, SBL

txt 01, A, D, 0141, f13, 33, Maj-part[K, II, N, S, 28, 1071, 1241, 1424], Tis

C: Tis, Swanson, NA have C for the omission of €V, IGNTP has it for €v.

NAZ?" John 6:40 ... K&l GUOTHOW 0TOV €Yw [€v] Th €oyatn TMuépw.
BYZ John 6:40 .. KKl GVEOTHOW GUTOV €Yw  TT| €0)0TT HUEPQ.

Byz P75,B,C, T, W,0,0141, f1,579, Maj, Trg, WH, Bal, SBL

txt P66,01,A,D,L, Y, f13, 33,1844, L2211,

al[K, II, N, VY, S, U, 157, 1071, 1241], Cl, Tis
NA%" John 6:44 ... KAYW GUIOTNOW OTOV €V T €0)Y0TT TUEPL.
omit P66%,P75,01, T,0,pc[Y,A, A, 1]

txt P66*,A,B,C,D,L, T, W,f1, 13,633,579, Maj, WH

NA?" John 6:54 KOY®W GVEOTHOW GOTOV T TR €00t MUEPQ.

omit Pé66,P75,01,A,B,D, L, W,0,Y, f1,579,
Maj-part[E, 6, H, U, T', 157,565, 1424], Robinson

add €v: C, T, f13, Maj-part[K, II, M, S, V, Y, A, A, Q, 700, 892, 1071, 1241],

C, T: Tis, Swanson, NA have C and T for the addition of év,
IGNTP does not list them.

B: no umlaut

These verses must be considered together.



Compare:

’ ~ / 0l 14 ~
NA%" John 11:24 Aéyer adt®) N Mapbo: olda OTL Gvaotnoetal €V Tf
QVOOTOOEL €V T €0YATN MUEPE. safel

NA%" John 12:48 0 AOYyoC OV é€AaAnoe ékelvog kplvel adtov év Ti
EOYATN NUEPQ. omit €v: P66, 1241

At first this looks like an example of the rule that when a certain wording
appears several times and the scribe changes it at first, he finally gives in. This
means that the support for the wrong reading gets weaker in succession.

This is true for the first three verses, but is furned upside down in verse 6:54,
where an overwhelming number of MSS supports the short reading. This is then
once again followed later by two almost safe long readings.

It is comparatively improbable that John used both wordings. Curious!

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NAZ?" John 6:40 T0DT0 Yap €0TLY TO BéAnue tod Totpdc Wov, tva mag O
Bewpdr TOV LLOV Kol TLoTebwy €i¢ adtov éxm (wny alwviov, kol
GVOTNOW OTOV €Yw [€V] T1) €oyotn TUEPK.

BYZ John 6:40 To0DT0 6¢ €0ty TO QéAnuo Tod Téulertoc e, v TaC O
Ocwp@dr TOV LLOV Kol TLOTEDWVY €l adTov €xn Cwnr alwviov kol
GAVOTNOW OTOV €YW T €0YOTT MUEPQ

Not in NA but in SQE and Tis!

Byz A, KIIL A, Y, 13,1574, 700, 1424, Maj, goth
10D méuortoc pe matpdc  MYY, A, ¥, 0141, 13, Lect™®
Lat(aur, c, f, ff%, r', vg), Sy-Pal
(compare 6:38, 39)

txt P66,P75,01,B,C,D,L,N, T,U, W, 0O, 0233, f1, 33, 565, 579, 892, 1071,
1241, pc, it(a, b, d, e, j, q, 35), Sy, Co, arm, Cl
oD TT(XTD(SQ ue CIGNTP, LSwanson p)

omit due to parablepsis:
full verse 40: (T] €0)0TT NUEPQ verse 39-40): A*
omit 39 AV 0 GE6WKEV to 40 TEWPoVTOC e M(H+TTPOC), 157 (sine TTPOC)

0141 is listed in the IGNTP Byzantine text.
Lacuna: X
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse:
NAZ" John 6:39 T00T0 &€ €0TLY TO BéANUe TOD TEUPOVTOC e,
BYZ John 6:39 T00T0 6€ €0TLV TO OéANU ToD TEUPaVTOC he TeTpoC,

Compare also:

NAZ" John 5:30 GAAG TO BéANUK TOD TERPOVTOC WE.

BYZ John 5:30 &AAX TO OéAnue ToD TEUPaVTOC e ToTPOC.

Byz M,U,T,O,15825 13,700, 892, 1071, 1241, 1424, Maj, it

txt P66,P75,01,A,B,C,D,L,W,VY, fl, 69, 28, 33,565,579, 892, 1241, al,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, bo"”

Probably a harmonization to the previous verse 39 (so also Weiss).



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NAZ" John 6:42 koL €deyov: o0y o0to¢ €otiy 'Inoodc 0 viog Twong, o
MUELC oldaper TOV TaTéPH Kol TNV Untépr; mAe viv Aéyel OTL ék ToD
oUpavod koTofepnKa;

No txt in NA and SQE!
H

obxL P75,B, T, Trg, WH
txt P66, 01,A,C, D, L, W,0,¥, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 579, Maj, WH"™, Trg™

OtL  P66*

B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA%" Matthew 13:55 00) 00TOC €0TLY O TOD TEKTOVOC LLOC;
NAZ Mark 6:1 3 00Y OUTOC €0TLY O TEKTWV,

NAZ" Luke 4:22 ovyl viog €0ty Twong obrog;

Compare:
NAZ?" John 7:42 o0y 1) ypod1) €lmev 0tL ék ToD omépuatoc Aauld Kol 6o
BnoAéep thic kwung 0mov fr Aauld épyetal 0 ypLoToc;
oUyL 01,B% D, W, X, 0105, f1, f13, 33,579, Maj
ovy  P66,P75,L,T,0, ¥, pc

00K B*, N

NA?" John 14:22 Aéyer a0t® Tovdeg, oby 0 Tokaprwytng: kiple, [kel] Tl
véyover OTL NULY UéAdeLe Eudari{ely 0eauTOV Kol ODYL TG KOOWW;
both safel

John uses 00y 20 times and o)L 5 times. Normally these are safe. John even
uses both forms in one verse: 14:22, both safe!
It is possible that 0UXL is a harmonization to Lk. Otherwise it is difficult to
explain, why the other appearances are all safe.

Compare also the discussion at Lk 17:17.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ John 6:42 kol €deyov: ovy oUto¢ €otiy ‘Incodc 6 viog Twond, ol
MUELC Oldaper TOV TaTéPN KoL TNV Untépe; mo¢ vdv Aéyel OTL ék ToD
oUpavod koToepnKa;

T&T #70

omit: 01*, W, pc*, b, Sy-S, Sy-C, arm, geo'
pc = 1059*, 1319, 1349, 2182

01 corrected by 01¢,
Lacuna: X
B: no umlaut

Omitted perhaps due to h.t. (..TERA - ..TERA, so Weiss) or deliberately to
correspond more exactly with the preceding clause (0 VLO¢ "Twond).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA?" John 6:47 GuUNY GUNY A€Yw VULV, O TLOTELWV éxer Comy
alwviov.

BYZ John 6:47 QUMY GUNV A€Yw LUV O TLoTewy €ig éue, éxel Comy
alwviov

T&T #74

Byz A, C%, D, N, A, P, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 213, 397, 565, 579, 799, 821, 1241,
Maj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co, geoz, goth, [Trq]

txt P66,01,B,C* L, T,W, 0,892, 1071, j, ac?, arm, geo’, Cl
elc Beov  Sy-S, Sy-C

C: is given as in NA. This is in contrast to Tischendorf who has C for €l¢ €uc in
his GNT. IGNTP list a lacuna of 10 letters here, which must have read €ic ép%
€xe€L. Tischendorf has this lacuna in his transcription but no note on this.

P75 has a lacuna: NA lists it as "vid" for txt. Reconstructions show that this is

not justified. P75 should be dropped from this variant.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

Lacuna: X
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" John 3:15 Tvo mac
BYZ John 3:15 (vo TAC

TLOTEVWY €V aUTR €y (wny alwviov.

0
¢ ’ 2 3 \
O TLOTELWV €LC KKLTOV ...

NA?" John 3:36 0 TLOTEVWY €L¢ TOV LLOV €xel (wny alwviov:
NA% John 5:24 KoL TLOTEVWY TG TEUPovtl pe éxel (omy aldviov
NAZ John 6:35 KoL O TLOTEVWY €LC éUe 0D 1 SLPmoeL TWTOTE.

Compare also:

’ ~ ’ /
NA?" John 14:1 M1 Topaoo€afw DUGY T) KaPdLlo: TLOTEVETE €L¢ TOV B0V
Kol €Lg Eue TLOTEVETE,

From here on TLOTEVWV is always followed by €l¢ €ue: 7:38; 11:25-26; 12:44,
12:46; 14:12.

Except for 3:15 mLOT€VWV always takes an object.


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

If the words were originally present, there is no reason for an omission.
Weiss (Jo Com.) thinks that the words are from context 6:35.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NAZ?" John 6:51 €YW) €lpL 0 @&ptoc 6 (Av 0 ék ToD obpavod katoPoug: éav
T poyn €k tolTov ToD &pTou (Noel €ic TOV aldve,

Kol O aptoc 8¢ OV €Yw 6Wow

T o0pE HoU €0TLY uTep the Tod kOopov (wihgC.

BYZ John 6:51 €yW €lL 0 &pto¢ 0 (DY 0 €k ToD ovpavod Kotofog €y
TLC poyn €k ToUToL ToD GpTou (NoeTaL €l¢ TOV aldva

Kl 0 &pTOC 8¢ OV €YWw 8WOW

T oapE Lo €0TLY MY €YW 6Wow, LTEP ThHC Tod KOowou (whic

Byz K, II, A, ©,0141, f1, 13, 565, 700, Maj,
f,q, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo, goth, OronProver

txt P66,P75,(01),B,C,D,L, T, W, Y, 33,0211, 157, 579, 1071, al,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, Cl, OrcomJ°

01, Tert, Tis, Bal:
Kol O apToc 8¢ OV €Yw 6Wow
umep The Tod kdopov (wAc 1 odpf Lol é0TLY

Origen quotes the long form twice in De Oratione and the short form twice in
his commentary on John.

Lacuna: X, A(until 8:52)!

B: no umlaut

txt "and the bread that I will give is my flesh for the life of the world."
Byz "and the bread that I will give is my flesh that I will give for the life of the world."

The question is if there is a real difference in meaning. Bousset (Studien NT, p.
102) even calls the txt reading "nonsense".

Without the words the saying is (grammatically) more difficult and a deliberate
omission is improbable. In the txt reading the words "for the life of the world"
appear like an afterthought: "The bread is my flesh, - for the life of the world."

Grammatically the €0TLY connects O (pPTOC and T) O0pE: "The bread is my
flesh." So it is not possible to directly connect €0TLY with DTIEP. The UTEP must
be connected with 6W00w. The stylistically awkward txt construction has been
improved in Two ways:



1. 01, Tert rearrange the words. Now UTep directly follows 6w0w. Compare
NRS: "and the bread that I will give for the life of the world is my flesh."

2. In the Byzantine text ﬁv éycﬁ dWow has been added, a repetition of the
8W0W to directly connect it with UTEp.

WH suggest that the Byzantine reading is perhaps a conflation of 01 and txt.
Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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44.Difficult variant

NA?" John 6:52 "Epdyovto obv mpo¢ aiiniouvg ol ‘Toudeiol A€yovtec:
TO¢ Svvatal obTo¢ MWLy dodval ThHY oopke [edtod] dayely;

BYZ John 6:52 'Epdyovto odv mpo¢ aAinioug ol ‘Tovdulol Aéyovteg
I1d¢ dVvatel oDTog MUY dodval THY OaPKe doyely

Byz P75"9,01,C,D,L, W, A, ©,¥,0141, f1, 13, 33, 565, 579, 1071, Maj,
d, ff, goth, NA*®, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal

txt P66, B, T, 892, 1424, pc, L253, Lat, Sy, Co, arm, geo, Or, WH
WH, Trg™ have c20T0D in brackets.

Y €xvtod odpke poyely 1216, 1243, L638

Lacuna: P75, A, X

P75: The words are within a lacuna, but from space considerations almost
certain. Swanson omits the word. So also Comfort & Barrett. NA does not note
it. Reconstruction:

kosmouzwhsemacontoounoiiou

daioiprosal lhlouslegontespwsdu
Nnataioutoshmindounaithnsarkaautou

T agein: eipenounautoisois amhn
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

B: umlaut! (1359 A 32 R) oapka [adtod] dboyelv:

Compare immediate context:

NA?" John 6:51 koL O &pTog 6€ OV éyw 6Wow 1 oapE wol E0TLY
NAZ?" John 6:53 & un daynte T oapke tod viod Tod GropwTou
NA% John 6:54 0 TPWYWV KOV TNV OOPKO

€

NA?" John 6:55 M yop 0apE Wov aAndng €ty Pprole,

If originally missing, «0T0D would be a natural addition. If originally present
there would be no reason for an omission.

Internally the point is not that he gives HIS flesh, but flesh (of a human) at all
(so Zahn).

The support for the addition is not coherent.


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 6:55 M yop OapE Lov aAnBng €0ty PpRole,
kol TO ollpe pou dAndic éotwv mooLc.

T&T #76
omit: (01%), D, d

01* is not noted in NA but in SQE!

01* reads:

T Yop 0apE Lov GANOGE €0TLY TOTOV (TO TOTOV = "the drink")

It is very probable that 01* omitted due to parablepsis (AANOTC - GANONC), and
changed accidentally TOGLC into TOTOV).

012 adds after the first pou: GANONC €0ty Pp@oLg kol TO olpd pwou and
corrects TOTOV into TOGLC.

B: no umlaut

The omission by D could be due to parablepsis, too, either h.t. -OL¢ ... -OLG, or
the complete symmetric structure caused the omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:
NA% John 6:56 0 TPWYWV KOL TNV OUPKK KKL TLVWY UOL TO oljpe €V

b \ /’ J \ 2 2 AT
€EMOL peEVEL KAXYW €V oLTw .

T&T #77

D, d:

T koBDC €V EUol 0 TETNP KAYW €V TO Tatpl: GuUNY quny Aéywm Luty,
&y pn AdPete 10 oduo tod viod tod drOpddmov Wc TOV dpTov THC
Cwiic, o0k €yete Comy év adTt®:

d: sicut in me pater et ego in patre. Amen amen dico vobis,

nisi acceperitis corpus fili hominis sicut panem vitae, non habetis vitam in aeo.

a, ff:

T Si acceperit homo corpus filii (ff%: fili) hominis quemadmodum panem vitae,
habebit vitam in eo (ff2: illo).

= &y un AdPete tO odua Tod viod Tod AvBpwmov Wc TOV dpTov TiiC
Cwiic, o0k €yete Comy év adTt®:

Marius Victorinus (4™ CE, Adversus Arium book IV.7):

T Nisi acceperitis corpus filii hominis sicut panem vitae et biberitis sanguinem
eius, non habebitis vitam in vobis.

B: no umlaut

"As the father is in me, I also am in the father. Truly, fruly, I say to you,
if you do not receive the body of the Son of Man as the bread of
life, you have no life in him."

Compare:

NAZ?" John 10:38 €V €uol 0 TaTNHP KAYW €V TG ToTpl.

NA% John 6:53 GUTV GUNY AEYW ULV, €V un Goynte TNV oapKe ToD
viod oD arBpwmov kol minte wdTod TO alpe, OOk €xete (wny €V
€LVTOLC. D, a read: AoPete TNV oapko

Compare also next verse 57:
NA%" John 6:57 K0OWC GTEOTELAEY pe 6 (Ov Tatnp Kayw (& dLe Tov
TOTEPN, KoL O TPWYWY Ue KAKELVOG (NoeL 8L EUE.



Parallels:

NA% Mark 14:22 AdPete, TODTO €0TLY TO OQUK HOU.

NAZ?" Matthew 26:26 AdPete dayete, TOUTO €0TLY TO OGUA LLOU.

NA?" Luke 22:19 T0DTO €0TLV TO OGWUE LOU TO LTEP VPGV SL80uevov:

The words look like a combination of 10:38 and 6:53 (where D also reads
Aofete).

Metzger calls it "a homiletic expansion". We know that D is fond of such
additions. It possibly also a reflection of Mk 14:22 and parallels.

Note that both, the end of verse 56 + addition by D and the addition by D +
beginning of verse 57 are the same: €V 00TG* KHOWG
56 0 TPWYWV WOU TNV O0PKK KoL TLVOY WOU TO ol €V €uol UeveL
KGYw €V o0Tq.
KoORE €V EUol O TaTNP KAYW €V TG ToTPl: GUnY Guny AEyw
VLY, €av un Aafete t0 odue toD viod Tod AVBPWTOL WC
tov aptov Thc (wig, olk éxete (wny év adTy
57 KoBWG GTEOTELAEY e O OV Tathp KA&Yw (D dLe TOV Tatépn, Kol O
TPWOYWY e KakeTvog (NoeL O Eue.

Thus in principle the words could have fallen out due to haplography.

W has a long dittography here: He repeats 54 €xclL ... 56 alpw. To the contrary
33 omits that part!

D and 01 (which is Western in this part!) omit the final clause of verse 55, but

01 is not following D in the long addition in verse 65.

It should be noted that the word 0@ is suspicious here. It appears nowhere
else in these chapters, but only 0&pé is used 7 times within 6:51 and 6:63!

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NA?" John 6:58 00TOC €0TLy O Gptoc O €€ ovparod kotofac, o0 Kabwg
€poryor ol THTEPEC kel Gmedavor: 0 TpWYwr todtov
TOV Gptov (NoeL €ic TOV aldva.

BYZ John 6:58 00TOC €0TLY O pTOC O €k ToD 00parod katofds 00 Kodwg
€poyov ol TaTépec VROV TO pavve, Kol Gmédavor 6 TpWYwY TodTov
TOV Gptov (NoetoL €i¢ TOV aldva

T&T #79
T&T #80

Byz K,IL N, A, 0, %, 0250, f1, f13, 565, 579, 1071, Maj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, goth

txt P66,P75,01,B,C, L, T, W, 397, pc?, bo®, Or

U@V D, 0141, 33,597, 821, pc?, d, e, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, bo™*, ac?, pbo, Gre

VUQY TO uavva &v Th EpNuw 213,799, al''°

01: NA has 01 correctly for txt, T&T notes it wrongly for UL®V. I have checked
it at the facsimile. Klaus Witte confirms.

Tischendorf notes additionally "3pe" (= L251) for txt.

Lacuna: A, X

B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" John 6:31 Ol TTEPEC MUDY TO Wovve Eharyov €V T €pNUW,

NA? John 6:49 OL TKTEPEC LVUAV €poyor €V TH €PNUw TO HOVVK Kol
amedovov:

There is no reason for an omission.

The witnesses for txt are excellent, but Alexandrian only.
Weiss (Jo Com.) thinks that the words are glosses from 6:49.
Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 6:59 Toadto eimer év ouvvaywyfy dLdaokwy €év Kobapruoly
-

T oaffotw D, it(a, aur, d, ff2, r!, 35), vg™*, Aug
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA27P Mark 1:21 Kol elomopedovtal eic Koapaprooly: kol €d0UC Tolg
oofBaoLy eloelBwr elc Ty cuvaywyny €dLdnokev.

NA* Mark 6:2 kol yevop€vov ooffatov fpfato SLdaokely €v T
ovvaywym,

NA? Luke 4:31 Kol katiAber el Kapoproovy moALy thic TuAtdelog.
Kol A SLO0OKWY adTOVC €V Tolc oafPaoLy:

NA%" Luke 6:6 'Eyéveto 8¢ év €tépw ooffutw eloeAbely adtov €ig tny
OUVOYWYNV KoL SLBOKELD.

NA% Luke 13:10 "Hy 6&¢ SLO00KWV €V Ll TV OLVONYWYDV €V TOLg

oofBooLy.

A combination of 6L60OKW or oLVYWYT with ooBPBatov does not appear in
John, only in the Synoptics. A quite natural addition.
John only uses €V oaatw, never oofBPatw alone.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 6:64 GAL" €loly €€ UGV TLVEC ol o0 mLoTebouoLy. NdeL Yo
€€ Gpyfic 0 ’Inoolc tlveg eloly ol pn TLoTebovteg kol Tic €0TLY O
ToPadWowy adToV.

T&T #81
omit: P66*, pc, e, Sy-S, Sy-C
omit ut: 01, 6, X®™, 1071, al*®, aur, vg""*', Aug

X: txt not extant, but cited in the commentary (p. 15 B9, PDF p. 31)
P66 corrected in the upper margin.

Lacuna: A, X

B: no umlaut

"But among you there are some who do not believe." For Jesus knew from the first who
were the ones that did not believe, and who was the one that would betray him.

Compare:
NA%" John 16:1 Tadte AcdoAnke LUIV Lo un okevdeAlodfjte.
omit: 01*, 1424*
01* corrected by 01¢%

The omission by P66 et al. is probably due to homoioarcton (TL - TL).

On the other hand, then, one must assume that the Greek exemplars of the
Latin e and Sy>¢ were all erroneous here due to parablepsis. This is
comparatively improbable.

The omission of U7 is not easy to explain. The negation is clearly paralleled in
the 00 TLOTEVOLOLV earlier in the verse.

Metzger notes that the omission "may be the result of a desire fo indicate that
Jesus knew his own, rather than those who were not his own. The parallelism,
however, with the first part of the verse seems to require the presence of the
negative."

The support for the omission is not coherent.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NAZ?" John 6:65 koL éleyer: SLee ToDTO €lpmke DUV OTL 00delg Shvatel
EABETY TPOC e éav un 1 Sedopévor altd ék ToD TeTpoc.

BYZ John 6:65 kol €Acyer Al todto elpnke LWIv OtL o0delc Shvatwol
EAOETY TPOC e éav un 1 Sedopévor adt® ék ToD TeTpdg LOov.

Byz (%, A, W, 0141,0250, f1, f13, 33, 565, 579, 1071, Maj,
Lat(aur, ¢, f, j, q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, sa®", ac?, goth

txt P66,01,B,C*,D,L, T,W, 0,124,892, dl,
it(a, b, d, e, ff?, 1), Sy-S, Sy-C, sa*', bo

Lacuna: P75, A, X
B: no umlaut

Similar cases:
a) Majority variants:

NA? BYZ

6:65 70D TTPOG T0D TeTPOC Lov

Byz C%, ¥, 0250, f1, f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa™*

txt P66,01,B,C*, D, L, T, W, 0,124,892, dl, it, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa™*, bo

8:28 0 TUTNP 0 TUTNP WOU

Byz B, 0250, f1, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co

txt P66,P75,01,D,L,N, T, W, X, 0, ¥, 0141, f13, 579, 892, 1241, al,
Lat, Sy-S, bo™*

8:38 TG TTPL TG THTPL OV

Byz 01,D, ©, ¥, 0141, 0250, f1, f13, 33, 892, Mqj, it, Sy

txt P66, P75, B, C, L, W, X, 070, pc

1029  toD THTPOC 70D TTPOC OV

Byz A,D, W, 0, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, 33, Maj, Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa, ac?, bo

txt P66, P75, 01, B, L, pc, Sy-S, pbo

10:32 10D MHTPOC 10D TTPOC Lov

Byz P66, 01, A, L, W, ¥, 0141, f1, 13, 33, Maj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa, pbo, bo
txt P45*d 01*, B, D, O, pc, e, Sy-S



14:12  TOV TOTEPQ TOV TTEPE WOU  hot in NA and SQE!

Byz KT, A, A, 0141, 118, 1582°, £13, 700, Maj, Sy

txt P66,P75,01,A,B,D,L,Q, X, W, 0,11, ¥, f1, 69, 22, (33), 579, 1071,
Lat, Sy-Pal, Co, arm

14:28 0 ToTNP 0 TP KoL

Byz 01*“ D, ©, 0141, 0250, 13, Maj,
a, f, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa™*, ac?, bo, arm

txt 01, A, B, D*, L, X, ¥, f1, 33, 157, 565, 1071, pc,
Lat, Sy-Pal, sa™, pbo, Ir-'

16:10  TOV TTEPQ TOV TOTEPQ, OV

Byz A, ©,0141, f13, Maj, ¢, f, q, Sy, sa™°, ac?, pbo

txt 01,B,D,L, W, VY, f1, 33,157,579, al, Lat, sa™°, bo

20:171  TOV ToTépO TOV TOLTEPQ, OV

Byz P66, A, L, O, ¥, 050, 0141, f1, f13, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy, Co, Or®', Eus
txt 01,B,D, W, 124, pc, b, e, Ir-™, OrF'

IGNTP does hot list D. NA is right. This is confirmed from the facsimile.

There is only one such example in the Synoptics:

Mt 24:36 O TOTT)P 0 TTNHP LOL

Byz K, W, T, 579, 1241, Maj-part

txt 01,L, A, ©,1I1* f1, f13, 28, 33, 157, 565, 700, 1424, Maj-part,
Lat, Sy, Co

b) Minority readings:

4:23 TG TOTPL TQ THTPL LoV 69

6:44 O TTNP 0 TaTTHP KOU P66, G, 157, pc

6:57 TOV TOTEPK  TOV THTEPX WOL P75, Sy-S
10:15 TOV TOTEPX  TOV TMHTEPE WOU 579

10:30 O TOTT)P 0 TP KOU W*, A, 700, pc, e, Sy-S, Sy-P, Co
12:26 0 TTTP O TTNP KoL  P66C, U, ©, 0211, f13, 28, 700, 1424, pc, Lat
12:50 O TTTP 0 TTNP WLOU 1424

14:26 O ToTN 0 TP KOU D, ©, 118

14:28 TOV TOTEPX  TOV TMHTEPX WOL 6, f13, 157

15:16 TOV TTEPX  TOV TOTEPQ UOL 1424

15:26* T0oD matpog Tod MaTpog wouv D, II, 579, 1424
15:262 T0oD Totpoc ToD MHTPOS Hov D

16:3 TOV TTEPE.  TOV THTEPQ LOL 1424

16:16 TOV TOTEPX  TOV TMHTEPE OV G, 0233, pc, Sy-S
16:23 TOV TTépe  TOV ToTépe Wov N, 054



16:25 To0 Tatpo¢  Tod MHTpog wouv 1071
16:26 TOV TMOTEPX  TOV THTEPR Wou D, 1424
16:28 TOV TTéPX  TOV TOTEPR QoL  H

16:32 0 TOTTP 0 TaTTP KoL 054, 69, 788, 346(=f13), 28
18:11 O TTNP 0 TTNP WOU P66““, 69, 700, Sy-S, Sy-P, Co

Minority readings (the other way round):
8:19 TOV TTEPX WOL  TOV Tatépe. 01, 1424

8:54 0 TTNP KOV 0 TTNP w

10:18 TOoD TaTPOC Wou  Tod Tatpdc D, 0233

10:29 0 TTNP KOV 0 TP 01*, f13, 892s, 1424, pc, it, Sy-S, pbo
14:20 T¢) TaTPL WOU ¢ matpl O, 579

14:23 0 TLTNP KOV 0 TUTNP 1424

15:8 0 TETNP KOV 0 TUTNP 579

15:10 T0o0 TaTPOC Wou  Tod TatPOC P66, P75V, B, it
15:15 toD ToTtpoc Pov  tod matpdg 1, 565

In the following cases the ToD ToTPOC WOU is safe: Jo 2:16; 5:17; 5:36; 5:43;
6:32; (6:40); 8:49; 10:25; 10:37; 14:2; 14:7; 14:21; 15:1; 15:23; 15:24; 20:17°.

There are also several cases where 0 T TT)p without OV is safe.

Especially inconsistent is manuscript 1424 (omits 3 times, adds 6 times), 579
omits twice and adds twice, D adds 4 times and omits once, 69/f13 adds 5 times
and omits once, 700 adds three times.

The Minority variants where LOU has been added are more in number than those
where it has been omitted (21 : 8). It is of course a natural addition. In all
Majority cases Byz has the added pov.

That the additions are secondary is probable for several reasons:

a) they represent a slightly higher Christology

b) there is no reason for an omission, except accidental.

c) the pov is well known from the Synoptics where it appears often. There it is
the rule to have Ttnp be followed by a personal pronoun.

In the instances of 8:38; 10:29; 10:32 and 20:17" the support for the addition is
quite good.

On the other hand at 15:10 the support for the omission is also quite good.
These cases should be reconsidered.

It is interesting that this variation is so prominent in John.



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA? John 6:69 Kol MUELC TETLOTEVKOMEY KOl E€YVWKOUEY OTL 0L €l 0
&yLoc tod Oeod.

O~

BYZ John 6:69 Kol MUELC TETLOTEVKOUEY KoL EYVWKapeY OTL oL €l
XpLotoc 0 viog Tod Beod tod (Qrtoc

T&T #83

Xpiotoc 6 vioc tod Beod tod {Qrtoc
N, A, ©, ¥, 0250, f13, 213, 799, Maj, Lat(f, ff?, q, r!, vg), Sy, bo™®, goth

XpLotdc 6 vioc tod Beod C3 0141, f1, 33, 565, 821, 1010, 1819, 2129,
pc8, it(a, aur, c, e, j, |,9A, 114, 29, 33, 47, 48),

Sy-S, arm
XpLotdg Tert
[ e\ ~ ~
0 vLo¢ tobd Oeod pc, b, Sy-C

ayrog Tod Beod  P75,01, B, C*, D, L, W, 397, d, sa™, pbo, bo™

XpLotoc 6 ayroc tod Beod P66, CoPt, ac?

C: Above is given the readings as they appear in Tischendorf, NA and Swanson.
IGNTP has for €% XpLotoc 0 ayLoc viog tod 0eod. Tischendorf writes in
his GNT: "minus recte in append. cod. C 0 X¢ O @Y. UL. diximus". Not sure,
what this means. In his C edition Tischendorf has the text as given above for C*.

omit OTL 0L €l 0 &yLo¢ Tod BeoD: 047 (unknown reason)
Lacuna: A, X
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 16:16 &mokpLOelg 6¢ Lipwy Ilétpog eimev: ob €l 0

YpLatOC 0 VLOc toD Beod tod (DdrToc.

NA? Mark 8:29 kol «0TOC émMpwte adTOUC" UMELC O€ Tlve de Aéyete
etvo; amokptBele O TI€tpog A€yel ahT®* oL €l O YPLOTOC.

NA%" Luke 9:20 eimev 8¢ adtole LWelg 6¢€ tlve pe A€yete elval; IIétpog
8¢ amokpLBelc elmev: tov ypLotor tod Oeod.

NA?" John 1:49 d&mekpidn «dt® NoBavoand: popBl, oL el 6 vlog TOD
Beod, oL Paoriele €l Tod TopanA.




NA? John 11:27 Aéyel adT@* Vol KUPLE, €YW TETLOTEVKE OTL oL €l 0
YPLOTOC 0 LLOC ToD BeoD O €lc TOV KOOPOV €PYOUEVOC.

If the longer form is original, there would have been no reason to change it into
the short form. The expansions are harmonizations to the above parallels,
especially Mt 16:16 (so Weiss).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading: A

NAZ" John 6:71 édeyer &¢ tov Toldar XZipwvog TokapLwdtov: olTog Yop
€uerder mapadLdovuL adTov, €l¢ €k TRV SuWdeK.

T&T #85

3 __\

amo Kopuwtov 01*, @, f13, Sy-H™
01 corrected by 01¢

Carioth e
ZKopLwo D, Lat
Scarioth

Lacuna: A, X

B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ John 12:4 Aéyel 6¢ Toldac 0 ‘TokapLwtng €ic [ék] TV uadntdv
a0ToD, 0 UEALWY adTOY TapadLéovaL:

"ToKapLWTOU ¥

amo Kopuwtou D

NA? John 13:2 kol Selmrouv yivouévov, tod Seforov fon BefAnkotog
elc TV kopdlov Tva mepadol adtov Tovdue Lipwrog TokapLwtov,
amo Kopudtou D, e

NA%" John 13:26 amokpivetal [0] Inoolc ékelvog €0ty @ €yw Padw TO
Ywplor kol 80ow adte. Padag odv to Ywulor [Aoupaver kei]
SidwoLy Tovdy Lipwrog TokapLTov.

amo Kopuwtou D

NA%" John 14:22 Aéyer adt® "Tovdeg, ovy 0 lokapLwng:
amo Kopuwtou D

"Man of Kerioth" (a town in southern Judea). This is very certainly the meaning
but not the correct text. Probably a scribe wanted to make the meaning more
explicit.



Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA?" John 7:1 Kol peta tadto mepremater 0 ‘Inoodg év tf Fadtdalg: o
vap fPedev év thH Tovduilg Tepimately, OTL €(nTovry wldTOV ol

9 ~ > ~
TovdaloL omokTELVOLL.

elyev &ovoiay W, pc?, it(a, b, ff2, 1, rY), Sy-C, Chrys, Bois
habebat potestatem

pc = 196, 743 (from IGNTP Byzantine text)
both commentary manuscripts.

Lat(aur, c, d, e, f, q, vg) read txt:
"volebat", e: "voluntatem"

Sy-S also reads txt.

Lacuna: A

B: no umlaut

€€ovoia "authority, right, liberty, ability, capability"

txt "He did not wish to go about in Judea"
w "He was not able to go about in Judea"

Compare:

NA?" John 10:18 008¢lc alpel abTNY &m €uod, aAL’ éyw Tibnui adtny
am’ éuoutod. €fovolar €xw Belval adtny, kol €ovoloy €xw ToALY
AoBety adtiy: Tadtny v évtoAny éiaPor mape tod TaTPOC HOv.

NA?" John 19:10 A€yeL obv a0t® 0 IILAGTOC €uol o0 AmA€lc; oDK 0Ldeg
0TL €kouoloy €xw amoAdonl o€ kol €Eovolay €xw 0TaUPDONL OE;

NA%" John 19:11 amekplOn [edt6)] ‘Inoodc: olk elyec €Eovoloy kat’ €uod
o0Seplor €l pn M dedopévor ool Grwder: SLe ToDTo 0 TaPASOUC €
ool pellove opapTLoY EXEL.

Compare for this use of €£ovolu:

NA%" Revelation 9:10 Kol €X0ULOLY ODPGC OUOLEC OKOPTLOLS Kol KEVTPQ,
Kol €V Tal¢ oDpalc btV 1) Eouolor adTAY adLkfiontl ToLS arOpwWToug
uivac TévTe,

"..they are able to harm people for five months."

o0 yop elyev €ovolav does probably not mean "not having authority/right"
(which makes no sense with the following clause), but simply "not being able to".



But Chrysostom shows that the understanding of "not having authority" was

common. He writes in his 48™ homily on the Gospel of John:

"What sayest thou, O blessed John? Had not He 'power’, who was able to do all that He
would? ... The Evangelist spake not so that he might be supposed to utter riddles, but to
make it plain that He showeth proofs both of His Godhead and His Manhood. For when he
saith, that "He had not power," he speaketh of Him as a man, doing many things after the
manner of men; but when he saith, that He stood in the midst of them, and they seized
Him not, he showeth to us the power of the Godhead, (as man He fled, as God He
appeared,) and in both cases he speaks truly."

So, the W reading is clearly the more difficult one. Possibly from the Latin?
"potestatem" has a broad range of meanings: "power, strength" but also "chance,
opportunity". The latter is more probable.

Compare below Jo 7:52 for another agreement of W with the Latin.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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45. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA%" John 7:4 008€lLC yop TL €V KPUTT® ToLEl Kol (MTel adTOg €V
Toppnole €lval. €l Tadto ToLele, GuVEPWOOY TENLTOV TG KOOUW.

T&T #87

o0TOC €V mappnole P66, P75, 01, ES L, X, A, ¥, 070, 0141, f1, 124, 33,
213,397,579, 799, 821, 865, 892, 1241, Maj, Lat,
Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, geo®, WH, NA®®, Trqg

ev Toppnoie edtog DS, O, f13

€v moppnole eOTO  D*
o0TO €V Tappnole  P66*, B, (D*), W, pc’, WH™, Trg™
wdToV év Tappnole  E*, pc’?, r!, geo!

€v mappnole  pcd, b, e, Sy-C, pbo, aeth
NA/SQE list only the last three variants (and D* in the appendix).

579 reads txt, as given in T&T, Swanson and Schmidtke. This has been checked
at the film. NA notes it wrongly for the P66* reading.

Merck lists also Tatian" for a:0TO.

Lacuna: A, C

B: no umlaut

txt  "for no one does anything in secret, and himself seeks to be in public"
B..  "for no one does anything in secret, and seeks it to be in public"

Compare:
NA? Matthew 10:26 Mm ovv ¢opndfite adtolc o0dEV Yap €oTLY
KEKOAVUULEVOV

It is possible that the text originally lacked a pronoun, which has been supplied
later at various places and in different forms. But the support for this is only
versional and may simply be translational inaccuracy.



The neuter form might have been suggested from Mt 10:26 (Lk 12:2) where also
a neuter follows a masculine form. Weiss (Textkritik, p. 41) notes that possibly
the a0TO is a conformation to the neuter TL. The B reading is more difficult
(almost nonsensical), the txt reading makes better sense in context.

The variation is strange and difficult to decide. The support for a0TO is quite
good.

It might be a transcriptional problem too:
zhteiautosenparrhsia
zhteiautoenparrhsia

Rating: - (indecisive)
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46. Difficult variant

NA?" John 7:8 U€Lle avafnte €l thy €optnr: €y® 00K avefulvw €ig tny
coptny TadTNY, OTL O €UOC KOLPOC ODTIW TETANPWTL.

N ~ ¥ l4 ) \ N 4 4 b \ b4
BYZ John 7:8 ULu€lC avofnte €l¢ Tty coptny  todTtny: €yw  olmw
aroafoivw elc Y €opTNY  TadTNY: OTL O KOLPOC O EUoC oDTw
TETANPWTOL

Byz P66,P75,B,L, T,W, X, A, ©,%, 070, 0105, 0141, 0250, f1, f13, 1071, Mqj,
f.j.q.27, 29, vg™®, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pdl, sq, ac?, goth, NA?®, WH, Weiss

txt  01,D, K II, M, 1071, 1241, al, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, bo, arm, Diatess,

add T 0TV after first €opTnv:
01*, M, s*, U, T, A, A, 13, 28, 33, 157, 565, 579, 700, Maj, Lat, Sy, arm
01* corrected by 01

Latin: vos ascendite ad diem festum (hunc), ego non ascendo ad diem festum ...
(nondum f, g et al.)

P66 changes the second 00T singularly into 00€TW (so, too, in Jo 7:30).
33, 565, 579 omit due to h.t. copTV TAOTNY' ... €OPTNHY TAVTNY"
Lacuna: A, C

B: no umlaut

Diatessaron:

Ephrem (McCarthy): "I am not going up during this feast, that is, to the cross. He did
not say, to the feast, but, during the feast. ... They were
seeking him in order to hand him over. Therefore he deceived
them, | am not going up. But he went up secretly."

Arabic (Preuschen): "ich gehe jetzt nicht hinauf zu diesem Fest"
Arabic (Hogg): "but | go not up now to this feast"

Compare verse 10:
NA?" John 7:10 ‘Q¢ &¢ avéPnoar ol adeipol adTod €ic thy €optnv, TOTE
kol 0TOC GVEPN 00 davep®dg aAr [WE] €V KpUTTE.




Compare also the following variations:
NA*" Matthew 15:17 o0 voelte B, D, Z, O, f13, 33, 565, 579, pc, Or
obTw voelte 01, C, L, W, 0281, f1, 892, Maj

NA%" Matthew 16:9 oVTW VO€ELTE,
o0 f13

NAZ" Matthew 16:11 TG 00  VOELTE
TQC oUW Voelte 565

NA? Mark 4:40 TiL SeLAoL €OTE; olTw €xete TLOTLY;
BYZ Mark 4:40 TL 8eLAol €ote oVtwe; IID¢ olk €xete TLOTLY;
Byz A,C, 33, Maj, f, (Sy-P), Sy-H

NAZ Mark 7:18 00 VO€LTE A,B,D,W,0, 28, 33,565,579, 1424, Mqj
olTw voelte  O1,L, A, U, f1,700, 892, 1342, pc

NA?" Mark 8:21 kol €Aeyer adTOlS ODTW OLVLIETE;
BYZ Mark 8:21 Kol édeyer adtolg, 11O ob ouviete;
Byz (B), 28,157,579, 700, 2542, Maj-part

NA?" John 6:17 kol oDTw €AnAUBeL Tpog adtoLg 6 'Inoolc,
BYZ John 6:17 kol 00K  €AnA0OeL mpog ahTovg 6 ‘Inoolc.
Byz A, KII, ©,f1,28,157,565, 700, 1424, Maj
NA%" John 7:6 0 KOLPOG O €UOC OUTW THPETTLY,
oy 01*

NA?" John 11:30 oUmw 8¢ éAnAUBel 6 ‘Inoolc el¢ thy kWuny

oL Yop D"

It is possible that scribes changed 0Uk into 0UTW to remove the inconsistency
between verse 8 and verse 10.

On the other hand 0UTW could have been changed into 00K to improve style,
because there is one more 0UTW later in the verse. It is also possible that 0Ok
is at least in part just an accidental error (several 00TwW/0UK variations appear,
see examples above). 00K is basically a Western reading (01, D, it, vg, Sy-S, Sy-
C), joined by a few Byzantine manuscripts. Both 01 and D change one other 00w
to OUK.

The external support for 00T is very strong.



Difficult.

Already Porphyry the philosopher (3™ CE) notes that with the o0k we would

have a "changeable" Jesus. Jerome's Against the Pelagians 2:17 writes:
"Ut autem ascenderunt fratres ejus, func et ipse ascendit ad solemnitatem, non
manifeste, sed quasi in abscondito (Joan. VII, 10). Iturum se negavit, et fecit quod
prius negaverat. Latrat Porphyrius, inconstantiae ac mutationis accusat, nesciens omnia
scandala ad carnem esse referenda. Moyses, inquit, dedit vobis legem, et nemo ex vobis
facit legem, utique possibilem, et famen quod erat possibile, nemo impleverat, neque
enim culpa imperantis est, sed fragilitas audientis, ut omnis mundus subditus fiat Deo."

Pseudo-Ambrosius (4™ CE, Latin) preserved a similar objection to Jesus' change
of intention (Quaestiones Vet. et N. Test. 74).

Weiss (Jo Com.) suggests that the 00w indicates that Jesus did not want to go
to THIS festival (ta0Tny 1), but only to a later one. This, he thinks, is also
required from context (thus there is no real difference here between 00k and
0UTW). Weiss thinks that Jesus changed his mind due to a hint from God or
what ever. We will never know.

The Latin (Old Latin and Vulgate) could be interpreted as if Jesus would not go
up on that special day only. Compare Augustine: (Sermon LXXXIII. = CXXXTIIT.
Benedictine Edition)

"Ipsa verba solvunt quaestionem. Multis diebus agebatur ille dies festus. 'Ad istum’, utique hodiernum
'diem’, inquit, ‘festum’, istum utique hodiernum quando illi sperabant, non ascendit; sed quando ipse
disponebat. Denique attende quod sequitur: 'Haec cum dixisset, ipse mansit in Galilaea." Ergo non
ascendit ‘ad istum diem festum.' ...

. Non ascendo, inquit, ad diem festum. Dixit: Non ascendo, ut occultaretur; addidit: istum, ne
mentiretur. Aliquid intulit, aliquid abstulit, aliquid distulit; nihil tamen falsi dixit, quia nihil falsi de eius
ore procedit."

"The words themselves solve the difficulty. That feast was kept for many days. 'On this', that is, this
present 'feast day', saith He, this day, that is, when they hoped, He went not up; but when He Himself
resolved to go. Now mark what follows, 'When He had said these words, He Himself stayed in Galilee.'
So then He did not go up 'on that feast day'. ...

... He said, 'l go not up,’ that He might be hid; He added 'this," that He might not lie. Something He
expressed, something He suppressed, something He repressed; yet said He nothing false, for 'nothing
false proceedeth out of His Mouth." "

But on the other hand "diem festum" could be simply a translation of €opTnV
TEUTNV.

Compare:
Chrys C. Caragounis "Jesus, his brothers and the journey to Jerusalem
(Jo 7:8-10)" Svensk Exegetisk Arsbok 63 (1998) [he argues for oLTW]



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: - (indecisive)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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47. Difficult variant
NA?" John 7:9 TaDte 8¢ elmwy wdtog éuetver €év tf Naiiiulq.

BYZ John 7:9 tadta &€ elmwr adtolc éuelver év tf Fadtialy
T&T #88

Byz P75, B,D, T,II A, ©, ¥, 0105, 0141, f13, 33, 579, 799, 821, Maj,
a, ff?, q, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, geoz, goth, NA®® WH, Weiss, Trg

txt P66,01, D*, K, II*, L, N, W, X, 070, f1, 22, 213, 397, 565, 799, 865, 1071,
1241, al'®, Lat, Co, arm, WH™, Trg™

omit: 2786, al’, e, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P

A reads Byz. This has been confirmed by Klaus Witte from Muenster from the
film. NA lists it wrongly for the omission. Swanson and T&T (implicitly) have it
correctly.

Lacuna: A, C
B: no umlaut

"After saying this, he himself remained in Galilea."
"After saying this to them, he remained in Galilea."

Compare:
NAZ’ John 7:10

‘Qc 6¢ avéPnoar ol adeAdol adTod ... TOTE Kol dTOC AVEP ...

Very evenly divided support.

The change is probably accidental, because it involves only one Iota. Both
readings make good sense. OTOC might have been suggested from the next
verse 10 (so also Weiss).

a0TOLC appears to be the easier reading, because with €lmwy it suggests
itself. It is interesting that no €LTOV ®UTOLC ®UTOC €UELVEV appears. One
also wonders why no «0T0O¢ 6¢ appears.



Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 1?7 (NA probably wrong)
= slight tendency for the Byzantine reading.
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NAZ John 7:10 ‘Qc 6¢ avéfnoar ol adeAdol adToD €lc TNV €opTnV, TOTE
kol 0TOC GVEPN 00 davep®de aArL [we] €V kpuTTE.

omit: 01, D, 1424, pc, it(a, b, d, e, r!, 48), Sy-S, Sy-C, saq, ac?, geo, Bois, Tis, Bal
txt P66,P75,B,L, T,W, X, 0, ¥, 070, 0105, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 565, 579, 1071,
Maj, Lat(aur, c, f, ff2,1,q, vg). Sy-P, Sy-H, bo, arm, goth
"quasi"
Lacuna: A, C
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA%" John 2:15 kol TOLNOKC T GPayEALLOY €K OXOLVLWY ToVTaG €EEPoAey
ek ToD Llepod T Te TPOPuto Kol TOLG POeC, Kol TV KOAALBLOTOV
€Eéyeer TO KEPUo KoL TOC TPaTe(ng QVveETpeler,
T o¢ P66,P75,6,L, N, W3, X, 0162, f1, 22, 33, 565, 892, 1241,
al, Lat, Sy-H™, Or®®
txt 01,A,B,0, Y, f13,579, 1071, Mqj, |, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co, Or

No parallel for this construction in the Greek Bible. Possibly idiomatic (compare
Jo 2:15)?

It is probable that wW¢ has been omitted as superfluous or awkward. It is also
possible that it has been omitted, because in this sentence WG appears twice
with two different meanings. The first is a femporal particle "while, when", the
second a particle of comparison "as, like". Weiss (Textkritik, p. 170) thinks that
the W¢ has probably been omitted, because there was none in front of the
parallel pavepdc.

Metzger notes that "a copyist may have inserted the word in order to soften
the force of the expression €V kKpuTT®." (so already Tischendorf) - But is this
probable?

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original) (remove brackets)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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48.Difficult variant

NA%" John 7:12 KoL yOYYUOROC Tepl aDToD fY TOAUG €V TOlg OyAoLC:
BYZ John 7:12 Keil YOYYLOWOC TOALC Tepl adTod Qv €V toic O)AoLc:

T&T #89

Byz TOAUC Tepl adTOD MV A, 0105, 01412, f1, f13, 157, 565, 579, Maj
ToAlg fiv mepl adtod 01, N, ¥, 397, 892, 1010, 1071, 1293, al'®
ToAUG v 1424, pc*

txt Tepl adTOd MY MOALg  P75,B,L, T, W, X, 213,597, 799, 821, 865,
1241, 1819, 2786, pc’
v mepl adtod MOADC  P66C, 070", 33, Tis, Bal

one of these: Lat(b, f, ff%, j, q, r', 11A, vg), Sy, Co, goth
et murmur multus de eo erat 11A, vg (=Byz)
et murmur multus de illo erat ff%, g%, gat (=Byz)
et murmur magnus de illo erat f.J (=Byz)
et mormor multus erat de eo 35, 47,vg™* (=01 ..)
et murmur de eo erat magnum b (= txt)
et murmur de illo factus est magnus g (= txt)

et murmur erat magnum in turba de eo pl

omit TOAVC: P66*,D,Y, 0, pc, it(a, aur, c, d, e, ££2*, 1), arm
v Tepl avtod  P66*, D
Tepl adtod v Y, O, pctt

Tischendorf gets this reading, because he separates it into two variants: a) the
position of NV and b) the position of TOAUG.

X: TOAAOLC

070 reads: kol yJoyyvopog [qv] me[pi] adtod [moA]ug [€]v TolC

0141: T&T have it for Byz, IGNTP for txt.

Lacuna: A, C

B: no umlaut



Compare:

NAZ?" John 6:41 "Eyoyyuvlov odv ol ‘TouvduiloL Tepl adtod OTL eimer: €yw
€Ll 0 aptoc 0 Kutafog €k ToD oLPVOD,

NA%" John 6:61 ¢idw¢ 6¢ 0 ’'Inoolc év €ovte 0Tl yoyyUlouvoLy Tepl
TOUTOL Ol podntel cvtod eimer adtolc ToDTo LUAC okevduALllel;

NA%" John 7:32 fikouoar ol ®doaproaior tod OxAov yoyyvlovtog Tepl
oVtod TadTo,

All thinkable combinations! Difficult to judge.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

.o ~ ’ ~ 14
NA% John 7:19 O0 Mwiofic 8€bwkey LULY TOV VOPOV; Kol 00Ol €F
VUQV TOLEL TOV VOOV, TL e (NTELTE ATOKTELVOL;

€bwkey B, D, H, pc, NA®, WH, Weiss, Trg, Bal

txt 8Edwkey P66,P75,01,L, T, W, X, ©, ¥, 0105, 0141, 0250, f1, 13, 33,
Maj, WH™, Tis

Lacuna: A, C
B: no umlaut
Compare discussion at Jo 6:32

Weiss thinks that 665wkeV is a conformation to verse 7:22.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 7:23 €l mepLtouny Aepufovel avpwtoc €v oofPatw Lvu
un AvBf 6 vopoc Mwioéwe, &uol yoddte OtL OAov avBpwmov ULYLA
emoinon €v oofPatw;

0 dvpwmoc
B, N, ©, (0250), 33, pc, [NA®’], [WH], Weiss, [Trg™]

txt P66,01,D,L, T,W, X, ¥, 0105, 0141, f1, f13, 579, Maj, Trg

Trg™, WH, NAZ have 0 in brackets.
Lacuna: A, C
B: no umlaut

Compare context:

NAZ?" John 7:22 6L ToDT0 Mwiofi¢ 6€dwkey VULV THY TEPLTOUNY - olY,
0TL €k T0D MWUoEwg €0TLY GAL’ €k TOV ToTEPWY - Kol €V oofBBatw
TEPLTEUVETE AVOPWTOV.

Compare also:

NA? John 9:11 amekpiBn ékelvog: 0 avBpwmoc 6 Aeyouevoc ’Inooic
TAOV €ToLnoev

with 0: P66, 01, B, L, 070, f1, 22, 33, 1071, pc

without 0: P75, A,C,D, W, X, 0, ¥, f13, 579, Maj

NA?" John 16:21 .. ODKETL pvmupovelel The BALPewe due Ty yepor OTL
eyervnon ardpwmoc €ig TOV KOOUOV.
add 0: 01*, 157, 579

The support is incoherent and probably the addition is just accidental.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NA%*" John 7:26 kol 1€ mxppnowc AAEL kol 00BEY  aDTR keyouow
pnﬂore aANODC €yvwoar ol dpyovtec OTL 00TOC €0TLY 0

XPLOTOG;

BYZ John 7:26 kal (de Toppnoly Aciel kol 006€V oDTR A€YOLOLV
unmote GANBRC €yvwoay oL GpYovTeg OTL 00TOC €0TLY GANBRE O
XpLotog

Not in NA and not in SQE but in Tisl!
Byz M,U,T, A, A,60105, 157,579, 700, Maj, f, q, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, goth

txt P66,P75,01,B,D,K I L, N, T, W,X,0,Y, 0105, 0141, f1, f13, 28, 565,
892, 1071, 1241, 1424, al, Lat, Sy-C, Sy-S, Co, arm, Or

Lacuna: A, C
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ?" John 4:42 00TOC €0TLY GANBRC 6 OWTNP TOD KOOUOU.
NAZ?" John 6:14 00TOC €0TLY GANBRC O TPOPNTNG

NAZ" John 7:40 00TOC €0TLY AANBRC O TPOPNTNC'

Clearly a secondary addition stimulated by the 4ANBQG earlier in the verse and
the similar occurrences in John.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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49. Difficult variant

7:34 and 7:36

NAZ?" John 7:34 {1tro€Té We Kol oby evpnoete [ue], kol Omov elul €yw
VUELS 00 dUraoBe EABELY.

omit: P66,01,D,6,L, W, A, ©, ¥, 0141, 1582, 118, f13, 33, Maj,
Latt, arm, goth, NA*®, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal, SBL

txt P75,B,N, T, X, 0105, 1, 565, al, Sy, Co, WH, [Trg™]

Note: B alone reads at the end: ... eABeLY ékel.
Lacuna: A, C
B: no umlaut

NA?" John 7:36 TiC €0TLV 0 AGYoC oUTOC OV elmev: (NTNoeTé pe Kol ovy
€ ’ ’ \ V4 b \ b \ N ~ 2 ’ b ~
€VPMNOETE [Ue], KoL OTOU ELUL €Y LUELS 0L OLVoOBe €ABELY;

omit: P66,01,D,L,N, W, A, O, ¥, 0105, 0141, f13, 33, Maj,
Lat, arm, goth, NA*, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal, SBL

txt  P75,B,6, T, X, fl,565, 892, pc, vg™, Sy, Co, WH, [Trq™]

Lacuna: A, C
B: no umlaut

Compare:
LXX Jeremiah 36:13 kol €k(NTNOTE e Kol €VPNOETE pe OTL (NTNOETE e
€v OAn Kapdle VPOV

NA*" John 8:21
Elmer odv moALy adtoig €yw umayw kol (nNTnoeté e T,
T kol oDk evpnoeTé e N, 1,565

T kol oUK evpnoete 118,700

NAZ?" John 13:33 TekVL, €TL ULKPOV hed’ DUV elpl: {nTNoeté ue

Difficult.



Either the i€ has been omitted to improve style or it has been added to make
the saying more symmetrical (compare the previous (NTNO€T€ We) and to
harmonize it with Jer and other occurrences in John.

Note that the same variation also appears in 8:211 Here N has the |L€!

P. Williams comments on the Syriac:
"The general Syriac tendency to put the object later and the particular
preference for VOVO and VVO is evident.
John 7:34. Where txt has (NTtNoeTé pe kal oLy e€vpnoeté [ue] NA27
cites SCP with the VOVO structure in its support against the variant VOV
without the second |L€. The support of SCP has to be dropped, but without
this support the balance of external evidence shifts yet further away from
txt, which, on the principles on which the edition was compiled, had only a
marginal lead over the variant.
John 7:36. Not only is #xt and the variant and NA27's citation of Sy
exactly the same as in John 7:34, but the evidence for both is remarkably
similar. The citation of Sy is slightly misleading since S goes its own
direction and does not have a straightforward correspondence with 7xt or
the variant. P, however, have the expected VOVO structure. Again,

without their support, 7x7 loses any slender lead it had over the variant."

P. Williams "Early Syriac Translation Technique and the textual criticism of the Greek
Gospels", Gorgias Press, 2004, p. 57-58.

Rating: - (indecisive)
(brackets ok)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NAZ" John 7:36 TLC €0TLY O AOYOC 0UTOC OV €lmev: (MTNOETE e Kol ovY
cupNoeté [ue], kel 0mou elpl €yw Luelc ob dlvaobe éABely T ;

NA? John 7:37 "Ev 8¢ Tf] €oyatn NUepe ThH peyaAn thg €opthc eloTtnkel
0 ’Inool¢ kol ékpafery Aéywv: €av Tic OLld €pyéobw TPoc pe Kol
TLVETW.

T Jo 7:53 - 8:11 225 (1192 CE)
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ?" John 7:52 dmekplOnoor kol €lmoy adTe: un Kel o ék Thg
Codtdoloc €1; épadvnoor kol 16e 0tL ék Thc TaAtdaiog Tpodrtne odk
eyelpetol.

NA?" John 8:12 TIaALy odv adtolc édaAinoey 0 ‘Inoodc A€ywy: éyw il
70 PRC TOD KOOLOU® O GKOAOVOMDV &UOL 0D WM TEPLTATNON €V T
oKoTLY, GAL el 10 d¢ ThHg (wic.

A Byzantine minuscule. Probably added accidentally here, but there is no obvious
reason.
Perhaps some lectionary cause: The Pentecost reading was: Jo 7:37-52+8:12.
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50. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" John 7:37 'Ev &8¢ Tf} €oyatn Muépe TH WeydAn thc €opthc eloTtnkel
0 ‘Inoolc kol éxpafer Aéywr: éav Tig SLPd €py€obw TPOg We Kol
TLVETW.

omit: P66*,01*, D, b, d, e, vg™, Or-®", Tis, Bal
TPOC €uE P75, B, Or'™e, Weiss
txt  P66¢, 01 L, N, X, 0, ¥, T, 0105, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 157, 565, 579, 1424,

MGJ ’ Or,3 times

Note also: P66*: Tf] €0ty NUEPE TG MEYAANG €OPTTC
Lacuna: A, C
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" Revelation 22:17 Kol T0 Tveduo kol 1) voudn AéyouvoLy: €pyou. kol
0 GKOVWV €LTaTW: €PYOL. Kol O SLPDY Epy€abw, 0 BEAWY AuPETw
V8wp (whc dwpeay.

A Western stylistic improvement?

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 177) notes that the omission is due to realize a close
connection of the épy€c0w with the kol TLVETW. It might also have been
omitted as a reminiscence of Rev. 22:17.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA?" John 7:37-7:38 'Ev &8¢ Tf] €oyatn NUEPy Th HeyaAn Thg €optiic
clotnkel 0 'Inoolc kal ékpoker Aéywr: €y tic Ll épyécbw TPOg ue
KoL TLVETW. 38 O TLOTEVWY €ig EUE, Kabwe elmer 1 ypadt], TOToUOL €K
TR¢ koLAlag adtod pevoovoLy Vdatog (GrToc.

A question of punctuation.
There is either a full stop after TLVETW or after O TLOTEDWY €LG EUE.

after TLVETW: P66, Origen, Cyril, Basil, Athanasius

after 0 TLOTEVWY €ig éué:  d, e, sa™, Cyprian

Kilpatrick notes: "When kabw¢ introduces a following quotation in the NT it
invariably follows its main clause." He translates:
"If any man thirst, let him who believes in me come to me and drink."

It is interesting to note that there is no scripture passage known to which verse
38 refers.

Compare:
e K.H. Kuhn "St. John 7:37-8" NTS 4 (1957-8) 63-5
e J. Blenkinsopp "John 7:37-9: Another note on a notorious crux" NTS 6
(1959-60) 95-8
e G&.D. Kilpatrick "The punctuation of John 7:37-38" JTS 11 (1960) 340-2
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NA*" John 7:39 rof)ro oc elmev ﬂepl 70D ﬂveupocrog 0 ’égeMo
Aoepfavely ol mioteboavteg €ig adTOVT oDTW Yop MY Tredue, OTL
‘Incobc 0U8€ETW E60ETOM.

BYZ John 7:39 Todto 6¢ elmev TTEpL TOD ﬂveupocrog oD ep,eMov
AopPovely ol mLotebovteg elg adtor: olmw yop fY Treduo yLov, OTL
‘Incobc oU8€TW E60ETOM.

Byz P66,01,D,L, T,W,X, 0, Y, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 579,
Maj-part[G, H, N, T, A, I1, 28, 157, 565, 892, 1241, 1424],
Robinson, NA®®, Trq, WH, Tis, Bal, SBL

txt P75, B,
Maj-part[E, K, M, S, U, V, Y, A, Q, 0105, 700] , WH™, Trg™

Lacuna: A, C
B: no umlaut

A\

O  pronoun relative accusative neuter singular
oL pronoun relative genitive  neuter singular

"But this he said of the Spirit, which are about to receive those believing in him"

Similar instances:

NA?” John 4:14 0¢ &’ av TLY €k ToD VOATOC OV €YW SWOW LT,
NA?" John 15:20 pvnuovetete tod A0yov ol éyw elmov LUiv:
NA?" John 21:10 €VEYKATE GO TOV OYaplwy WY émLacute Viv.

NA%" John 4:5 Zuyap mAnolor tod ywplov 0 édwker Toakwf [td] Twond
10D ywplov ol P66, C*, D, L, W°, 0, 086, f1, 33,
Maj-part[M, N, S, Q, 28, 157, 565, 700, 1071, 1241]

txt P75,01, A, B, C¢, ¥, 083, f13, 579, 892,
Maj-part[K, II, U, T, A, A, 1424]



Robertson (Wordpictures) notes:
"Which (00). Genitive by attraction of the relative 0 (accusative singular
object of AapfaveLv) to the case of ToD TVelpNTOC (the Spirit) the
antecedent. But it is purely grammatical gender (neuter O because of
Tvele) which we do not have in English. Even here one should say "whom,"
not which, of the Spirit of God."

The three other examples of attraction in John (see above) are safe. To the
contrary the only other example without attraction in John (4:5) shows the same
variation.

The conclusion would be that it was the 0 that initiated the change.

The change emerged independently several times, because the support is not
coherent.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NAZ?" John 7:39 T00T0 8¢ elmer Tepl TOD MVEUUATOC O EUEALOV

AoppoveLy ,Oi. ﬂLore,l')oowreg el¢ adtor: obmw yap MY Tveduw, OTL
~ 9 b

‘Incol¢ ovoeTw €50EnaON.

BYZ John 7:39 T0Dt0 &¢ €lmer mepl ToD MYeluatog o0 éueAiov
Aopfovely ol mLotebovteg €lg adtor: olmw yop MY Tveduo @yLov, OTL
'Incolc 0U8€éTwW €60E0ON

T&T #90

TVeduo AyLOV P66*, L, N¢, W, X, A, 0105, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 213, 397,
565, 579, 799, 821, 865, 1071, 1241, Maj, [Trg]

70 mveduo O ayLov ém’ odtolc D, d, f, goth(!)

Tvebuo dytov 6edouevor B, pc’, e, q, vg™*, Sy-H**, Sy-Pal, geo?, Weiss

mvedua dedduevov it, vg™*, Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-P, Eus, Lachmann
Tvedja P66°, P75,01, K, II, N*, T, ©, ¥, 849, pc**,

33, vg, Co, arm, Or

goth: unte ni nauhpanuh was ahma sa weiha ana im
but notyet  was spirit the holy on him

Or: Mt Comm tom 12:40

€dldate yap €v T) edayyeilw 0 Twavvng mpo ThC draotoocwe Tod
owTApoc undéve Treduo oyLov €oynkéval ety "olmw  yop My
mvedue, 0tL ‘Incodg oddémw E50EnadN."

The reading TVebuo S€SEUEVOV is hot given in NA.
Lacuna: A, C
B: umlaut! (1361 A 38 L) oOTOV: obTw yap Nv mvedua, OTL

Natural additions. There is no reason for an omission.

This is one of the cases suggested by Metzger (“Lucianic recension", 1959)
where one could have an old relict of the earliest Antiochian fext. Not
necessarily correct, but at least older than any possible recension.



Weiss (Textkritik, p. 131) thinks that the B reading is rather difficult, because
it seems to exclude the communication of the Spirit to Jesus and the prophets.
Hoskier (Codex B, I, 373) sees the B reading as a conflation.

It is possible that the )V refers to Jesus and not to the Spirit:

"and not yet was he Spirit" against: “for not yet was the Spirit". To avoid this
view 6€S0ULEVOV might have been added.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 129

Minority reading:

NA?" John 7:39 to0T0 8¢ €lmey Tepl ToD TYedUatog 0 EueAlor AapufoveLy
oL TLoTeboavTe €ig adTov: obTw yop fv mredue, 0Tl ‘Inocodc 006ET®
€d0Fno0M.

No txt in NA and SQE!

olmw 01, B, D, ©, pc, Or®, Trg, WH
txt P66, P75, (L), T, W, X, P, 0141, 1, f13, 33, 579, Maj

0VOETWTE L

Lacuna: A, C
B umlaut! 1361 A 40 L
0tL ‘Inoodc obmw &6okdadn. 40 'Ek tod OyAov

006€TwW/ oUW "not yet"

0VBETOTE "never"

Compare:

NA%" John 7:6 0 KOLPOGC O €UOC OUTW TOPESTLY
0UGETW w

NA?" John 7:30 0tTL oUW €ANAUBeL 1) Wpo adTOD.
0VSETW P66

NAZ?" John 8:57 TeVTHKOVTE €TN 0DTW €xeLe Kol "APpatiyl €WpoKkog;
0VBETW D

00UGETW appears two more times in John, both occurrences are safe.

oLTW appears 11 times, basically safe, too, but with three times singular
variation to 0VSETW,

Probably oUTw here is a conformation to immediate context, the 0UTW earlier in
the verse. The support for oUW is incoherent.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 130

NAZ” John 7:40 "Ek 10D &yAov odv dkoloovteg TAV A0YWV TOVTWY
€leyor: 00TOC €0TLY GANOGE O TpodnTNG:

BYZ John 7:40 ToAAOL 0Oy ék ToD dyAov dxovoavtec Tov Adyov,
€leyor: 00TOC €0TLY GANOGE O TpodnTNG:

ToAAoL odv ék ToD dyAou K, II, A, P, 0105, 0141, f13, 33, 579, 1071,
Maj, q, Sy, goth
¢k toD OyAou obv moAlol 118
oL oOv ék 10D &YAou 0
moAAOL €k toDd HyAou ol P66*

oL obv ék ToD OyAov moAlolL 124
ToAAOL oDV axovoovtec ék tod OyAov 157
akovoovTeC €k toD OYAou dkovoovtec 047

txt Ek toD dyAov odv  P66€,P75,01,B,D,L, T, W, X, f1, 565, pc,
Lat, Co, arm

The © reading is in brackets for the Byzantine reading. This is misleading,
because it is not clear (though probable) that the oL comes from a misreading of
TOAAOL.

T reads actually 'Ek t00 0yAov ov without V!

Lacuna: A, C

B: umlaut! (1361 A 40 L)

39 ’'Inoolc o06émw €50EdoOn. 40 'Ek Tod OyAou

Compare:
NAZ?" John 6:60 IToAAOL 00V dkoVOOVTEC €k TOV HodNTRY adtod elmoy:
NA?” John 11:45 IToALol obv ék TV Tovdalwy oL éABOVTEC

If TOAAOL was originally present, there would have been no reason for an
omission. Note 6:60, which is safe. Probably TOAAOL has been added from 6:60.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 131

NAZ John 7:40 'Ex t0oD OyAov obv dxovoavtel TOV AOYwY TOOTWY
€leyor: 00TOC €0TLY GANOGE O TpodnNTNG:

BYZ John 7:40 moAiol oOv 'Ek tod 0OyAov dkovoovtec OV Adyov,
€reyor ODTOC €0TLY AANODC O TpodrTNC:

Not in NA, partially only in SQE, in Tis!

T&T #91
Byz TOV AOYOV S, A%, A, 69, 788(=f13), 28, 579, 1424,
Maj-part®®®
OV Adywy E,H, M, Y*, T, A*, 0105, 0211, 157, 700, 1342,

Maj-part*®, Sy-P, Sy-H

txt TV AOywr toltwy  P66S, P75,01% B, L, N, T, ¥, 0141, f1, 33, 397,
565, 597, 799, 821, 892, 1071, 2193, al®,
it(a, b, e, f,q, ), Sy-H™, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, goth
tov Adyov todtov X, 213, 849, 865, 1241, 2786, al'?*, sa™°, bo™
TOUTWY TAOV AOYWV 6, pc?

o0tod TOY Adywy TolTwy  P66*,01*, D, Lat(aur, ¢, d, ff2, I, vg)

o0tod TRV Adywy 0, pc”®

TOV A.éY(x)V o0tod K, W, Y T1, a3, Sy-C(or the previous)
oV Adyov altod 13, a0

o0tod TOV AdyoV 124, pc®

omit: pc, Sy-S

Ol: IGNTP completely omits the word ToUTwv for O1. It is clearly there,
confirmed from the facsimile (CSNTM 052b column C, last line).

The versions are from Tis and are not completely clear!

Lacuna: A, C

B: no umlaut

Several variations:

a) add avToD: P66*,01*, D, K, W, Y¢, ©, 13, pc

b) add Todtov/T00TWY: P66, P75,01,D, B, 6,L, N, U, X, I1, ¥, f1, 33, 565,
1071, Lat, Co, arm



The addition of TOUTWV and the plural are almost safe. The omission could be
due to h.t. (-wVv ... -wV).

The only question is the addition of «0toD, which is basically
Western/Caesarean.

Metzger: The P66* et al. reading "has the appearance of being a conflation."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 132
Minority reading: _
NA%" John 7:40 'Ex 7100 OyAov o0V akoloovtee TV AOYWV TOUTWV
€rcyov:
0DTOC €0TLY GANOGC O TpoPNTNG:

T&T #92

4

otL o0ToC
B, D, 821, 1010, 1293, pc®, [NA®], [WH], Weiss, [Trg™]

txt  P66,P75,01,L,N, T, W, X, ©, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 213, 397, 799, 849,
865, Maj

Trg™, WH, NA? have 0 in brackets.
Lacuna: A, C
B: no umlaut

Compare context:
NA%" John 7:12 K&l YOYYULOROC Tepl adTOD MY MOAVC €V TOLC OYAOLC" Ol
uev €leyor OtL ayodog €otLy,

NA%? John 7:31 'Ek tod OxAov 6¢ moAAolL émioTevoay €i¢ adTOV Kol
€reyor T O ypLoTOg Otaw EABN un TAclove onuele TOLNOEL WY 0DTOC

emoilnoev;
.

0tL V¥, 579,dl[K II, M, T, A, 28, 157, 700, 1071, 1424]

NA%" John 7:41 @AAoL €Aeyov: T o0TOC €0TLY O YpLOTOC, Ol 6¢ €Acyov:
un yop ék thc aAtdalog 0 xpLoTog épyetol;

TOTL D, L, W, X, 69,6157, 1071, 1241, al

The addition is probably accidental. There is no reason for an omission. Note
similar additions in context.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 133

51. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NAZ John 7:44 TLveg &€ NPelov € btV TLaowL adTov,
GAL" 000elc EMEPaAey € aDTOV TOC YELPOC.

€BaAer P75,B,L, T, pc, Trg, WH, Tis, Bal

txt P666, 01,D,W, X, 0, ¥, 0105, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 579, Mqj
EmeBarley  P66*, 1424
Lacuna: A, C

B: no umlaut

Compare context:

’ > 4 ’
NAZ John 7:30 "E{ntour olv odtOv mioooL, kol o0delg eméfoder érm’
aDTOV TNV XELPX, OTL 0UTW EANADOEL 1 Wpe c0TOD. safel

Compare also:

NA*" Matthew 26:50

T0TE TPOoEABOVTEC €MEPaAor TaC Yelpac €L tov 'Inoody

NA?" Mark 14:46 ol 8¢ €méBaioy TOC YELPOG DT

NA%" Luke 9:62 000€LC €MLBaAWY TNV YELpo €T GPOTPOV

NA%" Luke 20:19 kol Ol apyLepelc emPaiely ém’ adTOV

NAZ Luke 21:12 Toavtwy €mBarodoly éd’ VHAC TOC YELPOG dDTOV

It appears quite probable that éméBaAcy is a conformation to context, verse 30
(so Weiss) and/or to the parallels where €émLBaAAW is safe always. There is no
reason for a change to €paAcy here.

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)



TVU 134

52. Difficult variant

NA%" John 7:46 GmekplONoay oL UTMPETEL: ODBETOTE EAXANTEY 0VTWC
aVOPWTOC.

BYZ John 7:46 4mekplOnoor ol vmmpétal OVSETOTE OUTWC EAXANTEV
avOpwTo¢ Wg obtog 0 Erepwmoc,

T&T #94

We ovtog O &vBpwrmoc X, A, ©, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 157, 579, 700, 892,
1071, 1241, Maj, Lat, Sy, sa, ac®, pbo, arm, geo,
goth, Gre, Vogels, von Soden, [Trq]

OV8€émote oUtwC 0 AvOpwToc 13*

oUTWC AVOPWTOC EAXANTEY WC 0VTOC AAEL D, aur, ¢, d
oUTWC VOPWTOC EAAANCEY WC 00TOC AdAEL O &vOpwTOC
P66*, 01*, NA%®, Weiss, Tis, Merk

b4

eAANoey 0bToC GvBpwToC WS 00TOC 0 dVBpwTOC N, ¥, 33, 1241, pc
EAUATIOEV avOpwToC W obtog O &

avOpwTOg 28,700

txt P66%, P75,01% B, L, T, W, 849, pc’, vg™, bo, Or, WH

13: T&T note 13* for txt, but this is not correct. The evidence acc. to Swanson
(and Geerlings) is given above. It is clear that 13* is an accidental omission due
to homoioarcton oUTWC - oUTOC. This has been confirmed by Klaus Witte from
Miinster from the film. The corrector adds the missing words. Swanson
interprets this wrongly by inserting them after 0 V8pwTO¢ and not before.

Lacuna: A, C
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA? Mark 4:26 Kol €leyer: oltwg €otiv 1 PBaoiielo ToD OBeod w¢
avOpwmog PoAn Tov omopov €mi Thg Yhg

The additions are probably natural expansions: 0UTWG ... WG.



As in the previous 7:40 variant (0TO0D TGOV AOYWV TOUTWV), the P66*, O1*
reading looks like a conflation.

It is possible that the words fell out due to h.t. ((VOpwTOG - AVOPWTOC, so
Weiss). Some Byzantine minuscules omit, too (e.g. 225, 229 acc. to Tis). h.t. is at
least in part responsible for the omission.

Interestingly the longest reading is also the earliest (P66).

It has been suggested that this is the result of a conflation of the D and the ©
reading.

On the other hand it is also possible that the shorter readings are attempts to
straighten the rather clumsy style. This repetitive style is typically Johannine.

The txt reading is unusual Greek. Normally 0UTw¢ comes in front of the verb.

The N, ¥ et al. readings can be seen as remnants of the txt reading.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 135

NAZ?" John 7:50 AéyeL Nikodnpog Tpog adtolg,
0 AW Tpoc adtov [10] mpdtepor, €l AV € adTOV"

BYZ John 7:50 AéyelL Nikodnuog mpo¢ adtolg
0 EABV VUKTOC TPOC adTOV €l AV € adTQV

T&T #97
T&T #98

Byz 0 €ABQV VUKTOC TPOC adTOV 6, 579, 1424, Maj, Lat, Sy, goth
0 eABwr mpoc adtov vuktoc K, IL N, A, ¥, 0211, 0250, 157, 1071, al

0 EABwY TpoOc adTOV TO TPOTEPOV P66, L, W, 597, pc?, a2, sa, Sy-Pal, Bois
0 €EABV TpoOc abTtOV  mpdtepov P75, 01, B, T, 849, 2786,
NA®, WH, Weiss, Trg, SBL

omit: 01*, pc’, Tis, Bal

ELOWY TPOC adTOV VUKTOC TO TPWTOV D, 397 (but post aUTOV!)
AWV Tpodg adTOV VYLKTOC TO TpdTEPOV X, 33, 865
ELOWY TPOC adTOV TO TMPOTEPOY VUKTOC 0141, 821
EABWY TO TMPOTEPOY VUKTOGE TPOC odTOV 1241
ELOWY YukTOC TPoOC adTOV TO TPOTEPOV 0, f1, f13, 213, 565, 799,
892, 2193, al,
r!, Sy-H**, bo, arm

O~ OO~ OO~

According to Tischendorf, NA and Balestri (ed.pr.) T does read TpOTEpPOV.
According to IGNTP it does not (they have the singular reading 0 €ABWVY TPOG
oOTOV).

Lacuna: A, C

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" John 3:2 [Nikodemus:] 00toc HABer TPOC )TOV VUKTOC

Compare also:
NA%" John 6:62 €V o0V Bewpfite TOV LLOV TOD AvBpwmov Grafuivovte
0ToL NV TO TPOTEPOV;




NA?" John 9:8 OL o0V yeltovec kol oL Bewpodrtec adTOV TO TPOTEPOV
0TL Tpooaltne NV €leyov: oby oUTOC €0ty O KoOnuerog Kol
TPOOULTOV,

NA% John 19:39 HABer 6¢ kol Nikodnuog, 0 EABwr TPOg ahTOV VUKTOC

10 TPRTOV,

NA? John 10:40 ... TOTov 0mov v Twavvne 10 TpdTov Bamtilwy
T0 Mpotepor  P45,01, A, O, f13, 579, 1071, 2786, pc

NA?" John 12:16 TalTe OUK €Yrwoey e0ToD Ol UadnTol TO TPGOTOV
10 TPOTEPOV ¥

VUKTOG is the more clear reference to the previous (TpOTEPOV) mentioning of
Nicodemus. Note the clear conflation in the Western and Caesarean witnesses.
There is no reason for a change if VUKTOC was originally present.

The phrase T0 TPOTEPOV/TO TPWDTOV appears only in John (5 times).

Note Jo 19:39, where the reading is basically safe and is identical with the D
reading!

Zahn (Comm. Jo) thinks that the 01 reading is correct and considers the words
to be an interpolation from 19:39. On the other hand it is possible that the
words have been omitted to improve style. Note that 7 Byzantine minuscules
omit the words, too.

Compare also the discussion about TO TPOTEPOV versus TPOTEPOV, next variant.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 136

53. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NAZ?" John 7:50 Aéyel Nikodnuog Tpoc ahTovg, 6 €ABWY TPOS dTOV
[T0] TpoTEpoY, €lc WV € ahTdV:

omit P75, 01%, B, T, 205, 1582*, 849, 2786, pc*, NA*®>, WH, Weiss, Trg

txt P66, (D), L, W, X, ©, 0141, f1, 13, 33, 213, 565, 799, 821, 865,
892, 1241, pc®, e

10 TPATOV D, 397

omit TO TPOTEPOV N, ¥, 0211, 0250, 579, 1071, Maj, Lat, Sy

omit 0 EABV TpOC adTOV TO TPOTEPOV 01*, pc, Tis, Bal

Lacuna: A, C
B: no umlaut

Compare:

o ~ ~ 4 14
NA%" John 6:62 €V o0V Bewpfite TOV LLOV TOD AvBpwTov Grafulvovto
0ToU NV TO TPOTEPOV;

NA% John 9:8 OL o0V yeltovec kol ol Bewpodvtec adTOV TO TPOTEPOV
0TL Tpooaltne NV €leyov: oby oUTOC €0ty O KoOnueroc Kol
TPOCULTOV;

omit TO: 700*

NAZ" John 19:39 HABer 6¢ kol Nikodnuog, 0 EABwr TPOg ahTOV VUKTOC

10 TPRTOV,
omit TO: P66*

Also:
NA?" John 10:40 ... Tomov 0mov A Twavvne 10 Tp@dtov Bamtilwy
T0 TpOTepor P45, 01, A, ©, f13, 579, 1071, pc

NA?" John 12:16 TacDTee 0K €yvwoay adTod ol uebntal TO TpRToV
10 TpOTepory V¥
omit TO: 579




The change from [t0] TPOTEPOV to VUKTOC has already been discussed in the
main commentary with rating 2 (NA clearly original).

The phrase T0 TPOTEPOV/TO TPRDTOV appears in the Gospels only in John (5
times). It appears also in Gal 4:13 and 1.Tim 1:13. In three of the cases there
exists a singular omission of TO.

It is possible that the addition of TO is a conformation to 6:62.

The witnesses supporting the omission are very good ones, but they represent a
very narrow stream in the transmission only.

Compare also the discussion to this verse in the main commentary!

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 137

Minority reading:

NA%" John 7:52 Gmekplbnoar kol elmov olT@: PN Kol oL €k Tfg
Codidoloc €1; épadvnoor kol 16e OtL ék thc Dadidalac Tpodprtng ok
eyelpetal.

kol [0€ Toc ypadac D, d

tog ypodag kel 1de W, it(a, aur, ¢, e, £f2, 1, rl, 94), vg®, sa, ac?
scripturas et vide

f, q, vg read txt.
Lacuna: A, C
B: umlaut (p. 1361 € 1 R) épavnoov kol 1de OtL

Compare:

27 b ~ \ 4 ¥4 S ~ ~ b 5 ~ \
NA®" John 5:39 €pauviate TOG YPXPOG, OTL LUELE OOKELTE €V aLTHLG CwnY
alwvior éxeLy:

Another of those agreements of W with the Latin. Compare Jo 7:1, 8:53.
The self suggesting addition is probably inspired from Jo 5:39.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 138

54. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? John 7:52 Gmekpilbnoar kol elmov odt@: pn kol oL ék  Tfg
Fodidolog €l; épadvnoor kol 1oe 0tL ék thc Nadtdnlec TpodnTne ok
eyelpetal.

T&T #99
In NA only in the appendix (lect. minores).

0 mpodnTne  P66*, sa, Bois
cj. (Henry Owen, 1716-1795)

E.R. Smothers notes a letter of Prof. Martin, the editor of P66, to him. Martin
writes: "On p. 52, line 2, the article 0 with Trpod)ﬁfng, as finally written, is paler
and, on close inspection, seems to have been imperfectly scratched. If so, the
corrector, whoever he was, wished to remove it." 6. Fee agrees with this view
(P66, S&D, 1968, p. 70).

There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

That the Sahidic reads the article, is noted in Horner (1910) and in Hans Quecke
"Das Joh.ev. in Saidisch", Rome, 1984.

Boismard additionally adds: P75"

In P75 there is quite a large lacuna: yoALAx|... c. 6 ..]o[n]tn[c].

It is not possible, unfortunately, to decide if O was present or not.

B: umlaut? (p. 1361 C 3 R) TpodNTNC 00K EYelpeTaL.

(It is probable that this umlaut indicates the PA, which would follow immediately
hereafter.)

Compare:

NA?" Luke 7:39 16wy 8¢ 0 PapLocioc 60 KOAEOKC oDTOV €LTEV €V €nvT®
AEywr: 00TOC €L fV TPOPNTNG,

0 mpodnTNC B*, E, 205, 482, pc, Weiss, NA®, WH both have 0 in brackets

NA?" John 1:21 kol Npwtnooy adtov: Tl obv; oL "HAlog €l; kel Aéyel
o0k €ipl. 0 Tpodtng €l ov; kel amekpidn: od.

NA%" John 1:25 kil NPWTNONV GUTOV Kol €lmor a0T@: Tl obv Pattilelg
b \ 9 o N \ b \ ) ’ b \ e 4

€L OL OUK €L 0 XpLOTOG OoLOE "HALog 0VOE O TPOPNTNG;

NAZ?" John 6:14 Ol o0V &vBpwmoL 160vtec 0 émoinoer onuelov éreyov
0TL 00TOC €0TLY GANOGDC O TPOPNTNG O EPYOUEVOC €LC TOV KOOUOV.



http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

NAZ?" John 7:40 'Ek t0D OyAovL 00V GKOVOKVTEC TOV AOYWY TOUTWV
€Leyor 00TOC €0TLY GANBDC 0 TPOPNTNG'

Several commentators think that this is the correct reading, at least the
intended reading.

Smothers notes that there actually was a prophet from Galilee, Jonas:

LXX 2 Kings 14:25 0 € aAnoer €v yeipl dovAov adtod Iwve viod Auwbl
t0D mpodnTov ToD ék I'eByofep

“which he spoke by his servant Jonah son of Amittai, the prophet, who was from Gath-hepher."

The reading of P66™ makes perfect sense and fits good into the Fourth Gospel.

G. Fee (P66, S&D, 1968, p. 79) writes: "it has been pointed out that the singular
readings of P66™ are ALL of dubious quality and most likely the product of the
scribe himself, not his exemplar. The reading of 0 TPOPNTNG in P66* therefore
has as little textual value as the 19™ CE conjectures; and even though this
reading is contextually to be preferred, and perhaps even what the author
intended in terms of meaning, there can be little question that he in fact wrote
TPOdNTNG without the article. Even if a 600D early manuscript were found
which had the article, it must continue to be rejected as secondary on the basis
of ardua lectio potior."

The reading could be a harmonization to context, verse 40: 00UTOC €0TLY

aANOGC 0 MPOPNTNG and verse 41: 00TOC €0TLY O YPLOTOC.
Compare also 10:33 below, where P66* adds TOV before B¢ov.

Compare:
E.R. Smothers "Two readings in papyrus Bodmer IT" HTR 51 (1958) 109-122
Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



The Pericope de Adultera: Jo 7:53 - 8:11

This is covered in an extra file.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original) [for the complete pericope]

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/TC-John-PA.pdf�

TVU 139

Minority reading: A

NA%" John 8:12 TIaALy obv altolg éAaAnoey 6 'Inoolc A€ywvy: €yw) e€lpl
10 $pAc T0D KOOLOU® O GKOAOLBDY &Uol 00 W1 TepLmatnhon év Ti
oKkoTLy, GAL el 10 dp¢ ThHg (wic.

wol B, T, Or, NA®®, WH, Weiss, Trg

txt P66,01,D,L, W, X, 0, ¥, 0141, 0250, f1, f13, 33, Mqj

Lacuna: P75, A, C
B: no umlaut

Compare Johannine usage:

NAZ?" John 1:43 koL Aéyel a0T® 0 ‘Inoodc: GkoAovdel pot.
NA?" John 10:27 KGYW YLVWOK® oOTR Kol GkoAovodoLy Wot,
NA?" John 21:19 k&l TODTO €LTWV A€YEL DTG GKOAOVOEL LOL.

Interestingly the combination of AkoAOUBEW with LOL appears 3 more times and
always safe. Perhaps John used €U0l here for emphasis purposes:
€YW €lpL ... 0 akoAoLBRDY éuol ...

It is hardly conceivable that almost all withesses changed 10l here.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 140

55. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" John 8:16 kKl €0V kplvw 8¢ €YW), 1) KPLOLC 1) €un &Andvm éotLy,
OTL WOVOC 00K €lpl, GAL €yw kol O TR pe ToTnp.

T&T # 103

omit: 01*, D, 1655%, d, Sy-S, Sy-C, NA®®, Weiss, Tis, Bal
WH have the word in brackets

Lacuna: A, C
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation?

Compare following verses:

NA%" John 8:18 €YW) €ljl O HUPTLPRY TEPL EUNLTOD Kol WaPTUPEL TEPL
enod O mEUYg e ToTnp.

Here Tctn)p is safe.

NA%" John 8:26 MOAAL €xw TePL UUAV AdACLY kol kplvely, &Ad’ O
TéuPoc pe T aAndNc €oTLy,
add Totnp: 01

NA% John 8:29 kol O Téuog e T pet’ éuod €otLy:
add Tetnp: L

Compare also:

NA?" John 6:38 OTL Katoépnke amo Tod obpavod ody Lra ToLd TO
BEANUK TO EUOV GAAG TO BEANUK TOD TEUPOVTOC WE.

add Ttpog: D, 700, 1185, 892, 1424, al, it, Sy-S, Sy-C

NA% John 6:44 008clc &Uvatol €ABElY TPOC pe €xv Wn O Tatnp O
TEUPG pe €AkOT adTOV, omit: A (homoioarcton)

NA?" John 12:49 AL’ O TEUYOC e TOTNP safel

Compare discussion at 5:30 with all parallels!



The variation is difficult to evaluate internally. In this case it is possible that
ﬂocfﬁp has been added as a harmonization to verse 18 (so Weiss). That the
Western evidence is not consistent in this respect is shown by the addition in
verse 6:38.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 141

Minority reading:

> o) 4 ~ 4 14 ’
NA% John 8:21 Eimer olv moAly adtole €yw LTOYw Kol (MTINOETE Ue
T, Kol €V TR opapTie DUV amoBavelofer Omov €y UTHYw ULHELS 0D

dUvaoBe EABeLY.
Not in NA and not in SQE!
T kol o0k eUpnoeté e N, 1,22, 565, pc, Sy-H**

T kol o0k evprnoete 118, 700, pc
pc = 994, 1194, 1210 (from IGNTP Byzantine text)

Lacuna: A, C, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA% John 7:34 {MTNO€TE Ue Kol oy eLPNoeté [ue], kel OTou €lpl éyw
UUELS 00 dUvaoBe EABELY.

omit: P66,01,D,6,L, W, 0, ¥, 1582, 118, f13, 33, Maj, Latt, arm, NA®

txt P75,B,N, T, X, 0105, 1, 565, al, Sy, Co, WH

A secondary harmonization to 7:34. Note the same variation of the ji€ herel

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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56.Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" John 8:25 €Acyor oDV adT®* oL TLC €l;

elmer adtolc 0 'Inoodc Ty dpymy 0 TL kol AMA®D DULV;

01* reads: TNV &PYMNY 0 TL KoL €V AeA® Dulv;

P66 has a marginal correction (add €imov LUTV):

elmer adtolc 0 'Inoodc: elmov LUty ThHY dpyny O TL Kol AdAD VPLY;
Jesus said to them: "I told you at the beginning [of my mission], what I am also
telling you [now]."

047 omits THV GPYMV

Principium, qui et loguor vobis e, vg™® (incl. Lindisfarne 6.)
"T am the Beginning, even I who speak to you."

C.C. Torrey (1933) conjectures:
Y GPYNY €TL Kol AdARD Lulv;
"T am even yet in the beginning of my word fo you."

Diatess®™: "If I should begin to speak unto you .." (Hogg, Preuschen)

Sy-5.C: "The chief is, that I should speak myself with you, .." (Burkitt)
Bohairic:  "At the beginning I also told you .." (Horner)
Sahidic: "From at first I speak to you." (Horner)

P75 has a dot between the 0 and the TL. (The dot is hot a high point but a
normal full stop which is located under the horizontal bar of the T. It is not
entirely clear if it is intentional or simply a blot.)

B: umlaut! (1362 A 31 L)

a0tolc 0 ‘Inoodg: Ty dpymy 6 TL kol AGAD VLV;

An obscure, difficult o interpret sentence.
Also a question of punctuation, resulting in different meanings:

1. As a question, with OTL: "Why do I speak to you at all?"

2. As an exclamation, with 0 TL: "That I speak to you at alll"

3. As an affirmation, with 6 TL: "[I am], what I told you from the beginning."
or: "Primarily I am what I am telling you."



Chrysostom:

\ s \ (%4 \ ~ & A o \ ’ ~ _\ ) ~ U
Y apyny OTL Kol AoA® ULPLY; “O 0€ A€yeL TOLOUTOV €0TL" TOD OAWC
GKoVELY TV AOYywr TV Top’ éuod Graflol éote, PNTL Ye Kol Uodely
00TLC €YW) €LpL.

Chrysostom takes it as: "That I even speak to you at alll"

Cyril of Alexandria:
0TL KoL AOYOU T’ ULV ETOLNOUUNY GpYNV.
"That I even began to speak to you!"

A.T. Robertson in his Wordpictures:

"Even that which I have also spoken unto you from the beginning."

A difficult sentence. It is not clear whether it is an affirmation or a
question. The Latin and Syriac versions treat it as affirmative. Westcott and
Hort follow Meyer and take it as interrogative. The Greek fathers take it as
an exclamation. It seems clear that the adverbial accusative TV &PV
cannot mean "from the beginning" like am’ apyfig (15:27) or €€ apyfic
(16:4). The LXX has TV apynVv for "at the beginning" or "at the first" (Ge
43:20). There are examples in Greek, chiefly negative, where TV apynv
means "at all," "essentially," "primarily." Vincent and Bernard so take it here,
"Primarily what I am telling you." Jesus avoids the term Messiah with its
political connotations. He stands by his high claims already made.

BDAG 3™ ed.:
As nearly all the Gk. fathers understood it, is emphatically used adverbially =
OAWC = at all
TNV & OTL KoL AUAGD VULV (how is it) that I even speak to you at all?
More prob. the meaning is somewhat as follows: What I said to you from the
first (so NT in Basic English; sim. REB et al.; cp. T\V &pxnV ‘at the
beginning' Thu, 74, 2; s. also RFunk, HTR 51, ‘58, 95-100; B-D-F §300, 2, but appeal to
P66 is specious, s. EMiller, TZ 36,80, 261).

R. Bultmann: "the text must me corrupt."

Funk: "It is improbable that John would have used this phrase [TnV apynVv]in a
way foreigh to his usual understanding of GpYM. TNV &PYNV = OAWC does not
suit either the context or the grammatical structure ... It should, therefore, be
assigned a temporal meaning."



Smothers: "The ancient versions are an important indication that to the earliest
translators the original afforded no evident meaning."

"Every attempt to find a meaning for our text that will meet all requirements
labors under the inexorable difficulty that, as it stands, it is an ellipse the
resolution of which is not self-evident. Hence it is that the best of scholars fail
of a definitive solution, and differ widely in their selection of a provisional one."
"Tf this [the P66° reading] were the common tradition of the text, it is safe to
surmise that the main body of Johannine scholars would be content with it."

If the reading of P66€ is correct, the error must be an extremely early one.

It is possible that the words fell out due to a scribal oversight of the two
eip:

eipenautoisoiseiponuminthnarchn
eipenautoisoisthnarchn

Funk has an interesting observation:

He notes that the addition of €lmov UULV is made in the margin with a mark
"./." in the text to show the place of insertion. In all other places where the
scribe uses this symbol, "the correction has some support in the tradition. In
the majority of examples, the reading supplied in the margin is universally
attested, and in some places the text is meaningless without the addition. Only
in 8:28 is there no trace in the tradition. The probability is strong, then, that
these two words (€LTOV DULY) stood in the text from which P66 was copied."
This is not imperative though. I am not sure if this means anything.

A. Pallis (Notes, 1926) writes: "The meaning of THY &pyTV is still a puzzle; the
interpretations so far given are unconvincing. The next words 0 TL Kol AGAG
UULV are probably the prototype of the MGk current phrase a0TO TOD OGG
Aeyw = what I tell you (it is what I tell you and nothing else), which often
disputants in Greece employ when they wish to reassert their opinions without
further discussion."

Zahn notes (Comm. Jo) that the early Greek commentators agreed on the
meaning "that I read to you at all'. There was no question about that and no
indication of any difficulty in the understanding of the words. Zahn also thinks
that we should take O i as simple 0TL and not 6 TL.

After a detailed check of the thousands of occurrences in the Greek literature
Chrys Caragounis (2007) comes to the conclusion that TNY apyTV is used as an
adverb without accusative force. The meaning as such is then "the beginning".



The preposition must be deduced from the context. The position of THY GpYNV
at the beginning is for emphasis.

He further concludes that 0 TL should be taken as "that which/what" and the
Kol as "precisely" (Caragounis: "Needless to say kol does not mean 'precisely’.
This is only the force it assumes in the present context"). His final translation
of the sentence is:

"I am] From the beginning! - precisely what I have been saying (speaking) to
you."”

with the comment: "The English may translate it with /I am] what I have been
saying to you from the beginning’, but this is only a functional reading deprived
of the literary effect of the original."

Compare:

e Theodor Zahn, Commentary on John

e R. W. Funk "Papyrus Bodmer II (P66) and John 8:25" HTR 51 (1958) 95 -
100;

e E.R. Smothers "Two readings in Papyrus Bodmer II" HTR 51 (1958) 111 -
122
[both tend to accept the reading of P66°.]

e C. Rico "Jn 8:25 Au Risque de la Philologie: L'histoire d'une expression
Greque" RB 112 (2005) 596-627 [Unfortunately my French is too bad to
understand what his conclusion is.]

e Chrys Caragounis "What did Jesus mean by TV apynv in John 8:25?2"
NovT 49 (2007) 129-47 [Detailed investigation of the evidence in the
Greek literature. He concludes that it means "from the beginning"]

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 143

Minority reading:
4 ~
NA?" John 8:27 00k €yvwoay OTL TOV Tatépe alTole édcyey T .

T 1oV Bedv 01*, D, pc, it, vg©, arm™=™, Tis, Bal
(V4 \ 4 3 ~ 4 \ 14
OTL TOV TTEP OoULTOD A€yeL TOV Beov D
V4 \ 4 b ~ b4 \ 14
OTL TOV THLTEPN GLUTOLG €AEYEV TOV Beov o1*
quia patrem eis dicebat vg
quia de patre eis dicebat f.q

quia patrem eis dicebat Deum  aur, c, ff2, r!, vg®
quia patrem esse Deum dicebat  gat, vg™

quod patrem illis diceret Deum a

quod patrem illis dicebat Deum e

quod patrem suum dicit Deum d

quia patrem suum dicebant Deum |

quoniam de Deo patre diceret eis b

quia patrem  dicebat Dominum vg™

01: The words have been deleted by dots above the letters and additionally by
small slashes through © and N. Tischendorf assigns it to corrector C (= 01¢%).

Lacuna: Sy-C
B: no umlaut

There is no reason for an omission. Probably a clarifying addition.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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57. Difficult variant

58. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ" John 8:28 elmev ovv [adtoic] 6 ‘Inoodg: 6tav LPWonTe ..

T&T #108 (in part, only 00V a0TOLG)

0 ’Inooig L, T, W, f1, 565, 892, 1241, 2786, pc?, a,
WH, NA%®, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal, SBL
0 ’Inoodg dtL P66*, B
oOtolc 0 ‘Incodc OtL P66, P75

w0Tolg 0 'Inoodc maALy 01,2098, Sy, sa™
wdTolc mEALY O ‘Inoodg D, 28, pc', d

oOtolc 0 ‘Inoodc: K,N, X, A, ©, ¥, 0141, f13, 33, 157, 579, 700,
1071, 1424, Maj, Lat, Co, goth, Bois, [Trg™]

Lacuna: A, C, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NAZ" John 6:32 €lTer ovv adtolc 0 ‘Inoodg:
NA?" John 6:53 €lmer odv adtolg O 'Inood¢ T © add ToALY: 28

NAZ" John 12:35 elmer odv adtoic 0 'Inoodc:
NA?" John 18:31 elmer obv altoic 0 IliAdtoc
NAZ" John 20:21 eimer obv avtoic [0 Inoodc] maALy:

NAZ?" John 4:48 €lmev odv 0 'Inood¢ mpog adTov:
NAZ" John 6:67 elTer obr 0 ‘Inoolc Tolg SwWodekn
NAZ" John 7:33 elmer obv T 6 ’Inooidc add a:0tolc: 1, 565

€

NAZ" John 12:7 elmerv obv T 6 ’Inooidc add a0TR): 1424

NAZ?" John 18:11 eimer odv 0 'Incodg T@ IIéTpw:

The OTL is clearly secondary, because there is ho reason for an omission. It has
been inserted as a separator for the direct speech.



The omission of a0TOLG is more difficult to account for. The phrase is typical
for John and the other 5 instances are safe! It is the exception that John does
not specify to whom Jesus is talking. In these instances (7:33 and 12:7) some
withesses added a pronoun! It is thus more probable that the addition is
secondary here too.

Regarding TaALY compare:

NA%" John 3:14-15 Kal kobw¢ Mwiofic Dpwoer tov 0dLY €v 1] €pnuw,
oUTwe LYWO VL d€l TOV VLoV Tod GvbpWTou, 15 (vo TEC O MLOTEVWY
v adT® € (wny alwviov.

It is possible that the TaALY should refer back to 3:14-15. Very difficult to
decide.

®0TOLC:
Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
(remove 00TOLC)

TOALY:
Rating: - (indecisive)
External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 8:34 amekplOn adtolc 0 'Incolc auny auny A€yw ULWIv OTL
TAC O TOLRV TNV opepTLoy S0DAOC €0TLY TAC GpopTLOC.

omit: D, b, d, Sy-S, bo™®, Cl, Cypr, Bois
WH have the words in brackets.

Sy-C has a lacuna (from here to end).
B: no umlaut

For the phrase compare:

NA? Romans 6:17 yapLc 6¢ & Beq 0Tl mre S0DAOL TAC apuopTiog
UTMKoVoKTE 8¢ €k Kapdlag €lg OV Topedddnte TOTOY SLdayfC,

NA%" Romans 6:20 0te yop 600AOL MtTe TAC auoptieg, €éAclBepol fte T
SLkaLoovvT).

Compare next verse:
NA?" John 8:35 0 8¢ d0DA0C 00 pével év th olkle €ig Tov aldva, ...

Even without the words the meaning is the same. It is possible that the words
have been omitted as almost redundant to improve style, fo avoid repetition.
Weiss (Textkritik, p. 132) thinks that the words have been omitted, because
verse 35 continues with the simple 0 8¢ 00A0C.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NA?" John 8:38 0l €YW) €WPOKN TEPK TG TATPL AXAR:
Kol DUElg ol @ fkolonte Topd ToD ToTpOg TOLELTE.

BYZ John 8:38 €Y@ 0 €WPOKE THPX TG TETPL UOU, AXAD
Kol DUELS o0V O €EWPAKOTE ToPC TG TOTPL DUOY TOLELTE

T&T #113

Byz P66,01*,D,N, A, ¥, 070, 0250, 124, 157, 579, 1071, 1424, Maj,
Lat, Sy, sa, ac®

txt P75,01%,B,C, K, L, W, X,Y,©, 0141, f1, 13, 33, 213, 397, 565, 597, 799,
821, 849, 865, 892, al'*, f, Sy-H™, Sy-Pal, bo, arm, geo, goth, Or, Chrys

15" 6: ¥, 070, 0250, 1, f13(®), 157, Maj, Lat
2" 0: 01%,L, ¥, 070, 0250, 157, Maj, a, ¢, ff%, q

Lacuna: A, I1, 1241
B: no umlaut

It is very probable that €wpaketTe is a secondary harmonization to the
preceding €Wpake (so also Weiss and Fee). If originally present there would
have been no reason to change it to NKolUoTE.

It is also possible that an original €wpokaTe has been changed to improve style?

Note also that i is substituted twice by O.

Fee writes (P66, S&D, 1968, p. 55): "One must ultimately ask at a point like this,
to whom is one to attribute the greater insight, to the author or to the
subsequent scribe? Distinctions are probably to be made between the two verbs
and such distinctions probably belong to the author, not fo a second century
reviser."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA?" John 8:38 0l €YW €WPOKK TEPK TG THTPL AOAD*
Kol UUELg obr @ Mkolonte Tope ToD Tetpog TOLELTE.

BYZ John 8:38 €y 0 €WPOKE THPX TG TETPL LoV, AXARD:
Kol DUELC o0V O €WPAKOTE TaPX TG TETPL DUOY TOLELTE

T uov 01, A, ©, ¥, 0141, 0250, f1, f13, Mqj, it, Sy, sa, arm, geo, Tert
T tadTo w

" pov tabtee D, 33,892, b, ¢, q, bo, Chrys

T Uiy 579

txt P66,P75,B,C,L, W, X, 070, pc, |, vg, Sy-Pal, Or

W reads: &m0 00 TaTPOC TODTO AXAD"

Lacuna: A, I1, 1241
B: no umlaut

T&T #114

T&T #115

100 TeTPOC TOLELTE P66, B, L, W, 070, 597, 849, 2516, sa, pbo, Or
10D TaTpog AoA€ite P75

10D Tmotpoc DUV ToLelte  01,C, K, X, O, f1, f137, 33, 213, 397, 565, 799,
865, 892, al*°, sy-H™

TQ) TaTpl  VP@Y molelte (D), N, A, ¥, 0141, f13%, 157, 579, 821, 1071,
1424, Maj, Lat, Sy, goth, Tert
f13: 69, 124, 174, 230 =f13°
D: LUV todte ToLelte

T0D ToTPOC DUDY AdA€ite kol ToLelte 1689(=f13°), pc

Tis notes erroneously that 13 omits U@V, against Swanson, Geerlings and NA.
Checked from the film image. 13 reads Topd TOD TPC VU@V TOLELTE.
B: no umlaut



Compare:

NA?" John 8:41 UELC TOLELTE T €PYQ TOD TTPOC LUGV.

NA? John 8:44 Uu€lc ék ToD Totpoc tod OLafoiov éote Kol TG
emLOuplag ToD THTPOC LUOY BéAeTe TOLETY.

"You are from your father the devil, and you choose to do your father's desires."

The meaning of this saying at this position is not entirely clear. What father is
meant here? We are told only in verse 44 that their father is meant to be the
devil.

For this reason the insertion of UUGV clearly contrasts the father of Jesus
from the father of the Jews. See also verse 41. In the Byzantine text the
emphasis lies on the WOV and the DUGV: "I say what I see from my father and
you do what you see from your father."

On the other hand in the txt reading it is possible that both fathers are the
same, namely God and that the saying is in the imperative mood: "What I see
from the father that am I saying, and what you see from the father, please do
it"

There is no reason why the personal pronouns should have been omitted if
originally present. The txt reading is much more difficult.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 8:39 amekplOnoor kol e€lmay adT@: O Tathpe NUOY "ABpod
€otLv. Aéyer adtolc 0 ‘Inoodg el tékva Ttod "APpoap €0Te, TO €pyw
100 "ABpaoy ETOLELTE

TOLELTE P66, B*, S*, NA*®, WH, Weiss, Bal

TOLELTE o 700

txt P75,01%, B, D, W, T, ©, 070, 0141, 0250, 13, 28, 157, 1424,
Maj-part, Epiph, WH™, Tis
émoLelte av 01%, ¢, K, II, L, N, X, A, ¥, f1, f13, 33, 565, 579, 892,
Maj-part, Robinson has av in brackets

B p. 1362 C 7: Since TOL€LTE happens to be the first word of a line the enhancer
added a small € in front of it. There is an umlaut on the line before.

Lacuna: A

B: no umlaut

Compare immediate context:

NA%" John 8:38 @ €Yw €WPEKK TOPK TG TUTPL AXAR®® Kol UWELE ovv o
AKOVONTE TOPQ TOD TATPOC TOLELTE.  safel

NAZ" John 8:41 UUELC TOLELTE T €Yo TOD TATPOC VUGV,

Robertson (Wordpictures) notes:
"Ye would do (€ToLeLTe V). Read by C L N and a corrector of Aleph while
W omits an. This makes a mixed condition (protasis of the first class,
apodosis of the second. See Robertson, Grammar, p. 1022). But B reads
ToLeLte like the Sin-Syriac which has to be treated as imperative (so
Westcott and Hort)."

From context it is only possible to take TOLELTE as an imperative.

TOLELTE is possible, but the support is just too slim. Probably ToLeLTe is a
conformation to TOLELTE of verse 38, where it is safe. An accidental error is
also possible, it is only an omission of an €.



Another question is the omission/addition of Gv. John uses this construction

several times. Compare:
’ .o ~ ’ ’
NA?" John 5:46 €L yop €mLoTeVete MwUoEL, €MLOTEVETE AV EUOL®

NA?" John 8:19 €l éue f6eLte, Kol TOV TTéPQ Lou OV f8ELTE.
omitdv: D

NA?" John 8:42 €L 0 0cO¢ TATNP LUOVY NV NYKTETE AV EUE,

NA?" John 9:41 €l tudAol fte, o0k AV €lyete auopTloy:
omitav:  D,K,Y,0,fl13

NA% John 11:21 €l ¢ Wde olk AV amebaver 6 adeAdpoc uou:
NA% John 11:32 €l 1¢ W€ 00K &V Hov amebaver 0 adeApoc.

27 . 2 6\ 4 ? N SN 4 ’ ¢ ’ ’
NA“" John 14:2 €L 0€ [T, €ELTOV OV LWLV OTL TOPEVOUKL €TOLMOOOL TOTOV
VULY; omit&v: 01, W, 579, pc

NA?" John 14:7 €l €yVOKaTE Ue, Kl TOV TOTEPK HOL YVWOEoHE.
EYVWKELTE AV A, C, 0, f13, 892, Maj
av NoeLte B,C*,L,Q N, X, V¥, fl,22, 33,565, dl
txt P66, 01, D, W, 579

NA%" John 14:28 €l Myamdté pe €xopnte v OTL TOPeUORKL TPOS TOV
TOTEPN

NA* John 15:19 €l EK T0D Koopou nre 0 KOOWOG AV ro 16Lov gbLke

NAZ?” John 18:30 €l pm MY 0UTOC KOKOV TOLDV, 0K (¥ 00L ToPESWKOUEY
a0TOV.

NA% John 18:36 €l €k TOD KOOMOUL TOUTOL NV 1 PooLAeilo 1) €un, ol
vTMPETaL oL éuol Nywvrilovto [av] Tva ur Topadodd tolc TovdwloLc:
omit QV: B*
(+ word order variation by other witnesses)

At some points several witnesses omit dv. Note the characteristic variation at
John 14.7 (see discussion of this variant in the main John commentary!).

Metzger explains: "It appears that the original text of this verse involved a
mixed conditional sentence, with €L ... €0T€ in the protasis, and €TOLELTE in the
apodosis ('If you are really Abraham's children, you would be doing the works of
Abraham'). The variant readings arose in an effort to make a more
grammatically ‘correct’ condition; thus, instead of €ote, the later text reads



nte, which, with €moLelte, makes a condition contrary to fact. Other witnesses
add @V, even though in Koine Greek 'the addition of GV to the apodosis is no
longer obligatory (BDF §360,1)."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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59. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" John 8:41 L€l TOLELTE T €pyo TOD TTpOC LUAV. elmay [odv]
a0T@: MUELG €k Toprelag o0 yeyevvnuebu, €va ToTEP €YOUEY TOV
Beov.

omit 01, B,L, W, 070, f1, it, Sy-S, Sy-P, Co,
NA?°, WH, Weiss, Trq (-0v), Tis, Bal, SBL

txt P66, P75,C, D, X, 0, ¥, 0141, 0250, 13, 33, 579, Maj, f, vg, Sy-H"

NA?" John 8:52 €lmov [o0v] a0t ol “TovdaioL ViV €yvwKapey OTL

SacLpovior éxelc. "APpoc améBuver kal ol mpodfital, kKal oL Aéyelc

€0V TLC TOV AOYOV HOUL TNPNon, o0 N yevontol Ouratov €i¢ Tov
Y A~

aldvo.

omit P66,01,B,C, W, X, 0,579, pc,
it(a, b, e, r), Sy-S, Sy-P, sa™, ac?, pbo, bo, Trg, WH, SBL

txt P75,D,L, ¥, 070, 0141, f1, f13, 33, Maj,
Lat(aur, ¢, d, f, ff%, 1, q, vg), Sy-H, sa*'

Lacuna: A
B: no umlaut

Context:
NA?" John 8:20 Tabte. T To Prjuetor EAGANOEY
add o0v: 579

NAZ" John 8:24 €lTov obV LWLV

omit o0V: P66, 01

NA?" John 8:25 éAcyor olV a0TH" ... €lmer adtoi¢ 6 ‘Incodg
omit oOv:  P66,01, T

add o0v% 01, D, 1071

NAZ?" John 8:27 00Kk €yvwoay T OTL TOV ToTéPE DTOLS EACYED.
addodv: A, 69

NA?" John 8:31 €Acyerv obv 0 'Inooig

omit obv: 579



NAZ?" John 8:36 &0 00V O LLOC LUAC €AcuBepwon

omit o0v: P75, f13-part

NAZ" John 8:42 elmev T adtoic 0 'Inoodg:

add ov: 01, D, 579, f13-part, Maj-part[M, S, U, Q, 28, 700, 1424]
NAZ John 8:47 &1 To0TO T UHELC OUK GKOVETE,

add obv: 1424

NA?" John 8:48 ’Amekpinoov T ol Tovduiol

add oUV:  Maj-part[K, II, M, U, A, A, P, 28, 157, 700, 1424]
NA?" John 8:57 €lmov olOv ol 'Toudaiol TPOg adTOV:

safel

NAZ" John 8:58 elmer T adtolc ‘Incodg:

addovv: D, N, f1, f13, 700, al[G, K, 28, 565]

Compare also the addition/omission of 00V at Jo 13:25-26 and 16:19 below.

o0V is a typical John word. It appears more often in John than in the Synoptics
together:

normalized
total _ (per 1000 words)
Mt 56 3.1
Mk 6 0.5
Lk 33 1.7

Jo 200 12.8 (= every 4™ versel)

The Byzantine text has 201 times oUv (01: 188, B: 194)

Interestingly the Byzantine text adds oUV 13 times in the Synoptics: Whereas
there are 95 occurrences of 00V in NA?” (Mt-LKk), there are 108 in Robinson's
Byzantine text.

The addition of 00V is either a conformation to Johannine usage or it is an
omission of an unnecessary word.

Overall it appears slightly more probable that 00V has been added.

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 8:41 Up€lc TOLELTE T €pyo TOD TTPOS LUQV. elmay [ovv]
a0T@: NUELS €k Toprelag 00  yeyervnuebo, €vo TaTéEPK EYOUEV TOV
Beov.

o0k &yevvnBnuer
B, D* ¢4, NA®®, WH, Weiss, Trg, Bal

txt  P75,01%, ¢, DY, X, ©, ¥, 0141, f1, 33, Maj, Or, WH™, Tis
o0k &yevvnuebo  01%, L, 070
o0 yeyevnueBa P66, N, W, 0250, f13, 28, 157, 565, al

Swanson has ¥ for the 01* reading, probably in error. No note in Lake and
IGNTP (majuscule) = implicitly for txt.

Lacuna: A

B: no umlaut

yeyewﬁue@a indicative perfect passive 1st person plural
éyevvﬁ@npev indicative aorist passive 1st person plural
of yevvaw "be father of; bear, give birth to"

yeyegﬁueea indicative perfect passive 1st person plural
of ylvouaL

The B reading is probably an error. There is no reason for a change of the
perfect. Note that both readings sound similar at the beginning:

ougeg

oukeg

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 151

Minority reading:

NAZ John 8:44 Uuelc ék toD Totpoc ToD SLoforov €ote Kol TG
emLOuulog oD matpOg VPOV BéAete TOLELY. EKELVOC AVBpWTOKTOVOC QY
am’ apyfc kol €v Th dAnBelq olk €0TNKEV, OTL ODK €0TLY GANBeLn év
a0T@. 0Tor AoAR T0 Peddog, €k TV Lolwr AwAel, 0tL Yedotng €0ty
Kol 0 Totnp oOToD.

100 SLafolov K, 13, bo™
"But you that are evil ..."  Sy-S
100 Kdiv Diatessaron (Aphraates), Ambrosiaster

10D Tatpog LAY tod SraBérov A€, 124, 28,157, Cl

100 motpoc Safdrlov X

Note that Heracleon, dated around 170 CE(!), cited in Origen, reads txt.

Lacuna: A
B: no umlaut

Ephrem has (McCarthy): "You are the sons of the Evil One, of him, who from the
beginning was a murderer."

Compare:

NAZ 1 John 3:12 00 kabw¢ Kaiv ék tod movnpod fv kal éodofer toOv
adeApov adTod" Kol YapLy tivog €odafer abdTOV; OTL T €pye adTOD
Tovnp fY o &€ T0D AdeAdpod adtod Slkoi.

The omission of TOD TKTPOG is probably due to avoid a misunderstanding "you
are of the father of the devil". Parablepsis is also possible (compare the
omission of T0D 6LBOAOL by X).

Where does Kain come from? Compare 1.Jo 3:12.
Wellhausen noted that the verbs MV (imperfect) and €0tnkev (perfect) fit
better for Kain than for the devil.

Drachmann suggests:
Uuele ék tod motpog tod Kdiv




Compare:
e J. Wellhausen "Erweiterungen und Anderungen im Vierten Evangelium"
Berlin 1907, p. 19-24
e A.B. Drachmann "Zu Joh 8:44" ZNW 12 (1911) 84-5

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 152

60. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" John 847 0 ®v ék toD OeoDd ta pruate tod Oeod dkolel: Sio
700T0 Upelg o0k dkovete, OTL ék ToD Beod olk E0TE.

NAZ?" John 8:48 "AmekpiOnoov ol Tovdalol kel elmory adT@:

omit: D, 6,579, pc, d, bo

NA adds "(Sy-S)" but this is probably in error. Burkitt has: " 'therefore ye hear
it not, because you are not... ' - One line has been dropped by the scribe of S."
Lacuna: A

B: no umlaut

Possibly added to make the saying more symmetrical.
It is also possible that the words have been omitted due to h.t. (.T€ - ..T€). D
and G omit also in immediate context due to h.t. (D in verse 46, G in 55).

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 153

Minority reading:

NA%" John 8:53 un ov pellwr €l tod TuTpoc MURY ‘APpody, 00TLE
amédaver; kol ol mpodftal Gméduvov. Tive cexvLTOV TOLELC,

omit: D, W, it(a, b, ¢, d, e, ff%, j, 1), Sy-S, pbo

Lat(aur, f, q, r', vg) read txt.
B: no umlaut

Another agreement of W with the Latin (compare 7:1, 7:52).
Metzger suggests that the words have probably been omitted "because they
seem to contradict the statement in verse 44, 'you are of your father the

devil'.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 154

61. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" John 8:54 €0TLY O TTNp MOL O 80EalwV W€, OV LPELS Aéyete OTL
Be0c NUAY €oTLY,

3

vuwy 01, B*, D, F, X, ¥, 0233, 13, 230, 346(=f13), 2, 700, 1071, 1424, al,
it, bo™, vg™*, WH, Trg™

NUAY P66, P75, A, B, C,L, W, A, ©, 070, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 157, 579, 1241,
Maj, aur, f, vg, Sy, Co, goth, WH™, NA?®, Trg

B: no umlaut

In B (p. 1363 B 2) the N is added above the W. Interestingly both letters, the

N and the W are enhanced and accented! Possibly the enhancer did not know

which one to choose? Tischendorf assigns the addition of the H to BZ.

... he of whom you say, that it is your God.
txt .. he of whom you say: "He is our God."

Compare previous verse 53:
NAZ?" John 8:53 Ut oU pellwv €l tod matpoc MUY "APpaoi,

Mainly a distinction between direct and indirect discourse. Difficult to judge
internally and externally.

Metzger thinks that the change more likely was from direct to indirect
discourse.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 38) thinks that the DUV is a conformation to the
preceding UUELC.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 155

Minority reading:

o o ~ 4 4
NA% John 8:57 elmor obv ol ’TovdaioL TPOC aDTOV' TEVINKOVTH €T
olmw éxelc kol "APpodpl €WPOKOC;

€DPAKEY CE:; P75, 01*, 070, Sy-S, sa, bo™, ac?, DiatesstPrem WHM

Note also (hot in NA): €dpokec  B*, W, ©
and: TeooapokovT for TEVTHKOVTA: A, pc, Chrys

B reads (p. 1363 B17): B* eorakes

B ewrakas
The O has been corrected by inserting a little bar in the middle within the O.
The & is written above the line over the €. It is not clear if the € is
enhanced, probably not, it looks weaker. It is not canceled. If both corrections
are by the same corrector/time (Tis: B%) is not clear. It is possible that the
correction of the O/WV is earlier.
B: no umlaut

"...and Abraham has seen you?"
txt "..and you have seen Abraham?"

Compare:

NA%" John 8:56 ’Afpots O Totnp LUOV fyeAiidowto Lve 1on Tnv
MUEPUY TNV EUNV, KoL €L8EV Kol EXEPN.

“Your father Abraham rejoiced that he would see my day: he saw it and was glad."

It is possible that this reading is an assimilation to the previous verse 56 (so
Weiss). The meaning is basically the same. Metzger thinks that there may be a
subtle difference in whom the Jews consider superior (Abraham) and who is
thus be seen.

The quality of the witnesses shows that the reading must be very early. If
original it is possible that the txt reading is a conformation to the preceding
verb €xeL¢ which is also second person.

The scholars J.H. Bernhard, A.S. Lewis (Sy-S), A Merx and F. Blass argued for
the originality of the reading. T. Baarda: "the present writer .. cannot escape
the conclusion that ...[this reading].. may, in fact, be correct."



Note that McCarthy in his Ephrem franslation has "and you have seen
Abraham?", probably in error. Compare Baarda's article.

Compare:

T. Baarda "John 8:57B - The contribution of the Diatessaron of Tatian" NovT
38 (1996) 336-43

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 156

Minority reading:
NA%" John 8:58 eimev avtol¢ ’'Inoolc auny auny Aéyw LWLy, TpLy
"ABpo yevéoBul €yw €elpl.

omit yevéaOai: D, it
f, vg have the word.

funy foreipul: 157
indicative imperfect middle 1st person singular
B: no umlaut

Robertson's "Wordpictures":

"Before Abraham was" (prin Abraam genesthai). Usual idiom with prin in positive sentence
with infinitive (second aorist middle of ginomar) and the accusative of general reference,

"before coming as to Abraham," "before Abraham came into existence or was born." I am (egé
eimi). Undoubtedly here Jesus claims eternal existence with the absolute phrase used of God.
The contrast between genesthar (entrance into existence of Abraham) and e/m/ (timeless being)
is complete. See the same contrast between enin 1:1 and egeneto in 1:14.

The omission of YevéaBuL is probably a simplification. There is no need for its
insertion.

The UMV of 157 is a smoothing of the absolute "I am!" - 157: "Before Abraham
was, I was already."

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 157

NA?" John 8:59 fpay o0V AlBoug (v Paiwoiy ém adtov. ‘Inoodg &€
€kpOPn kol €ERABer ék toD LepoD.

BYZ John 859 Npav obv AlBoug Tva Paiwoiy ém adtov: ‘Incodc &€
ekpOPn kol EERABer ék ToD Llepod SLedBwy OLi péoov DTV Kol
Tapfiyey olTWC.

T&T #119
Byz A, KII A, 0 f1, 13,157, Maj, f, q, goth
kol SLeABV SL péoov adtdy émopedeto kol Tapfyey olTwc.

014, ¢, L, N, X, ¥, 070, 0141, 0211, 33, 213, 397, 579, 597, 799, 821, 865, 892,
1010, 1071, 1241, 2786, pc'®, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo, geo®

kol SLeAOY dLe éocou adTOV
01,13, pc

Kol Topfiyey oVTwC
69, pc

txt P66,P75,01*, B, D, W, ©*, 849, pc’, Lat, Sy-S, sa, ac?, arm, geo'
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" Luke 4:30 aDTOC 8¢ SLEABWY Lo WETOL DTV ETOPEDETO.

For TopT Y€V compare next verse 9:1:
NA? John 9:1 Kal mapdywy €ldev avbpwmor TupAOV €k YeveThc.

“... going through the midst of them, and so passed by."
The words have probably been added from Lk 4:30 "to give the impression that
Jesus escaped by miraculous power" (Metzger, so also Weiss).

There is no reason for an omission. In Lk the words are safe.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 158

NAZ?" John 9:4 fudlg &€l €pyaleoBol o €pyo ToD TEUPOVTOC e €W
MUEP €oTly: €pyetol VOE OTe o0delc Svvatal épyaleodal.

BYZ John 9:4 éue 8¢l épyaeaBul to €pyo ToD TéUlarTog pe €wg
MUEP €0Tly: €pyetol VUE Ote o0delc Svvatal épyaleoBoul

T&T #120

eue ... meulavtoc ue  01¢, A, C, X, A, O, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 213, 397,
565, 579, 799, 821, 865, 892, 1071, 1241, Maj,
Latt, Sy, arm, goth

nuac ... méeuyavtdc pe B, D, 070, Sy-Pal, geo', WH, NA®®

NUag ... mempartog NUac P66, P75, 01*, L, W, 849, pbo, bo, Tis

B: no umlaut

TEWPaVTOC e appears 7 times in John, but never TEUaVTOC NUAC which is
alien to John. The second NUAC is possibly a harmonization to the first. On the
other hand it is also possible that it has been changed just for that reason,
because it is unjohannine?

In this verse there is no need to use a plural. The preceding and the following
verses would fit perfectly well with the singular. The Byzantine text is the most
straightforward, normal and pro-johannine text. There would have been no need
to change it. Thus only the second or the third reading would cause any trouble.
In the third reading the second TU@¢ is probably a conformation to the
preceding Mg. It makes no sense.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
External Rating: - (indecisive)

= slight preference for the TUAC ... LAC reading.
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 159

Minority reading:

~ 14 ~
NA%" John 9:6 TadTe €LTWV €MTUOEY Yool Kol €molnoey mnAov ék Tod
TTOoROTOC Kol EmExpLoer a0ToD TOV mMAOV €Tl ToUC OpONALOLC

EMEONKeY B, C*?, pc, NA®, WH, Weiss, Trg™

txt WH™

"he touched with the clay his eyes" sa

According to Swanson and Tischendorf C*'¢ reads émédnkev. This is not in NA
and not in SQE. C* also omits cc0T0D. In Tischendorf's C-edition only C*? is given
with the txt reading in smaller letters indicating a correction. Tischendorf
writes: "Crisen auToUu scripsit B. Videtur antea defuisse
auTou, idque rursus improbavit ¢, OU U T T OU etiam B
intactum reliquit."

IGNTP (majuscule) notes: C* €Te and C1: (€Te)xpLOEV

for a,0TOD: * om., C1 t0TOD, C2 om.

Swanson also notes Q for éTréGnKEV, but in error. Lake in his € collation has:
éﬂéxgnoev. So also IGNTP.

0216(5™ CE!), 69 omit adTOD TOV TNAOV.
B: no umlaut

2 4 n "
ETLYPLW "smear or spread out

Compare:

’ ~ 4 ~
NA* John 9:11 amekplBn ékelvog: 6 avBpwmoc 0 Aeyouevoc ’Inooic
TNAOV €ToLnoer kol ETEYPLOEY KOV TOUC OPBOALOVC Kol €LTéV poL OTL
Umoye el tov Zidwop kol vigol ameAdor odv kol vieperog
avePLe.
NA? John 9:15 maAy olv fpWdtwr odtov kel ol PapLooiol TG
2 ’ S \ o b ~ \ 9 ’ ’ bl \ \
avePreliev. 0 O€ €lmeEry ®UTOLG" TNAOV €MEOMKEY HOL  €TML  TOUG
J \ \ bl l4 \ ’
opBaApoLg kol evibiouny Kol PBAETW.




Compare also:

NA%" Mark 8:25 €ltoe TaALY EMEOMKEY TOC YELPOG €TL TOUC OPONALOLE
o0TOD,

NA%" Luke 13:13 kol €MEOMKeY adTH TOC YELPOG:

In context both words appear. In verse 11 and 15 the words are safe.
€TLYPLW is a rare word. It appears only here in the Gospels.

Since the support is so weak, it is more probable that we have a change to the
more common word here. Note that in verse 15 also €T€ONKeV is used.

Metzger: "Perhaps because the verb 'anoint' seemed inappropriate to describe
the application of clay, a few copyists substituted a more general term."

A. Pallis (Notes, 1926) writes: "Respecting «0T0D Bloomfield remarks with
reason that it is in opposition to usus linguae, since €TLYPLW is never construed
with the genitive. Nor can it be construed with 0pOaALOVC; where it stands it
must be construed either with €T€PLOCY or with TNAOV. D gives aDTG), which
makes the syntax unobjectionable. But in some old Latins we have superunxit
eum luto, €ETEXPLOCY oDTOV TG TMAG, and this is probably the original
reading."

Pallis seems to be unaware of the B reading.

Metzger, in his commentary (first edition only!), gives the following citiation
from Ephrem's commentary on the Diatessaron: "he made eyes from the clay".
McCarthy gives (p. 258): "When he said this, he spat on the ground, and made
clay from his spittle, and fashioned the eyes with the clay." McCarthy has the
following footnote on the word "fashioned": "The Syriac verb fo make/to do,
which is used here alludes to the idea of re-creationin Jesus' action."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 160

NA?" John 9:8 Ol o0V yeltoveg kol ol Bewpodrteg adTOV TO TPOTEPOV
0TL TPoowiTng NV €reyor: oy 0DTOC €0TLY O KOOMUEVOC

KoL TPOCOLTOV;

BYZ John 9:8 OL 00V yeltoveg kol ol Bewpodvteg adTor TO TPOTEPOV
0TL TUPAOC MY €Aeyor Oy oDTOC €0TLY O KaONUEVog
KoL TPOOXLT®OV

No txt in NAl

Byz (%, 60141, 13,700, 892, 1241, 1424,
Maj[E, F,6,H, M, S, U, Y, T, A, A, Q,047]

txt P66, P75,01,B,c*, D, K IS L, N, W, X,0, ¥, 070, 0211, f1, 124, 788, 33,
157, 565, 579, 1071, pc, L253, Lat, Sy, Co, arm

otL TUbAOC TpoooLTNg I1*
0TL TUhAOC v Kal Tpoowltng 69, pe, it (a, b, ¢, e, |, 27)

B: umlaut! (1363 € 15 R) 10 TpoOTepov OtTL Mpooeitng A éreyov:

TPOoaLTNC "beggar"

Compare:
NA%" John 9:1 Kol mapdywy €lder avbpwmor TuhAOV €k yeveThc.
NA%" John 9:2 00T0¢ 1) oL yovelg ahTod, v TuhAOC yervnof;

That the person is a beggar has not been mentioned before. The term follows
also later in the verse. Everything in the story concentrates on the blindness,
this is the issue. That he was a beggar is only of marginal relevance. It is
therefore more probable that the change went from beggar to blind.

One could of course also argue that beggar is a conformation to the same word
later in the verse, but this is not very probable in so large a group of diverse
withesses.

Weiss (Jo Com.) notes that he was probably known fo the others more as a
beggar than as a blind.



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 161

NAZ” John 9:9 &ALoL édeyor OTL oUTOC €otLy, &AAoL édeyor: olyL, GAAX
OOLOC 0T €0TLY. EKELVOC EAEYEY OTL €YW ELL.

BYZ John 9:9 &AAoL édeyov 0TL ODTOC €0ty dAAOL &€, OTL
OoLOC 0T €0TLY. EkeElvog édeyer 0TL By elutl.

&AAOL €Areyor: oYL, GAAL

dAAOL &€ Edeyov: olYL, GAAX

&AAoL ¢ o0YL, GAAL
dAAOL &€, otL
&AAoL oTL

Y4 \) (¥4
€TEPOL O€, OTL
Alii dicebant

Pé6,P75,B,C, L, W, X, 0141, 33, 892,
1071, 1241, al, b, r!, (Sy-S), Sy-P

01, @, 0233, 124, pc,

vg™**, Sy-H™, Sy-Pal, bo, arm

070, f1, 565, pc, aur, vg, sa

A A, Y, f13,579, Maj, Sy-H, goth, Trg™
N

D

a e

070 has for the first &ALOL €deyov: dALOL b€ €Aeyov

L, X, 33, 892, 1071, 1241, al omit the first part due to parablepsis (GAAOL
€leyov - aAloL €deyov). They start again with o0yL, &AL’ which makes it
quite probable that they originally read txt.

047 omits the first part GAAOL .. €GTLV and continues with GAAOL 8¢, OTL.

B: no umlaut

It is quite clear that all the changes are attempts to improve the repetitive

style.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 162

NA%" John 9:11 &mekpldn ékelvoc: 6 &vOpwtoc 6 Aeyduevoc ‘Inoodg
TMAOV €TOLNOEY Kol EMEXPLOEV HOL TOUC OPONALOVC Kol €lTér ot OTL
Umoye €l Tov ZAwog kel vijgol: ameAbor odv kol  VLtevog
avePLe.

BYZ John 9:11 &mekpiOn ékelvog kol €lmev avdpwmog Acyouevog ‘Inoodg
TAOV €Tolnoer Kol ETEXPLOEY KoL TOUC OPONAUOLS Kol €LTer, pol
Umorye el Ty koAuufnOpar tod Zidwig kel vigel: dmedbwy 8¢ kol
vuaperoc Grépreio

T&T #122

Byz A, A, Y, f13, 33,579, Mqj, Lat(aur, f, g, vg), Sy, geo, goth
Uorye vl €l TNy ... and omit the following kol vijoct:
K,II, X, 0233, f13, 22, 28, 33, 1071, 1424, al (not in NA, SQE and T&T!)

txt P66,P75,01,B,D,L, W, X, ®, 070, 0141, f1, 213, 397, 565, 597, 799, 821,
849, 865, 1241, al, it(a, b, c, d, e, ff%, I, r1), Sy-Pal, Co, arm, Ir

Burkitt has for Sy-S: "Go and wash thy face with a baptism of Shiloah."

Irenaeus (Ad. Her. V 15,3):
"Postquam linivit lutum super oculos eius, dixit ei: Vade in Siloam et lavare."

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare immediate context:
NA%" John 9:7 Umerye Vil €l thy koAuvupndpay tod Liiwau

AS 1424: Umoye elc Ty koAuvupnOpar tod Zidwoy kol viel:

Clearly a harmonization to immediate context. Interestingly A has been
corrected in verse 7 to the reading of verse 11!

It is clear that Umaye €lg TOV XLAwayL sounds awkward, especially in view of
the preceding longer form. It is of course basically possible that KOALUPNOpaY
T0D fell out at a very early date, but this is not very probable, because there is
no apparent reason for this.



The pool of Siloam has been uncovered in 2004:

Jun. 9, 2004 22:48 Jerusalem Post

2nd Temple pool found by ETGAR LEFKOVITS

"A pool that served as a main water reservoir for Jerusalem residents 2,000 years ago has been uncovered, the
Antiquities Authority announced Wednesday. The Pool of Siloam was uncovered last week by chance at the southern end
of the City of David - in what today is Silwan - while the city was carrying out infrastructure work for a new sewage pipe.
Archeologist Eli Shukrun said that two millennia ago, Jewish residents would use the pool to gather water for their
homes, as a meeting place, and also possibly as a mikve. After lying untouched for 2,000 years, archeologists first
uncovered one step, and then several more leading down to the pool, whose water came from the nearby Gihon spring.
"This find is of major importance to the archeological world," Antiquities Authority director Shuka Dorfman said
Wednesday at a short ceremony at the site, where excavations are ongoing."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 163

62.Difficult variant

NAZ John 9:14 fv 8¢ oafPatov €V 1) TUEPE TOV TMAOV é€Toincer O
'Inood¢ kol GvéwEer adtod ToLg OpONALOUC.

BYZ John 9:14 v 6¢ oaPPutov 0te TOV TMAOV €moinoer O ‘Incolc kol
Gréwter adTod Toug O0dBALONC

T&T #123

Byz A,D, A, 0,%, 0250, f1, f13, 565, 579, 821, 1071, Maj,
Lat(aur, d, e, f, 1, g, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, Co, goth

txt P66,P75,01,B,L, W, X, 070, 33, (213), 397, 597, 799*, 849, 865,
it(a, b, ¢, ff?, j, rl), Sy-S, Sy-H™, Sy-Pal
213 omits HUEPQ

&v ékelvn Th Nuépa O0te 0141

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA% John 5:9 "Hv &¢ oafBator év ékelvn Th NUEPQ

It is possible that txt is a harmonization to 5:9. The Byzantine reading sounds
more elegant. Difficult to decide. Evenly divided support.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 164

63.Difficult variant

NAZ John 9:21 Q¢ &€ vDv PAémeL olk oldoper, 7| Tic frotfer adtod
TOUC OPOUALOLC NMUELC OVK OLOoED:

o0TOV Epwtnonte, NALklay €xel, adtdc Tepl €qvtod AnANOEL.

BYZ John 9:21 mQ¢ &¢ viv PAémel olk oldaper §) tic froter aldtod
TOUC OPBUALOVLE NMUELC OVK OLdoeY:
o0TOC NALKLY €xel adTOV EpwTNonTe a0TOC Tepl €xvtod AwANOeL.

oa0TOV EpWTNoNTE, NALKLOY €YeL, adTOC
P66,01°, B, D, L, X, 0, ¥, f1, 33, 157, 579, pc, Lat, Sy-Pal, bo, arm

b 1 ) 4 b \ e ’ » 9 1
a0OTOV EPWTNONTE, 0LUTOC NALKLOY €YEL, 0tDTOC 1241

o0TOC NALKLaY €xeL, adTOV épwTnonte, oOTOC A, A, 0141, 0250, f13,
Maj, |, q, Sy, goth

o0TOC NALkiow €yel, o0TOG P75, 070, b, sa, ac?, Chrys
o0TOC NALKLOY €YeL, 01*

nALkilow €yel, 00TOg w
Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NAZ John 9:23 8L toDto oL yovelc adtod elmay OTL MALKLoY €xel,
oDTOV EMEPWTNOOTE.

The main problem here is the omission by P75 et al. It is interesting to note that
they seem to support the Byzantine sequence of the words.

The sentence is slightly redundant and it is possible that P75 et al. omitted the
words for that reason.

It is also possible that scribes added the words aUTOV €pwTNONTE from verse
23, and did so at different positions.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 165
NA?" John 9:26 €imov obV adTR * 1l émolnoév ooL; mRAC froLEéy oou
T0UG 0POXALOVC;

BYZ John 9:26 €lmov &¢ adT®) TUALY, TL €TOLNOEV 0OL TRC HYOLEEY Gou
TOUC OPOUAUOVC

Byz P66, 0162, A L X A 0,Y¥,070,0141, 0250, f1, f13, 33, Maj,
f,q, Sy-P, Sy-H, arm, goth, [Trg™]

txt P75,01* B, D, W, pc, Lat, Sy-S, Sy-Pal, Co
elmov 8¢ adT®: Tl €moinoeév MoALY; 579 (wrongly inserted?)

Tischendorf has 565 for txt. Swanson and NA (implicitly) for Byz.

NA and Schmidtke have 579 for txt! But it actually reads as Swanson has it
(checked at the film): iy 6¢€ a0TQ: TL €MOLNOEV TMAALY; TGOS NYOLEED ..
This looks like a wrongly inserted correction.

Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

Compare previous verses:

NA%" John 9:10 éAcyov olbv alt®)' T@¢ [odv] Arewydnoav ocouv ol
OpOBaALOL;

NA? John 9:15 maALy o0V MpWtwy odtov kel ol PopLooiol TG
avEPLeer.

NA% John 9:17 A€youoLy o0V TG TUPAD TOALY: TL OL A€yelc Tepl
a0TOD, ...
omit TOALY: D, it

NA? John 9:24 ’Edwvnoay olv tOV Gvlpwmor €k Seutépou 0¢ MY
TUPAOC Kol elToy adTR ...

TOALY appears in the previous verses. They ask him again and again, so TaALY is
only natural here.
Inverse 17 (D, it) omit TaALY, possibly o avoid repetition.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 166

Minority reading: A

NAZ John 9:27 amekpldn adtolc elmov LMLV AN kol o0k Mkolvowte: Tl
TOALY OEAETE GKOVELY; UT) Kol DUELS Bédete adtoD podntal yevéobul;
omit: P66", pc, Lat(aur, b, ¢, e, ff?, 1, vg), Sy-S

it(a, d, f, gat, q, r!, 27, 30) read txt.

vg: "respondit eis dixi vobis iam et audistis
quid iterum vultis audire numquid et vos vultis discipuli eius fieri"

o0 TLOTEVeTe 28, L253, r! (non creditis)
oUK €mLoTevoate f13

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

"T told you already, and you did not hear, why again do you wish to hear?"

P66: NA has the omission as "vid", Swanson as "cj.".

The photo in the ed. pr. looks as if the sheet is superimposed by another sheet on the right side.
It appears that this happened accidentally during photographing. So, unfortunately one cannot
read the last 2-3 letters on the right margin. Both the ed. pr and Comfort were able to read
what was below this part and give the complete text without reservation. They note certain
things that are only possible if they really were able to read this text. For the right margin we
hcgve to rely on their word therefore. Space considerations make it certain that P66 omitted
OUK.

The reconstruction gives:
(blue = letters not visible on the photo but present)
(red = letters not extant = lacunae)

estinoudaenoidaotitu«sxloswn
arib l epw eiponounautw pa

Iin Ctiepoihsen soi pws hne"
xensoutousosFxgalmouapekri
ghautoi_s eipon umin hdh kai

ouk? h kousatai tigelete palina

kouein mh kaiumeis gelletaima
ghtailautougenesqgai eloidorh
San .. new page




There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

The oUK is problematical here. The text is easier and more logical without it:
"I told you already, and you've heard it! Why again do you wish to hear?".
There is no reason for a secondary insertion of OUK.

It is possible to take it as a question (e.g. Luther did so):

"I told you already, haven't you heard? Why again do you wish to hear?"
(It might be in order to add a punctuation note in NA and UBS.)

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

TVU 167

64. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA%" John 9:31 0l8oer OTL GUAPTWAGDY 0 BeOC 0VK GKOVEL, GAL" €V TLC
OcooePrc 1) kol 10 OEANUe ohTOD TOLT TOUTOU GKOVEL.

0 Bedc APUPTWARDY
B, D, (N), 0, A, ¥, 070, 0141, L844, L2211, pc, NA*®, WH, Weiss, Trg
OTL GUOPTWARDY OVUK Gkovel 0 Beoc N

txt P66,P75,01, A, L, W,X, 0250, f1, f13, 33,579, Mqj
OUOPTWOARY GOpWTWY 0 Bedc X (cp. 9:16,24)

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare context:
NAZ" John 9:29 mueic otdouer 6tL Mwioel Acdainker 0 Bedc, Todtov 6¢
o0k oLdaper mOBev €0TLV. order safe!

Genitive case (UOPTWADY with dkoleL.

Possibly the txt reading is a conformation to the previous verse 29. This is taken
to completion by N.

On the other hand the support for the txt reading is very good and the support
for the B reading is not coherent.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 168

Minority reading: A A

NA% John 9:33 €l un fv oltog Tape Oeod
00OV

T 9 9 4 ~
, OUK MOLVKTO TOLELY

T&T #126

T 0 avbpwmog P66, N, O, 1043, 1241, pc
1241: oltog 0 (VBpWMOC

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare verse 16:
NA?" John 9:16 éleyov ol ék tdv PapLoalwy TLVEC" 0Dk €0TLY 00TOQ
Topd. Becod O avbpwtog, 0tL TO oaPfutor ol TNPEL.

Clearly added from context.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 169

65.Difficult variant
NA% John 9:35 "Hkouvoev ‘Inoodc OtL €E€faior adtov €w Kol €Upwy
a0TOV €LTeV: oL TLOTEVELS €Lg TOV Llov ToD Gvipwmov;

BYZ John 9:35 "Hkovoev 0 'Inoolc 0tL €Eéforor adtor €w kol €Lpwy
a0TOV €lmer adTE XU mLoTtelelg €ig Tov viov tod Oecobd;

T&T #129

Byz A,L X A, 0,%¥,070,0141, 0250, f1, f13, 33, Mqj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo, arm, goth, Trg

txt P66, P75,01, B, D, W, 397, d, Sy-S, sa, ac?

The Vulgate manuscript "book of Armagh" (8™ or 9™ CE, Dublin) reads txt, too
(hominis), but has been corrected.

Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

Compare:
I4 ’ o ~
NA* Matthew 16:13 TLVe A€YouoLV oL GVOPWTOL €LVal TOV LLOV TOD

) ’
oaVBpwmov);

NA?" John 5:25 GUTMV GuUNY A€yw UWIV OTL épyetal Wpo Kol VOV €oTLy
0T€ ol Vekpol akovoovoLy TA¢ ¢wrfic Tod uviod Tod Beod kal ol
akovonrTeC (NOOLOLY.
viod tod avlpwmov K, II, S, Q, 28, al, Sy-H™, Sy-Pal, pbo

(not in NA but in SQE!)

The change in 5:25 contradicts Metzger's remark, that "the improbability of
0coD being altered to AVOPWTOVL is so great, that the Committee regarded the
reading adopted for the text as virtually certain."

The change the other way round also appears:
NA?” John 6:27 0 LLOC TOD GVOPWTOU
579: ToL Beod




Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2?2 (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 170

66. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" John 9:36 Qmekpifn éxelvog kel elmer: kol ti¢ éotiv, T kipLe,
Tva, motebow el adToV;

omit, but kol Tl €0TLY, €PN KOpLE P75, B, W, WH™, Weiss
omit, but kKol €pm TLG €0TLY, KUPLE 070

GmekplOn Ekeivog + T &n:  Pe6*, Trg™ ()

GmekplOn éxelvog P66°, A, 1241, pc
elmey sa, ac?
Gmekpion a

dmekplOn kol elmey bo, aeth

"He that was healed said to him" Sy-S

gmekplOn éxelvog [kol elmev]:  WH

txt 01,D,K,L, X, A, ©, ¥, 0141, 0250, f1, f13, 33, 565, 579, 1071, Maj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, (Co), goth, NA?®, Bois, Trg

KUPLE, Tic €oTLvy  O1*
KUpLE, KoL TLG éoTtLy  0O1€
Tl¢ oLy, KUpLE, A, L, T, ©,0306, pc, Lat, Sy-P, Co

WH has kL €LTev in brackets, and the P75, B reading as alternate reading.
Lacuna: C, N, I1
B: no umlaut

Compare context:

NA?" John 9:37 €lmev adT® 0 ‘Inooic: ...
Zolh| a0t 0 ‘Incodg .. 01
amekpldn adte 0 'Inoode .. D

NA?" John 9:38 0 6¢ épm TLoTeVw, KUPLE' Kol TPOOEKLVNoeY DT,
NA? John 9:39 Kal elmerv 0 'Inoodc:



It is possible that the P75, B reading with € is original, because it is awkward
stylistically. In the previous verse Jesus is speaking. Then it follows without
break koL TLC €0TLV. The short €dm may easily be overlooked. The simplest
correction would be the one by 070.

The txt reading is the much more normal form. There would have been no reason
to change it. The correction in P66 shows how the change probably worked. First
inserting something before kol TLC €0TLY, to separate the different speakers
and then eliminating the €.

In a later step the style is further improved by omitting the kol before Tig
€0TLV.

It is basically possible that the omission by P75, B, W, 070 is accidental, but the
various other changes indicate that there apparently was some stumbling block
here for the scribes, most probably a missing infroductory formula.

Rating: 17 (NA probably wrong)
(retain P75, B reading)



TVU 171

67. Difficult variant
Minority reading:

27 3 5 o~ ~ e 5\ e -~
NA“" John 9:37 elmev aUT® O 'Inoolg Kol €WpoKoG oLTOV Kol 0 AXARDV
LeTh 00D €KELVOC €0TLY.

NAZ” John 9:38 0 &€ édn° mLotelw, klpLe: kol Tpooekivnoey alTd.
NA?" John 9:39 Kal elmey 0 ’Incodc elc kplpo €éyw €lc TOV kOOUOV

~ > N4 (S \ ’ 4 \ 3 4
tobtov nMABov, Lva oL un PAemovteg PAemwoLy kol oL PAemovteg
TUhAOL YEVWVTOL.

NA?" John 9:40 fikovooy €k TV daplLoniny tadto ...

T&T #130

omit: P75, 01*, W, b, |, sa™, ac?, mf, Bois
In 01 the corrector C° (= 01°%) added the words (acc. to Tischendorf).

0 6¢ elmey: ... ©

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare verse 36:
NAZ?" John 9:36 GTekplOn €kelvog kol €lmey: kol Tig €otiy, T kipLe, Tva
TLOTEVOW €LC aOTOV;

T &bn: P66*, P75,B, W

Compare the discussion of the previous variant (verse 36) for the addition of
€¢m, which might very well be original. With €pm we have a difficult, redundant
style. Note O.

There is no convincing argument, why the words could have been omitted. It is
basically possible that the words 38-39a have also been omitted as not really
needed to combine the saying in verse 39 directly with Jesus' words in verse 37.
So also B. Aland who suggests that the belief of the blind born is only natural
after Jesus' disclosure.

But that is not really convincing.

It is possible that the words have been added to fulfill verse 36. The support
for the omission is strong and diverse. If it has been added secondarily, €dn
might have been borrowed from verse 36.



The Tuscan Diatessaron (Vaccari) omits verses 38 and 39 entirely. It has been
suggested that the verses fell out due to homoioarcton (37: et dixit ei Iesus ... ;
39: dixit ei Tesus ...). But it is not clear how this would result in the complete
omission of verse 39.

C.L. Porter suggests that the words have been added because the story was a
baptismal lesson. One lectionary lesson runs from 9:1 to 9:38, the other from
9:39 to 10:9. It is thus possible that the words Kol elmer 0 ’Incolc have
been added as an incipit to verse 39. Also verse 38 has been added as a
conclusion to the story.

R.E. Brown additionally comments (Com. Jo.) that it is possible that the words
"were an addition stemming from the association of John 9 with the baptismal
liturgy and catechesis. ... When the catechumens passed their examinations and
were judged worthy of Baptism, lessons from the OT concerning cleansing water
were read to them. Then came the solemn opening of the Gospel book and the
reading of John 9, with the confession of the blind man, 'T do believe, God',
serving as the climax."
Porter notes a similar addition, Acts 8, verse 37, also clearly a baptismal
confession:
Acts 8:37 €ime &¢ 0 ®iAimmoc, El miotedelc € 0Ang g kopdlog,
€kcotLy. amokplBele 8¢ elme, ITiotedw TOv LLOV ToD BcoD €Lval TOV
‘Incodr XpLotov.

add verse: E, 1739, pc, Lat, Sy-H, arm, mae, Ir, Cyp

All other witnesses omit this verse.

Brown further notes that ¢mul appears only two (or three? Verse 36?) more
times in John and TPOOKLVEW is hot used in John concerning Jesus, therefore
he concludes that 38-39a is a secondary addition.

Compare:
e C.L. Porter "John 9:38, 39a: A liturgical addition to the text" NTS
13 (1966) 387-94
e B. Aland "NT Handschriften als Interpreten des Textes? - P75 und
seine Vorlagen in Jo 10." in: Jesu Rede von Gott und ihre
Nachgeschichte im frihen Christentum, ed. D.-A. Koch et al.
Festschrift Willi Marxen, Giitersloh, 1989, p. 379-397

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 172

NA%" John 10:4 Otor TO 8L mavTe.  EkPodn, €uTpooBer adT@V

Topeletal Kol TO TPOPute adTE GkoAoubel, OTL olduoLy THY Gwrmy
3 ~

a0TOD"

BYZ John 10:4 kol Otar TO (oL TPOPote EkPodn €umpooBer adTtdv
Topeletal Kol To TPORate adTE GKOAOLOEL OTL oldaoLy TNV dGwrmy
3 ~
a0TOD"

Byz A, A, 0141, 0211, 0250, f13, 157, 579, Maj,
f,q, vg, (Sy-S), Sy-P, Sy-H, goth

txt P66%, P75,01°,B,D,L, W, X, 0, ¥, f1, 22, 33,565, 1071, 1241, al,
a,d, e, Co, arm
T oL exPaAn mvTe  P66*

TpoPate mowvte,  it(b, ¢, £f2, j, 1, rt)
oves suas omnes

omit: 01*? aur

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare context:

NA%" John 10:1 ’Aumy oumy A€yw LWLy, O WN €Loepyouevog oL Tfig
O0pac €ic T ANy TOV mpoPatwy GAAX Grafaivwy  dAlayo0ey
EKELVOC KAETTNG €0TLY Kol AnOTrc:

NA%" John 10:2 0 6¢ ecloepyouerog dLe thg B0pog ToLuny €0ty TV
TPORATWY.

NA?" John 10:3 TOUT®W O OupwpOC Grolyel kol to TPOPate THe Pwiig
a0toD drkovel kol T 8L TPoPate pwrel kat' Ovoue kol EEayel
a 0T,

And also: 10:7-8, 10:11-13, 10:15-16, 10:26-27.

It is possible that TpOPaTe. has been changed to TAVTW to improve style and to
avoid unnecessary repetition.



On the other hand it is possible that TVTe has been changed to TPOPwTe as a
harmonization fo immediate context, especially the previous verse 3 (so also
Weiss).

At last it is also possible that originally no object was specified as in 01*.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 173

68. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" John 10:7 Elmer olv maiiy 0 ‘Inocodg Guny Guny Aéyw LULY
OTL €Yw €lpl 1) BUpa TV TpoPatwy.

T&T #132

omit P75, B, L, X, ¥, 0141, 33, 157, 213, 397, 579, 597, 700, 799*, 821, 849,
865, 1071, 1241, 1424, 2786, pm**° [6, K, 11, U, 157], Trg, WH

txt P66,01, A, D, W, O, f1, f13, 1424, Maj***®

Lacuna: C, 892
B: no umlaut

Compare context:

NA%" John 10:1 ’Aumy oumy A€yw OULY, O WN €loepyouerog oLk Tiig
BUpoc €lc Y adAny tOv Tpofatwy GAAX Grafalvwy  GAlwy00cy
EKELVOC KAETTNG €0TLY Kal Anotrg:  safel

Compare the phrase GQUNV QUMY A€YW VULV
NA?" John 5:24 "Auny Guny Aéyw DULY OTL O TOV AOYOV HOL GKOVWV
omitOTL: D

NA%" John 6:47 GuNV GunY AEyw LWLV, 6 mLotebwr éxel (ony alviov.
add6ti: 01,0, 124

NA%" John 14:12 "Auny auny A€yw LULY, O TLOTEDWY €LG €uE
add OtL: 0

NA?" John 16:23 GUNV QUMY A€Yw DULY, GV TL althonte TOV TUTEPR €V
TG OVOPNTL oL BWoEL DUTY.

omit OTL: P5, B, C, D*, L, (), pc, Or

add OTL: 01, A, D% W, ©, f1, f13, 33, 579, Maj, L844 (P22 not clear!)



QUMY QUMY A€Y® UULY without OTL safe at:
1:51, 5:19, 6:26, 6:32, 6:53, 8:51, 8:58, 12:24, 13:16, 13:20

GUNY GUNV A€Yw LULY with  OTL safe at: 5:25, 8:34, 13:21, 16:20

John uses the phrase GuNY GuUNY A€YW UULY more often without (13) than
with (5) OTL. But he can use both forms it in two consecutive verses: 13:20 and
21.

Almost all occurrences are safe. It is only this verse and Jo 16:23, where there
is significant variation.

It is possible that the omission is a conformation to context, verse 1.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 174

Minority reading: A

NA%" John 10:7 Eimev odv Moy 6 'Inoodc auny auny Aéyw LULy OTL
eyw elptl 1 B0po TOV TpoPaTwy.

0 TOWuNY P75, sa, ac, mf

ac?, pbo, bo read BUpu

P66, Ephrem (Diatess), Clement (Strom. 5.86.4) also have ) 91’)p0¢.
Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ John 10:1 0 Wn €loepyouevoc OLe ThC Ovpac €ic TNV adAny TGV
TPOPUTWY  GAAL GroPaivwy GAAwy00ey EKeELvog KAETTNG €0TLV Kol
Aot

NAZ John 10:2 0 &¢ eloepyoOueroc Sue thg Blpac TOLWNY €0TLY TV
TPOPUTWY.

NA? John 10:9 €yw €lpl 1 O0pa: 8L° €uod €av TLC €loeAdn owbnoetal
kol eloedeloetal Kol €EeAedoetol Kol VOUTY €DPNOEL.

NA%" John 10:11 "EyW) €lpl 0 ToLuny 6 KaAdg. 0 TOLUNY 0 KeAOG TNV
Yuyny adtod TOnoLy LTEp TRV TPoPaTwY:

NA% John 10:12 0 ULOOWTOC K&l OVK GOV TOLUNY,

NA?" John 10:14 "EyW) eilpl 0 ToLuny 6 KoAog

The reading "I am the gate" is difficult. The change of P75 is only natural and
derived from context. Perhaps a local Egyptian reading, known to the scribe of
P75? Even though B. Aland thinks this argumentation is "compelling”, she writes:
"it should be noted though, that similar variants scarcely appear in P75."

On the other hand a change the other way round could be explained as a
harmonization to verse 9.

P6:

The Codex named "ac" is also the NT papyrus P6 and is bilingual Greek -
Achmimic. Unfortunately the Greek part for verse 7 is lost. About three lines
are missing. The text extant is close to P75. So it is possible, though impossible
to prove, that P6 also read 6 TOLUTV.



Compare:
* Royse, Scribal Habits, 2008, p. 694-5
e P. Weigandt "Zum Text von Joh 10:7" NovT 9 (1967) 43 - 51
e B. Aland "NT Handschriften als Interpreten des Textes? - P75 und
seine Vorlagen in Jo 10." in: Jesu Rede von Gott und ihre
Nachgeschichte im frihen Christentum, ed. D.-A. Koch et al.
Festschrift Willi Marxen, Giitersloh, 1989, p. 379-397

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 175

69.Difficult variant
NAZ John 10:8 Tavtec o0ooL MABov [mpd éuod] kA€mToL elolv kol
Anotol, &AL’ o0k Tkovoay adT@V T6 TPORaTe.

BYZ John 10:8 mavteg 0ooL MAOov KAETTOL €loly kol Anotodl
GAL o0k fikovooy adTOY To TPOPKTH

Byz P45Y9 P75,01*, 0141, 28, 892°, 1424,
Maj-part[E, F,6, M, S, U, T, A, 047],
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, sa, pbo, ac?, goth, Diatess, Bois, Tis, Bal
txt P66, 01 A, B, D, K II, L, W, X, ©, A, ¥, 0233, 0250, f1, f13, 33, 157,
565, 579, 700, 1071, 1241, Maj-part, d, vg™*, Sy-H**, bo, ac, or3/4
Tpo éuod NABov O, f1, 124, 565, arm, geo, Or'/*

P45 has a lacuna, but space considerations make it very improbable that it

contained the words.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

Diatessaron: The sentence is in Ephrem and in the Arabic, both times in the
short form.

Note also: D, b, d, vg™ omit TdVTEC.

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Without the words the sentence is difficult fo understand:

"All who came before me are thieves and bandits; but the sheep did not listen to
them."

If not originally present an addition would be natural. Different insertion points
are often an indication of a secondary insertion.

It is difficult to account for an omission of the words. Metzger suggests: "...
they omitted the words in order to lessen the possibility of taking the passage
as a blanket condemnation of all OT worthies."

This explanation is also supported by the omission of TaVTeG by D, pc.


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

WH suggest: "The omission perhaps seemed to emphasize the sense of NABov;
or to be a natural simplification on the assumption that TaVTEC means 'they all’
(TOV GALOTPLWY, verse 5; cf. verse 1), as 000L EAXANONV Act 3:24; or to
obviate or lessen risk of reference to the prophets."

Zahn (Comm. Jo): "It remains probable that ﬂpb €uod facilitated the
misinterpretation by Gnostics and Manichaeans and prompted its omission in
many catholic manuscripts."

B. Aland notes that the text in P75, which reads O TOLUTV in verse 7 and omits
TPO €U0l makes sense. She thinks that we have here an "extremely intelligent,

vigorous" intervention, provoked by the offence of the original text, giving:
10:7 1 am the shepherd of the sheep.
10:8 All that ever came are thieves and robbers: but the sheep did not
hear them.
10:9 | am the door: ...

Aland thinks that the scribe wanted to restore the original sense of a corrupted
transmission.

Compare:

e B. Aland "NT Handschriften als Interpreten des Textes? - P75 und
seine Vorlagen in Jo 10." in: Jesu Rede von Gott und ihre
Nachgeschichte im frihen Christentum, ed. D.-A. Koch et al.
Festschrift Willi Marxen, Giitersloh, 1989, p. 379-397

Rating: - (indecisive)
(brackets ok)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 176

Minority reading:

NA% John 10:11 'Ey& €lgl 0 mowuny 0 KeAdc. 6 TOLUNY O KeAOG TNV
Yuyny «dTod TiBnow umep TRV Tpofatwy:

dildwaLy P45, 01*, D, Lat(b, ¢, d, ff2, r!, vg), Sy-S, Sy-Pal, bo
dat ¢, d, ff% vg
tradit b, r!, vg™

it(a, aur, e, f, 1), vg™° read txt ("ponit").
Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

same in 10:15
NA? John 10:15 KoBWC YLVWOKEL He O THINP KOAYW YLVWOKW TOV
ToTéP, Kol THY Puymy Kou TLOMUL LTEp TAV TPoPatwV.

SL6wuL P45, P66, 01*, D, W, pbo

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare verse 17 and 18:

NA%" John 10:17 Aie ToDTO pe O Totnp &yomd OTL €yw TLOMUL TNy
Yuyny pov, trae maALy Aafw odTv.

NA?" John 10:18 008¢lc alpel abTNY &m €uod, GAL’ éyw tibnuL adtny
am’ epoutod. €Eovoiay éxw Belval adTnY,

Compare also:

NA? Matthew 20:28 @omep O vLOC 7ToD avBpwmov odk MABev
Sakovndfjval GAAG Srakovfiol kol dolval thy Yuyny adtod ALTpPOV
QVTL TOAAQV.

NA% Mark 10:45 kol yop 0 vlog ToD avBpwmov ovk HAOEY SLakovndfveal
aAA SLokovfionl kol dolval thy Yuyny adtod AUTpor Grti ToAAGV.

The meaning is essentially the same.
Puynv avtod TLONoLy is generally translated as "lay down his life", whereas
dobval T Yuyny is translated as "give his life".



It seems that the form with TLONWL is the special Johannine form, compare:
Jo 13:37-38; 15:13.

Probably the scribes where influenced by the Synoptic form (which was possibly
the more standard formula?) and changed it therefore in John. In the last two
instances of these verses (11, 15, 17+18) finally they "gave in" and took the
Johannine form.

Nevertheless Zahn (Comm. Jo) thinks that because TLOMUL in verses 17-18 is
safe, it cannot be correct here.

It is an interesting and strong combination of "Western" (?) witnesses.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 177

NAZ" John 10:13 OTL ULOBWTOC €0TLY KoL OD HEAEL
a0T@ TeplL TOV TPOPLTWY.

BYZ John 10:13 0 &€ pLoBwtdc delyeL, 0TL HLOBWTOC €0TLY KoL 0D HEAEL
a0T@ TEpL TOV TPOPUTWY

Byz A¢ X, A, ¥, 0141, f13, 22™9, 157, 565, 700, 1071, 1424, Mqj,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, goth, [Trg™]

txt P44-AY(6™ CE), P45, P66, P75, 01, A*, B, D, L, W, ©, 0211, f1, 22*, 33,
579, 1241, al, L253, d, e, Sy-S, Sy-Pal, Co, aeth, arm
W further omits 0TL LLOOWTOC €0TLY

579 reads: 0 &€ LOOWTOC €OTLY

Sy-S is not noted in NA, but wrongly included into "Sy" under Byz.
Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse 12:

NA%" John 10:12 0 ULOOWTOC Kl ODK GV TOLNY, o0 00K €0TLY TG
TpOPute 1oL, Bewpel TOV AUKOV €pyouevov kol apinoly to TpoPete
kol dedyel - kol 6 Adkog apmadel adTo Kol okopTilel -

BYZ John 10:12 kol 0 AUkog apmadel odTo kol okopTilel To mpoPata

The addition seems superfluous, since it has already been mentioned in the
previous verse 12 that he flees.

It is possible that the words have been added to avoid the possible
interpretation of the wolf being the hireling: "the wolf ..., because a hireling he
is .." (note that in verse 12, the Byzantine text also adds Ta TpORata).

It is also possible that the words have been omitted accidentally: 0 &€ - OTL.
The reading of 579 is due to h.t., skipping 1L0OWTOC devyeL, OTL.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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70. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" John 10:18 00d€lc oipel abTNV &m’ €uod, QAL éyw TiLBnuL adtny
am’ éueutod. €Eovolor €xw Belval adTY, kol €ovoloy €xw ToALY
AoBety adtiy: Tadtny v évtoAny éiaPor mape Tod TaTPOC HOv.

)

NpEev P45, 01*, B, Sy-P, NA*, WH, Weiss

txt WH™

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

"No one takes ..."
"No one has taken ..." (Aorist)

Compare previous verse 17:
NA%" John 10:17 Aie ToDTO pe O Totnp Gyomd OTL €yw TLOMUL TNy
Yuyny pov, trae maALy Aafw odTnv.

Compare also:

27 ¥4 \ 2 4 € \ \ 4 V4 \ ()
NA?" John 3:16 00TW¢ Yop Nyomnoey O Be0¢ TOV KOOUOV, WOTE TOV LLOV
TOV Hovoyevt] édwkey T | Tva TiC 0 TLOTEVWY €lg adTOV PN ATOANTHL
GAL” €xm Cwnr aliviov.

T elc TOV KOOWOV P63 (ca. 500), 33, 1071 pc, e

In the previous verse the verbs are present tense. Also the following verbs are
present. Thus formally a present tense verb would be expected here too.

NPeV is clearly the harder reading. It is possible that Jesus here speaks of his
death as already past. The same thing happened in 3:16 (and here too a
correction has been added!).

Weiss (Jo Com.) suggests that the €V points to the previous, futile attacks of
his opponents.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NAZ?" John 10:22 "Eyéveto tdte to éykailvie év toi¢ ‘Tepocoiipolg,
YELLWY NV,

BYZ John 10:22 'Eyéveto 6 T éykalvie év TepoooAiluoLg
KoL YELLWY NV

Byz P66*,01,A,D, X, A, 0,0141, f13, 157, Maj, Lat, ac?, Sy-P, Sy-H, Tis, Trg
txt P66 P75,B,L, W, ¥, 33,579, 1071, pc, Co, arm, Trg™

omit: f1,565, pc, a, b, j, I, 29¢, Sy-S, Sy-Pal, pbo, geo'

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

"At that time came the feast of dedication in Jerusalem."

"Eyéveto TOTE appears only here in the Greek Bible. It is thus very unusual.
"Eyéveto 8¢ appears 97 times (17 times in Lk, none in Mt/MK).
Both forms are easily confused:
egenetottotke
egenetode

John only rarely begins a sentence with "Eyéveto:

1:6 ’Eyéveto avbpwmoc,

3:25 'Eyéveto odv (NTnoLg

19:36 &yéveto yap Todta Tva 1) ypadn TANPwOR:

Zahn (Comm. Jo) also correctly notes that John when using TOT€ (9 times), he
always puts it at the beginning of the sentence or phrase, never after the verb.
In this respect this verse would be unique.

Metzger writes: "the origin of either [TOT€ or &¢] is suspectible of explanation
on transcriptional grounds (dittography or haplography), followed by confusion
(not infrequent in some Greek manuscripts) of d€ and t€."

It is also possible that originally nothing was there and the words have been
added fo smooth the abrupt change. On the other hand it is also possible that
the word has been deleted at the beginning of a lection.



Metzger writes: "After considerable debate a majority of the Committee
preferred TOT€ as 'too appropriate not to have been included originally'. "

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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71.Difficult variant
NAZ" John 10:26 GAAX DUELC OV TLOTEVETE, OTL OUK €0TE €K TV
TPOPUTWY TOV EUAV.

BYZ John 10:26 &AL’ UUELS 00 TLOTEVETE 00 Yop €0TE €K TOV
TPOPUTWY TOV €UV KoBwe elmor DULY.

T&T #137

Byz (P66*), A, D, X, A, ¥, f1, 13,157, 213,397,565, 579, 799, 865, Maj,
it, Sy, bof", goth, [Trg™]
koBwg elmor ULy OtL  P66*

txt  P66¢, P75,01,B, K IL L, M*, W, ©, 0141, 33, 597, 821, 1241, 2561*, al°,
aur, ¢, vg, sa, bo?", arm

Lacuna: C
B: umlaut! (1365 C 39 R) Tpofotwy TOV EUGV.

Compare:

NA? John 1:23 koBw¢ €imer "Hoatog 0 TpodrTnc.
NA?” John 7:38 kaBw¢ elmev 1 ypodn,

NA?" John 12:50 kaOw¢ €LpNKEY woL 6 Tatnp,
NAZ" John 13:33 koBw¢ elmov tolc ToudaioLc

Compare also:
27 ’ < \ b ’ \ \ ’ ~ ~
NA“" John 10:3-4 TOUTW O OUPWPOG avoLyeL kol To TPoPate THS GWYTG
a0TOD GkoVel kol To (oL TpoPate Pwrel kot Ovopn kol €Enyel
a0Ta. 4 OTow T Lo mavte €KPoAT, EUTPOoOer adTOVY TopeleETaL Kol
T0. TPOPaTer dTG dkoAouBel, OTL oldaoly Ty dwrny adTod:

"...as I told you."

A typical Johannine phrase.
It is possible that the words have been deleted because there has been
previously no saying reported explicitly stating that the Jews do not belong to
his sheep.

Why should the words have been added? Possibly to point back to verses 3-4 (so
Weiss).



It is also possible, and clearly suggested by the P66* reading, that the words
are meant to go with what follows:

10:26 GAAC DUELC OV TLOTEVETE,

OTL OVK €0TE €K TQOV TPORUTwY TAV EUOV.

koBwe elmov LUly (6tL)

10:27 T TPOPoTe T €U THS Pwrfic Hov dKkovouaLY,

KAYW YLVWOK®W o0Th Kol GkoAovBodoly pot,
P66 elsewhere adds the OTL recitativum (3:28, 7:36).

Compare also the mysterious phrase from Jo 8:25:
Y GpYMY 0 TL KoL AXAD VULV,
Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 181

72.Difficult variant
NAZ” John 10:29 0 TTNP LOL O OEOWKEV UOL TOVTwY WELLOV €0TLY, Kol
o0deLe duvatol apTaleLy ék Th¢ xeLpog tod muTpoc.

BYZ John 10:29 0 TTHP WOU O¢ SEWKEY poL PELlwVY TOVTwY €0TLY Kol
o0deLe duvatol apTaleLy ék ThC XeLpog ToD TaTpodg Hov

T&T #139
T&T #140
Byz OC ... LELLWV TOVTWOV P66, A, 0141, f1, 13, 33, Maj, sa, Weiss
0¢ ... Uerldv mavtwy A, 0O, al, Sy
0C ... TovTwy Pellov p75"id, BC
0¢ ... mavtwy oty Uelldr X, 213,799, 865
0C ... TavTwy Pellwy WH™, Bal (1)
0 ... TovTtwy UeELlWy 01, (D), L, W, ¥, pc, SBL

[\

_ MOVTOV €0TLY HeELlWy 2786

[\

txt 0 ... TavTor Pellov B*, (Lat), bo, WH, NA?®, Tis

P75 reads: 0C ESWKEL... ...tV UELL...]V
D reads: 0 8€8WKWC HOL PELLWY TAVTWY EGTLY

Lat: "Pater meus quod dedit mihi maius omnibus est"

d:  "Pater qui dedit mihi omnium maior est"
Lacuna: C
B: umlaut! (1366 A 7 L) 0 ToTNP WLOv O SESWKEV

In B there is a small s written above the line between the Omikron and the
Delta: O d. All letters are enhanced. It is not clear whether the added Sigma
is early or not. Tischendorf assigns it to B?.

&\

accusative neuter singular
UeLCov  nominative neuter singular

)

0¢ nominative masculine singular
LELCwV  nominative masculine singular



Meaning:

Byz "My father, who has given to me, is greater thanall ..."

01, L: "My father, in regard to what he has given to me, is greater than all ..."
txt "My father, what he has given me is greater than all ..."

The reading of A et al. is impossible Greek.

C. Conrad wrote on the bgreek list (30™ July 2002):

a) regarding the 01 et al. reading:

I don't really think so [that it makes sense], UNLESS one understands hO DEDWKEN MOI as a
(rather awkward) substantive clause in the adverbial accusative, adverbially qualifying MEIZWN:
"My father is greater than all with respect to what he has given me." The only way it would make
sense to me is if hO, which as spelled and accented in our critical text can only be the neuter
accusative of the relative pronoun, is intended to be a nominative singular masculine relative
pronoun, which is to say, that this is a solecism of the kind somewhat less uncommon in the text
of Revelation.

b) regarding the A et al. reading:

This makes no sense at all--or hardly an acceptable sense: "My father, who gave it to me, is a
bigger (thing) than all others (things/persons)." This appears to me a copyist's attempt to solve
the problem of the neuter accusative relative pronoun where a masculine nominative relative
pronoun should be expected--but if that's so, the copyist has formulated a still more intolerable
construction wherein the masculine PATHR becomes a thing compared quantitatively with other
things.

The Byzantine text is the most simple and straightforward and makes good
sense. Everything else is either wrong Greek, or difficult to understand.

Robertson's "wordpictures":

"But the context calls for OC ... ueltlwv with 0 ﬂoctﬁp as the subject of €0TLY.
The greatness of the Father, not of the flock, is the ground of the safety of
the flock."

Compare:

NA? John 5:36 T YO €pYo 0 OEOWKEY HOL O THTNP Lvo TEAELWOW
o0TO,

NA%" John 6:37 &V 0 SLOWOLY Lol O Tatnp TMPOG €uc e,

NA?" John 6:39 lve &Y 0 6EOWKEY HOL UM GTOAE0W €€ ahToD,

NAZ" John 17:4 TO €pYOV TEAELWONC O OEOWKNC HOL LYo TOLHOW®

NA?" John 17:6 T0l¢ GrBpWTOLE 0VC €dWKAC oL €k TOD KOOUOU.

NA?" John 17:7 mavte, 000 6E6WKOG UOL Topd 00D €loLy:

NA%" John 17:8 OTL T PMUOTE 0 €OWKOC oL SEBWKE aDTOLE,

NA?" John 17:9 GAAG Tepl @V 8E6WKAC oL, OTL 0ol €loLy,




NA?" John 17:11 €V T& OVOUNTL 00U &) SESWKAC |OL,

NA%" John 17:12 €V T} OVOUKTL 00U &) SESWKAC |OL,

NAZ John 17:22 kayw TnY 0oy NV 6E6WKAC oL SE8WKN cUTOLC

NA?" John 17:24 Ilatep, 0 8€6wkaC poL, BEAw Tvo OTOL elpl Eyw

NAZ" John 18:9 0UC 8€SWKOC OL OVK GTWAEOn €€ adTOV 0LSEV.

NA?" John 18:11 TO TOTHPLOV 0 SEBWKEV oL O TTNP OV WN TLw adTo;

It is Johannine usage that the relative pronoun always refers to things given,
never to the one who gives.

It is therefore possible that O is a conformation to common Johannine usage.
And following that, uel(wV had to be changed then into pellov. w <--> 0
confusion was also introduced.

On the other hand it is possible that the B* reading is original. Because it is
difficult to understand and not really suiting the context, it has been changed
into the Byzantine form with the same w <--> 0 confusion.

B. Aland, too, thinks that the B* reading is original and that an early ancestor of
P75 changed 0 &€BWKEV into the smoother 0¢ €dWKEV "in an intelligent manner
without changing the letter distance".

Birdsall thinks that the 01, L reading is original:

"if O¢ had stood originally we can conceive no reason for the alteration to 0." -
"[the reading LelloV] exegetically is an impossibility; even if the thought of
such inherent greatness in the church be conceivably Johannine, it has no place
here. Parallelism, a well-known feature of Johannine style, suggests that the
Father's power is the subject here as well as in the latter part of the verse.
The combination of 0 and peilov fails on any exegesis to provide such
parallelism of thought."

The problem with this reading is that it may be acceptable, but nevertheless
awkward Greek. On the other hand just that might have been the reason for the
changes.

This is one of the cases suggested by Metzger ("Lucianic recension", 1959)
where one could have an old relict of the earliest Antiochian fext. Not
necessarily correct, but at least older than any possible recension.

A. Pallis (Notes, 1926) writes: "the [txt reading] is worthless. But how has so
unsuitable a reading as O - L€L{oV arisen? Perhaps we had originally OTL in the
sense of OC, and its sense being missed, it was disfigured to 0, and then the
predicate naturally followed in the neuter."



Compare:
e J.N. Birdsall "John 10:29", JTS 11 (1960) 342-44
e J.R. Royse "Scribal Habits" 2008, p. 683, 685-7
e B. Aland "NT Handschriften als Interpreten des Textes? - P75 und
seine Vorlagen in Jo 10." in: Jesu Rede von Gott und ihre
Nachgeschichte im frihen Christentum, ed. D.-A. Koch et al.
Festschrift Willi Marxen, Giitersloh, 1989, p. 379-397

Rating: - (indecisive)
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73. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA% John 10:31 "Efootacar maALy AtBouc ol Tovdalol Tve ALBoowoLy
a0TOV.

T&T #142
omit: P45, @, aur, ff?, vg®>" "W, Sy-S, pbo, arm
ooV D, 0211, 69, 124, 788(=f13), 28, al*’, L844, pc, it, vg©', sa™, bo

ToALY 01, B, L, W, 33, pc’®, Sy-P, sa, ac, ac®

obV TaALY P66, A, X, P, A, 0141, f1, f13, 213, 397, 565, 579, 799, 821, 865,
1071, 1241, Maj, f, Sy-H, sa™, [Trq], SBL

Lacuna: P75, C
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" John 8:59 fpav ovv ALBouc Tva Paiwoiry ém’ adtov. ‘Incodc ¢
ekpOPn kol €ERABer ék toD LepoD.

NAZ John 10:39 "E{ntouvv [o0r] adTtOv TOALY TLOOOL, Kol €ERAOer ék
TAC XeELPOC aDTAV.
omit: P45,01*, D, 69, 579, 1241, al, Lat, ac®

The TOALY refers back to 8:59. The omission is difficult to explain.
Compare 10:39.
Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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74. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" John 10:32 Gmekpidn adtolc 6 'Inoodc: TOoAAX €pyo KoAd €Selo
VULV €k ToD ToTpOc: SLee Totov adTOV €pyov éue ALBalete;

T&T #143

€pyo €6eLEo DUTY KO B, 597, pc?, NA®, WH, Weiss

txt  €épyo kodo €6eLEe DULY
P45,01, A, K, II, A, ©, Y, f1, 33,157, 397, 565, 1010, 1071, 1241, 1293,
L2211, al, WH™

€deLko DUy €pyo KOG, P75
KoAG €8eLEo VULV €pya 047, pc?
€pyo €deLko LY W, pct

KoAG €pyo €6€LEe DUV P66, D, L, X, 0141, f13, 213, 579, 799, 821,
865, 892, 2786, Maj, Trg

Lacuna: C, 892
B: no umlaut

Compare context:
NA%" John 10:33 amekplOnoay adt® ol TovdaloL: Tepl koAoD €pyou oV
A8l ouéy o€

Obviously something caused confusion here.
Probably one problem was homoioteleuton:

pollaergakala
pollakalaerga

It is possible that some scribes omitted either €pyo or kA due to h.t. and
added it later at various positions.

It is also possible that either the P75 or the B reading was original and due to
the unusual word order it has been changed. The txt reading and the Majority
reading are rather straightforward.

Weiss (Com. John) thinks that the refined B reading has been changed to
combine the KA with the substantive.



Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 10:33 amekplOnoay adt® ol TovdaloL: Tepl kaAoD €pyou oV
ABaopér o€ GAAx Tepl PAaodnuieg, kel OTL oL GVYOPWTOC OV TOLELS
oeavtOv | Bedv,

T ToV P66* (" the God")
corrected by the first hand.
B: no umlaut

The Jews answered, "It is not for a good work that we are going to stone you, but for

blasphemy, because you, though only a human being, are making yourself a 6od."

Ehrman argues for a deliberate change: "The change appears not to have been
made by accident, in view of the tendency of the scribe of P66 to omit short
words far more readily than to add them." ("Orthodox corruption", 1993, p. 84 +
114)

On the other hand it could be a dittography: Tov - tov. This appears to be
more probable since the scribe corrects himself.

Compare also above 7:52, where P66* adds the article O in front of TpodnTNC.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA? John 10:38 €l 6¢ TOL®, KOV €UOL WT TLOTEUNTE, TOLC €PYOLC
TLOTEVETE, LYo YVRTE Kol YLVWOKNTE OTL €V €Uol O Tatnp KOYw &v
¢ ToTpL.

BYZ John 10:38 €l 6¢ TOL® KAV €UOL WU TLOTEUNTE TOLC €PYOLG
TLOTEVONTE" Lo YVATE Kol TLOTEVONTE OTL €V €Uol O TaTNP KAYw €V
DTG,

T&T #149

Byz (01), A, K, IL, A, ¥, 0141, f13, (579, 1241), Maj, aur, f, vg, goth
motelnte 01,0211, 1010, 1293, pc®
TLotelnTe 579, 1241, pc®

txt P45,P66,P75,B,L, W, X, O, f1, 33, 213, 397, 565, 597, 799*, 865, pc’,
L844, Co, Sy-Pal, arm

omit Kol ywwwoknte D, 157, 1424, pc®, it, Sy-S

omit mLoteloote: v YvdTe kov:  f13° (h.t)

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

"But if I do them, even though you do not believe me, believe the works, so that
you may know and understand that the Father is in me and I am in the Father."

The problem here is the repetitive TLOTEVW.

John sometimes uses TLOTEVW and YLVWOKW together:

NA% John 2:24 a0to¢ 6¢ 'Inoodc olk émiotever abTOV odTOLE Sl TO
a0TOV YLVWOKELY TOVTOG

NA? John 6:69 KoL TUELC TETLOTEVKOUEY Kol EYVOKouey OTL oL €l 0
ayLog tod Oeod.

NA%" John 17:8 kol odTOL €Aaov Kol €yvwooy oAnBR¢ OTL Tope 00D
€ERABOV, Kol €TloTevony OTL OV [e QmEaTELAC.




It is probable that scribes considered YLVWoknTe after YV@Te as redundant
and therefore either changed it into TLOTE€VOTTE or omitted it entirely. The
choice of TLOTEVONTE is not very creative, because it already appeared twice
before.

That someone changed TLOTEVONTE into YLVWOKNTE is even more improbable.

P. Williams comments on Sy-S:
John 10:38. For fxt's Lvot YVATE Kol YLVWOKNTE, NA27 cites S along
with D 1424 (it) for the omission Kil YLVWOKNTE. However, as Syriac
lacks the possibility of ready expression of two different aspects of the
same verb, and as SCP have been shown to avoid redundant repetition, one
would almost expect the reading of S, with a single equivalent of YLVWOKW,
to result if its Vorlage was txt. Cis not extant, and P follows a variant
involving TLOTEVW. The agreement between S and D would result not only
from Sbeing translated from a text such as D, but would be likely to result
if D were influenced by any Aramaic text, since all Aramaic dialects would

have the same restriction on expression of verbal aspect as Syriac.
P. Williams "Early Syriac Translation Technique and the textual criticism of the Greek
Gospels", Gorgias Press, 2004, p. 283-84.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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75. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA% John 10:39 "E{ntouvv [00r] adtOV TAALY TLdOoL, Kol €ERAOer &k
TAC XeELPOC aDTAV.

T&T #150

oOTOV P45, 01*, D, 69(=f13), 579, 1241, pc?®,
Lat, ac?, Sy-Pal, Tis, Bal

TOALY obTOVY P66, B, ©, 13, 1010, 1293, Maj, Sy, Weiss, Trg, SBL
. TEALY Tiaool adtov U, 2718, pm3®, sa

[TaALv] adtOy WH™

oaOTOV TAALY 01¢ A, K IL L, W, X, A, ¥, Q,047,0141, f1, 33, 213, 397,
565, 597, 799, 821, 865, 1424, 2561, 2786, al'®, f, WH

P45 reads 'E{Mtour € odTOV TLHOOL ...
Sy-S has TaALY.

Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ" John 10:31 "Efootacar maily AlBouc ol Tovdalol Tve ALBoowoLy
a0TOV.

omit: P45,D, O, 69, 124, 788(=f13), 28, pc, Lat, sa™, pbo, bo, arm

txt  P66,01, A, B, L, W,V, f1, f13, 33, 1241, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa, ac, ac?

Interesting similar combination of witnesses here and in 10:31. And again the
omission is difficult to explain.

Weiss (Jo Com.) notes (correctly) that TOALY is often omitted, but gives ho
reason (stylistic?).

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

~ 4 ’ ~ 4 4
NA%" John 10:40 Kol amfil@ev maiiy mépav tod Topdavou ei¢ tov tOTOV
omou v Twavvne to TpaTov Banti{wy Kol EUELVey Ekel.

txt incomplete in NA!

€uevery B, NA%, WH, Weiss, Trq™
txt P45, P66, P75, 01, A, D, L, W, X, ©, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 579, Maj,
WH™

Lacuna: C, 892
B: no umlaut

’éuewev indicative aorist active 3rd person singular
’épevev indicative imperfect active 3rd person singular

€uevev is certainly the rarer form. It appears only one more time in the Gospels
(Lk 8:27). The aorist appears 8 times in John.

Probably an accidental error.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA% John 11:17 "EA80V olv 6 ‘Incodc T elper altov té€ooapuc oM
TILEPOG EXOVTI €V TG HUMUELw.

NA% John 11:18 v &¢ 1 Bnfavie éyylc t@v ‘Tepocoiluwy o¢ &mo
OTadlwY SeKNTEVTE,

T elc BnBavioy 019, A%, ¢ D, X, A, 0211, f13, 33, 157, 579, 1071, al,
L253, d, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, boP'

txt P66, P75, 01*, A*, B, C*, L, W, A, 0, ¥, 0141, f1, 69,
788(=f13), 565, 700, Maj, Lat, sa, bo®’, goth
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA? John 11:1 "Hv &€ tic aofevidv, Aalapo¢ amd Bnbaviag, €k Tg
KWUNS Moptoc kel MapOuc the adeAdphic adThc.

It is possible that the place has been repeated here, because the last mention
was in verse 1. Verse 18 seems to require a previous mentioning. If original there
is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading: A A

NA%" John 11:17 'EABwv olbv 0 ’Incolc cbpev wadtov Téooapec oM
TILEPOG EXOVTI €V TG HUMUeLw.

omit: A*, D, pc, d, e, Sy-P, Sy-Pal™, sq, bo, Tis, Bal

Téoonpac N6m P75, B, C*, ©, f13, pc

flon Téoonpac NUEPaC P66

T€oOMPOG TEPaG 10N AS, 01, CC L, W, X, A, A, P, 0141, 0250, f1, 33, 124,
157, 565, 579, 700, 1071, 1424, Maj

T€ooNPUC MUEPOC ExovTa, f1dn 892

A: IGNTP misinterprets the evidence. A* is not omitting ﬁpépocg, but oM
originally, which is obvious from the facsimile, where the vertical bar of the Rho
is still visible on the next line, also the Sigma (CSNTM 51b, column B, line 14-15).

This is correctly given in Tischendorf, Swanson and NA.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

892: confirmed by J.R. Royse (Scribal habits, 2008, p. 518) from microfilm.
Tis additionally notes: Sy-P, arm
B: no umlaut

Omitted possibly accidentally:
dhdhhmeras (téooupoc as humeral d)

It is also possible that it has been omitted to improve style, to bring T€o0MPNG
and MUEPOC together. The other word order variants seem to support this.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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76. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA%" John 11:18 7 &¢ 1 Bnlavie éyylc t@v ‘Tepocoiluwy o¢ &mo
OTadlwY deKnTEVTE,

txt incomplete in NA!

omit 01*, B, 0211*, 1346, pc, NA*>, WH, Weiss, Tis, Bal
txt P66,01% A,C,D,L, W, X, 0,%, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 579, Ma]

P75: The N is not visible. The situation looks like this (with the D not visible):
ras e
bhq

Both readings are possible.

0211* is only in IGNTP, not NA.
Lacuna: 892
B: no umlaut

Context:

NA? John 11:1 "Hy &€ ti¢ 4oBevdv, Aalapoc amo Bnbaviog
NA*" John 12:1 i

‘O o0V ‘Inoodg Tpo €& Nuepdr tod Tooye MABer eic Bnbaviay

There probably have been different Bethanies (compare Jo 1:28 in the main
commentary). It is therefore possible that the article has been added (perhaps
by John already) for emphasis: THIS Bethany is near Jerusalem ...

The usage in context is safe without the article.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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77. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" John 11:21 eilmer obv | MapOa mpoc Tov Incodr: kiple, €l N¢ wde
o0k AV amédaver O adeAdOc Hov:

txt incomplete in NA!

omit 01, B, C*, pc, NA*>, WH, Tis, Bal
txt P45, P66, P75, A, C%, D, L, W, X, 0, ¥, 0141, f1, 13, 33, 579, Maj, [Tra]

C*: Noted in Tischendorf ("vid"), Swanson and NA, but not in IGNTP.
R. Lyon writes: "add perhaps TOV after TpOC. This is based entirely on the space

available."
Lacuna: 892
B: no umlaut

Compare:

a) omission:

NA?" John 3:26 koL NABov Tpoc Tov Twavvny
omit Tov: 1,118, 124

NAZ?" John 13:1 petoff) €k ToD kOopov ToUToL TPOC TOV THTEPL,
omit TOV:  P66*

NAZ John 13:3 koL TPOC TOV BeOv LTayeL,
omit Tov: A, II

b) addition:
NA%" John 6:5 A€yel mpog ®iiLmmov:
add TOv: A, @, f1, f13, Maj

NAZ?" John 13:6 €pyetal oDV mpo¢ Lipwve IIétpov
add TOV: D, 69

NAZ?" John 20:2 Tpé€yeL odv kol épyetal Tpog Lipwve ITéTpov
add Tov: 01

The norm is the usage with the article, but John also uses TPOC sometimes
without the article safe.



Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading: o
NAZ?” John 11:21 eilmer odv 1) MapOa mpog tov Incodr: kipLe, €l N¢ Wde
o0k Qv GméBaver O AdeAdpOC Hov*

omit: B, Sy-S

WH have the reading without KUpLE in the margin.
Tregelles reads txt, but has additionally [kUpLe] in brackets in the margin.

It is possible that C* supports the omission, too. Tis writes:
"C* 2, C% rescripsit paullo angustiore spatio mpo¢ Tov IN* KE, €l fg."
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA* John 11:32 ‘H olv Mapiap «¢ NABev O0mouv fr ’'Incodc Ldolow
a0TOV €meoer adTod TPOC TOUC TOOKG Aéyouon ahTG' KUPLE, €l NC Wde
o0k (v hov amédaver 6 adeAdoc.

It is possible that KUpLe here is a harmonization to verse 32, where it is safe.
The combination of these two witnesses is curious. Probably accidental.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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78. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA% John 11:22 [dAAx] kol vOv olda OTL Oow av althion tov Oeov
dwaoeL ool O Beoc.

omit: P75,01%, B, C*, X, f1, 33, 1241, pc, a, 35, bo™",
WH, NA®®, Weiss, Trq, Tis, Bal, SBL

txt P45,P66,01%, C%3, D, L, W, A, 0, ¥, 0141,0250, 13, 157, 579, Maj,
Lat, Sy, Co, Bois, [Trg™]
B: no umlaut

GAA koL VOV ("but even now") is an unusual phrase and appears only here in
the Gospels. It nevertheless fits perfectly and an omission is difficult to
understand.

The omission is limited to the Alexandrian texttype.

aAAl is a typical Johannine word and appears more often in John than in the
Synoptics (33 - 30 - 19 - 56).

Rating: - (indecisive)
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79. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA% John 11:25 eimer adtf 0 'Incolc: éyw eilpl 7 Graoteolg Kol 1
Cwn: 0 motebwy €lg éue kv dmobavn (Noetal,

omit: P45, |, Sy-S, Sy-Pal™, DiatesstPhrem Cyprian (T 258)
Sy-C has a lacuna.

Ephrem (McCarthy): "I am the resurrection. Whoever believes in me, even if he dies,
yet shall he live."

Clement: 610 kol ¢noly 0 kOPLOC: €YW it ) o’

Or Com. Mt 12:33 (2 times), 13:9, 15:12, Kat.frgm. 209

kol €otiy 1 per (o 0 eltor: "éyw eipt kol 1 {wn"
(Origen cites all five times the short form, omitting 1) GVOOTHOLG.)
But: Or Com. Jo (28,9, 71): €yw €ipL N avootaole kol 1 (wn

Cyprian (De Mortalitate 21): ipso Christo Domino et Deo nostro monente et
dicente: Ego sum resurrectio. Qui credit in me, licet moriatur, uiuet et omnis qui
uiuit et credit in me non morietur in aeterum.

Codex a (Vercellensis) apparently reads: "Dixit illi IHS. Ego in me etsi mortuus
fuerit vivet." It omits €L T) GraoTaoLe kel 1 (wn* 0 TLOTEVWVY, possibly
due fo parablepsis (€L - €L).

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA%" John 14:6 A€yel a0T® [0] 'Inoodeg €yw elpl M 060¢ Kol 1 GANOecL
kol 1) (o o0delg €pyetal TPOC TOV TTEPX €L un 6L éuoD.

Compare previous verses:

NA?" John 11:23 A€yeL adTh 0 ‘Inoodc’ Graotnoetal 6 adeAdpdc oov.

NA% John 11:24 Aéyer a0T® 1) Mapbo: oldx OTL Aveothoetol év T
GVOOTAOEL €V TH €0YATT NMUEPT.

There is no reason for an omission. B. Aland suggests "durch den Kontext
bedingte Auslassung?" = "omission stimulated by context?".



It is possible that the word has been omitted, because in the previous verses
the resurrection alone was discussed. And then, in this verse, the emphasis is on
the *I*: "I am the resurrection!"

A strange diversity of witnesses (Metzger: "puzzling"). Possibly liturgical usage?
Note Clement, who omits ﬁ QVAOTOOLC.

Compare:

B. Aland "Der textkritische und textgeschichtliche Nutzen friiher Papyri,
demonstriert am Johannesevangelium”, in: Recent Developments in Textual
Criticism. hrsg. von W. Weren und D.-A. Koch, Assen 2003, 19-38.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NAZ John 11:31 ol ouv TovdaioL oL OvTeg et ocurng v T OLKLOL Kol
TopoLvOoEroL KTV, L60VTEQ ™y Mocpwcp 0TL rocxe(og GVEOTN Kol
EENABeY, NkolovBNoay alTh 80EVTEC OTL LTUYEL €lg TO pumueior Tva
KAoOOY) €Kel.

BYZ John 11:31 ol o0Ov ’TovdeioL ol Ovteg pet adTAg €v T olkle Kol
TopopvBolperor adTAY LdOvTe THY Moplov, OTL TEXEWS GVEOTN Kol
€ERAOer fkodovOnoay aDTh Aéyovteg, OTL UTKYEL €l TO pvmuelor (v
KAoDOY) kel

Byz P66, A,C% A, 0, ¥, 0250, f13°, Maj, Lat, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, sa, ac?, goth

txt (P75),01,B,C* D,L, W, X, 0141, f1, f13°¢, 22, (33), 157, 579, 700, 1241,
al, d, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H™, bo, arm, geo
dotdlovtec P75, 33

Swanson has 33 for txt, against NA and UBS.
Lacuna: P45, 565
B: no umlaut

dofalovtec  6ofalw "praise, honor, glorify"
SOLavTEC SOKEW "think, suppose"

"They followed her because they thought that she was going to the tomb to
weep there."

Compare:

27 > /4 \ € 9 ~ \ ~ 4 > ~ > ~
NA%" John 11:13 eipnkel 6¢ 0 'Inoodg mepl toD Bavatov wdTod, €kelvol
5¢ €60kay OTL Tepl THC KOLUNOEWS TOD DTVOL A€YeL.

€lcyor X

dotalovteg by P75, 33 is clearly a transcriptional error.

It is possible that 60favTeC has been changed to A€yovTec because S0ENVTEC
reminds one of 80E0(w which is clearly inappropriate. That this connection
happened can be seen at P75 and that this problem has been felt can be seen as
early as P66.

It is also possible, as Metzger suggests, that nobody can know what the Jews
thought, only what they said. He notes a similar case where in Jo 11:13 X reads
€Leyov instead of €50Ea.



A. Pallis (Notes, 1926) comments: "The variant A€YovTec is rather better
attested and perfectly suitable. It means 60KOUVTEC, thinking, as it does also in
MGK."

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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80. Difficult variant

NA? John 11:32 ‘H oOv Mapiapy w¢ MAOer omov fv ‘Incodc idoloo
a0TOV €meoer adTod TPOg TOUC TOdKG A€youon ahTG: KUPLE, €l NE Wde
00K 0V Hov GméBaver O adeAdoc.

BYZ John 11:32 1} oov Mapla, ¢ NABev omov A 6 ’‘Incodc idoDow
a0TOV €meoer adtod eig toLg modag Aéyouvor adt® Kipie el Mg dde
o0k (v améBaver hov 0 adeAdOC

Byz P66, A, C%, A, ©,0141,0211, 0250, f13, Maj
txt P75, 01,B,C*,D,L, W, X, P, fl, 33,157,579, 1241, dl

P75: reads [...]Jc but space considerations make Trpbq much more likely.
Lacuna: P45, 565
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?” Matthew 18:29 TeowV o0V 0 oOVdOUAOC aDTOD

< 4

BYZ Matthew 18:29 Teowv 0OV 0 oLVYE0UAOC oDTOD €Lc TouC TOdec oDTOD
Byz (¢ W, f13, 33, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H, mae-1+2
txt 01,B,C* D,L, 0,058, f1, 124(=f13), 579, 700, 892, 1424, al,

Lat, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, bo

NA? Mark 5:22 kol LOWV aDTOV TLTTEL TPOS TOUC modec oDToD safe!
NA% Mark 7:25 €A00000 TPOOETEoEY TPOC TOLC TOdee oDTOD:
700: €lc TolC TOdeC

NA?" Luke 10:11 K&l TOV KOVLOPTOV TOV KOAANOEVTH MUV ék TAC MOAew(

VLAV €lg ToLG TOdG GTORNooouedo Diy:

BYZ Luke 10:11 K&l TOV KOVLOPTOV TOV KOAANOEVTH MUV €k THC TOAEWC

VUGV A TOUNOOOUEDN VLY

Byz A, A, 124,174,230, 346, 788(=f13), 2, 28, 565, Maj, vg

txt P45,P75,01,A,B,C,D,6,K I, L,M,R, U, W,0,ZE,Y,fl, {13, 33,157,
579,700, 892, 1071, 1241, 1424, al, it, Sy

NA?" Luke 10:39 [1}] kol TepokaBeadelon TPOC Toug TOdKG ToD Kuplov
BYZ Luke 10:39 1 kol Topakadionon Tapk Tovg modec ToD Incod,

NA% Luke 15:22 kol DTOSNUOTO €L TOUC TOSKC safel




Compare also LXX:
LXX Judith 10:4 Kol €AoPer oavdailo €ig ToLg Todog

"She put sandals on her feet"

Both €lc and Trpbg TOUC TOS0C are used in the Gospels. Although the phrase
with €L¢ sounds slightly strange, it is possibly idiomatic.
Is it possible to translate this as: "when she saw him she felt into his feet"?

Again (as in 10:29) this is one of the cases suggested by Metzger (“Lucianic
recension", 1959) where one could have an old relict of the earliest Antiochian
text. Not necessarily correct, but at least older than any possible recension.

Compare:
Marie-Luise Lakmann "Papyrus XIV-XV (P75) Neue Fragmente"
Museum Helveticum 64 (2007) 22-41

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NAZ John 11:33 ’Incodc oy w¢ €ldev odTNY KAolouvowy Kol TOUG
ouvedBovtac o0t Tovdaiovg kAwlovtog, EVEBPLUNONTO TG TYEDUNTL
Kol €tdpafey €quTOV

ETapaydn T@ MVeVUNTL WC EVEPPLUMLEVOC
P45, P66°, D, O, f1, 22, 1210, pc, d, p, sa, ac?, arm

conturbatus est spiritu, sicut era plenus d
turbatus est spiritu, commotus p
évefpLunooto t¢) mreduatL 0 ‘Inogoic 047

1582: There is a tilde sign ~ above €Topay O and the normal text is given in the
margin. Above it is a special sign, a combination of Tp, of which Amy Anderson
(f1, p. 19) says that it is "the typical mark for the citation of a father". Possibly
Origen?

Lacuna: 565

B: no umlaut

TUPHOOW "trouble, disturb, upset; terrify, frighten"
eupLpdopal 1. "speak harshly to, criticize harshly, scold, indignant";
2. "be deeply moved" ?

Compare:
NAZ?" John 11:38 'Inoolc o0V TOALY EUPBPLUWIEVOC €V €0UTEH EPYETOL €LG
T0 punuelov:

Note also "Secret Mark": kel 0pyLoBelc 0 'Inoodc amfiAber pet’ authc eig
TOV KAjTOV 6oL QY TO UVNUELOV

A similar case appeared at:
NA?" John 2:15

kel moLnong  dpayériiov 01, A, B, O, P, f13, Maj, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co, Or
Kol TOLNOOC WS PpPayEAALOV
P66,P75,6,L, N, W°, X, 0162, f1, 33, 565,
892, 1241, al, Lat, Sy-H™, Or®*?



Difficult to translate. Possibly:
txt  "he became indignant/angry in spirit and got disturbed"
P45: "he was disturbed in spirit, like being angry"

Origen writes (PG, Fragmenta in evangelium Joannis, in catenis):

Makpoy WUeEVy TUYXOVWY TOD UVNUELOL EVEBPLUNONTO TG TVEDUNTL. OTE
8¢ &yyLc ylvetal T6) Vekp®, OVKETL EUBPLUATEL TG TVEUUXTL, GAAL
OUVEYEL €V €qLTR TNHY EuPplunoiy. 810 Aéyetol: EufpLucduevog év
€OVTR) EPYETOL €LC TO Pumuelov.

Carl Conrad wrote on the bgreek mailing list (04. Aug. 2002):

LSJ-Glare indicates a fundamental sense applicable to horses, "snort in" (the citation is
from Aristophanes, hIPPOUS EN AMPUKTHRSIN EMBRIMWMENAS with an added rfc.
to Lucian in that sense--so that its most common usage would be metaphorical for
"express anger or disdain" as indicated by gesture or snorting. The article also cites LXX
Lam. 2:6 in the sense "indignation," and EMBRIMHSIS in the same sense from several
extra-biblical sources. In John 11:33 my sense of what the text is saying that Jesus saw
the women weeping and immediately felt an inner indignation at this reaction to what was
not a final death of Lazarus. It's as if, in English at least, we might say, "he saw the
women weeping and said to himself (though nobody else heard him), ‘Humph!'"

It appears therefore that €uPpLudopol has always a tone of anger in it and
that "being deeply moved" is probably not an entirely correct rendering.

Thus the €uPpLucopct, indicating an angry Jesus, caused a problem and has
been softened by inserting W¢. Interesting is the combination of witnesses.

Note the similar case at 2:15.

This is one of the cases where the original scribe of P66 changed deliberately
one reading into another, very probably from a different manuscript. P75 has
the normal reading.

A. Pallis (Notes, 1926) writes: "The words €TapoEcY €XVLTOV, i.e. €TaPOYON €V
a0TQ, are probably a glossa, for they mean nothing different to €vefpLunowto
TG TVEOUUTL, ie. €VEPpLunonto €v €aut® (cf. v. 38), was agitated within
himself."

Compare:
C. Story "The mental attitude of Jesus at Bethany. Jo 11:33, 38" NTS 37 (1991)
51-66.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 11:39 AéyeL 0 ’Inoodg dpate tov AlBov. Aéyel wdT® 1
adeAdn ToD TetedevtnkOToc Mapbu: kipLe, oM OeL, TETaPTHLOC YUP
€OTLV.

omit: O, it(aur, b, c, e, ff2, 1, 94), Sy-S, ac?

Lat(a, d, f, r!, vg) read txt.
Lacuna: 565
B: no umlaut

Martha appears in Jo 11:1, 5, 19, 20, 21, 24, 30, 39; 12:2

The addition of "the sister of the dead man", is not necessary, because Martha
has been mentioned several times before. It is possible therefore that the
words have been omitted as superfluous. There is no reason for an addition.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NAZ" John 11:41 fjpav o0V TOV AlBov. 0 6¢
‘Incod¢ fper Toug OPOALOLE Gvw Kol elmey: matep, €dYaPLOT® ool
0TL TKOLOWC HOU.

BYZ John 11:41 fpav o0V tov AlBov oD v 0 TEOVNKWE KELUEVOS. O &€
‘Incodg fper toug OpBaAnove Gvw kol elmey Ilatep €dYapPLOT® ool
0TL TKOLOOC [OU

Only Byz in NAl
Byz €%, A, 0141, f13, 700, 892°, 1424, Maj
txt P59"4(7™ CE), P66, P75"9, 01, B, ¢*, (D), L, W, X, ©, ¥, 0233, 33, 157,

1241, pc, Lat, Sy, sa, ac?, arm
0Te obVY npav tov AlBov D, pc

ob qv A, K, T1,0211, 0250, f1, 22, 579, al, f, Sy-H, goth
omov Ay 1071, pc

(74 b4
OOV €KELTO  pc, bo

P59 not in NA, but in IGNTP. The reading is not completely clear.

Thn djoxan tou qu hrlan
[OoulNn €[on ligon ..... JOoi[s
Tou[s oFgalmous anw]

The papyrus reads ... 0 I¢ Tov[¢ ... This is a singular reading. There is space for
about 4 letters in the lacuna. The editors of the Ed. pr. reconstruct:

41 Apov odv tov ALBov. Nper 0 Inoodc toug O0dOuALOLC

This would fit the space. Whatever the exact wording in the lacuna was, it is

clear that the words 00 MV 0 TEOVMKWS KELUEVOC were hot included.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

Lacuna: 565
B: no umlaut

Compare:

~ o 4 4 ~
NA?" John 11:38 'Incol¢ o0V TOALY EUBPLUWUEVOC €V €XLTEH EPYETHL €LC
10 purnuelov: fr o€ omiotlor kol ALBoc émékelto ém alT.



http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

Note also "Secret Mark": kel TpooeAbwr 6 'Inoolc amevAloey TOV ALOov
amo thg OVpac Tod pynuelov:

Compare also:
NAZ" John 8:59 fpo o0V ALBoug Tve Baiwoly ém’ ahTov
"So they took up stones to throw at him"
’ e ~ ” \ ’
NA?" John 11:39 A€yeL 0 ’Incol¢ apute Tov ALBov
"Take away the stone."
27 \ ’ \ ’ b 4 bl ~ ’
NA“" John 20:1 koL AeTeL TOV ALBOV MPUEVOV €K TOD UYTUELOV.
“the stone having been taken away from the fomb"

elpw here: "take away"
The stone and the tfomb have already been mentioned before in verse 38. So
there is no need to explain what stone is meant. Possibly stylistic reasons?

Note also the double appearance of pav / Npev: They lifted up the stone and
Jesus lifted up his eyes.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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81. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NAZ John 11:44 EERABer O TeOVNMKWC Sedepéroc TOoUC TOdNG Kol TOGC
xeElpag kelplolg kol N OPLg adTod coLdaplw TEPLESESETO.

Aéyel o0tolc 0 ‘Inoodg Aloute adtov kol dpete adTOV LTOYELD.

0 ’Incodc adtolc
P75,8B,C*, L, W, [Trg™], [WH]
omit O: P75, B, C*
Trg™ and WH have 0 in brackets.

txt P45,P66,01, A, C, D, X, 0, ¥, 0141, 0250, f1, f13, 33, 579, Maj

0 'Inocodc 700
o0TOlC 157

C*: C is given in NA as above; it is listed in IGNTP as having a lacuna of 9 letters.
Swanson does not list a correction and notes C for txt, so also Tischendorf
("vid"). R. Lyon writes: "a0tol¢ 0 'Inoolcg, probably, for 'Incol¢ adtolc. I am
quite certain of this although I have not seen any letters well enough to place
them without brackets. To include the article would crowd the text. Also, a ¢,
smaller than the rest of the text, indicates the text has been corrected,
although Tischendorf notes nothing of the corrector's hand. Furthermore the
horizontal line for the nomina sacra is seen at both the beginning and end of the
space. The former is almost certainly by the original scribe."

Lacuna: 892

B: no umlaut

The phrase Aéyel adT0l¢ 0 ‘Incol¢ appears 5 more times in John (Jo 2:7;
4:34; 8:39 (D omits a0TOLG); 21:10; 21:12), always basically safel Therefore it
appears probable that here something was different.

It should be noted that h.t. may have happened:

autoisois

This caused probably in the omissions in 157 and 700.

It is basically possible that at a very early stage of the transmission a scribe
accidentally omitted a:0tol¢ or 0 'Inool¢ and that the words have been added
subsequently at the wrong position.



Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
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82.Difficult variant

NA?" John 11:44 A¢yeL adtolc 0 ‘Inoodc: Abowte adTOV Kol Gdete odTOV
UY€LY.

BYZ John 11:44 Aéyel a0tolc O 'Inoodg Aboate adTOV Kol Gdete
UTOYELY

Byz 01,A,C%D,W,X, A, Y, 0141, 0250, f1, f13, Maj, Lat, Sy, arm, Ir-

txt P45, P59" Pg6, P75, B, C*, L, 0O, 33,157,579, pc,
f£2, Sy-Pal, Co, goth, Or, [Trq]

P59: Both the editors of the ed. pr. and IGNTP reconstruct with a0TOV. It is
required by the space.

[autTois lusate auton]kai

[aTFette auttonuplagein

[pol 1oiouln ek £iwnliou

Lacuna: 565
B: no umlaut

Normally it is the Byzantine text that adds personal pronouns. It is possible that
it has been omitted as superfluous to improve style. It is also possible that it
has been added to make the saying more symmetrical.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:
NA% John 11:45 IToAdolL oOv ék TV ‘Touvdalwy ol €ABOVTEC TPOC TNV
MopLop kel Ocaoouevol 6 EToinoey émiotevoay €ig adTov:

P66*"9, A, B, C, D, f1, pc, NA®®, WH, Weiss, Trg

0 émolnoer onuetor €%

txt P6(4™ CE), P45, 01, A*,L, W, X, ©, ¥, 0250, f13, 33, Maj, Trg™
0o, €Toinoev P66, 0141, pc

Lacuna: 892
B: no umlaut

I\

o accusative neuter plural

V4 .

000 accusative neuter plural

e\ . .

0 accusative neuter singular

Compare next verse 46:
NAZ John 11:46 TLveC 6¢ €€ adTOV amfjiAbov Tpoc toug PaplLoniovg kol
elmor adtolc o émoinoer ‘Inoolc.

e\

0 C,D,M,f13-part, pc
oo A, K IL Y, A, f13-part, pc

Compare:

NA% John 6:14 OL olv avBpwmoL LBOVTEC O €ToLNoEY OnueElor EAeyoV
0TL 0UTOC €0TLY GANBRC O TPOPNTNE O EPYOUEVOC €LC TOV KOOWUOV.

0 €Toinoey onuela P75, B, 091(6™ CE), pc, WH

NA? John 15:14 Upelc pLAOL poU €oTe €éxv TOLfiTe @ €Yw EVTEALOML
VULV,
0  B,579,pc

o  P66,01,D,L, X, fl, f13, 565, 1071, pc
oo, A, 0, ¥,0250, 33, Maj

John uses 0. with TOLEW 6 times elsewhere safe, but only once 0 (13:27).

Both the singular and the plural refer to the raising of Lazarus. Probably the
singular is a correction. Note that €% additionally adds onueiov.

The support for the singular is curiously diverse.



Compare discussion at Jo 4:29 above and 15:14 below.
Weiss (Com. John) thinks that O is a conformation to verse 46.

Metzger: "the majority of the committee thought it more likely that copyists

replaced ® with the singular because the context speaks of Jesus' having
performed one oTeLoV."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 203

83.Difficult variant

NA%" John 11:50 008¢  AoyL{e€oBec OTL ouudEpel DUTY Tva €lg avbpwtog
amoBarn LTEp toD AxoD kol pn 6Aov TO €0voc AmoAnTOL.

BYZ John 11:50 008¢ dLaAoyileoBe 0TL oupdépel MULy Tva €lg avbpwtog
amodarn LTEp toD AoD kol pn 6Aov TO €0vog AmoANTaL

Byz A, W, A, 0,Y, 0141, 0250, f1, f13, 33, 157, 579, 700, 892s, 1071, Mqj,
c, f, rl, vg" WW, Sy, sa, ac?, arm, geo, Or, [Trg™]

txt P45,P66,B,D,L, M,X,T,0233, 346, 1241, 1424, al, it, vg®, bo
omit: 01, pc, L950, sa™, pbo, fathers, Photius

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

"You do not understand that it is better for you"
"You do not understand that it is better for us"

Compare previous verse 49:
NA? John 11:49 €lc 6€ tic € abtdv Kaiddac, apyLepelc ov Tod
EVLOUTOD €KeLVOU, elTer oDTOLC” UWELC OVK OLONTE OVOEV,

Compare also:

NA? John 18:14 M &¢ Kotagoc 6 ovuPouviedonc tolc 'Tovdwoilolc OTL
oupdépel éva &vBpwTov Gmobavely umep Tod AwoD.

“Caiaphas was the one who had advised the Jews that it was better to have one person die for
the people."

The exchange of ULV / MLV is a typical and widespread error in Greek
manuscripts. Both words make good sense here, although MUV makes slightly
better sense, because why should Kaiaphas exclude himself from the group? It
is possible that DULV is a conformation to the previous verse 49: LUELE OUK
oldate oLdEY.

The omission is possibly inspired by 18:14, where also no pronoun appears.



Compare:
e Boismard RB 57 (1950) 401-8
e J.N. Birdsall "Photius and the text of the fourth Gospel" NTS 4 (1957-8) 61-3

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 11:51 to0T0 &€ ad’ €xvtod o0k €lmey, GAAL dpyLEPELE KV TOD
eviutod  ékelvov émpodntevoer 0Tl Euedder Inoodg  GmoduvrokeLy
uTEp Tod €Bvoug,

10D éviowtod P66, D (d has txt: anni illius)

omit: P45, e, |, Sy-S
P6(4™ CE) reads txt.
Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

Compare:

ol ’ ~ s / ~
NAZ John 11:49 €lc 6€ tic € abtdr Kaiddac, apyLepelc v Tobd
evLoutod ékelvov, elmer adTolg” LUELS OVK oLdate OUSEV,

The omission of €k€LVOU has possibly been omitted due to h.t.

The complete omission is probably due to the fact that it has already been
mentioned in verse 49 and is thus considered redundant.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 11:54 ‘O oUv ’'Incolc OOKETL ToPPENOLE TEPLETATEL €V TOLG
Tovdalolg, iAo GmAABer ékelbev elc Ty ywpoav T éyyle Tig
epnuov, €ic Edpaly Aeyouévny TOALY, KOKEL EUELVEVy HeTR TOV
LobntTev.

.

YaudolpeLy D
Sapfurim d

P66* reads: €yyU¢ THC €pnuov, _ Edpaly Acyouévny , KOKEL
B: no umlaut

Unknown name.
Sepphoris is excluded by its geographical position, but see below.
WH: "perhaps a local tradition".

JR Harris (Codex Bezae, 1891, p. 184) thinks it is possibly a corruption from the
Syriac. That the words €i¢ 'Edpualy Acyopévny TOALY in Syriac could be
read as "the city of Samphurim". He notes a similar case where Ephrem in his
Diatessaron commentary reads "whose name is Gerizim" as "Samgriazim".

Harris write: "In this last case Mar Ephraem is evidently perplexed about the
name which, if his text had been quite clear, would have needed no comment;
that is, he found it in the text upon which he had been working, and we have
therefore to suggest that Tatian had inserted the name of the mountain in his
text. Such a proceeding would be quite in harmony with many of his other
expansions and elucidations of the Scripture. But this drives us back to the first
case; for the two belong so suspiciously together that we are obliged to ask
whether ZopdolpeLy is not also a corruption of a Tatian text."

Zahn rejects those speculations and has a more simple explanation:

According to him Sepphoris is meant. This of course does not fit the Judean
setting in John, but it is quite possible that a scribe confused the Judean
Ephraim with the Galilean one, which is about 10 miles south of Sepphoris.

Compare:
Theodor Zahn "Zur Heimatkunde des Ev. Joh." Neue Kirchliche Zeitschrift 1908,
p. 31-39



TVU 206

Minority reading: A A

NA%" John 12:1 ‘O ovv ’Inoolg mpo €€ muepdr tod maoye NABer eig
Bnboaviav, 6mov qv Aalepog, ov fjyelper €k vekpdv ‘Incolc.

[4
Tevte P66
P66 There are superior dots over the P€MN, the € has been
scraped out and €X written over it.

Lacuna: P75
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA%" John 11:39 Aéyer 0 ’Inoodg dpate tOv ALBov. Aéyer adTd T
adeApr ToD TeteAevtnkotoc Mapbo: kipLe, NdN OCeL, TETOPTHLIOC YUP
€0TLV.

Is it possible that the scribe remembered "four" from 11:39 and accidentally
wrote "five"?

Royse (Scribal Habits, 2008, p. 430) suggests that perhaps the scribe misread
the € of €€ as numeral € = 5, and wrote TéVTE. Sometimes there is a rough
breathing above the € (so. e.g. in P75, Jo 2:6, 20), which may be the cause for
this confusion.

Scrivener notes two other cases of Tévte for €£ (Heracleon at Jo 2:20 and A in
Acts 27:37).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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84. Difficult variant A

NA%" John 12:1 ‘O ovv ’Inoolg mpo €€ Muepdr tod maoye NABer eig
Bnboaviav, 6mov Qv Adlopog, ov fiyelper €k vekp®dv ‘Inocolc.

BYZ John 12:1 ‘O oblv ’'Incolc mpo €€ muepdv tod maoyo MABer elg
Bnovicy omouv v Adlopoc 0 TEOVNKWE, OV fyeLper €k Vekpav

"Lazarus, the dead"

Byz P66,A,D, A, 0, ¥, 0141, 0250, f1, f13, 33, Maj,
Lat(b, d, f, ff?, vg), Sy-S, Sy-H, bo, ac?, goth, [Trg]

txt 01,B,L, W, X, pc,
it(a, aur, c, e, rl), Sy-P, Sy-Pal, sa, bo™

Lacuna: P75, C
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA% John 11:21 o0k Qv améBover 6 ddeApOC Hov*
BYZ John 11:21 0 G8€APOC oL OUK AV €TEBUMKEL

NA?" John 11:39 A€yeL adT@ 1 G8eAdT) ToD TeTeAcuTnkdToc MapOu-

BYZ John 11:39 Aéyel a0T® 1) adeAdn tod TeBrnkotoc Mapbu

NAZ" John 11:41 fipec o0V TOV AlBov.
BYZ John 11:41 fipav o0V TOV ALBov ol MV 0 TeOUNKWE KELUEVOC.

NAZ John 11:44 €ERAOer O TEOUMKWC Sedepérog

NA? John 12:2 émoinoay olv alt® oeimvor ékel, kel 1 MapOo
dLnkovel, 0 6¢ Aalopog €lg MV €k TAOV AVOKELUEVOY 0LV oDTE.

It is quite probable that the words have been deleted as inappropriate and
superfluous. First, he is not dead anymore and second immediately following are
the words "whom he had raised from the dead". This is typically repetitive
Johannine style.

On the other hand it is possible that the words have been added for some
lectionary purposes, although this must have been quite early (P66).



Ross notes a stylistic consideration, namely that John normally inserts the
article before the noun, unless the name is followed by other words in apposition
(e.g. | Mapbu, but Tovdog 6 TokapLwtng). "Had John intended the shorter
version he would have written 0 Aalapoc, as in verse 2."

Compare:
J.M. Ross "Some unnoticed points in the text of the NT" NovT 25 (1983) 59-72
Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 12:3 ‘H olv Mapiop Aofodon Altpor wdpou vapdov mTLOTLKTG
ToAvTipov fHretper tolg Todeg toh ‘Inood kol EEépnter Talc BpLELy
alTfic ToUg Todec odTod: 7 6¢ olkle EMANPWON ék thg Ooufic Tod
Lopov.

Not in NA but in SQE!
omit: f1,565, 1071, pc, Sy-S, ac?, pbo, bo, Codex Fuldensis
Tolg OpLEly thg kebaAfic adTic: X, 065, 0233 (from Lk 7:38)

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Probably omitted as redundant.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA? John 12:4 Aéyer &€ Tobdoc O “TokaplLytng €lg [ék] TGV uabntov
a0toD, 0 uEAAwY adTOY TapadLéoveL:

BYZ John 12:4 AéyeL oDV €l¢ ék TV podntdv adtod Tobdac XZipwvog
TokapLwtng 0 WEALwY adTOY TapadLdoveL

Byz A, (D), Q X, A 0, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, 565, Maj, it, Sy-H, bo, goth
Tovdec Zipwrvoc TokepLwtou ¥
Tovdac Zinwy O IokepLedTng G, H, U, pc

Tovdag 0 'IokapLdtng 0233, f1, 565, pc
To0doc émo Kopuwtou D
ToOdeg Tipwvog Tokaplwtne €l GOV €k TRV dwdeko 157

txt P66,P75"9 01, B, L, W, 0217, f1, 33,579, 1241, pc,
d, vg, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, sa, arm

Tregelles, remarkably, has in the margin: ""ToUda¢ Lipwrog TokapLwTng ante
€lg TV LadnTdV". There is no manuscript evidence for this. Perhaps he meant
"post"?

Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NAZ" John 6:71 édeyev &¢ Tov Toldar Lipwroc TokapLwtou:
a0 Kapuwtou 01*, 0, f13, Sy-H™
corr. by 01¢
YKkopLwo D, it

NA?" John 13:2 kol Selmrov yivouévov, tod Seforov fHon BePAnkotog
el Y kopdloy Tve mapadol adtor Tovdec Lipwvoc TokapLwTtov,
amo Kopudtou D, e

NA?" John 13:26 Bofiec o0v T0 Ywpilov [Aapfavel kol] didwoiry Tovdey
Yipwroc TokopLwTou.

amo Kopuwtou D

omit Dlpwrog: 69, 788(=f13)

NA?" John 14:22 Aéyer adt® "Tovdeg, ody 0 ‘lokopLwng:
amo Kopuwtou D




The addition of XLiwVo¢ is the norm in John. There is no reason for an omission
here. It has probably been added to harmonize it with standard Johannine
usage.

Note also that here we have (0) ‘TokapLWTng against ToKaELWTOU in the

other occurrences.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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85. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA? John 12:4 Aéyel &¢ “Tovdag O Tokaprwytng €ig [ék] TV padntov
a0TOD, 0 PHEAAWY aDTOV TapadLEOvaL:

omit P66, P75 B, L, Q, W, 33,157,579, pc, NA*>, WH, Weiss, Trg, SBL
txt 01, A,D, X, 0, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, 1241, Maj, L844

Lacuna: C, 892
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NAZ?" John 6:8 A€yeL adTR €l¢ €k TOV padntdr adtod  safel

NA?" John 6:66 "Ex to0OTtou ToAAoL [ék] TV padnTtdv adtod
omiték:  01,C,D,L, W, 0, ¥, f13, Maj
add ék: P66, B, 6, T, f1, 33,157, 565, pc

NAZ” John 6:71 €l €K TV dWdeK.
omit €K: 28,157

NA?" John 7:25 "EAeyov olv TLvec ék TGV Tepoooiupltdv:
omiték: 01, KT

NAZ?" John 7:48 U1 TLC €K TV GPYOVTWY
omit ék: K, W, f13

NAZ John 11:19 ToAAolL &¢ €k TV Touvdulwy
omit €K: 0, 346

NAZ John 11:45 TloAAolL obV €k TV Touvdalwvy
omitéx: D, fl

NAZ” John 12:2 0 8¢ Adlopog €l¢ fY €K TAV VaKELUEVOY oLV aDTG.
omit €&k:  A,D, W, 0, ¥, f1, f13, 33, 579, Maj
add ék:  P66,01,B,L

NA?" John 12:9 "Eyvw olv [0] OyxAoc ToALg ék TtV Tovdaiwv
omit €k: P66, W, 157, (579)




NA% John 12:20 "Hoowv &¢ “EAANVEC TLVEC €K TRV Avafalvovtnv
omit €k: 700, 1424

NA?" John 13:23 f|V QVaKELUEVOC €1C €K TOV padnTtdr adtod
omiték: U, O, A, f1, 28, 700, 1424, Maj-part

John uses the phrase €lg ek TOV padnTdr avtod two times elsewhere, but
never without €k elsewhere. The usage €l¢ TGV appears 12 times in the
Synoptics, but only once in John (19:34 safe). Compare:

NA% Mark 13:1 ... Aéyel a0T® €lg TOV padntdr wdtod:

As can be seen from the €K TOV examples above, the omission of €K is
frequent, mostly by Western/Majority MSS.
In the immediately preceding context (12:2) a similarly divided case appears.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 211

NA?" John 12:7 elmev olv 0 ’'Inoodc adec adTtny, Lve elg tny Muépay
100 évtadLaopod pou tnenon  «dto"

BYZ John 12:7 €lmev odv 0 ’Inoodc “Adec adtnv elc TV Muépav
10D €vtadLaopod Lov TeTnphnkey adTod*

Byz A,A, 0141, f1, f13, Maj, f, Sy-P, Sy-H, goth

txt P66,P75,01,B,D,K IL L, Q W,X,0,¥, 0211, 0217, 33,579, 1241, al,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-H™, Co, arm

v Tl . tnpnon ). (W. Kiihne)

tva .. Toufon ¢j. (P. Schmiedel)

Lacuna: C
B: umlaut! (1368 € 15L)  eimer obv 0 'Inooldg* ddec adthy, Tvo

B: umlaut! (1368 € 15L)  pov tnpron adTd* 8 TOUC TMTWYOUC

TNENON subjunctive aorist active 3rd person singular
TETNPNKEY indicative perfect active 3rd person singular
"keep, hold, reserve, preserve"

Compare:
NA?" John 2:10 OV TETNPNKAC TOV KEAOV OLVOV €w¢ pTL.

The txt reading is rather difficult fo understand. It is probably idiomatic with
the meaning:
"Let her alone, it was that she might keep it for the day of my burial."

The Byzantine reading on the other hand is:
"Let her alone, she has kept it for the day of my burial."

The Byzantine reading is what one might have expected. The txt reading is
paradoxical: On the one hand Mary has broken the bottle and the oil is gone, on
the other hand she should keep it for his burial.

Is it possible that John intended the meaning of Byz, but wrote txt?



W. Kiihne suggests the following conjecture:
Tva Tl elc v Muépar tod évtadLaowod pov Tnpnoy odtod:
"Why should she keep it ... ?"

Zahn (Comm. Jo) suggests that the txt reading is difficult, because a) the
anointing at Jesus burial did not happen due to his resurrection and b) a Mary of
Bethany is not mentioned with the women at the fomb.

Zahn explains the difficult text so that Mary did not use all of the oil but
retained some of it.

Compare:
W. Kiihne "Eine kritische Studie zu Jo 12:7" TSK 98-99 (1926) 476-7

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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86. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" John 12:7 €lmer obv 0 ’'Inoodc ddec adtiy, Tva el Ty Muépay
100 €vtadLaopod pov Tnpnomn widTod:

NAZ” John 12:8 TOUC MTWYOUC YO TOVTOTE €Yete Ued’ eavtdr, éue &€ ov
TAVTOTE EYETE.

NA%" John 12:9 "Eyvw olv [0] OyxAog ToALC €k TV Touvdulwv

omit verse: D, d, Sy-S
omit ued’ ... éyete: P75,892%*, A*, pc (h.t.)

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation?

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 26:11 TVTOTE YOP TOUC TTWYOUC €XETE WUeO’ €qutdr, €ue
8¢ o0 TavToTE €xeTe”

NA%" Mark 14:7 TOWTOTE YOP TOUC TTWYOUG €XETE Wed’ €xvTtdY Kol OToy
BéAnTe dUraobe adtolc €0 moLfionl, €ue 6€ 00 TOVTOTE EYETE.

There is no reason for an omission.
It is possible that the words have been added as a harmonization to Mt/Mk.

Streeter ("Four Gospels", p. 411) thinks that the verse is an assimilation to
M1/Mk.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 213

NA?" John 12:9 "Eyvw olv [0] 0xioc moAlg ék TV Tovduiwy
BYZ John 12:9 "Eyvw odv  dyAoc ToALg €k TV Tovdaiwy

Byz P66*,P75,601?, A, B, Q, X, A, ©, ¥, 0141, f1, 13, 28¢, 33, Maj,
Co, Weiss, Trqg, SBL
"OxAog 6¢ ToAVG €k TV ‘Tovdalwy fkovowy D, it, Sy-P, sa™*, ac
"Eyvw odv ék TV Touvdalwy OyAog TOALE 700

2

txt P66°, 01%, B*, L, W, 047, 0250, 28*, 579, 892°, 1241, pc,
bo™, arm, geo, [Trg™]
0 OYAoC 0 TOAUC P66°, W, 0250, 1010, pc
"Eyvw odv 0 0xAo¢ T Tovdalwy 579, arm, geo

UBS has 157 for 0 0)A0G against NA, Swanson and Hoskier's collation (JTS
1913).

01: There is an unusual dot above the letter. It is probably accidental, but it
cannot be ruled out completely, that it is a deletion sign. Tischendorf, Swanson,

IGNTP and the online transcription note nothing, but NA does.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

For other minutiae see also Royse (Scribal Habits, 2008, p. 508-9). He checked 579 from microfilm
and several others.

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut
In B the O is left unenhanced (= B®).

Similar:
NA?" John 12:12 TH émadprov 0 OyAoc TOALC O €ABWV €lc v copthv,
qrovoartee 0tL épyetat 0 ‘Inoodc eic ‘Tepoodiupn

BYZ John 12:12 TH émadprov  OxAo¢ MOALC O éABWV €lc tTNY €opTtniV
akovoavteg 0tL épyetat ‘Inoodc eic ‘Tepoodiuvua

Byz P2,01,A,D,QW,Y,fl1,28, 33,157,579, 700, 892°, 1071, 1424, Maj
txt P66*, B, L, f13, pc, Weiss
0 OxAOC O TOAVC P66, ©

The reading of 892° has been confirmed by Royse (p. 407) from the microfilm.
It is noted for txt in NA%®, but not in NA?.
B: no umlaut


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

Metzger writes: "But the expression 0 OYA0¢ TOAUG serving as a subject of a
verb is such unusual Greek (with TOAUG in the predicate position) that serious
doubts arise whether the evangelist could have written it thus."

Robertson writes in his "wordpictures":

0 OYA0¢ TOAUG: This is the right reading with the article 0, literally, "the
people much or in large numbers." One is reminded of the French idiom.
Gildersleeve (Syntax, p. 284) gives a few rare examples of the idiom 0 dvTp
ayotOc. Westcott suggests that OyAoc TOAUC came to be regarded as a
compound noun. This is the usual order in the N.T. rather than TOAUG Oy A0
(Robertson, Grammar, p. 774). Mark (Mr 12:37) has ho TOAUG OYAOC. Moulton
(Proleg., p. 84) terms O OYAOC TOAUC here and in verse 12 “a curious
misplacement of the article." John's use of OYA0¢ is usually the common
crowd as "riff-raff."

The reading of P66 et al. clearly shows that the O was originally present. What
other reason could there be to explain this variety of readings?

A check of all occurrences of 0xA0¢ in John shows that from time to time some
manuscripts omit the article before 0XA0C, but never add it, if not originally
present.

So, overall and especially in this case a secondary addition of the article is very
unlikely.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(remove brackets in NAl)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 12:17 éuaptipel obv 0 OxAo¢ 0 @V pet’ adtod Ote TOV
Aalopov épuvnoer ék tod prnuelov kal fyelper adtov ék Vekpov.

o<

TL P66, D, E*, K, II, L, 579, al, L640,
it(a, b, ¢, d, ff%, 1, rl), vg™s, Sy-P, Co, Trg™
quia b, c, ff2, vg™s
quoniam a, d, e
quod !

TG  Sy-S

Lat(aur, f, vg) read txt ("quando").
Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

"It were testifying the crowd that had been with him when he called Lazarus out of the fomb"
"It were testifying the crowd that had been with him that he called Lazarus out of the tomb"

Compare next verse 18:
NA?" John 12:18 6L To0TO [kel] DTYTNOEY ohT O OYA0g, OTL HKOLOXY
70070 adTOV TETOLNKEVXL TO ONUELOV.

Metzger argues that the txt reading is more difficult because it could be taken
as referring to two crowds: one that had been with him and another that is
following him in verse 18.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 96) thinks that the 0Te has been changed into OTL because
an object was missing for the ELapPTUPEL.

Compare 12:41 also.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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87. Difficult variant
Minority reading:
7 ~ o 4 ~
NA%" John 12:19 oL oUv ®aplocioL elmoy TPOg €ovtovg OBewpelte OTL
) 2 ~ 9 4 b4 S 14 T b 4 ) ~ b ~
OUK WPeAELTE OVOEV" LOE O KOOWOG ' OTLOW aLTOD ATHABeV.

No txt in NAl

T dAoc D,L, Q, X, 0, ¥, 0141, 0211, f13, 33, 157, 892, 1071, 1241, 1424, al,
Latt, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H**, Sy-Pal, bo, arm, [Trg™]
0Aoc O koOopog 0211

txt P66,01, A, B, K, IL, L, W, A, f1,565, 579, Maj, sa, goth

Lacuna: C
B: umlaut! (1369 A 31 L) kOopoc Omlow odtod mAAOeV.

"the whole world"

Compare:

NA% Mark 8:36 TL yop WPperel avBpwmov kepdfioal TOV KOOUOV OAoV
kol (nulwdfvel Ty Yuyny adtod;

NA%" Mark 14:9 qunV 6¢ A€yw LUlY, OTOU €av kNPULXBH TO €loyyELLOV
elc Olov TOV KdOUOV,

and parallels: Matt. 16:26; 26:13; Lk. 9:25

Compare also:

NA?" 1 John 2:2 kel o0TOC LAKOPOC €0TLY Tepl TOV GUaPTLOY NUGY, 0
TEPL TOV TUETEPWY € HOVOV GAAX Kol Tepl OAou ToD KOOUOU.

NA%" 1 John 5:19 otdoper OTL €k ToD OeoD éoper kol O KOOWOC OAOC &V
TG TOVNPG® KELTOL.

Quite good and diverse support. Of course it is a natural addition. The word
could have fallen out due to h.t. (.OS - ..0S).
The phrase also appears in 1. John.

Zahn (Comm. Jo) considers it genuine, because a) it is johannine (1.Jo), b) in its
meaning ("everybody") it is common Jewish usage and c) as being too hyperbolic
exposed fo changes.



Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NAZ?" John 12:22 épyetoL 0 PLALTTOC Kol Aé€yel T6) "Avdpéq,
€pyeto  "Avdpénc kol PiALTToC Kol Aéyouoly t¢) ‘Inood.

BYZ John 12:22 épyetal PLALTTOC Kol A€yeL T¢) "Avdpéq

Kol TEALY "Avdpénc kol diALTmoc  A€youvoLy 6 ‘Inood
KoL TEALY - (P66*), W, X, ¥, A, 0141, 0250, 1, f13, Maj,
Lat(aur, b, f, ff%, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, goth, Trg™
TOALWY O ... - D, d
Kol TEALY kel 33,1071

KoL TAALY épyetal ... kol 01,157
4 b4
TOALY EPYETOL ... KOL von Soden (no support!)

€pyetol ... kel P75, A, B, L, pc, a, Sy-S, Sy-Pal

"Avdpéag O€ ... - P66, (©), ¢, |, sa, ac?, pbo

"Avdpéag TaALY kol DLALTTOC épyetar  bo

P66> reads:
kol TOALY 0 "Avdpéac 6€ kol 0 ®iAimmoc  AéyouoLy
P66 reads:

Avdpéonc &€ kol DIALTTOC  A€youoLy
O reads:

Avdpéac te kol DLALTTOC  A€youoLy
Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

KoL TaALY is probably a stylistic improvement to avoid the simple repetitive
€pyeToL.

Kol maALy €pyetal is clearly a conflation of both readings.

The reading with kol TaALY does not need an additional kol after ®LALTTOC.
Nevertheless a koL can be found in 33 and 1071. This indicates a correction in
an ancestor of these manuscripts.

It is basically possible also that kol ALY has been changed to €pyetal to
indicate movement.



The readings by P66 are strange. It is a correction from one singular reading to
another. Perhaps, as Royse notes (Scribal Habits, 2008, p. 531) "resulting from
the scribe's having been confused by some indication of correction in his
Vorlage(n)."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 217

Minority reading:
NAZ" John 12:28 Tatep, 0fwo0V gov TO Ovope. MABer odv ¢pwvr) ék ToD
oUpovod: kol E60FnOn Kol TEALY SOEXOW.

No txt in NAl

Lou TO Ovopo B, pc

gov TOv LLdy L, X, 0233, f1, f13-part, 33, 579, 1071, 1241, pc,
vg™s, Sy-H™, bo, Aug

oou TO Oroua

év 1 O66En N elyov mopd ool PO ToD TOV KOGUOV YéEVETHuL D, d
tuum nomen

in gloria quam habebam aput te antequam mundus fieret.

txt P66, P75,01, A, W, A, ©, ¥, 0141, f13°, 1689(=f13-part), 157, Maj,
Lat, Sy, sa, goth

1582 has TO OVOWUC in the fext, but TOV ULLOV in the margin, by the original
scribe Ephraim (10™ CE).

Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

Cyril of Alexandria (early 5™ CE, Comm. Jo):
Elte 6¢ Adfaoov oov tov viov €xel 1 ypodt, €ite AGExodr cou
TOV OVOW, TEUTOV €0TL T TOV Ocwpnuatwy akpLBeley.
Whether the text has: Glorify Thy Son, or: Glorify Thy Name, makes no difference in the
exact significance of the ideas conveyed.

Augustine: Sermon 12.148 and De trinitate libri 2.10.82

Compare:
NAZ" John 8:54 amekplOn ‘Inoodc: €y éyw 80faow EUoLTOV, 1 80Ee OV
00BEY €aTLY® €0TLY O Ttnp Mou O 60EalwV e, OV UHELC A€yeTe OTL
BecOC UKDV EOTLY,
NA%" John 17:1 matep ... 50EwaOV gov TOV LLov, v 6 uLog Sofaom Ok,
NA%" John 17:5 kel VOV 80Ea00V pe oV, ToTep, Tapd 0caLTtd ThH 60N 1)
elyov mpd Tod TOV KOOUOV €lvel Tapk OOL.

d: gloria quam habebam aput te antequam fieret mundus. (!)

D:Tf) 80fn 1N elyov mapa ool mpod Ttod Yéveohal TOV KOOUOV




The D reading is clearly a secondary conformation to the well known words from
17:5, where D has (again alone) the same words.

The reading of B is either accidental or might be a reminiscence to 8:54 or also
to ch. 17.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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88. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" John 12:30 &mekpifn ’Inoodc kol elmer: od 817 €ue 1 pwrn ol
YEYOVEY QALY 6L VPAC.

No txt in NA and SQE!

kol elmev Incodc
P75, B, L, 157, 1424, pc, Trg™, WH
0 'Inood¢ L, 157, 1424

txt P66,A,D, W, X, 0, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, 33,579, Maj
0 'Inoolg A, ©, ¥, f1, f13-part, 579, Maj

>

Inooig 01

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

The phrase amekpln ‘Incodc kol eimev appears 13 times in John, all
basically safe! The word order &mekplfn kol elmev 'Inoolc appears nowhere
else.

If the txt reading is original there is absolutely no reason why it should be
changed.

Note the following: The form &mekpidn ’Incodc without kol €imer also
appears several times:

NA?" John 3:5 amekptOn ‘Inoodc:

add kil elmev: 019 K, 1, L, M, f13, 579, 1424, pc
NAZ" John 8:19 &mekpldn 'Inocolc:

add kol elmev: 01, D, 28, 700
NAZ?" John 8:49 &mekpifn "Incodc:

add kol e€lmev: 01,6, O, f1, f13, 157, 565, pc
NAZ?" John 8:54 &mekplfn "Inoodc:

add kol elmev: 28
NAZ?" John 9:3 &mekpLOn "Inooic

add kol elmev: 1,565, pc
NAZ John 11:9 &mekpldn "Inocodc:

safel



NAZ?" John 13:8 &mekpifn 'Incodc:
add kel elmev: 1071

NAZ?" John 18:8 &mekpifn 'Inoodc:
safel

NAZ?" John 18:34 &mekplOn ‘Incodc:
add kel elmev: 1071

NAZ?" John 18:36 qmekplOn ‘Incodc:
safel

Only 3 out of ten occurrences are safe. In 7 cases K&l €LTeV has been added.

Under these circumstances it is possible that originally no kol €lmer was
present at all (= O1 has alone the correct text). For some reason, then, some
scribes added koL €LTeV between &mekpln and ‘Incodg. All this very early in
the transmission history. The support by 157 and 1424 is difficult to explain,
though, because it would indicate that the variant appeared independently twice.

It is also possible that the P75, B reading is original and has been changed into
the common word order.

Rating: 1? or - (= NA probably wrong or indecisive)
(txt reading probably wrong)
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Minority reading:

NA?" John 12:31 V0V kploL¢ €otiv toD kOopov TolTov, VOV O EPYWV TOD
KOOWOU TOUTOU éKPANnONoetol EEw:

BAnONoetoL Ew P66, D, Lat(a, aur, ¢, d, f, vg)

BAnONoeToL kdTw O, 1093, it(b, e, ff2, 1, r'), Sy-S, sa, Epiph, Chrys, Bois

Tis adds: "22%"", a lectionary.
mittetur deorsum b, e, |r

dimittetur deorsum  ff2

mittitur foras a,aur, c,d

eicietur foras f. vg

Macarius, the Magnesian (4™ CE, Apokritika 2.31):
BAnOfoeTon €Ew, 1| wg éxel TR TOVY AvTLypadwy, PANONOETOL KATW.

Augustine:
princeps huius saeculi missus est foras (in Ps 9:7) Enarrationes in Psalmos 9.8.26
missus est foras princeps huius saeculi (in Matt 5:9) De sermone Domini in monte 1.2.9.124

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare next verse:

NA% John 12:32 kayw €av LYwOR €k Thc YAg, Tavteg €AKDOW TPOQ
épOCUT(,)V. " And I, when I am |lifted up from the earth .."

Compare:
0l ~ ~ / ’
NAZ?” Matthew 4:6 €L LLOC €L TOD Beod, Poke CEQUTOV KOTW"
NA? Luke 49 €l vlOC €l toD Be0D, Poke oeavTOV EVTeDBer KATW:

NAZ?" John 8:23 Kl €Aeyer ahTOLG" UMELC €K TRV KOTW E0TE, €Y €K TRV
VW et

The change by © could have resulted from an attempt to conform the word
better to the next verse. It is also possible that the K(Tw is a reminiscence of
8:23.



Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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89. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA% John 12:32 kayw €xv LYwOR €k Thc YAC, MAVTOG €AKDOW TPOC
EULOUTOV.

TOVTO P66, 01*, D, pc, Latt, Sy-Pal, geo’, Irt®", Jerome, Aug
omnia

Lacuna: P75, C
B: umlaut! (1369 C 5 R) Tavtac eAKN0W TPOC EUELTOV.

€AKw "draw, attract; drag"

TOVTeG  accusative masculine plural:
"And I, when I am lifted up from the earth, will draw all people to myself."

ToVTo accusative neuter plural:
"And I, when I am lifted up from the earth, will draw everything to myself."

Note also:
NAZ John 2:24 a0t0o¢ 6¢ ‘Inoolc olk émiotever adTOV aUTOLC Ol TO
aDTOV YLVWOKELY TOVTOG
movte 13, 2%, Maj-part, [Merck: E™, |, arm, sa+ac, Chrys]
(not in NA and SQE)

Compare:

NA%" John 6:44 008clc SUvatol €ABElY TPOC pe €xv Wun O Tatnp O
TEUPog e €AKDoT a0ToV,

"No one can come to me unless drawn by the Father who sent me;"

Compare also:

27 S \ b ~ \ e\ \ 4 ’ b ~
NA?’ John 3:35 0 TOINP GYXTE TOV ULLOV Kol Tovte 8€dwkey €V T
xeLpl a0ToD.

27 b \ ¥4 4 b4 9 ~ N \ b \ ~
NAZ” John 13:3 €l8w¢ OTL TavTe €dwkey adT@ O TUTNP €LC TOG XELPOS
NA% John 17:7 VOV éyvwkay OTL TEVTE 00K SESWKEC KoL Topk 00D
eLoLy

27 \ \ b \ 4 4 b \ \ \ b 4 \
NAZ John 17:10 Kol TO €U0 TEVTE OG €OTLY KoL T OK €, Kol
SedOfaopal €V aDTOLC.




It is possible that the more general TavTa has been changed to the more
specific TOVTOC.

In John Tavto appears 21 times, but mavtag only 3 times. It is thus also
possible that the more rare mavtac has been changed to the more common
TOVTO.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA%" John 12:40 TeTUPAWKEY aDT@AV TOLC ODPBXAUOLC Kol ETWPWOEY
a0TAV TNV kapdlay, Tva un dwoly tolc 0pOuALOLc Kol VonowoLy T
kepdle kol otpad@doLy, kel Leoopel adTOUC.

BYZ John 12:40 Tetlipiwkey adt@dv toU¢ OPBoALOLC Kol TEMWPWKEY
a0TOV THY Kepdlaw Tva pn 18woLy tol¢ 0GpOnALOLE Kl VONowoLy T
KepOLe Kol EMLOTPUGGAOLY Kol Laowuol whTOVG

Byz B¢, A, 0141, f1, 230, 1689(=f13), 565, 700, 1424, Maj

txt A,B*, L, X, 0,Y, f13, 33,1071, dl
b 4
ETWPWON Y 157

emjpwoey P66, P75, 01, K, IS, W, 579, pc
emepwtnoer II* ("ask")

TEMPWKEY  pc
omit TOUC OPOUALOLC ... DTV D (h.t.)

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut
In B (p. 1370 A 2) the O is written above the line. It is enhanced or written by

the enhancer. Tischendorf assigns it to B®.

"He has blinded their eyes and hardened their heart, so that they might not look with their
eyes, and understand with their heart and turn - and I would heal them."

TUPAOW "blind"
TetOGAWKeEY  indicative perfect active 3rd person singular

TWPOW "made stubborn or without feeling: harden"
ETWPWOEY indicative aorist active 3rd person singular
TETWPWKEY  indicative perfect active 3rd person singular
ETWPWONONY indicative aorist passive 3rd person plural

mPOwW "disable, cripple”
EMPWOEV indicative aorist active 3rd person singular




LXX quote:

LXX Isaiah 6:10 €mocyOvOn yop 1 kepdio tod Axod toltov kol Tol¢ Woly
a0TOV Papéwe Mrovouy Kol TOUC OPOUALOVC aDTOV EKOUULOLY UNTOTE
10woLy 1tolg O0POuAULOLC Kol TOLC WOLY akolowoLy kol T7 Kopdle
OLVQAOLY KL ETLOTPEYWOLY Kol Looopel c0TOUG

“Make the mind of this people dull, and stop their ears, and shut their eyes, so that they may not

look with their eyes, and listen with their ears, and comprehend with their minds, and turn and
be healed."

Compare:

LXX Job 17:7 TEMWPWVTHL Yop &m0 Opyfic ol  O0dBaApol pou
TETOALOPKNUKL HEYOAWS VTTO TOVTWY

Tempwvtal 016, A, pe

"My eye has grown dim from grief, and all my members are like a shadow."

NA%" Mark 3:5 kol mepLBreiaperoc adToug Wet’ 0pyRc, OLAAUTOVUEVOG
€Tl TH Twpwoel ThHC kapdlog adTtAdY  safel

NA* Mark 6:52 00 Y&p OLVAKeY €mL TOLC (PTOLE, GAA NV adTOV 1
KopOLle TEMWPWUEYT. safel

NA%" Mark 8:17 Tl OSLxdoylleabe OTL @GpToug OUK €xeTe; oUW VOELTE
008E OLVLETE; TEMWPWUEYTY €xeTe TNV Kapdlay VUGV,
TEMNPWUELT)Y  D*

NA%" Romans 11:7 T oOv; 0 ém{ntel 'Iopand, Todto o0k €méTU)EV, T
8¢ €kAoYM €mETUYEY: OL O€ AOLTOL €TWPWONOLY,
EmepdBNoay  C, 69

BDAG: poorly attested by one late ms. 66** [s. Tdf.]=Gregory 1911; here the mng. is surely to blind,
which Tpdw signifies as early as Aristot.

NA%" Romans 11:25 OTL TWPWOLE GO PEpoue t¢ Topomhd yéyover dypl
00 TO TANPWUE TOV EBVRY €lo€Ad  safel

NA?" 2 Corinthians 3:14 GAAL €TWPWON TG VONUaTe KOTOV. safel
NA?" Ephesians 4:18 SL0 TNV TWPWOLY TAC kKepdlag adT@Y,  safel
For TpOwW compare:

LXX 4 Maccabees 18:21 TOC TV OUUATOV KOPUC ETNPWOEY
"pierced the pupils of their eyes"



The Byzantine perfect reading is clearly an adaption to the preceding
TeTUPAWKEV in tense (so also Weiss).

TPOW and TWPOW mean essentially the same here. TWPOW appears 5 times in
the NT (Mk. 6:52; 8:17; Jn. 12:40; Rom. 11:7; 2 Co. 3:14) plus Tr(JSp(oou; three
times (Mk. 3:5; Rom. 11:25; Eph. 4:18), TnpOw appears not in the Greek Bible
(except in 4 Maccabees 18:21).

The external evidence for both forms is very evenly divided.

Metzger writes, that the use of TNPOW is "an attempt to supply a somewhat
more suitable verb with THv kopdlav". It is also possible that it is a simple
transcription error. The error is easy to understand because the words look
very similar and have a similar meaning.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:
NA%" John 12:40 TetUpAwker odT@OV TOUC OGBUAUOLE Kol ETWPWoeY
a0TAV TNV kapdlay, Tva un 1dwoly tolc 0pBuiuolc kol T vonowoLy
T kopdle kel oTpaddoLy, kol Loeoopul odTOUC.
T un P66*, D, qa, e, f, |, vg”

non

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare LXX:

LXX Isaiah 6:10 €moyOvOn yop 1 kepdiow tod Axod toltov kol Tol¢ Wolv
a0TAV Papéwe MKovouy Kol TOUC OPONALOVC aOTOV EKOUULOLY UNTOTE
18woLly tolc 0bBoAuolc Kol TOLC WOLY akoVOWOLY Kol TH Kopdlo
OLVQAOLY KL ETLOTPEPWOLY Kol Looopel adTog

Probably added to make clear that the negation continues.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 12:40 TetUpAwker odT@OV TOUC OGBUAUOLE Kol ETWPWoeY
a0TAV TNV kapdlay, Tva un 1dwoly tolc 0pBuALolc Kol VOHowoLY Ti
kopdle kol otpad@doLy, kel Laoopwol odTOUC.

Not in NA and only the P66 reading in SQE!

kol un voowoLy th kopdle kol otpaddoLy P66*,D,a,d, e, f, I, vg"
et non intellegant corde et convertantur

kool TH kopdle oUVAOLY Kol 0Tpod@doL 01, K, II
kol ovv@dol  ThH kopdle kel oTpad@ol Yy

KoL GLUVQAOLY KoL GkOVCWGLY
\ 4 ~ 4 \ b 4
kol voowol th kapdlo kal émLoTpédouot 13?

kol TOlC KoLy dkovowoLy
\ ’ ~ ’ \ b ’
Kol vonowoL Th kopdie kal émoTpéliouoLy 13

The reading given for 13 is in Swanson only, against Tis and Geerlings!
Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare LXX:

LXX Isaiah 6:10 €moy0vOn yop 1 kepdiow toD Axod toltov kol Tol¢ Wolv
a0TAV Papéwe MKovouy Kol TOUC OPONALOVC aOTOV EKOUULOLY UNTIOTE
18woLwy tolc 0bBoAuolc Kol TOLC WOLY akoVOWOLY Kol TH Kopdlo
OUVQOLY KoL ETLOTPEYWOLY KoL Looopol oDTOUC

Parallel:

27 2 ’ \ € ’ ~ ~ ’ \ ~
NA“" Matthew 13:15 emoyuvln yop m koepdlo ToL Aol TOUTOU, KoL TOLG
WOy Bopéwe Mrovoay kel ToLC OPOXALOVC DTOY EKOUILONY, UNTOTE
18woLy tolc 0bBoAUolc Kol TOLC WOLY akoVOWOLY Kol TH Kopdlo
OUVQOLY KoL ETLOTPEYWOLY Kol Looopol aOTOVC.

Clearly all harmonizations o M.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA% John 12:41 tobtoe elmer "Hoatog OtL €ldev Ty 80far odTod, kol
eroaanoey mepl adtoD.

BYZ John 12:41 tadtoe elmer Hoolag Ote €ldev tnr 80far adtod kol
eroanoey mepl adtoD

Byz D, A, 0141, f13,565, 700, 892, 1241, Maj,
Lat, Sy, geo®, Or-®", Eus, Chrys, Trg™

txt P66,P75,01,A,B,L, M, X, 0,¥, Q, f1,124, 33,157,472, 579, 1071, al,
e, Co, arm, _qeo1

EmelL W

©: Swanson has © for OtTe in error. NA, IGNTP (majuscule) and
Beermann/Gregory in the ed. pr. have © for txt= OTL.

W¥: NA and Swanson have W for 0TL, so also Lake in his collation. IGNTP does not
list it.

Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

txt  "This Isaiah said because he saw his glory..."

Byz "This Isaiah said when  he saw his glory..."

Difficult to evaluate internally. Both mean essentially the same.
Compare 12:17 also.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 12:43 flyamnoay yop Thy 80Ear TOV avlpdTwy WaAlOV fTep
Y 60Eav toD BeoD.

UTEp  P66S, 01, L, W, X, f1, f13-part, 33, 157, 565, 1071, al, WH™
f13: 13, 69, 346, 543, 828

b4

Nmep P66*, P75, A, B, D, K, II, A, ©, 0141, 124, 230, 788(= f13), 579, 700,
1424, Maj, WH, NA?
Kol Tjmep 0141

elmep A, ¥, pc

b4

n 1241, pc

magis quam  Latt

Swanson has 33 for txt= N)Tep, against NA and Tis!

Swanson has 579 for OTEP, but NA (implicitly) and Schmidtke (explicitly) have it
for Nep.

Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

TTEP conjunction,
"than", strengthened form of 1

Compare:
LXX Tobit (S) 14:4 kol €v T Mndly €otal owtnplo poAlov fmep €v
’Agovplolg kol év Bapuddvi

nmep is very rare and appears only here in the NT. In Koine Greek 1Tep and
UTéP are pronounced alike.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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90. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" John 12:46 €yw GOC €i¢ TOV KOoUoV €ANALOw, Tva T 6 TLoTelWY
€lg €ue €v T okoTLy un pelvm.

omit: P66*, B, 047, pc, Sy-S

047 is listed in IGNTP, not in NA.
Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" John 3:15 Tve Tac 6 mLoTebwy év adte éxn (wny alwviov.

NA%" John 3:16 ... Lvoe TG O MLOTEVWY €Lg whTOV Ut moANTaL AL’ €xm
omy alwviov.

omit Tac: P63 (ca. 500)

NAZ?" John 6:40 TOUTO Yap €0TLY TO BéANUK TOD Tatpdg Wov, ive mag O
Bcwp@dr TOV ULLOV Kol TLOTEVwV €i¢ adtov € (wny alwviov, kol
GUOTNOW DTOV €yw [EV] T €oyatn TUEPQ.

NA?" John 11:26 kol TaC 0 (v kol TLOTEVWV €l éue o0 um Gmodovn
elc TOV aldva. TLoTelelc TolTOo;

There is no reason for an omission. It is possible that the addition is a
harmonization to earlier occurrences in John.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA? John 12:47 Kol €0V TLC HOUL GKOUOT TGOV PNUATWVY KoL U7
GUAAED, €Y 00 kplvw ahTOV: 00 yap NABov Tva kplvw TOV KOOWOV,
GAL” Tvoe 0Wow TOV KOOWOV.

\ >/ ’ 4 ’ ~ ¢ 4 \ \
BYZ John 12:47 kol €4V TLC HOU GKOUOT TGOV PNUETWY KL PN
TLOTELOT), €YW 00 KPLvw adTOV o0 yap HAOov Tve kplvw TOV KOOUOV
aAL Tro 0Wow TOV KOopOV

Byz 0141, 0250, 124, 700, 1424,
Maj[E,F,G: H,M,S, U, T, A, A], q, Sy-H™, goth

txt P66*,P75,01, A, B, K IL L, (W), X,¥, f1, f13, 33, 157, 565, 1071, al,
vg, Sy, Co, arm, Diatess=Pe™
Un kolon TV pnuatwy unde dvAdty W

kol  duAatn P66€, D, ©, 070, 1241, pc, it, ac®
kel  motebon S, 0211

uf dkolon TV PNUaTtwy Kel  GuAKEY 579

Swanson and NA have wrongly 579 for the P66° reading, against Schmidtke.
Schmidtke is right. Checked at the film. (compare also James C. Royse, Scribal
habits, 2008, p. 465)

Lacuna: C

B: umlaut! (1370 A 32 L) TOV PNUOTWY Kol U1 GUAKEY,

Parallel:
NA%" Luke 11:28 «0TOC € €lmey: UevodV HOKEPLOL OL GKOVOVTEC TOV
A0yov tod 0eod kol dpuAnooovTec.

Compare context:

27 B ~ > \ 5 e ’ ) A\ 5
NA“" John 12:44 ’Incolg O€ ekpoley Kol €LTEV O TLOTEVWV €LC €UE OL
TLOTEVEL €LC €UE GAAX €LC TOV TEUorTa e,

NAZ" John 12:46 €yw $OC €lc TOV KOOWOV EANALO, lvo TaC O TLOTELWY
€lc €ue €v T oKoTLY Pmn pelvm.

27 € J ~ b \ \ \ l4 \ (4 4 b
NA®" John 12:48 0 0BeT@V €ue kol Un AoauPoevwr to PNUOTE OV €XEL
TOV Kplrovta adTor: 0 AOYOC OV €ANANON €KELVOC KPLVEL alTOV €V T
€oxaT MUEPe.




Compare also:

~ 4 4 ’ ~ ~
NA%" John 5:47 €L 8¢ TOLC €KELVOU YPOUUKOLY OV TLOTEVETE, TAC TOLC
€UOLC PNULEOLY TLOTEVOETE;
NA?" John 8:51 GUNV GUNY AEYW DULY, €0V TLC TOV €OV AQYOV Tmpnom,
Bavator ol pn Bewpnon €ig Tov aldva.
NA?" John 12:25 kol O LLOGY TNV Yuxmy a0tod €V T¢) KOOUW TOUTw €Lg
Comy alwvior durafel adTNv.

27 (V4 \ (4 A} b4 / ’ ) ~ \ 2 \
NA“" John 17:8 OTL T PMUOTE O €0WKOG HOL OEOWKK ®UTOLG, KoL 0LTOL
EPor kal Eyvwonr GANOGC OtL Tapd 00D EERAOOV, Kol ETLoTELONV
0TL 00 p€ GTEOTELANG.

TLOTEV0T) has very probably been inserted as a conformation to the previous
mentioning of 0 TLOTEVWV in verses 44 and 46 (so also Weiss).

With A0yo¢ John uses TNpé€w, which is not used here. PN and TLOTEVW are
used twice together (5:47 and 17:8).

dLAAOOW is used with YN once in the previous context (12:25). It also
appears in the Lukan “parallel”.

The essential meaning is basically the same.

The omission of WN originates probably in a misunderstanding of the words. It is
assumed that Jesus does not judge him because he kept the words. This makes
sense, but is un-johannine.

Kol can be translated as "even": "But EVEN if any one may hear my words and
does NOT keep them, I do not judge him."

Fee (P66, S&D, 1968, p.74) notes: "the elimination of the negative probably is in
the interest of a sharp contrast between verses 47 and 48."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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91.Difficult variant

NAZ?” John 13:2 KoL S€LTVOL YLVOUEVOV, ToD SLaBorov 718 BePAnkotog eig
Y kepdlow Tva mepadol adtor Tovduc Lipwrog TokepLwtov,

BYZ John 13:2 kol Selmrou yevopérov, tod SLeforov fion BePAnkotog eig
Y kepdiay Tovde Lipwrog TokapLwtou Tra adtor Tapadd,

Byz P66, 012, A, D, A, ©, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 157, 565, 700, 892, 1071, Maj,
Lat, Co

txt 01*,B,L, W, X, ¥, 070,579, 1241, d, r!, Sy-S, arm, Or

Lacuna: P75, C
B: no umlaut

YLVOWEVOU participle present middle genitive neuter singular
YEVOWEVOU participle aorist middle genitive neuter singular

Byz "supper being ended"
txt  "during supper"

Compare context:

NA%" John 13:1 IIp0 8¢ thc €optic ToD maoyw eldwe 0 'Inoodc 0tL NABev
a0tod 7N &po Tve petaffy ék tod KOOWOU TOUTOL TPOC TOV THTEPC,
GYyoTNoeG TOUG LOLOLE TOUC €V T() KOOWW €L¢ TEAOC Myomnocy ohTOVC.
NA% John 13:4 €yelpetol €k ToD Selmrou kol TLONoLY T LUOTLe Kol
Ao Aévtiov 6Lelwoey exvtov:

NA?" John 13:26 &mokpivetal [0] Inoolc: ékelvog €0ty @ €yw Polw TO
Ywplor kol 6wWow adtd.

The Byzantine reading is clearly the more difficult, because the following
context shows that the supper was still in progress (see verse 26). In verse 13:1
a new story begins, it would be slightly awkward that the supper already ends in
verse 2 when in the previous verse it has not yet begun.

On the other hand is the aorist by far the more frequent tense for yLvouaL
(aorist/present = 174/27 in the Gospels). It is possible that scribes simply
expected that the supper ended and used the more familiar aorist form.



It has also been suggested (Metzger) that the aorist might be an ingressive
aorist (indicating the beginning of an action) with the meaning "supper having
been served". Then both readings mean basically the same.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 13:2 kL Se€lTVou YLvopévou, tod SLaBorov 1én BefAnkotog
elc TV kapdlov o mepadol «dtov Tovduc Lipwrog "IokepLwtov,

TokopLudtne P66, 01, B, X, 579, NA*®, WH, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal
"TokopLKWTOV A, L, 0, ¥, 070, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 1241, Mqj, P844
TokopLwtn Y

émo Kapuvwtov D,d,e

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

"TokopLWTOU genitive
"TokoPLWTNG nominative

Compare:
NA%" John 6:71 tov ToUdar Xipwvoc Tokeplwtou:
TokapLdtny 1,579, Maj-part

NA%" John 12:4 Aéyel 8¢ "Tovdag 6 ‘TokapLwTng safel

NA?" John 13:26 8i8woLy Toldy Lipwvroc TokapLwtov.
TokapLwtn P66, A, W, f1, Maj
10 TokapLwty — f13
TokapLwtng 579

NA%" John 14:22 "Tovdac, o0y 0 lokapLwtng:  safel

There appears to be a tendency to change the case ending. The name is usually
taken to mean "Judas, son of Simon from Kerioth". But it appears that scribes
took the complete three words as one name and changed the ending of the third

word according to the expected case. So here into the nominative.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NAZ?" John 13:10 A€yeL adt® 6 'Inooldc:

0 AeAovuévog oDk €xel xpeloav el um tobg modug viyaobul,
QAL €oTLy KoBapog OAOC

BYZ John 13:10 Aéyel a0t® 0 ‘Inoodc

0 AcAoupévoc ob  ypelor €xel TOUC MO ViYeaOul
GAL” €oTLy KoBapog OAOC

Byz P75, A, C%, A, 0141, f1, 124, 1424, Maj

txt P66, B, C*, (D), K I, L, W, 0,%, 0211, f13, 157, 892, 1071, 1424, dl,
it, vg©, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co, Or™", [NA®®], [WH], Weiss

)

o0 ypelar €xel TNV kepaAny viyoobul €l pr tolg modec wovor D

o0 ypelov €xeL Tou¢ mOdae viYoobul F, H, 2
00K €YeL ypeLoy viYooBaL 01, aur, c, vg¥W:St, Orcom,
Tert', Jerome, Bois, Tis
) ’ b4
0L )YpeLav €)eL 579

add povov to vieoBar: P66, D, ©, 1424, pc, Sy-S, Sy-P

WH, NA% both have €l W1 ToUC mOdC in brackets.

NA cites Sy-H twice (for Byz and txt). The correct reading is txt (confirmed by
A. Juckel from Muenster).

P66 has a correction after kaOupOg. Instead of OAOC originally there was

something else, about 2 letters longer. One can see a deleted -0¢ at the end.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

Lacuna: X
B: no umlaut

Aedoupévoc AoUw "wash, bathe"
participle perfect middle/passive nominative masculine singular

viYaobul vimTw midd. "wash oneself, wash for oneself"
infinitive aorist middle


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

According to Robertson ("Wordpictures") VLTTw means "to wash part of the
body" and A0Uw means "to bathe the whole body".

Compare previous verse 9:
NA%" John 13:9 A€yelL adT@) Lipwy IIétpog KOPLE, WN TOUG TMOSKC OV
LOVOV GAAG Kol TOC Y€LpaC Kol TNV KehaAny.

Compare also:
NAZ" John 13:29 GYOpPOOOV WV YPELOV EYOUEV €LC TNV €opTnY, N TOLC
TTWYOLS Lvar TL 8.

The addition of LOVoOV and the reading of D are clearly conformations to the
previous verse.

€l U1 "except, unless"

M "than"

It is possible that 1) is idiomatic and means the same here as €L 1), but normally
T requires something to compare with. Metzger suggests that for T} John should
have written something like:

00K GAAOL TLVOC Ypelor €xel 1 ...

"Of nothing else he has need than ..."

On the other hand the variation at this phrase might be an indication that it was
not present at all originally. This is supported by O1 et al. and several church
fathers. Against this Robertson argues in his Wordpictures that VLTTw is used
normally as "to wash something", often body parts. This is correct except for
the Siloam pericope (Joh 9:7, 11, 15), where it is simply used as "to wash".

The guest was supposed to bathe (A0UWw) before coming to a feast and so only
the feet had to be washed (V1TTW) on removing the sandals.

It is possible that €l pm TOUC TOOKG has been omitted because of the
difficulty of reconciling it with the following &AL’ €0TLY KaBapOg OAOG:

"One who has bathed does not need to wash,
except for the feet, but is entirely clean.

But then the question arises why does one need the footwashing? The whole
construction is awkward and invites variation. Probably the intended meaning
was: "The one who has bathed (to be prepared for the feast), has only to have
his feet washed again to be completely clean."



Another possible meaning would be:
"The one who has bathed (fo be prepared for the feast), is completely clean. He
has to wash his feet again, but this has no bearing on being clean (in terms of

purity)."

P. F. Beatrice argued for the shortest, the 579 reading. This reading makes good
sense, if understood the way Beatrice has it: "The person who is purified by
footwashing, does not need it (washing hands and head), but is totally clean."

The problem with this is that it does not explain the raise of the other variants.

Compare:

J.D.G. Dunn "The washing of the disciples’ feet in John 13:1-20" ZNW 61
(1970) 247-52 [who argues for the short Ol reading on exegetical
grounds.]

J. Owanga-Welo "The function and meaning of the Footwashing in the
Johannine Passion narrative: A structural approach." Dissertation Emory
University 1980

F. F. Segovia "John 13:1-20, The footwashing in the Johannine Tradition"
ZNW 73 (1982) 31-51

J.C. Thomas "A note on the text of Jo 13:10" NovT 29 (1987) 46-52

P. F. Beatrice "John 13:1-10 and Romans 13:1-7 in Irenaeus of Lyons. Two
test cases for NT TC", in "The NT Text in Early Christianity, Proceedings
of the Lille Colloquium", July 2000, C.B. Amphoux and J K. Elliott (eds.), p.
369-386

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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92.Difficult variant

NA? John 13:18 OU Tepl TovTwYy UMV AEYw' €yw olde  Tlveg
eEedckouny: AL’ Tva 1) ypodn TANPWOTH:

0 TPWYWV LoV TOV GpTOV EMfjper ém €ue TNV mTéprar ohToD.

BYZ John 13:18 00 Tepl TAVTWV VAV AEYW* €yw oldx olg éEedefauny:
aAL Tva 1) ypodn TANPWOR
0 TPWYWY UeT’ éuod TOV GpTov Emfjper ém éue ThY TTéprar ahTod

Byz P66,01,A,D, W, A, 0, V,0141, f1, f13, 33, 157, 579, Maj,
Lat, Sy, bo, ac?, arm, geo, goth, Eus, Tert, Gre, Tis, Trg™

txt B, C,L,892,1071, pc, vg™, sa

e ’ s 2 ~ \ b * 2
0 TPWYWV PET €EUOL TOV apToV MOL  E*, q, ac’, pbo, bo
qui manducat mecum panem meum

Note that P66* and B omit €’ before €.
Lacuna: P75, X
B: no umlaut

LXX reference:
LXX Psalm 40:10 kol yop 0 &vOpwtoc Thc elpnung pouv €’ ov HATLoN O
€00LWV APTOUC OV EUEYOAVVEY €T EUE TTEPVLOUOV

Parallels:

NA?" Mark 14:18 €l¢ €€ DOV Topadwoel pe 0 €00iwy uet’ Euob.

NA? Luke 22:21 IIANV 160U 7 yelp ToD TopadLdovtog pe pet’ éuod émi
¢ TpaTeCNG.

Compare:
NAZ?" John 6:54 0 TPWYWV OV TNV COPKO,

NA% John 6:56 0 TPWYWV KOV TNHY COPKO

NA%" John 6:57 KoL 0 TPWYWV e Kakelvog (NoeL SL° Eue.
NA% John 6:58 0 TpwWywv todTov TOV &pTov (NoeL €i¢ TOV aidv.

It has been suggested that et’ €U0 is a harmonization to Mk (so Weiss), but
it seems more probable that OV is a conformation to Jo 6.



That it is a harmonization to the LXX is quite improbable because the wording is
very different.

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
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93. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" John 13:19 &1 &pTL Aéyw LULY PO ToD Yevéobad,
v mLoTedonte Otar yévntal OTL €yW €lpL.

TLotelnte B, C,NA®®, WH, Weiss, Trg
txt morel')onre P66,01,A,D,L, W, 0, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, 33,579, Mqj, Trg™

Lacuna: X
B: no umlaut

See the discussion at Jo 19:35 in the main commentary.

Very difficult to judge.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 58) notes that for scribes the subjunctive present was the
norm in Lva clauses.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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94. Difficult variant
Minority reading:
NA?" John 13:24 velel olv ToUTw XLipwv Ilétpoc TuBEcBaL tic dv €ln

\ o) /
TEPL OL A€YEL.

TuBEcBaL Tlc Qv €ln A, D, W, A, O, f1, f13, Maj, d, r!, Sy, goth
TLBETHOLL ¥, (e), Sy-S, Co

TUBECBNL TLC v €ln  Tepl ob elmer P66S
kel Aéyer a0t eime mepl o0 A€yeL  P66* (ed.pr., Fee, Swanson, Royse)
KoL A€yeL oDTQ) EOTLY Tepl 0L A€yel  P66* (IGNTP)

kol Aéyel o0TQ" elme Tic €éoTiv B, C, L, X, 068,0141, 33, 892, 1071,
pc, b, I, Or?,
NA® WH, 6re, Weiss, Tis, Trg, Bal
TUBEGOaL TLC AV €ln Tepl ol eréyev,

14 ’ 9 ~ b \ 4 b ’
KoL A€YEL 0lUTR)® ELTE TLC €EOTLY 01
kol AéyeL aDTR® €PWTNooV (‘interroga”) Tic €OTLY it(a, f, ff%*, q)
kol A€yeL odTR* épwTnoov it(c)
kol A€yer adtRd” Tig €0Tly  Lat(aur, b, £, 1, vg)

P66: NA notes the reading for P66> as "illeg.".

The words suggested above for P66* fit the space, but from the photos it is
impossible to judge any remaining letters. An € of €l € is possible at the
beginning of line 12. At the end of line 11 traces of a possible U and a vertical
bar are visible. I cannot see the W of U VWV, Compare Royse (Scribal

Habits, 2008, p. 455). Perhaps multispectral analysis may reveal more?
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

Lacuna: P75
B: no umlaut

€ln elul optative present active 3rd person singular
TUVOOVOUXL "inquire, ask, question; learn (by inquiry)"

Parallel:

27 \ b \ b4 ~ \ [ \ \ ’ bl
NAZ" Luke 22:23 kol adTol fjpEavto oulntely TPOC €auTouC TO TLC &po
€in € adTOV 0 T00T0 PEAAWY TPUOOELD.


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

Compare:

NA? Luke 8:9 'EmnpWtwyr 8¢ adtov ol padntel «dtod ti¢ altn €ln 1
Topaforn).

NA? Luke 9:46 ElofiABev 6¢ SiaAoyLopoc év adtolc, TO Tlg Qv €ln
nellwr adtdv.

NA? Luke 15:26 KOl TPOOKXACOOUEVOC €Vae TOV Toldwy €muvlnreto Tl
av €ln todTo.

NA%" Luke 18:36 GKOUOMC &€ OYAOU SLOTOPEVOUEVOL €TLVOAVETO TL €ln
10010.

This is the only instance of the optative in John. €(n is a typical Lukan word and
appears there 7 times (Lk. 1:29; 3:15; 8:9; 9:46; 15:26; 18:36; 22:23). In two
cases the word €l comes together with TuvOavouaL |

Note also the Lukan parallel Lk 22:23 with Tl¢ &pa €in.

It thus appears that the phrase is unjohannine and could be a harmonization to
Lk. The support for the txt reading is better and quite early though. The
reading of P66> is not clear and cannot be taken as evidence for the B et al.
reading.

Note also the clear conflation in 01!

Weiss (Jo Com.) thinks that the txt reading is an explanatory gloss conformed
to the next verse 25. He further notes that the AéyeL has been felt to be in
contradiction with the velel.

Rating: - (indecisive)
External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

= prefer B reading.
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 234

95. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NAZ" John 13:25 qrameowy 0DV €kelrog oVTwe eéml T0 0tfifoc toD 'Inood
AéyeL adTR® KOPLE, TLG €0TLY;

omit B, C, NA®®>, WH, Weiss, Trg, Bal, SBL

txt  P66*" 01%, L, X, 0141, 33, (579), 892, pc, [Trg™]
EMLTECQV 00V P66C, 01*, D, W, A, f1, f13, 565, 1241, al, Tis

EMTecwWy 66 A, O, Maj
avaTeoy 66 K, ¥, pc

NA% John 13:26 GTOKpLVETOL [0] 'InooDc ékelvdg €0ty @ €yw
4 \ ’ \ 4 b ~ 4 > \ ’ 4
Bopw TO0 Ywplov kol 6wow ouTW. Pafec ovr to Ywulov [AapPovel

kel] 6Ldwoy Tovdy Lipwrog TokapLwTov.

add odv  01%, B, C*, L, X, 0141, 892, pc, NA?®, WH, Weiss
txt P66, 01*, A, CZ, W, 0, V¥, 1, 33,579"9, Maj, Trg, Bal, SBL

gmokplvetor adT® D, f13, 1424, pc

Compare immediate context:

13:24 velel olV toUTw Lipwy II€Tpoc omit o0V: C*, A, 69

13:25 GUOTEOWY 0DV €KELVOC omit OUV: A, B, C, ©, Maj

13:26 amokplvetal ovv [0] Incodc:  omit olv: P66, 01*, A, €3, D, W, O,
¥, f1, f13, 33, 579, Maj

B oV TO Ywplov omit o0V: P66, A,  D,W,0,
¥, f1, 13, Maj
13:27 Aéyel ovv adT® 6 ‘Inoodg: omit o0V: D

B: no umlaut

Compare discussion at Jo 8:41/52. 00V is a typical John word.



This is four or five times 00V in four verses, which points to the estimation
that scribes omitted 00V for stylistic reasons. Interestingly in 13:25 B, C omit
00V, whereas in 13:26 they add it.

This nest of readings is very difficult to evaluate.

In 13:24 o0V is basically safe. Coming to the second oUV, it is possible that
scribes tried to avoid it, either by simply omitting it (B, C), or by replacing it
with 8¢ which is rather unsuitable (A, ®, Maj). The addition of 8¢ is typical for
the Byzantine text (B: 196, NA: 212, Byz: 231 times 6\6). At 13:26 even more
scribes omitted oUv, but B, € found it not objectionable anymore, because they
already omitted it at 13:25, so they left it.

This explanation is uncertain. It is also possible that there was originally no o0V
in verse 25 and that some added 00V from verse 24 and others inserted 8¢. The
support for OOV is very strong, though.

Compare:

NA* John 6:10 aQvémeoovy OOV oL Grdpec TOV  GpLBuOV  W¢
TEVTOKLOYLALOL.

omit o0V Maj-part[E, F, G, H, M, S, V. T, A, Q, 2, 28]

replace by 8¢: 1424, pc

Rating: 2? (NA probably original) (13:25)
Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong) (13:26q)
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96.Difficult variant

NA?" John 13:26 amokplvetol [0] 'Inoolg €keivdg €0ty o) €éyw Pofw TO
Yoplor kol 6wow adtd. Padac odv 0 Ywulov [Aapupdrer ko]
dléwaLy Tovdy Lipwrog TokepLwtov.

BYZ John 13:26 &mokpivetal 6 'Inoodc Ekelvog €0ty ¢ éyw Poadog To
Ywplor eméwow. kol eppofoc to PwpLov
dldwoLy Tovdy Lipwrog TokepLatn.

Byz P66,01*, A, D, W, A, ©, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, Maj, Latt, Sy, Co, goth, SBL
txt  01€, B, C,L, M, X, 33,892, 1071, 1241, pc, Sy-H™, aeth, Or

Tregelles reads txt, but has additionally [Aaupover kal] in brackets in the
margin.

Lacuna: P75

B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA27pMatthew 26:26 'EofLovtwr 8¢ adtdr Acfor o ‘Incodc aptor kol
€0AOYNONC €KANOEY KoL 6OVC TOLC MoONTHLC

NA? Mark 14:22 Kol €00L0vtor adt@dr Aafwr Gptor eDAoynoac ekAnoey
Kol €8wKeY aDTOLC

NA%" Luke 22:19 kol Aefwy GpTov €DYoPLOTNONG EKAXOEV KOl €BWKEV
a0TOLG

It is possible that the words have been omitted as superfluous.

Metzger suggests that the words have been added "to recall Jesus' deliberate
action at the Last Supper in taking bread." But this is not very convincing.

The support for the omission is very strong and without 01/B this would
certainly be considered a secondary reading, but since it is supported by 01/B
AND there is no convincing reason for the secondary addition of the words,
brackets are ok.

Hoskier suggests that it may come from the synoptic AdPwv (see above).

Rating: - (indecisive)
brackets ok.
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97. Difficult variant
Minority reading:
NA?" John 13:31 “Ote ovv €EfAber, Aéyel 'Inoodc:
viv €80faabn 6 vlog tod ardpwtou
kol O Oedc €80Eaabn év adTR"
13:32 [el 0 Oedc €60EdaON €v adT®,]
kel 0 Beog doknoel adToV €V adTE,
kol €0Bue dofaoel adTOV.

omit: P66, 01*, B, C*, D, L, W, X, II*, f1, 2*,579, 1071, al, L253,
it(a, aur*, b, ¢, d, ff**, 1, 114, 29, 47), vg™s, Sy-S, Sy-H, ac?, mf, bo?’, WH

txt 01 A, C% K, A, ©, ¥, 13, 33,157, 565, 700, 1241, 1424, Maj,
Lat(aurS, e, f, ff*, q, r', vg), Sy-P, sa, bo?', goth, Ort*™, NA® [Trg]

omit Kol €0BVC dofaoel aDTOV "

omit [el O Beoc €60EnaON év wdTR),]
kel 0 Beog doknoel adtov €v adt, 0141 (h.t.)
omit €V LT,

kol €0BUC Sofdoel aLTOV 579 (h.t.)

Lacuna: P75
B: no umlaut

Western non-interpolation?

On the one hand the words could have been added to make the saying more
complete, more symmetrical.

On the other hand it is possible that the words have been omitted due to
parablepsis. This is probably correct at least in part, though the diversity of
witnesses makes it improbable, that this is the only reason. Also, the following
phrase kol ... a0TOV €V UTQ is not omitted by any witness, even though a
similar probability for h.t. exists.

It is also possible that the words have been omitted as redundant.

Even if the words are secondary it is possible that they have later been omitted
due to h.t. by some witnesses, e.g. Byzantine witnesses II, 2*.

Metzger calls all this a "dilemma".



The meaning is difficult to get:
When he had gone out, Jesus said,
"Now the Son of Man is glorified,
and God is glorified in him.
If God is glorified in him,
God will also glorify him in himself
and will glorify him at once."

It makes no real difference if the phrase in question is present or not.

Rating: - (indecisive)
(brackets ok)

External Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
= omission correct
(after weighting the witnesses)
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98.Difficult variant

NAZ" John 13:32 [el 0 Be0¢ €80£a00m €v adT®,] kol O Bedg doknoel
adTOV €V 0T, Kal €0BLc dofnoel adTOV.

BYZ John 13:32 €l 0 0e0¢ €80fa00n €v adT® kol O Bedg doknoel
aDTOV €V €nut®, Kol €DBUC Sofaoel alTOV

Byz 01¢,A,C,D,L, W, X, A, ©,%¥,0141, f1, f13, 33, 157, 1071, Maj,
Lat, arm, geo, goth, Chrys, Tert, Trg™

txt  P66,01*“? B, H, A, pc, a, vg™, Orte™
WH: év aut® (accent!)

omit: Sy-S, aeth

579 omits due to h.t.

C is illegible acc. fo NA, acc. to Tischendorf it reads Byz.
Lacuna: P75

B: no umlaut

txt  "inhim (Jesus)"
Byz "in himself (6od)"

It is possible that txt is a harmonization to immediate context (verses 31 and
32). The support for txt is not coherent (H and A appear together with B/01).
Metzger calls €v €auT() "Hellenistic usage".

Zahn wrote (Comm. Jo): "scarcely determinable but unimportant". He thinks that
€V €Ut does not refer back to 0 0€0¢ but to aTOV and in that case there is,
then, no difference in meaning.

The support for txt is quite incoherent.

Compare 2:24 above for a similar case.

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 13:33 Tekvia, €TL ULKPOV Hed’ VPOV €lpl: (NTNoeTé We, Kol
kebwe elmov toi¢ ‘Tovdulolg OTL OTOL €yw LTAYW UWELS ob &Uraobde
EABETY, Kol DUTY A€yw &pTL. 13:34 'EvtoAny kaivny Sidwul LWy, Tvu
QYyuTaTE GAANAOLC, KOOWC NYaTNnoo ULUEC o kol URELC Gyomdte
AANAOUC.

GpTL: TANY  f1(1, 1582*, 565), 1071, pc, saPt

TANY: &pTL P66, Sy-S, saP'

1582: There are dots above TATV, probably by a later hand.
Lacuna: P75, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" Matthew 26:64 Aéyel adTe) 0 ‘Inoodg: oL elmog. TANY A€yw Lply:
am’ &ptL OPeaBe TOV Llov ToD arBpwmou kudMuevov ék OeELdY THC
SUVOULEWC

NA?" Luke 12:56 UTOKpLTaL, TO TpoowToV ThHC YAg kal ToD odpavod
oldate dokLpalely, T TOV KoLpOv &€ ToDTOV TMC 00K OLONTE

SokLpaleLy; T ANV P45, D, 157, pc

BYZ John 8:10 ’Avaxkijac 8¢ 0 'Inoolg, kol pndéve Oeaoauerog TANY
NG YLVaLKOG, €lTer abTh,

TATV appears nowhere else in John (except in a variant of the PA).
TANV and GPTL appear elsewhere only once together (Mt 26:64).
TANV is a typical Luke word (19 times in Lk-Acts).

The reading is clearly meant as a clarification of the unconnected kol DULV
A€éYw EPTL. The meaning is different depending on the punctuation.

Royse (Scribal Habits, 2008, p. 520) thinks that it "would seem fo be an
extraordinary coincidence that more than one scribe would independently choose
this word as a means of clarifying Jo 13:33-34. Rather, it seems much easier to
suppose that the scribe of P66 transposed the reading of 1, 565, pc, perhaps by
misunderstanding a marginal notation of TATV in his Vorlage. If I am correct
here, then P66 is actually a witness to the existence of the reading of 1, 565, pc



in about the year 200." Footnote: "That there is Sahidic support ... gives further
reason to think that the scribe of P66 has not simply added TATV to the
majority text."

I don't think that this argumentation is justified. I see the addition of ATV as
conformation to standard idiom. The different word-order supports this.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 239

Minority reading:

NA% John 13:36 Acyer bt Xipwv IIétpoc: kipLe, mod UMAYELE;
amekplOn  [adT®] ’Inoodgt  oOmouv  LmAYw ob  Svveowl por  vhv
qrkoAovdfioat, dkoiovdnoelc 6¢ Votepov.

NAZ" John 13:37 A€yeL abt@) 6 IIétpoc: kupLe, i Tl ob Slvopal ool
akoAoLBfjoeL &pTL; TNV Yuyny Hov LTEp cod ONow.

omit: 01*, 33, 565, pc, aur, vg, Sy-S, sa™, pbo, bo, WH™

Lacuna: P75
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NAZ” John 4:19 Aéyel DTG M Yuvn® KUPLE, ...
omit kKOpLe: 01%, pc
NA?" John 11:21 eimer odv 1) MapOo mpo¢ tov ‘Inoodv: KipLe, ...
omit KUpLE: B, Sy-S
NA?” John 11:39 A€yeL a0T® ... Mapba: KUpLE, ...
omit KUpLE: P66
NA?" John 12:21 kol HPWITWY G0TOV AEYOVTEC KUPLE, ...
omit KOpLe: U*, 28 (not in NA)
NA%" John 12:38 Tvoe 0 AOYOC ... TANPWOR OV elmer: KUpLE, ...
omit KOpLe: H (not in NA)
NA?" John 13:6 €pyetal 0OV mpo¢ Lipwve IIétpov: Aéyel adtd: KUPLE, ...
omit kKOpLe: 01* (not in NA)
NA?" John 13:8 Aéyel adt® IIéTpoc: o0 un viymg pov
add Kl')QLe: D, ©, II¢, pc (not in NA but in SQE)
NA%" John 13:9 Aéyel adt® Zipwy IIétpog: KUpLE, ...
omit kKOpLe: 01* (not in NA)
NA?" John 13:25 A€yeL adTG* KUPLE, TLC EOTLY;
NA%" John 14:5 Aéyel a0T6) Qs KOPLE, 00K oLdaer Tobd LTEYELS:
NA%" John 14:8 Aéyel a0ty DlALTTOC KUpLE, 6€lEoV MULY TOV TaTéP,
NA%" John 14:22 Aéyer adt® "Tovdeg, ovy 0 'lokapLwng: KUPLE, ...

It is possible that the word has been omitted as an unnecessary repetition after
verse 36. On the other hand it could have been added as a conformation o verse
36.

From the evidence for the other cases above, it is clear that 01* is very
unreliable in this respect. Sy-S omits once, too.



There is one case (13:8), where K13p L€ has been added by D et al.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 13:36 Aéyel a0t® Zipwy IIétpog kipLe, mOD LTHYELS;
amekplOn  [wdt®] ‘Inood¢t  Omov  LMOyw ob  Svveowl  poL
qrkoAovOfoat, dkoioudnoelc 6¢ Votepov.

omit B, C*, L, 1071, pc, NA®® WH, Weiss, Gre, Bois, Trg, Tis, Bal, SBL
0 'Inood¢ 1071

txt P66,01,A,C%, D, X, W, 0, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 579, Maj
0 'Inoolg 01,C%,D, W, X, ¥, f1, f13, 33, 579, Maj

Compare context:

NAZ?" John 13:38 OHTOKpLVETOCL ‘Inoodg: Ty l|JUXT]l/ oov Uﬂep epou enoag,
QT ocpnv AEYW 0oL, 00 PN GAEKTWP PwrMoT €we oL GpYNon e Tplc.
add adt@: €, f1, Maj-part(E, 6, H, S, U, T, A, A¢, 2, 28, 565, 700, 1071,

1424]

Compare also:

NAZ?" John 13:8 &mekpifn ‘Inoodc adtd:

txt P75,A,B,C,L*, pc,L844

a0t ‘Incolc P66, 01, W, O, f1, f13, Mqj
omit aVTG: c%,D, Y, 157, (1071), 1241, pc

NAZ?" John 18:8 &mekpifn 'Incodc:
add olTOLC: D, f1, f13, 565

NA%" John 19:11 gmekplOn [a0t®] "Inoode:
omit a0T@: P66, A, O, 13, Maj
txt P60*?, 01, B, D°, L, N¢, W, ¥, f1, 33, 565, 579, al

B: no umlaut
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99. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA?" John 13:37 A€yeL a0t® O Ilétpoc kiuple, Su Tl o0 Svapal ool
GkoAovBfjooL aptL; TNV Yuxny pov LTEP 0od BNow.

dicoAovBeLY B, C*, Trg, WH

txt akoAovBficoL P66, 01, A, C, D, L, W, X, 0, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 579,
Maj
B: no umlaut

akoAoLOfoL infinitive aorist active
QKOAOUBELY infinitive present active

Compare immediate context:

NA%" John 13:36 amekplOn [a0t®] ‘Incodg: 6ToL LTEYyw 00 GUVKONL WOL
VOV dkoiouBfonl, dkolovdnoelc 6¢ Votepov.

akoAovdely €

Compare also:

27 ’ b4 \ s ~ ) / / \
NA%" John 13:33 TekVL, €TL PLKPOV UeB’ DUOV €Ll (NTNoETE We, Kol
kabwe elmov toi¢ ‘Tovdalolg OTL OTOL €yw UTAYw URELC o0 dUraobe
EAOELY, Kol VULV A€Yyw GPTL.

It is possible that dkoAovBfowL is a conformation to immediate context, verse
36. C has aK0AOVOELV also in verse 36. Perhaps it is a conformation to common
usage. John uses PTL only with the present or perfect.

The support is very slim.

Rating: - (indecisive)



The phrase amekptiOn ‘Inoolg appears 23 times in John and only in one case
(18:8) some scribes added a pronoun. This suggests that also here no addition
took place but that B, C, L omitted the pronoun. Perhaps this was for stylistic
reasons, because A€YyeL TG appeared earlier in the verse already.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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100. Difficult variant
NAZ" John 14:4 koL Omov [€yw] UTayw oldete THY 080V.

BYZ John 14:4 kel OTOL €yw UTAyw 0ldaTe Kol THY 080V 0LdwTe,

Byz P66*, A, C, D, A, 0,V 0141, f1, f13, Maj,
Lat, Sy, sa, ac?, arm, geo, goth, Bois, [Trg™]

txt  P66S, 01, B, C*, L, Q, W, X, 33, (579), 1071, pc, a, sa™, pbo, bo
o0k oldute TNV 060V 579

Y 060V oldate 157

otdote L1127 (acc. to NTS 14, 1967, p. 140), h.t. from Byz?

omit €yw: P66, D, L, W, X, O, f1, f13, 565, 1424, pc,
it(a, b, d, e, ff?, q, r'), pbo, bo™

Lat(c, f, vg) has €YW.
Lacuna: P75
B: no umlaut

Compare next verse 5:
NA? John 14:5 Aéyel a0T® Owuac KipLe, olk oldoper mod ULTRyeLE:
TAC duvopedo Thy 060V €ldévaL;

In the following verse Thomas also separates the two things:

a) where Jesus goes and b) to know the way.

It is possible that the Byzantine text is a conformation to that separation. At
least the Byzantine text fits better to Thomas reply.

On the other hand it is also possible that the txt reading is a stylistic
improvement. Note the reading of 157, which also looks like a stylistic
improvement. Metzger on the other hand notes the "syntactical harshness" of
the shorter text.

Note the negation of 579!



Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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101. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? John 14:5 Aéyel a0T® Owuac kipLe, olk oLdoper mod ULTRyeLE:
TAc duvouebo Thr 000V eidéval;

TOC oLdaey TNV 060V B, C*, NA%®, WH, Weiss, Tis, Trg, Bal

TRC TNV 080V 0oldoyey D

one of these: a,b,d, e, pbo
Tis adds: m, aeth, Cyr, Tert"® 24
quomodo novimus viam a
quomodo viam scimus b
quomodo viam novimus d, e, m

txt P66,01°, A, C K, L, Q, W, X, 0, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, 33,
157, 565, 579, 1071, Maj,
Lat, Sy, sa, ac?, bo, goth, Trg™
TAC TNV 000V €eidévor Suvauedo; 01
TAC TNV 000V duvauebo eldévol; K

Tertullian (ca. 215 CE, Adversus Praxean, ch. 24):

"Erant plane qui et tunc non intellegerent: quoniam et Thomas aliquamdiu
incredulus, Domine, inquit, non scimus quo eas, et quomodo viam novimus? Et
Tesus, Ego sum via, veritas et vita; .."

Lacuna: P75
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse:
4 14
NA* John 14:4 koL 0oL [€yw] LTAYW OLdKTE TNV 680V.

The txt reading sounds like a stylistic improvement.

On the other hand the B, C, D reading could be a conformation to the previous
verse:

kel OTou [éyw] LToyw - 00K OLdoper Tod DTAYELS

oldate TNV 060V - TAC oldaper THY 060V



Both readings must be very early. Weiss (Jo Com.) thinks that the simple B
reading must be original.

Zahn (Comm. Jo) calls the txt reading a "pedantic emendation" and opts for the
B reading.

Note another B, C* agreement in 14:7: omitting OTOV.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 244
NA?" John 14:7 €1 €YVWKOTE e, KL TOV TUTEPK UOL YVWOETHE.
Kol G GPTL YLVWOOKETE aDTOV KoL €WPAKKTE qDTOV.

BYZ John 14:7 €l EYVWKELTE e Kol TOV THTEPK OV EYVWKELTE Qv
Kol T GPTL YLVWOKETE aDTOV Kol €WPOKNTE oDTOV

a) EYVOKOTE
Byz A,B,C,D L, Q X A 0,V 0141,0211, f1, 22, f13, 33, 892, Maj,
NA® WH, Weiss, Trg, Bal, SBL

txt P66, 01, D*, W, 579, pc, Ir-™
EYVOKOTOL P66
eyvwketal W (For ate W sometimes writes atoL. For €LT€, W writes
€LToL. What we have here is an exception.)

b) YVWoeahe
Byz A,C%, A, 0211,0, 13,892, Maj
txt P66,01,D, W, 579, pc

av foette B, C* L, Q N, X, ¥, 0141, f1, 22, 33, 565, dl,
NA?°, WH, Weiss, Trg, Bal, SBL

EYVWOKOTE ... YrWoeohe P66, 01, D, W, 579
EYVWKELTE ... EYVWKELTE AV A, C3, 0, f13, 892, Maj
EYVWKELTE ... AV N0€eLTE B,C*, L, Q N, X, P, 0141, f1, 22, 33, 565, dl

Swanson has Q for €yVWKeLTE AV in error. NA, Tis and IGNTP (majuscule) have
av NoeLte for Q (so also Tis in his Q-edition)!

The readings of the versions are not really unequivocal here.

Lacuna: P75

B: no umlaut

€yvwkate indicative perfect  active 2nd person plural
€YVWKeLTe indicative pluperfect active 2nd person plural
Yvwoeabe indicative future  middle 2nd person plural
noeLTe indicative pluperfect active 2nd person plural



txt "If you know me, my Father also you will know."
Byz + Betal. "If you had known me, my Father also you would have known."

Compare:

NA%" John 8:19 €l éuc fdeLte, Kol TOV TUTEPE WOou AV NBELTE.
BYZ John 8:19 €l éu¢ fdeLte, Kol TOV TUTEPK UOL TOELTE AV
not in NA:

Byz 01, ®©, 13,157, 579, Maj

txt P39, P66,P75,B,L,N, W, ¥, f1, 33, 1071

omit dv: D

AV TOELTE is very probably a harmonization to 8:19 where the words are safe.

It is possible that €yvwkeLte AV is also a reminiscence to 8:19. Additionally it
is possible that the second €yVWKeELTE is a conformation to the first €yVWKeLTe
(so Weiss).

The following kKoL 4T &PTL YLYWOKeTE OTOV = "From now on you do know
him", seem to suggest that earlier they did not know him.

Metzger translates:

txt "If you have come to know me [as in fact you do],
you shall know my father also."

Byz "If you had come to know me [which, alas, you do not],
you would have knowledge of my father also."

The txt reading is a promise, the Byzantine reading a reproach. Metzger writes:
"Despite the harmony between this statement [txt] and the rest of verse 7,
another interpretation of Jesus' words gained wide currency [Byz] ... The latter
construction [Byz] (a condition contrary to fact), seems to have arisen either
because copyists recalled Jesus' reproach against unbelieving Jews in 8:19 or
because Philip's question (verse 8) and Jesus reply (verse 9) suggested to them
that the disciples knew neither Jesus nor the Father."

K. Aland adds a minority vote:

"The purpose of the Evangelist as well as the laws of textual development have
been misunderstood. If a negative and a positive statement about the Apostles
stand side by side in the textual fradition, the positive one is usually the later."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

’ ’ ’ ’
NA%" John 14:7 €l €yVWKaTé Pe, Kol TOV TaTEPK UOoL YrwoeoBe. kal o’
APTL YLVWOKETE aDTOV Kol €wpokate 00TV,

omit: B, C*,r!, vg™, Irt" NA®°, WH, Weiss

txt  WH™, [Trq]

Lacuna: P75
B: no umlaut

"If you know me, you will know my Father also.
From now on you do know him and have seen [him]."

Compare:
NA? Mark 11:2 Aloote adTOV Kol QEépETe.

Ellipsis (from €AAELT® = "leave out"): Typical in Greek, the pronoun is omitted
where it can be supplied easily from context.

The support is very slim.

Note another B, C* agreement in 145, see above.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 146) thinks that the €wpakute without the adTOV would
have been much too striking to be secondary.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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102. Difficult variant:

NAZ" John 14:9 AéyeL adt® O ‘Inoold¢ TOOOUTH) YPOVE ed DUV elul
Kol 00K EYVWKAC pe, DLALTTE, 0 €wPOKWE EUE EWPOKEY TOV THTEPN
TOC oL Aéyelg delfov NMULY TOV THTEPW;

BYZ John 14:9 Aéyel adte) 0 ‘Incolc, Toooltov ypdvov ued LUV
elpl, kol obk éyvwkag pe, DLALTTE, ‘O €wpakwe EUe, €WpaKey TOV
TOTEPN” KOL TR 0L A€yele, Actéov MUV TOV THTEPQ;

Byz P66,P75,01%, A, B, X, 0, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 579, Maj,
NA?°, WH, Weiss, Gre, Trg, Bal

txt  01%% D, L, Q,W,pc, Ir*, WH™, Trg™, Tis
Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" Hebrews 4:7 ALy TLve Opllel muépav, onuepor, év Aavld Aéywy
Leto TooodTor ¥povov, kudwe TPoeLpNToL:

LXX 4 Maccabees 5:7 ai60DUeL Yop OOL THY MALKLOV Kol TNV TOALLY NV
weto tTooobtov €ywr ypovov ol pot dokelc driocopeilv th Iovdulwy
YPWHEVOG Bpnokele

Compare Josephus: He uses both versions:
Jwr 1:665 Kol TOOOUTR XPOvw GUAKERC LOLOLC TEKVOLG KATEALTEY €V O¢

TOLC KOT' OLKOV QTUYEOTOTOC

Ant 10:60 Kol TOOOUTW HETHEL YPOVW [T WETOVONOOVTEC TOV T
TPodNTAOV ToDTO TUPELVODVTWY CWPPOVELY

In Ant 1:317, 6:317, Jwr 2:413 he uses T000UTOV YpOVOV.

Johannine usage:
NAZ" John 7:33 €lmer ol 0 Inoolc’ €t xpOrov ULKpoV Hed’ LUV elul
NA?" John 13:33 TekVio, €TL ULKPOV WeB’ DUV €iuL

add ypovov: O01,L, 0, ¥, 13, 28, 157, 1071, pc

The phrase appears only two more times in the Greek Bible, both in the
accusative.



John uses ¥POVOC three more times, also always in the accusative (5:6, 7:33,
12:35). Weiss (Com. John) says the accusative was generally the more common.
The question therefore is why someone should change the accusative into the
dative?

The evidence for the dative is curiously divided. The text of 01 is not Western
anymore in this part of the Gospel and comparatively close to W. Q appears to
be a mixed text.

Perhaps idiomatic usage.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA? John 14:11 TLOTEVETE POL OTL &YW €V TG ToTpl KoL O ToTnp €V
€uol: el 8€ un, oL To épyo adTO TLOTEVETE

BYZ John 14:11 TLOTEVETE POL OTL €Yyw €V T¢) THTPL Kol O THTnp €V
€uol: el 8¢ un oL To épyo aOTO TLOTEVETE oL

Byz A,B,Q, XA 0,%¥, 0141, f1, f13, 1071, Maj,
it(a, b, ff?, q), Sy-H, bo, goth, WH™, NA*®, [Trq]

txt Pé66,P75,01,D,L, W, 33,579, 1071*, 1241, al,
Lat(aur, ¢, d, e, f, r!, vg), Sy-C, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, sa, ac?, WH, Weiss

Sy-S omits verses 10b-11.
Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Very probably a conformation to the preceding TLOTEVETE WOL (so also Weiss).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 14:13 kLl O TL GV olthonte €v 16 Ovopatl pov todto
TOLNOW, Lvo 60EwaOf} O TaThHp €V TG LLE.

NAZ" John 14:14 &y TL altrionté pe év T¢ Ovdéuati pov éyw moLNow.

NA?" John 14:15 'E0V &yamdte pe, TOG EVTOMG TOC RIS TNPNoETE:

omit verse: X, A*, 0141, f1, 22, 565, pc, L253, b, vg™, Sy-S, Sy-Pal, arm, geo
A*, 0141, 118, 205, 209, pc omit from Lva verse 13 on.

verse post 1TOLT']00) in verse 13: 157, 1010

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare:

27 V4 N b 4 \ 4 b ~ Pl /4 ’ ~
NA?" John 15:16 O TL Qv altnonte TOV TaTépe €V TG OVOUNTL Lo &G
VULV,

NA?" John 16:23 &V TL ailTnonte TOV TOTEPX €V TG OVOUATL HOL SWoeL
VULV,

The omission is probably due to h.t. iV - €0V or TOLNOW - TOLHOW).

Metzger additionally suggests that it is possibly omitted as redundant after the
very similar statement in verse 13. Or that it has been omitted deliberately to
avoid contradiction with 15:16 or 16:23.

There is no reason why the words should have been added.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:
NA%" John 14:14 €0V TL lTNONTE PE €V TG OVOPKTL KoL €Y TOLNOW.

omit: A, D, K IL L, Q,Y, 69, 157,1071, 1241, 1424,
Maj-part[G, M, Y, A™], it(a, aur, b, d, e, q, r'), vg™*, Co, Trg

txt P66, P75"% 01, B, W, ©, 060, 0211, f13, 2, 28, 33, 579, 700,
Maj-part[E, H, U, T, A, Q], c, f, (ff%), vg, Sy, arm”*c, goth,
NAZ®, [Trg™], [Robinson’®']

TOV TOTéPe.  pc
apatre meo  ff?, aeth

WH have i€ in brackets.

Lacuna: P75, C

X, A*, 0141, f1, 565, pc, b, vg™, Sy-S, Sy-Pal, arm omit the verse probably due
to h.t.

Arm“¢ = Uscanus (Oskan, Usgan) edition from 1666.

P75 has a lacuna here, but the text with € fits the space better.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse:
NAZ" John 14:13 Kol
TOLNOW, Lvo 60Enab
And following verse:

NA%" John 14:15 "Eov 4yamaté pe, T0C EVTOMC TOG EUNG TNPNoETE:

4

TL Qv altnonte év Tt Ovouati pou TodTo
THTNP €V TG ULG.

0
N
(0]

"If in my name you ask me for anything, I will do it" sounds awkward. Either you
"ask me" or you "ask in my name", but both? How could one "ask me in my name"?
So € is certainly the harder reading. The Byzantine omission is either intended
to remove this problem or it is a harmonization o the previous verse (so Weiss).
As for the complete omission of the verse one could also argue that it has been
omitted deliberately to avoid contradiction with 15:16 or 16:23.

On the other hand it is possible that the txt reading is a harmonization fo the
following verse, but this is not very likely.


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:
NA%" John 14:14 €0V TL lTNOMTE UE €V T¢) OVOUNTL WOU YR  TOLNOW.

No txt in NA and SQE!

t00T0 P75,A,B,L, T, A, ¥, 060, 124, 33, 1071, pc,
c,g', rl, 114, vg, Trg™, WH, Bal

txt P66*,01,D,Q, W, 0O, f1, f13, 579, Maj, it, WH™, Tis
T00T0 éyw  P66S, 1241
€yw ToDTO  M*

X, 0141, 565 omit verse due to h.t.
Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verses 12-13:

NA%" John 14:12 "Auny dquny Aéyw LPLY, 0 TMLOTEDWY €Lg EUE TO €pYe O
€Yw TOLD Kakelvog Tolnoel kel pel{ove TOUTWY TOLNoeEL, OTL éYw
TPOC TOV TATEPK TOPEVOUNL®

NA%" John 14:13 kol O TL Qv althonte év T@ Ovouati pov todto
TOLNOW, Lvo 60EwaOf O TaThHp €V TG LLE. safel

ComPare also:

NA*" John 15:16

V4 Y4 \ 4 \ / ~ 4 ’ ~ 3 ~

v 0 TL AV olTNONTE TOV TUTEPK €V TG OVOUKTL HOU 6G) LULY.
100TW TOLow 13

Probably T0UTO is a conformation to the previous verse, where it's safe (so
already Weiss). Also the support for TOUTO is incoherent.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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103. Difficult variant
NAZ” John 14:15 B0V &yamdté Ue, T0C EVTOANG TOG RIS TNPTOETE

BYZ John 14:15 'EqV &yom@té e, TOC EVTOALS TOC EUNC TNPYOOTE.

Byz Tnprioate A,D,Q,W,X, A, ©,0141, 0211, f1, f13, 157, Maj,
Latt, Sy, arm, goth
txt Tnphoete B, L, ¥, 1010, 1071, pc, Co
Tnpenonte P66, 01, 060, 33, 579, pc

Lacuna: P75, C
B: no umlaut

ayoTdTe subjunctive present active 2nd person plural
TnpenNocte indicative  future active 2nd person plural
TNPNONTE imperative aorist active 2nd person plural
TNPNONTE subjunctive aorist active 2nd person plural

txt "If you love me, you will keep my commandments."
Byz "If you love me, keep my commandments!"

Compare context:
NA%" John 14:14 €0V TL lTNOMTE WE €V T¢) OVOUNTL OV €Y® TOLNOW.
NA?" John 14:21 0 €WV TOC EVTOANC HOU Kol TNPQRV DTG
EKELVOC €0TLY O GyomdY e’
NA?" John 14:23 €0V TLC YT WE TOV AOYOV oL TnPnoeL,
NA%" John 14:24 0 UT) GyoTAV Ue TOLUC AOYOUC LOU 0D TNPEL’

Compare also:
NAZ?" John 8:51 &V TLC TOV €OV AGYOV Tnpnon, ..
NA? John 15:10 €0V TOC EVTOANC OU TNPNONTE, ...
NA?" John 15:20 €L TOV AQYOV [OL €TNpnony,

Kol TOV DUETEPOV TNPMOOUCLY.
NAZ" John 17:6 00OL QO0V KOUOL DTOVE €BWKOG

Kol TOV AOYOV 00U TETNPNKOV.
NA?" 1 John 2:3 €V TOC €VTOANS 0DTOD TNPGUEY.
NA%" 1 John 2:5 0¢ &’ &v tnpf avtod tov Adyov,

peL (Imp.) 018, 33, 81, 1241, pc




NA?" 1 John 3:22 OTL TG €VTOANG aDTOD TNPODUEY

27 \ [ ~ \ b \ 5 ~ ) b ~ /
NA%" 1 John 3:24 KoL O TNPRV TOG EVTOANG KDTOD €V DTG WEVeL
NA?" 1 John 5:3 v T0C €VTOANS 0DTOD TNPGUEY

Difficult to judge on internal grounds.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
= either TNPMNOETE or TNPNOTTE is correct.
(after weighting the witnesses)
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14:16 and 15:11
NA%" John 14:16 KOYW €PWINOW TOV TUTEPK Kol GAAOV TaPUKANTOV
dwoel LY, Tra ned” LUV €lg Tov aldva 1,

BYZ John 14:16 Kl €Y® €PWTNOW TOV THTEPK KUl GAAOV THPUKATTOV
8woeL VULV Tvo hévny ped LUV elc tov aldve

Byz P66,A,D, W, A, ©,0141, f1, f13, 1241, Maj, vg, Sy-H

txt P75,01,B,L,Q, X, ¥, 060, 33", 1071, pc, it, Sy-H™
Tva wed’ LpdV €ig Tov aldve § P75, B, 060", b, WH™, Weiss
v pued’ tudv M eig tov aldve 01, it, Tis, Bal
Tva ) ued LuQY eig tov aldve L, Q, X, ¥, 339, 1071, pc,
e, Sy-H™, NA?°, WH, Trg, SBL

060 (6™ CE, P. 5877, Berlin):Wrongly transcribed in IGNTP. They give:

OWOEL LULY LV

[Le]O vpwy €Lg Tov

[t pelvn to Ty
This would be a singular reading.
It is pretty clear that this is simply the txt reading! This can be tentatively confirmed from the
plate in the IGNTP volume, because pevn does not fit the space. The parchment suffers from
strong bleed- and shine-through. Subtracting everything that comes from the verso, there is
nothing before the WO (from verse 17) except for a highpoint, which is closing verse 16.
al@dve 1 is also the text given in the ed. pr. by A.H. Salonius (ZNW 26, 1927 p. 103). Also NA

has it correctly.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Same in 15:11:

NA%" John 15:11 Tabte AcAaAnke DUIV Tve M yop 1) €un €v LULy 1 Kol
T Y0P VLAV TANPWOTR.

BYZ John 15:11 Tadte AcdaAnko DUIv Ty 1) yop 1) €U év Duiv pelvn,
Kol 1) Xepo VU@V TANPWOR

Byz 01,L, X, 0250, f13, Mqj
txt A,B,D,0,Y, fl,33, 565,579, 1071, 1241, L844, pc, Lat, Sy
omit: 157

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

Compare:

NA%" John 3:2 €v un M 0 Oeo¢ pet’ adTod.

omit 1): P66*, L

NA?" John 9:31 &AL’ €av TLG BeooePne N kol TO OEANUe adTod TOLf
v for 7): P66

NA?" John 16:24 Ty 1) Yope DUDV 1) TETANPWUELT.

nv for f: W

> \ b )

NA?” John 17:26 (v 1) dyamm ... €v adTol¢ 1) KAYW €V adTOlC.
nv for 7): P66
omit: 579

Compare also next verse:

NA?" John 14:17 DU€LC YLVWOKeTe oDTO, OTL Top’ UULY WEVEL Kol €V
VLY €otol.

It is probable that, to avoid the letter H as a verb, this has been changed to
LEVN. Additionally it is a harmonization to the next verse.

There is no reason why someone should change uévn to 1.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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104. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ John 14:17 T0 Tvedue Tthe dAndelac, 0 O koopog ol duvatal Aafelv,
0TL 00 Oewpel adTO OVOE YLVWOKEL VUELS YLVWOKETE a0TO, OTL e’
VULV PéveL Kol €V DUV €oTol.

txt not in NA and SQE!

Eotly  Pe6*, B, D*, W, 0211, f1, 69, 22, 565, pc, it, vg™, Sy-C, Sy-P, WH, Trg
est

txt P66, P752,01, A, D%, Q, X, ©, ¥, 0141, 13, 339, 157, 579, 1071, Maj,
erit aur, r', vg, Sy-S, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, Co, arm, WH™, NA?®

P75: The reading, given as ...JaL in the ed.pr. and reproduced like that in
Swanson, isn't clear at all. The printed NA does not give the notation for txt.
The online NA indicates P75 as completely missing for this word, which is

probably correct.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

\ \ S ~
Kol ouv vuty  fl

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

YLWWOKETE indicative present active 2nd person plural

LEveL indicative present active 3rd person singular
€oToL indicative future middle 3rd person singular
P66..  "You know him, because he abides with you, and he /s in you"
txt "You know him, because he abides with you, and he wi// be in you"

Compare previous verse:
NA%" John 14:16 KOYW epwrnow TOV ‘lTOLTEpOL Kol GAAOY TapAKANTOV
dwoel LY, Tra uee’ Upwv €lg Tov aldve 1,

v pévn wed tpdv eig tov aldva

The Spirit is not yet there. The future tense is more appropriate therefore.
With €0TLV being original, €Tl would be a natural conformation to context.

On the other hand is possible that the present tense is a conformation to the
tense of the previous verbs, especially YLVWOKeTE (so Weiss).


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

Metzger writes: "A majority of the Committee interpreted the sense of the
passage as requiring the future €0TaL, which is adequately supported.”

MeveL can be present péveL or future pevel. If scribes interpreted it as
future, €0TaL would have been a conformation to that tense.

Jo uses three times elsewhere €V + dative of a person + €0TLV, but never €0ToL
(7:18, 12:35, 14:10).

Compare:

e James M. Hamilton Jr. "Appendix 2: 'He Is with You, and He Is in You?'
The Text of John 14:17¢," in: God's Indwelling Presence, The Holy Spirit
in the Old and New Testaments, NACSBT; Nashville: Broadman and
Holman, 2006, p. 175-82.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NAZ" John 14:20 év ékelvy T MUépe YvwoeoBe DUELC OTL €yw €V TG
TTPL oL Kol VHELS €V EUoL KAYw €V LLV.

No txt in NA and SQE!

VUELC YYWoeaDe
P75, B, L, M*, Q, X, 060, 0141, 33, 1071, L844, pc, Trg, WH

txt P66,01,D,W,Y, f1, f13,579, Maj
YYwoeoBe A, A, O, pc

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare context:

27 \ ~ ~ 9 ’ o\ e 4 b ’
NA%" John 14:17 10 Tvedpo Thc aAndelog, 0 0 kOopog o0 SuVATHL
AoBety, 0TL 00 Bewpel adTO 0DSE YLVWOKEL VUELC YLVWOKETE oUTO,
OTL Top’ VIV pével kol €v DULy €otol.

Compare:
NAZ?" John 16:20 QUMY GUNV A€yw LULY OTL KAXDOETE Kol Bpnrnoete

~

VU€LC,

John normally uses the order DUELG - verb. The order verb - UUELC is very
unusual. There is actually only one other example: Jo 16:20, here the order is
safe.

The P75, B reading is clearly the easier reading and the support is incoherent.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 14:22 Aéyel adt® Tovdeg, oby 0 TokapLwtng kiple, [kel] Tl
véyover OTL NULY UéAdeLg EudarvileLy 0eauTOV Kol ODYL TG KOOWW;

omit P66*,P75,A,B,D,E L, M, X, 0, A, 0211, 0233, 33, 700, 1071, 1241,
al, TR, Trg, WH, SBL

txt P66 01, W, ¥, 0141, 0250, f1, f13, 579, Maj

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" John 9:36 GmekplOn ékelvoc kol elmer: kol TiC €oTLv, KUpLE, Ty
TLOTEVOW €LC AVTOV]

omit kal: 01*, A, L, ©, 1241, pc

Compare also:
NA%" Mark 10:26 0ol 8¢ TePLOOKC EECTANOOOVTO AEYOVTEC TPOC €LTOVC!
kol Tig dlvatal owdfveL;

There is no reason for the addition of kal. Probably it has been omitted as
redundant or to improve style. Similar Jo 9:36.

Weiss (Com. John) thinks that the Kol has been omitted, because it was not
understood. It connects the question with the previous words.

Metzger notes that "in Talmudic discussions, however, questions are normally

introduced with 'and’.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:
NA%" John 14:24 0 WUT GyomT@V We TOUC AOYOUC WOU 0D TNPeEl: kKol O

)

4 (A J 4 b4 b \ b \ ~ ’ ’ 14
AOYOC OV (LKOUETE OUK €0TLV €UOC AAX TOD TeMtVTOg He TTPOC.

-

[ A b /

0 €uoc OV dkolete D, L844, pc, d, rl Sy-H, Sy-Pal, ac?, mf, pbo, arm, geo

e )

0 egt‘)g a, e, Did, Chrys, Bois
sermo meus a
verbum meumd, e, r'

Lacuna: C
B umlaut! (p. 1372 B 41) 00 Tnpel’ kol 0 A0Yyog OV dkovete

Compare:

NAZ" John 7:6 0 KoLPOC O €UOC

NAZ?" John 8:37 OTL 0 A0YOC O €UOC 00 YWPEL €V LULV.

NA?" John 12:26 k&l OTOU €lpl €YW €kel Kol O SLEKOVOC O EUOC €0TOL:

The support for 0 €UOG is not very strong, but diverse. Strange. Probably added
for stylistic reasons to correspond with the second €0C.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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105. Difficult variant

NA%" John 14:26 0 6¢ ToPAKANTOG, TO TVeduo TO GyLov, O TeEUPeL O
THTNP €V TG OVOUATL OV, EKELVOC LUAC OLO0EEL TVTe Kol DTORVNOEL
VUAG Tovte o elmor DUy [€yk].

BYZ John 14:26 0 8¢ TopakAnNTOC TO TVeDUK TO GyLov O TéERYeL O Tatnp
€V TG OVOPNTL oL EKETVOC LG OLdakel TOVTo Kol LTORVNOEL
VUG VT O €LTOY DLV

Byz elmov upiv P75,01, A, D, A, ©, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, 565, 579, 1071,
Maj, Latt, Co, goth, Gre, Trg, Tis, Bal, SBL

txt elmov LUV €yw B, L, 060, 0141, 127, 1819, WH, NA%
éyw elmov LWIv X, 33
elmov &YW Cyr (Tis)

060 (6™ CE, P. 5877, Berlin): Not listed in IGNTP but in NA. At the place in
question (the image is in the IGNTP volume) the parchment is quite damaged,
but part of the W of €QgWV and the bottom part of the vertical bar of g can
be seen. After it comes €LpYNV. €yw is also in the ed. pr. by A.H. Salonius
(ZNW 26, 1927 p. 103).

There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

Swanson has 33 for Byz!
Lacuna: P66, C, W
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA%" John 1:31 KGYW OUK MdeLY alTOV, QAL v ¢povepwbdfi @ Topami
SLe. ToDTo NABOV €yw €V VoutL Bamtilwy.

omit €yw: 28, 157

NA? John 18:21 TL W€ EPWTAC; €PWTINOOV TOUC GKMKOOTHG TL €AaANCw
a0TOlC Loe olToL oldaoLy o €lTov €Y.

It is possible that €y has been added to make clear that €Lov is 1" person
singular and not 3™ person plural. This is supported by the rather unusual
support (two Byzantine minuscules) and the differing word order.

This construction with €y is not unusual in John.

On the other hand it is possible that €Y has been omitted as unnecessary.


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

It is also possible to take €yW with the next verse:
€YW 27 elpnuny adinul LUIY, elpnumy Ty éuny SL8wuL LpiY:

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 138) notes that a secondary €y® would have been added at

the beginning for emphasis (as 33 did) and not at the end where it could have
been easily overlooked.

Rating: - (indecisive)
(brackets ok)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 14:31 GAA” v yv@ O KOOWOG OTL Gyom®d TOV THTEPX, KOl
koBwe éveteldatd pou O Tathp, olTwg TOL®. €yelpeaBe, dywuey
evtedbev.

EvToAn Y €dwkey  P75Y¢ B, L, X, 0250, f1, 33, 565, 1071, al,
Lat, pbo, ac?, Cyr, WH, Trg

EVTOAMTY EO6wKeY poL O Tathp B, L, X, 33
€dwkey poL O ToThp EVTOAY  fl

€BWKEY LOL EVTOAMY O Tathp 565

Thy évtoAny fv 8édwker pou 6 mathnp 1071

txt 01,A,D, A, 0, ¥, 0141, f13, 157, 579, 1241, Maj,
d, Sy, Co, arm, goth, NA*, Weiss

omit 0 TTNP: D, d, e, |

mandatum dedit mihi a,aur, f, rl, vg
mandatum mihi dedit e, q
praeceptum dedit mihi c, ££2, |
praeceptum mihi dedit b

mandavit mihi d

Lacuna: P66, C, W
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" John 8:28 dAAX koOWC E6LONEEY e O Tatnp TedTo AUAG.
evetelAlotd woL 1241

NA? John 12:49 0Tl €yw € éuautod olk EAdAnon, GAAL O TEUlC e
TP a0TOC MOL EVTOANY SEBWKEY TL €LTw Kol TL AaANOW.

NA?" John 13:34 "EvtoAy kolvny SLdwuL LULY, ...

NA?" John 15:14 €xv TOLfjTE & €yw EVTEAAOUXL DULV.
NA?" John 15:17 TaDToe EVTEALOUOL VLY, Tvoe dyemite GAANAOUC.



Context:
NA%" John 14:15 "Eov 4yamaté pe, T0C EVTOAMC TOG EUNS TNPNoETE:
NA?" John 14:21 0 €WV TOC EVTOANS HOU Kol TNPQOV DTG

It is possible that we have here a harmonization to 12:49 (so Weiss). In 12:49
the reading is safe. The different word order variants are an additional
indication for a secondary cause.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: - (indecisive)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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106. Difficult variant
NA%" John 15:8 €V TOUTw €60EaaON O Tathip MOL, Lvo KaPTOV TOALY
dépnte kol yYérnabe  €uol podnTol.

BYZ John 15:8 €V TOUTw €860E00BT O TaTNP KOU (Vo KePTOV TOALV
dépnte kol yevnoeoBe éuol padntol

Byz 01, A,K A, Y, 0141, 124, 346, 788(=f13), 33, 700, 1071, Maj,
NA%°, WH"™, Weiss, Tis, Bal

txt  P66" B,D,L, M, S, X, A, ©,II, 0250, f1, f13-part, 565, 579, 1424, dl,
WH

ylvnoBe 579

Swanson has 33 for txt!
Lacuna: C, W
B: no umlaut

dépnte  subjunctive present active 2nd person plural

vévnobe  subjunctive aorist middle 2nd person plural
vevnoeoBe indicative future middle 2nd person plural

ylvopoL  indicative/imperative present middle 2nd person plural

txt "... that you bear much fruit and sha// be my disciples."
Byz "... that you bear much fruit and you will become my disciples."

It is possible that y€éunoBe is a conformation to the preceding GEpTTE in tense
(so Weiss).

The difference in meaning is subtle, if there is one at all.

The error is very probably at least in part accidental.

Metzger writes:

"The Committee found it exceedingly difficult to decide between yévnobe,
which depends upon Tvo and is coordinate with d)épm:e, and yevﬁoeoee, which
probably must be construed as an independent clause or sentence. - Yet on rare
occasions the future indicative occurs with Vo, see Blass-Debrunner §369(2)."



Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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107. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? John 15:10 &V TOC €VTOAXC KOU TNMPNOMTE, Wevelte €V T dyom
LOU, KoOWG €Yyw TOC €VTOANG TOD TaTPOC MOL TETHPNKK Kol HEV®
a0toD €V TH dyomm.

omit second Uov: P66, e, vg™
omit third pou: P66, P75Vidl B, it, WH, Weissgearlier

txt Lat(d, f, r', vg), WH™, NA®, Weiss'™"

Weiss: In his Jo Com. (1893) he recommends to delete the third L0V, but in his
Greek text (1905) he has it.

Note word-order:
eyw ToD TaTpoC TOC €VTOAQC P66, P75"9 B, it
€yw ToD THTPOC KOV TOC EVTOANS 01, vg, Weiss“™"

Note also:
TOC EVTOAAC TOC EUOC A
T ayoemn T éufi 01, X, pc

Lacuna: C, W
B: no umlaut

See complete discussion at Joh 6:65!
The evidence shows that it is slightly more probable that WOV has been added
than that it has been removed.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 15:14 Upel¢ GLAOL pOU €0Te €xv TOLATe 0 €Yw EVTEALOUOL
VULV,

0 B,579, pc, NA®, WH, Weiss, Trg™
txt & P66,01,D,L, X, f1, f13, 565, 1071, pc, WH™

0oo. A, 0, P, 0141, 0250, 33, Maj

Lacuna: C, W

B: no umlaut

(S} .

o accusative neuter plural
e\

0] accusative neuter singular
V4 .
O00¢ accusative neuter plural

Context:
NA?" John 15:7 €0V Welvnte €V €uol Kol T0 PNUETE oL €V LUV pelvm,

2\ ’ b 4 \ ’ € ~
0 €xv BeAnte alTnoaoBe, KoL YEVNOETHL VULV,
oo 01

Compare:

o) ~ ’ 14
NA%" John 11:45 IIoAdolL oUv ¢k TV ‘Tovdalwy ol €ABOVTEC TPOC TNV
MopLop kel Ocaoouevol 6 éTolnoey €émiotevoay €i¢ adTov:

0 émoinoer  P66*Vd, A B, C, D, f1, pc
txt P6(4™ CE), P45, 01, A*, L, W, X, ©, P, 0250, f13, 33, Maj
000, €Tolnoey  P66C, 0141, pc

NA?" John 11:46 TLveC &€ €€ abT@V amfirBor mpoc Toug PapLonloug Kol
elmov adtolc o émoinoer ‘Inoolc.
(3.

0 C,D, M, f13-part, pc
ooo A, K IIY, A, f13-part, pc

Compare discussion at Jo 4:29 and 11:45 above.
The normal Johannine usage clearly seems to be . Perhaps the 0 is a

reminiscence of 15:7?

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 15:20 pvnuovelete oD A0youv o0 €yw €lmor LULY* oK €0TLY

dobloc pellwy tod kuplov aldtod. €l é&ue  EdLwEav,

SLfovoLy: €l TOv  A0yov pou  éThpnoay, Kol o TOV
4

TNPNOOUTLY.

00K éTnpnooy ... o0 TNPNoouoLY  cj. A. Pallis, 1926

B: no umlaut

15:19 If you belonged to the world,

the world would love you as its own.

Because you do not belong to the world,

but I have chosen you out of the world
therefore the world hates you.

20 Remember the word that I said to you,
'Servants are not greater than their master.'
If they persecuted me, they will persecute you;
if they kept my word, they will keep yours also.

KoL UGG

VUETEPOV

Interesting conjecture. Makes good sense. But the omission is difficult to
explain. There is the possibility that the double OU caused confusion in the first

place: MoOuUuouk.

On the other hand the txt reading makes good sense, too: It contrasts those

who persecute, with those who keep the word.

A. Pallis writes (Notes, 1926): "for TaDTe TEVTE TOLNOOUOLY €1 UUAC OLK
T0 OVOUO ROV, OTL ODK OLdOLY TOV MEUPAVT € [they will do all these things to
you on account of my name, because they do not know him who sent me] of the following
verse, as well as LO€L DUAC O kOOUOC of v. 19, assert that this blind and
malignant world has ever hated the apostles, and therefore nothing but violence,
and not conformity with their teaching, was to be expected therefrom."
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Minority reading:
NA%" John 16:1 Tadte AcdoAnke LUIv Tvo pn okevdaAlodfjte.

omit: 01*, 1424*

01* corrected by 01,

1424: o deleted and added above v, in the space [i1) added.
Lacuna: P75, C, W, X

P75 is not extant anymore from here to the end!

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" John 6:64 GAL" €loly € ULUGV TLveC ol ob mLotebovoLy. fdeL yop
€€ apyfic 0 ’Inoodc TLveC €lolv ol Un TLOTEDOVTEC KoL TLC €0TLY O
TPoSWoWY )TOV.

omit un: 01, 6, X°™, 1071, 1243, pc, aur, vg¥">*, Aug

An interesting omission. There is no reason for it.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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108. Difficult variant

NA%" John 16:4 GAAG ToDToe AcdaAnke DUV Tvee Otow €AOT 1) Wpo edTRY
urmuovednte adT@y 0tL €yw eimov vulv. Toadto 8¢ LUIY € dpyfic ok
elmov, OTL hed’ VU@V Auny.

BYZ John 16:4 GAAG TeDTe A€AaAnke DUV Lvo Oter €A0m 1) Opo
urmuovednte adtdy 0tL éyw eimov LWiv Tadte 8¢ VWiV € dapyfic olk
elmor OTL ped LUV Huny

0TV prnuoveinte adt®r  P66YY, 019, A, B, O, T, 0211, 0233, 118, 124,
33,157, 1071, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo™, goth
oaOTOV pynuoveinte 01¢ L, f13, L2211, pc, Lat

puvnuovelnte otV  01*, A, ¥, 0141, 1, 230, 1689, 565, 700, 1424,
Maj, ff2, Sy-Pal, bo™*, Tis, Bal
puvnuoveinte D, 788, a, d, Sy-S, Co, arm

Tregelles has the 2" a0TQV in brackets.
Lacuna: C, W, X
B: no umlaut

... so that when their hour comes you may remember them ...
... S0 that when their hour comes you may remember ___ ...
... S0 that when the hour comes you may remember them ...
... so that when the hour comes you may remember ...

It appears that the double 6OTGV was a problem for the scribes. They omitted
one or the other or both. Weiss (Jo Com.): "much too difficult o be secondary".

It is not clear what 1) WP means without €OTOV. Elsewhere in John Jesus'
hour is meant. So, it is possible that 0TV has been added or moved from the
later to the earlier position (as in 01!).

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA% John 16:7 GAL’ €yw TNV GANBelar A€yw LRIV, ouudépel Lply Ly
EYW GTEADW. €XV Yop UT GTEABW, O ToPAKANTOC OUK EAEVCETOL TPOC
VUAG € &€ Topevd®, TEUPw adTOV TPOC LUAC.

00 1 €Afn B,L,, 33,1071, pc, NA®?®>, WH, Weiss, Trg, SBL

txt o0k €AeboeTtal 01, A, D, A, ©, 0141, f1, f13, 157, 579, Maj, Trg™

Lacuna: P66, P75, C, W and X
B: no umlaut

Compare context:

NAZ?" John 15:26 “Otar €A01 O TOPOKANTOC OV €yw TeuPw DUTY

NA?" John 16:4 GAAG TaDToe AcAdAnke DRIV Tve Otar €AOn N Wpo adTOY
NA%" John 16:13 Otarv 8¢ €MD €kelrog, TO Tredun ThHC aindeloc,

The form €Acloetal appears only here in John (additionally only once in Mk and
Lk par.).

It is possible that the rare éAc00€TaL has been changed to €AOT) from context.
Weiss (Textkritik, p. 91) thinks that the 00k €Acloetal fits better to the
preceding U1 GTEABw and the following TEUW.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NA? John 16:13 Otav &€ €éAOn ékeivog, TO mredue ThHe &Andelo,
odnynoeL Lpac €v  th  aAnfelee  mdony: o0 yop AoAnoel G’ €xvtod,
QAL 000 GKOVOEL AXATOEL Kol TO EPYOUEVR VY YEAEL DUTY.

BYZ John 16:13 “Otov 8¢ €AOn ékelvog, TO Tredue ThHg &Andelo,
odnynoeL LUAC €ig maooy THY dANBelow: ol yop AwAnoelL ad’ €xvtoDd,
GAL” 000 Qv GkoUOT AMANCEL, Kol T EPYOMEVE GVoyYEAEL VLY.

Byz €i¢ mdoov THv @Anfeilay ¥, 068, 0141, f13, Maj
eic thy dAnBelay maoay A, B, NA*®, WH, Weiss, Trg, Bal

txt 01,D,L,W,0,f1, 33,565,579, 1071, pc, WH", Tis
€V mdon th aAnOelo 0
01* omits Ta.OT)

Lacuna: C, X
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA% John 8:44 koL €V TH GAndBele 00K €0Tnkev,
NAZ?" John 17:17 ayleoov adTolg év Th dAndeie:

The other two occurrences of €V Tf| dAnBelq are safe.
el¢ THy @Andelov appears nowhere in the NT.

e 4
Compare for 00T Y€W:
LXX Exodus 32:34 kol 08Mynoov toOv AoOV ToDTOV €L TOV TOTOV OV
IO 14
€LTd, ool

Probably the two €i¢ readings arose independently.

If there is difference in meaning for 06nYNoeL €ic ("lead into") and O8N YNOEL
€V ("lead within") is difficult to say. Probably idiomatic usage (so also Metzger:
06MyNoeL €l¢ = more idiomatic).

Weiss (Com. John) thinks that the €V reading has probably been influenced by
the LXX, where 66nyé(o often comes with €V (esp. in the Psalms).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 267

109. Difficult variant:

NA%? John 16:13 Otov &€ €MD ¢ékeivog, TO mvedue ThHg @Andelog,
0dNyNoeL LUAC €V ThH GAnOely Toon: ob yop AcAnoel dd’ €cutoD,

GAL” Ooe dkoloeL AxANoEL Kol To EPYOUEVE GVoyYeAEl DULY.

BYZ John 16:13 “Otawv &8¢ €AOn €keilvog, TO mvedue Thg aAndelog,
OdNyNoeL LUAC €l maooy TNV aAndetar: od yoap AwAnoel ad’ €xvtoDd,
GAL’ 0o Qv Gkolon AwAnoeL, Kol To €PYOUEVE GVoyYeAEL DULV.

Byz dkovom A, 0141, 0250, f13, Maj

dkoveL  01,L, 33, NA®®, WH, Weiss, Tis, Bal

txt akoloeL B, D, W, O, P, 054, 0211, f1, 579, 1071,
L844, L2211, pc[E*, H, Y, 2], WH™

Lacuna: C, X
B: no umlaut

akoLOT)  subjunctive aorist
akoULoeL indicative future
akoveL indicative present

It is possible that the future dGkoUocL is a conformation to the following
AoAnoeL (so Tischendorf and Weiss).

Metzger notes: "000. GkOVeL is a dogmatic improvement, introduced to suggest
the eternal relationship of the Holy Spirit with the father." - This appears
rather far-fetched.

Rating: 17 (NA probably wrong)



TVU 268
NA?" John 16:16 MLkpOV Kl ODKETL Bewpelté W€, Kol TOALY ULKPOV Kol
OYre0Pé Lie.

BYZ John 16:16 MLkpOV kol 00 Ocwpelté pe Kol TOALY WLKPOV Kol
OYeoBé e OTL LTEYW TPOC TOV THTEPQ.

Byz A, A 0,Y,fl1,f13, 33, Maj, Lat(aur, c, f, q, vg), Sy, bo®, arm, goth

Kol OTL ... N, ¥, 0211, 69*, 1241, pc, aur
Kol Eyw... 33,892, pc
kol OTL €YD 28

OTL €Yw... 054,1342,pc, TR

txt P5(3rd CE), P66,01,B,D, L, W, 0141, 0250, 1071, pc,
it(a, b, d, e, ff2, 1, r), sa, ac?, boP'

Lacuna: C, X
B: no umlaut

Compare next verse:

27 o o b ~ ~ b ~ \ 9 /4 I4
NA“" John 16:17 €lmay OV €K TOV HoBNTOV ouTOD TPOG GAANAOLG TL
€oTLY TODTO O A€YyeL MUIY' WLKPOV Kol 00 Bewpelté [e, Kol ToALY
LLKPOV kol OYeoBé pe; kol® OTL UTyw TPOC TOV TOTEPQ;

Kol €Y w
Kal OTL €Yw D, O, f1, 157, Maj

Compare verse 10:
NAZ" John 16:10 Tepl SLkoLoolyng 6€, OTL TPOC TOV THTEPE DTOYW Kol
OUKETL Bewpelté pe

The words are required to explain the second part of the disciples question in
verse 17. But the words already appeared in verse 10! So it is probable that the
question in verse 17 refers back to verse 10. Thus, according to Weiss the words
have been added (from verse 17) as being indispensable here. Note that possibly
also the 00 is a conformation to verse 17.

In the Synaxarion one lection ends with verse 13 and the next goes from verse
14 to 30. So it is possible that the words have been added again in verse 16 due
to some such lectionary separation.

There is no reason to omit the words if originally present.



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)



TVU 269

110. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" John 16:18 éAeyov oy’ Ti €0ty tobto [0 Aéyel] TO ULkpOV; olk
oldoper TL AMAEL.

They said, "What is this, what he says 'a little while'?
We do not know what he says."

omit €Aeyov obv D*, it(a, b, d, r'), Sy-S

omit TL AoAel B, pc, aeth
WH have TL AA€l in brackets.

TL €oTLY T00TO O A€YeL TO  pc, Bois, Lachmann, Bal

Tl éoTv todTo O Aéyel 01, B, L, ¥, 054, 33, 1071, pc, Or, WH, Trg
t00T0 TL €0TLY © A€yeL TO A, (°D%?), A, O, Maj, Weiss, NA®®, Trg™, Tis
Tl €0ty todTo T0  P5,01*, D*, W, f1, f13, 565, 579, pc

TiL éotw todto P66, 124

tot0 Tl éOTLY 10 von Soden

omit 0 A€yeL: P5(3" CE), P66, 01*, D*, W, f1, f13, 565, 579, al,
it(a, b, d, e, ff2, r), Sy-Pal, sa, arm
P66, 124 also omit TO (h.t. T0DTO TO)

have 0 AéyeL: 01, A, B, D% L, A, 0, ¥,0250, 33, 892, Maj,
Lat(aur, c, f, q, vg), Sy, bo, goth, Or, NAZ

P5: It is undecidable if P5 reads TO or not, but it quite clearly does not read 0

A€YeL. Compare reconstruction:
geihminmeikronkaiou] gewreiteme
kaipalinmeikronkaioy ] esgemekaioti
egwupagwproston] praelegonoun
tTiestintoutoto] meikronoukoida
mentilaleie] gnwoihsotihgelon
autonerwtan] kaieipenautois
peritoutouzht]eitemetal lhlwn

0141 omits the complete verse (perhaps parablepsis 18 €Acyov o0V - 19 Byz
€Yvw olv)



P66 is not noted in NA for the omission of TO.
Lacuna: C, X
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse 17 :

0 o ~ A ~ !
NA? John 16:17 €Ly o0V €K TGOV uadnt@dv adtod TPog aAinioug:
Tl éotLv ToDTO O A€yeL Muiv: ...

In the previous verse 17 the disciples are already talking. Therefore the éAeyov
o0V at the beginning of verse 18 is not needed and has probably been omitted as
redundant.

The same is true for the omission of TL AxA€l at the end: It has been omitted
as redundant.

The omission of 0 A€yeL is more difficult to explain. Metzger: "the phrase was
deleted either as not absolutely necessary for the sense or was added in order
to clarify the sense."

In the case of P66 it is possible that the scribe simply omitted the phrase due
to h.t. (t00T0 - T0). This seems to have happened independently in 124.

Judging externally one has to decide between
0 A€yeL  uplkpov  01%, B, L, V¥, 054, 33, 1071, pc, Or
and
TO ULKPOV  P5, P66, O1*, D*, W, f1, f13, 565, 579, pc

NA conflates the two readings.

For the omission of TO compare next variant.

Rating: - (indecisive)
(brackets ok)
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111. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NAZ?" John 16:18 €Acyov odv* TL €0TLV TOUTO [0 A€yeL] TO ULKPOV;
o0k OLdaper Tl AnA€L.

No txt in NA and SQE!

omit P66,01° B, L, ¥, 054, 124, 33, 892°, 1071, pc, Or, Trg, WH, SBL
txt 01*, A,D, W, 0, f1, 13, 579, Ma]

70070 TO ULKPOV P52, 01*, D*, W, 1, f13, 565, 579, al
T007T0 LLKPOV P66, 124

T00TO O AéyeL  WLkpov 019, B, L, ¥, 33,892%, 1071, pc, Or
T00TO O A€YeL TO pLKPOV A, DY, ©, Maj

P5: Tt is undecidable if P5 reads TO or not, but it quite clearly does not read 0
A€yeL. Compare reconstruction:
geihminmeikronkaiougewreiteme
kaipalinmeikronkaioyesgemekaioti
egwupagwprostonpraelegonoun
Tiestintoutotomeikronoukoida
mentilaleiegnwoihsotihgelon
autonerwtankaieipenautois
peritoutouzhteitemetal lhlwn

01: The 70 is crossed out by two small diagonal strokes and O K €Qi is written
above it. (Image: CSNTM 58a column D, line 10, folio 254a).

P66 not in NA (for the omission of T0).

0141 omits the verse.

Lacuna: C, X

B: no umlaut



Compare previous context:
NA?" John 16:16-17 MLkpOV kol OUKETL Bewpelté We, Kl TOALY ULKPOV
kol OPeaB€ pe. 17 €lmor obr €k TV padntdr adtod mpo¢ aAiniouc:
Tl €0TLY TODTO O A€YeL MUY ULKPOV Kol 00 Bewpelté pe, Kol TrALY
ULKPOV KoL OYeaBé pe;

Compare also:
NA%" John 4:15 Aéyel TPO¢ a0TOV 1 yuvn kUpLe, 80¢ HoL TohTo T0 LéwWP
NA% John 12:5 &1 TL ToDTO TO POpOV 0Vk €Tpadn

Regarding [0 A€yeL] and [Tl AwA€l] compare the main commentary.
It is possible that the omission of TO is at least in part accidental. It could be
due to h.t. for those MSS (P66, 124) which omit 0 A€yeL:

tToutotomikron

This means P66 should be counted to the 01* reading.

It is possible that the omission of TO is a conformation to the immediately
preceding context, where no TO appears. On the other hand the addition of TO
would be only natural. BDF §267-2a note that T0 is set before a cited word.

It is rather improbable that 0 A€yeL has been added secondarily. It is
stylistically awkward. But it cannot be ruled out that it has been added for
clarification.

TL €0TLY T0DTO TO ULKPOV sounds normal and straightforward.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:
NA% John 16:19 "Eyvw [0] 'Incod¢ 0Tl fBeAov adTov épwTav,

txt not noted in NAI

flueAlov kol NBedov  P66*

fueAloy  P66°, 01, W, 69, 579, pc, ¢, £f2, sa™s?

txt P5"4(3" CE), A, B, D, L, A, ©, P, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 157, 1071, Maj, Co

IGNTP reconstructs P5 (P. Oxy. 208 + 1781) as:
otihgelon

All letters are damaged, but parts are visible and make the reading certain.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

Lacuna: C, X
B: no umlaut

Interesting, because the conflation is supported by the earliest witness.
Probably just a stylistic change.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�
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112. Difficult variant

Minority reading: X

NA? John 16:21 1 yuvn Otav Tikty AOTMY €xel, 0T MABer 7 Wpo
aOTAC

No txt in NA!

3 ’

TILEPQ. P66, D, pc, it(a, b, ¢, d, e, ff?, r'), Sy-S, Sy-P, ac?, Aug
txt P5(3™ CE), 01, A,B,C,L, W, 0, ¥, f1, f13, 33,579, Mqj
Lat(aur, f, q, vg) read txt.

Lacuna: P75, C, X
B: no umlaut

A typical variation.
The versional evidence could be translational freedom.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 16:22 kel UUelg obv viv uev A0 éxete: maily 8¢ Olouol
DUOG, Kol YopnoeToL DUDVY 1) Kepdle, Kol THY Yopoy LUGOV 0D6ELC
alpel agp’ UK.

€kete indicative future active 2nd person plural

€kete  P66,01%, A, D, L, N, W*, Y, 0, II, ¥, 0211, 33, 157, al,
it("habebitis" a, b, d, e, r'), vg™s

txt  P22(3™ CE), 01%, B, C, WS, A, 0141, f1, {13, 579, 1071, Maj,
Lat("habetis" aur, ¢, f, ffZ, g, vg)

W: A C is written above the X. No deletion sign is visible. Therefore NA notes
this as "W ¥ ",

Lacuna: X

B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA%" John 16:20 GUNY GUNY A€Yw LWLV OTL kAxDOETe Kol Bpmymnoete
VUELS, 0 8¢ KOOWOC YoPNOETOL® VHELC AvTnONnoeaBe, GAL’ 1) AT LUGY
€lc upay YevnoeTaL.

The future of €(w is rare. It appears only once in John (8:12). The form €Eete
appears only once in the NT (Rev 2:10).

In the previous verse 20 all verbs are future. Jesus is talking about the things
to come. It is possible that €£cT¢ is a conformation to verse 20.

"And you, therefore, now, indeed, hAave/ will have sorrow;"

Weiss (Jo Com.): "the present was probably not understood".

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 274

Minority reading:

NA%" John 16:22 kol Upele obv vy per AOTmy éxete: maAly 8¢ Ojoual
DUOG, Kol YoPnoeToL DUOVY 1) Kepdle, Kol THY Yopoy LUOV 0D6ELC
oipeL o’ LUV,

apel P5(3™ CE), B, D*, s, T, pc,

it(a, aur, ¢, d, £f2, r'), vg©WV, sa, ac?, bo, arm, WH, NA?®, Trg
épel N
dbeper W

olpeL  P22(3™ CE), P66, 01, A, C, D%, A, ©, ¥, 0141, f1, 13, 33, 157, 579,
1071, Maj, Lat(b, e, f, q, vg), Sy, WH™

Lat: auferet a, ff2, r! fut act ind 3 sing
tollet aur,c, d, ng"WW fut act ind 3 sing
tollit b, vg™' pres act ind 3 sing
aufert e, f,q pres act ind 3 sing
tollat  vg™°E pres act sub 3 sing

Lacuna: X

B: no umlaut

ap€l indicative future active 3rd person singular
olpeL indicative present active 3rd person singular

Similar to the previous case of €xete/€Eete. Probably a harmonization to the
previous future verbs (so Weiss).
The support is good, but not coherent (note S¢ and I).

A. Pallis (Notes, 1926): "wlpeL, a present as an emphatic and vivid form of the
future."

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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113. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA% John 16:23 Kol €V ékelvn TH MUEPr €Ue OUK €PWTNOETE OLOED.
GUNY GUTY A€y DULY, &V TL althonte TOV Tatépn €V T¢) OVOUNTL o

dwgeL DULY.

dwWoeL DULY &V T dvopoTi povu
P5(3" CE), P66?, 01, B, C*, L, X, Y, A, 054, pc, sa, ach?, Oro"Prarer Cyr,
NA?® WH, Gre, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal, SBL

dwoeL LULY 118, 205

txt  P22Y4(3™ CE), A, C%,D, W, O, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, 33, Maj,
Latt, Sy, bo, arm, geo

Of P66 only the 0 of OVOpTL is visible. The reconstruction reads as follows
(the red lines are not present, except the green omikron):

CETAIHIMYNHOTANTIKTHAYTIHNE
XEIOTIHAOENHWPAMAYTHCOTAN

AET ENNHCHTOTIAIAIONOYKETI
MNHMONEYEITHCOAIVEWCAIN

THNXAPANOTIE ENNHOHANOPW
TMTOCEICTONKOCMONKAITMEICOYTN

NYNMENAYTIHNE XETETIMAINAE
OVOMAITMACKAIXAPHCETAIYMON
HKAPAIRMKAITHNXAPANYMWNOYAEIC ) ) )
APEIMIPEIMDYMWUNKAIENEKEINHTH With the txt r‘eadmg this would be:
HMEPAMEMEOYKEPWTHCETEOYAEN

AMHNAMHNAEM OYMINANTINITH AQMHNAMHNAET WYMINANTIAITH
CHTETONTIATE PAAWCEITMINENTW CHTETONITATEPAMENTWONOMATIM
ONOMATIMOYEWCAPTIOYKHTH OYAWCEITMINEWCAPTIOYKHTH

CATAIOYAENENTWONOMATIMOTYAI CATAIOYAENENTWONOMATIMOY A
THCACOAMIKAIAHMWYVE COEINAHXA

PAYMWONHITETTAHPOMENHTAY

TAENTTAPOIMIAICAE ADMAHKAYMIN

EPXETAIWPAOTEOYKETIENTIMPOIMI

AICAMAHCOYTMINMAAJATIAPPHCIA

TTEPITOYTIATPOCATIAIT EAWYMIN

It would be quite unlikely for a scribe to divide a -0V this way, especially (as it
appears possible) to a new page. A normal division and line length is only possible
with the variant reading.

(The ed. pr. is misleading here, because it notes 3 lines missing, but there are
only two. This has already been noted by Aland in his "Neue NT Papyri IT" NTS
article, 1963/64, on P66.)



P22: Of P22 only the final DULV is present, but only the txt reading fits the
required space. Reconstruction:
Tieanaiths[h]t[etonpraentwonomatimoudwsei

umein ew([sar]ti [ouk ...

B: no umlaut
Compare next verses:

NA%" John 16:24 €w¢ PTL ODK HTNONTE OVOEY €V TG OVOUKTL Wou
27 b b I4 ~ ( 4 b ~ bl 14 I4 b ’
NA?" John 16:26 €V €kelvm ThH HUEPE €V TG OVOPNTL Ko aitroeobe,

Compare also:
P
NAZ John 14:13 kol O TL GV olTNonte €V T¢ Ovouati pouv todTo
TOLNOW, Lvo 60EwaOf} O Tathp €V TG ULLE.
27 b bl 4 4 b ~ bl 14 ’ b \ 4
NAZ John 14:14 €0V TL 0LTNONTE WE €V TG OVOUNTL POV €Y® TOLNOW.
NA?’ John 15:16
¥4 (¥4 N M 4 \ 4 bl ~ J /4 ’ ~ € ~
lvoe O TL AV altonte TOV THTEPN €V TG OVOUNTL LOL 8¢ LULV.

The txt reading is congruent with John's style and it appears elsewhere in this
form. These occurrences are safe.

The 01/B reading is unusual. It could therefore be argued that the txt reading
is an attempt to conform this unusual reading to the normal Johannine style.

The support by Y and A is strange.
Weiss (Jo Com.) thinks that the txt reading is from 15:16.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 276

Minority reading:

NA%?" John 16:27 o0TOC Yop O Tatne LAl VWG, OTL UVUELg €ue
TepLANKOTE Kol TemLoTelkote 0TL €yw Tope [tod] Beod EEfAdoV.

NAZ?" John 16:28 €£fA00V Tape ToD TaTPOC Kol €ANALB €lg TOV KOopov:

10D Oeod C3, W, A, Y, 1, f13, 157, 565, 1071, Maj,
NA? Bois, Trg™, Tis, Bal, Weiss®ier
Beod P5(3™ CE), 01%°2, A, N, ©, 33, 579, al, Weiss'“™"
one of these: P66" Lat, Sy-S, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, arm, goth

toD maTpog B, C*, D, L, X, 0141, pc, d, Sy-P, Co, WH, Trg
ToeTpOg 01

Deo patre f£2, ag*

Add kol MKW after €ERAO0V: X, f13 (from Jo 8:42)

P66 has a lacuna, but the v of Be0D is visible.

Note that 124 has ToD 0e0D also in verse 28.

Note also the omission of €£fjA00v Topd TOD THTPOC in verse 28 by:
D, W, b, ff?, Sy-S, ac?, pbo

Weiss: In his Jo Com. (1893) he notes: "the article has to be kept by all means".
Later in his Greek text (1905) he omits the article.
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" John 16:30 €V TOUT(R TLOTEVOEY OTL 4o OcoD EERADCC.

Compare also:
NAZ?" John 1:6 "Eyéveto avbpwmog, Gmeotalévoc Tapd Heod,
NAZ" John 6:46 €L umn 0 OV Topk tod Beod
Tope TOD Tetpog 01
NAZ John 8:40 AedaAnko My fikovow Tepe tod Beod
map Tod motpoc O, f13, 1071
NAZ?” John 8:42 €y® yop €k Tod Oeod EENABor Kol HKw*
NA?" John 9:16 00k €0TLY 00TO¢ Topd Beod O avdpwmoc,
NA? John 9:33 €L un v oltoc mept Bcod, o0k HOVVATO TOLELY ODOEV.
NAZ" John 1:14 80Fav W¢ povoyevodc mopt ToTPOC,




NA?” John 6:45 TaAC O GKOVOKC TP TOD TOTPOC
mapd Tod Beod 1071
NAZ" John 8:38 0. KOVOKTE TOPX TOD TOTPOC TOLELTE.
NAZ" John 10:18 Tty TNV €VToANY éAnBov mapd Tod THTPOC HOU.
NA?" John 15:15 Tovtee & fikovoe mep ToD Tatpodc KoL EYrwpLon LULV.

NAZ?" John 15:26 OV €y TeUPw LUy mepe tod Tatpdc,
70 Tvebuo Thc dAndelog O Tope ToD TUTPOC EKTOPEVETL

A similar case appeared in verses 6:45-46:
45 mope ToD Tatpog  All

45 mapoe ToD Beod 1071

46 map ToD Beod All

46 mapee ToD Tatpog 01

It is especially noteworthy that mapi T0D 00D appears never after 9:33. In
10:18; 15:15; 15:26 Top TOD THTPOC appears. It is possible that scribes
harmonized here to context.

It is possible that TTPOG is a harmonization to O TKTNP earlier in the verse
and to the next verse 28.

There would be ho reason to change TTPOC to 0€0D here.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
External Rating: - (indecisive)

= slight preference for T TPOC.
(after weighting the witnesses)
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114. Difficult reading

Minority reading:

NA* John 16:27 «UTOC Yop O Tatne OGLAEL DUAC, OTL UUELS €ue
TepLANKATE Kol TETLOTEVKaTE OTL €yw Toapd [toD] Beod EERADov.

NAZ" John 16:28 €£RQABoV Topd ToD ToTPOg kol EANALOX €lg TOV KOOWOV*
TOALY GdLNUL TOV KOOROV Kol TOPEVOHKL TPOC TOV THTEP.

)

€k B, C* L, X, V¥, 33, pc, NA® WH, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal, SBL

Topd.  P5(3" CE), P22(3" CE), 01, A, €%, A, ©, 0141, 1, f13, 157, 579,
1071, Maj

D, W omit €£fjA00v Topa. ToD TaTPOG (see next variant).
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ%" John 4:30 EEQABOY &k TR TOAEWC

NAZ?" John 6:65 €0V U1 1 dedopévor adT( €k ToD TUTPOC.
Tapd Tod TaTPOC 28

NA? John 8:42 €yw yop €k ToD Beod €ERABor kol MKw:
Topee ToD Beod 579

NA?" John 8:44 Uuelc ék ToD Tatpo¢ T0D SLaffoAov €éote

NA?" John 8:59 kol €EfABer €k ToD LepoD.

NA?" John 10:32 TOAAG €pyo koA €6€LEo ULV €k ToD Tatpdc:

NA%" John 10:39 kol €EAABEV €k TRC XELPOC AVTGV.

NA%" John 17:8 0tL Tapd cod €EfAbov,

€ERABOV €Kk appears several times in John. Two times €k TOD has been changed
into Tapd TOU. For this reason it is quite possible that €k is original here. It is
probable that TP is a conformation to the previous verse (so also Weiss).

Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)

External Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NA%?" John 16:27 «0TOC yop O TatnP LAl DUBC, OTL UELe €ue
TepLANKOTE Kol TemLoTeVkoTe OTL €yw Tope [toD] Beod EERABov.

NAZ John 16:28 €£AABor Topo ToD TeTpoOC kol EANALOX €lc TOV KOOUOV*
TEALY GPLNL TOV KOOUOV Kol TOPEVOUNL TPOC TOV THUTEPK.

omit €ERA0ov A, 579, a,e,r! (ht)
omit Tapd toD Oeod EEAAOOV EERABOV T (ht)

omit €EfABor mopa Tod TeTtpOc D, W, b, d, ff2, Sy-S, ac?, pbo

eEAABOV Tapa toD Oeod 124

I': The omission due to parablepsis is not noted in IGNTP.
B: no umlaut

The omission by D, W et al. is a Western improvement by removing a redundant
phrase. There is no reason why the phrase should have been added.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA?” John 17:1 §60aOV cou TOV LLOV, vee O LLOC 80Exom O€,

BYZ John 17:1 §6£x00V gou TOV LLOV Tvo Kol O ULOC 00V S0EOT) O€

kel 0 LLOg oov €S K, IL, L, X, A, W, 0141, f13, 33, 1071, Maj,

mss

q. vg™*, arm, goth, Or"
Kol 0 LLOG P107"¢, 0211, e
0 LLOg gov  P60?, A, D, ©, 0250, f1, 579, pc, Lat, Sy, Co
0 LLOC P60?, 01, B, C*, W, 0109, 0301, pc, d(!), ff?*, Or"*

IGNTP wrongly notes X for the A, D reading. Tischendorf has it right. Checked
at the online PDF color photos.
B: no umlaut

P60(7™ CE): Space considerations prefer one of the shorter readings.
Reconstruction:

eparastouso T gallmous
autoueistonouralnonfkai
eipeperelhlu]jgenhwra
doxasonsou|tonunin[a
ousdoxashslekagwi|s
kaiousdoxashs]jekaqw|s
oussoudoxashslekaqw]s
kaioussoudoxashslekaqgw|s
edwkasautwelxousian
pashssarko]sinapal..

There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

P107(POxy 4446, 3™ CE): Space considerations rule out a 00U within the lacuna

(ed. princeps: "kappa and the spacing thereafter guarantee that this was the
reading of the papyrus."). Reconstruction:

Touellston[ouranoneipenpere
Ihlul]genhw[radoxasonsou
Tonunlinak[aiousd]oXx[ashse
kagw]sedwkasautwe[xousian
pash|ssarkosinapan[jodedw
kasau]twdwsajultwzw[hn..



http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

I have checked this at the (online) photo and it is certain. There is no space for
a 00V. The only possibility would be that it was added above the line, as a

correction. In verse 2 P107 reads 6G)¢ a0T®, with W. P107 is not noted in NA.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

The addition of 00V is possibly a conformation to the previous 00v. It makes the
saying more symmetrical:

oou TOV LLOY -0 LLOC ooV
Interestingly ULOG OOV appears nowhere else in John applied to Jesus. There is
no reason for an omission if originally present, except for Ellipsis.

There is also no reason for an omission of kal. It has probably been added for
stylistic reasons.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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TVU 280

NA?" John 17:2 kaBw¢ €dwkac adT® €Eovoloy Toong oupkoc, v Ty O
8edwkag a0T@ 6wWon wdTole (wny alwviov.

BYZ John 17:2 kaBw¢ €dwkec adte) EEouoiay maong oupkoc, Lre Ty O
Sedwkae ahTR, dwoelL adTolc (wNY alwviov,

Byz  B,O,¥, 0301, fl, f13, Maj, Trg"?, WH
txt  01% A,C, X, 0141,0250, 1582*, 33, 1071, dl[6, H, K, M, S, Q]

8wWow adT®  01*,0109, pc
8¢ avt®y  P107, W
¢  avtoig L

»

€xn D (for 6wom a)ToLg)

0: reads 6wOL according to Beermann/Gregory (ed.pr.), IGNTP and Swanson,
thus supporting B. O is not noted at all in NA.
B: no umlaut

dwWoeL indicative future active 3rd person singular
6(6013 subjunctive aorist active 3rd person singular
6@@ subjunctive aorist active 2nd person singular

Compare:

NA*" John 15:16

V4 ¥4 \ 4 \ / ~ 4 ’ ~ 3 ~

v 0 TL AV olTNONTE TOV TUTEPK €V TG OVOUKTL HOU 6Q UULY.
dwoeL  01*, 0, 579

John uses 800€L 4 more times (6:27; 11:22; 14:16; 16:23), always safe.

8woeL and 8 are the same morph.

The error is probably at least in part accidental, since N and €1 where
pronounced alike. Also some scribes seemed to be confused over who gave whom
what.

The D reading is a conformation to Jo 3:15-16 or 6:40.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

~ l4 ’ I4 ~
NA%" John 17:7 VDV €yvwKey OTL TaVTe 00K OEBWKEC WOL TP 00D
b
eloLy:

€YVKO. A, W, 0211, 118, 579, pc, Trg™ (!)
Eyvwv 01

one of these: it (a, b, ¢, e, ff?, q), Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H™, Sy-Pal™*, sa, ac, ac?, goth
singular known to: Chrys, Catena-ox, Thphyl [acc. to Tis]

€yvwooy C,U, X, ¥, f13, 33,700, 1071, 1241, al
€YyvwKkoy B,D, L, A, ©,0109, 0141, f1, Maj

€YVWKOOLY S, pc
one of these: aur, d, vg, Sy-H, bo

A: NA has A" for €yvwkav. This is probably not correct. A reads €yvwka. I
have checked this at the facsimile (CSNTM, GAO2_55b.jpg, line 15 from the
bottom, left column). There is a small A, but no trace of an N, or ephelkustikon.
IGNTP confirms this, too.

But Tischendorf writes: "In A lineolam finalem super -kot admodum tenuem esse
Woidius refert; sed fortior esset, si posteriore manu suppleta esset."

I cannot see anything. This has to be checked at the original again.

B: no umlaut

€yvwke,  indicative perfect active 1st person singular
Eyvov indicative aorist active 1st person singular
€yvwkay indicative perfect active 3rd person plural
€yvwoov indicative aorist active  3rd person plural

Compare the previous verse 6:

NA?" John 17:6 'Edavépwon. cou TO OVopx TOLC GVOpWTOLE 0VC EBWKAC
LOL €k TOD KOOWOUL. 0OL MoKV KEUOL aDTOVC €8WKG Kol TOV AOYoV
00U TETTPNKOV.

And next verse 8:

NA% John 17:8 OTL TG PNUOTK 0 EOWKOG WOL O6€dwKe ohTOLE, Kol aDTOL
érPor kol €yvwoay aAnOGC 0tL Tape 6od €ERABOV, Kol ETLOTELOOV
0TL 00 pe GTEOTELANG.



6 "I have made your name known to those whom you gave me from the world. They were yours,
and you gave them to me, and they have kept your word. 7 Now they know that everything you
have given me is from you; 8 for the words that you gave to me I have given to them, and they
have received them and know in truth that I came from you; and they have believed that you
sent me."

Compare also:

l4 ’ 4 \ ’
NA%" John 17:25 Ttep Olkole, Kol 0 KOOROG 0€ 00K €YVvw, €Yyw &€ o¢
€Yvwr, Kol oUTOL €yvwony OTL OV Je GTEoTELANC

The context requires the 3™ person plural.
It is possible that the singular has been inspired from "Edavépwou in verse 6.
The aorist €yvwony could be a conformation to verses 6 and 8 (so Weiss).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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115. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA% John 17:7 VDV éyvwkav OTL TavTe, 000 OESWKAC WHOL Topd 00D
eloLy:

No txt in NA!

€dwkac A, (B), 0109, f1,579, 1342, pc, Trg™?, WH, Bal
€dKeC B, Trg™

txt 01,C,D,L, W, X, 0,Y¥, 0141, f13, 33, Maj, WH™, Tis
B: no umlaut

Compare context:

NA%" John 17:2 kaBw¢ €dwkog eVt €Eouolay Toong oepKkog,
Tve ey 0 6€dwkag adT® dwon adtolc (wnr alwviov.
édwkac!  safel

€dwkac®  ©,dl[E,6,H,K I1,S,Y, A, A, Q,2,565°]

NA?" John 17:4 TO €pYOV TEAELWONEC O OEOWKNG HOL

€0WKOC C,D, K II,W,Y, pc

NA%" John 17:6 'Edavépwon. cou TO OVOpK TOLC GVOPWTOLE 0V¢ €BWKAC
oL €k ToD KOOWOL. 0Ol MooV KUOL aDTOVC €8wKeC Kol TOV Adyov
00U TETTPNKOV.

€dwkac' 01, A,B,D,K I, N, W,0, 1582, 157, 579, al

dedwkag' ¢, L, ¥, 0109, f1, 13, 33, Maj

edwkac®  P66,01,A,B,D,KILL W,O, Y, fl1, f13, 28, 157, 1071, dl
dedwkag?  C, 33,579, Maj

NA%" John 17:8 OTL T PMUOTE 0 E0WKOC HOL €WK DTOLE,
€dwkac' A, (B),C, D, W,II 579,
€dwkeg B, Trg™
dedwkag'  01,L, 0, ¥, 0109, f1, 13, 33, Maj, WH™
€dwka® N, W

NA%" John 17:9 00 Tepl TOD KOOULOU €PWT® GAAX TEPL DV GESWKOC [OL,

€OWKOC D,N,W,0,579



NA%" John 17:11 THpnoor adToVE €V TG OVOUNTL 00U ) SESWKAC oL,

€dwkac  P66Y9,01,L, M, N, W, 579, pc

NA?" John 17:12 €V T} OVOUNTL 00U &) SESWKAC oL

€dWK0G C,N, W, 579

NA%" John 17:14 €yw 6€dwke DTOLE TOV AdYOV GOU
€6k D, W, ©,579

NA?" John 17:22 k&YW TNV 60Eov NV SEdwKAC oL 8E6wKE DTOLC
edwkag!  A,D,N,U,0,1, ¥, 157,579, dl, Trg™
edwka® 01, A, K II, M, N, 0, f13, dl

NA?" John 17:24 Ilatep, 0 SE6WKAC HOL, ... TV SESWKAC [OL
edwkac’ A
€dwkag® B, ®, Maj-part, Trg™

Compare discussion at Jo 6:32 above: 6E8WKEY / €BWKED.
The perfective usage of SLOWWL is typically Johannine. He uses it 23 times.

Overall the variation normally goes from the original perfect to a secondary
aorist.

There is a complex variation of the 4 times 8€8WKAC / €dWKOG in verses 6-8.
Interestingly the first occurrence in 17:2 of €6wko( is safel Only A and B have
€dwkag always, 33 has 8€6wk0G always.

The support for €8WK0G is very strong in verse 6 (note the decline in the 2™
instance), so possibly correct.

Perhaps there is a slight difference in meaning also, with the perfect having a
more permanent notion.



Discussion on B-Greek 28™ Nov. 2004:

Carl W. Conrad wrote:

"Well, for what it's worth, my own judgment is that the author of 6Jn appears sometimes to use
the perfect tense deliberately with emphasis upon the stative present, but that on the other
hand he perhaps provides more evidence than most GNT authors of the tendency of the aorist
to supplant

the perfect in the indicative so that any real distinction between the perfect as stative and the
aorist as perfective has become moot. I really don't believe that there's any aspectual
difference between EDWKAS and DEDWKAS in 17:2 or in the other aorists and perfects in
these verses. I'd convey them all in English with the auxiliary "have" and the participle."

A. Dirkzwager wrote:

"Is it possible that we have to look for a Hebrew/Aramaic background for these changes?
There we have an alternation between perfect and imperfect in sentences in parataxis in order
to express what we would like to say in hypotaxis. I think it is possible that a Semite continues
to use the alternation where he is writing in hypotaxis."

Alexander Loney wrote:

"Some of these examples are more explainable than others in my estimation. The final one, 17:8,
seems to use the perfect as a distinctly more marked stative (emphasizing the present and
enduring circumstance of J.'s passing to the disciples the earthly ministry while he, who had
been given that ministry, will be leaving). That stands in contrast to the less marked aorist
EDWKAS that characterizes the "completeness" (not in a theological way... in a grammatical,
perspectival way) of J.'s part.

And, T think, Carl, even if it is not clear to us how to distinguish between perfective aorists and
seemingly perfective perfects, there must be *some* distinction, else John would have used only
one or the other. Perhaps we are seeing a language in transition (aren't we always?), but I see no
way to explain the presence of both aspects throughout the passage so easily."

Rating: - (indecisive)
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116. Difficult reading

Minority reading:

NA?" John 17:8 OTL T0 PNUOTO 0 €OWKOG KoL 8€dwke odTOLE, kol odTOL
érPor kol Eyvwony aAnddc O0tL Tepe oo €ERAOoV, kal émioTevoay
0TL 00 pe GTEOTELANG.

omit: 01*, A, D, W, 0211, pc, a, d, e, q, ac?, vg™, pbo, goth

aAnddc kol Eyvwooy 157

P60 has the words.

Note that P66 also omitted something here, but it is unclear what exactly it was.
Royse (Scribal Habits, 2008, p. 450) suggests that the scribe omitted ESwKaC
woL 8édwke ohTOLg, kol odTOL €AnPov kul, due to parablepsis from
€dwkag to €yvwonv. Still visible in the upper margin is the correction dedw Jko
outoLg K[oL ... (compare also Royse, Scribal Habits, 2008, p. 450).

There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA27pJohn 17:7 ViV éyvwkoay OTL TaVTe 00K OE0WKAC KoL Tepl 00D
eLoLy
EYVWKO, W, 118, 579, pc
€yvwv 01
one of these: it (a, b, c, e, ff2, q, not d), Sy-S, Sy-P,
Sy-H™, Sy-Pal, sa, ac, goth

NA% John 7:26 kol 16e moppnole AoAel kol o008y oI A€YOuoLy.
unTote aAnO®C €yvwony oL dpyovtec 0TL 0UTOC €0TLY O YPLOTOC

NA?" John 17:25 Ttep Olkole, Kol O KOOROC O€ ODK €YVw, €yw &€ o¢
€Yvwv, Kol oUToL €yvwony OtL ol pe GméaTteLinc

A strange omission and a curiously diverse support! Is it possible that the
omission is connected with the singular in the previous verse 7? The witnesses
are in part identical. Note goth.

It is also possible that the words have been omitted as redundant.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NAZ" John 17:11 KL ODKETL €Ll €V T} KOOWW,
kol 0TOL €V TG KOOUW €loly,

KGYW TPOC O€ €PYOMML.

TATEP QYLE, TNPNCGOV adTOVC €V T OvounTl gov
M SESWKAC HoL, Lo oLy ev kobwe NUELC.

D, d has for this:

KoL OUKETL €Ll €V TOUTW TG KOOWUW,
kel 0DTOL €V T KOOUwW €lolv,

KOYW TPOC O€ €PYOMML.

9 A\ ] ~ \ ) ~ 9 A\
00KETL elpl €V 16 KOoPw Kol €V T KOoUW eipl
TATEP QYLE, TNPNCGOV adTOVC €V TR Ovdunti gov
0Te fluny pet’ adTdV [ €V T¢) KOoUw D]
€y €thpour adtolg év T® Ovduati cou
(4] (1) [ 4 / (¥4 ? e\ \ (3 ~
0 [ /oUg D¢ ] 0€0WKOC UOL, LVO WOLY €V KUOwE MUELS.

The first line 00KETL ... €LUL also have:
P107"%(3™ CE), a, (c), r' and Origen! c only has the first part. Latin see below.

P107(3™ CE) possible reconstruction:

Kayw Tpoc] o€ €pyfouat.

OUKETL elul €]V t@ [Kkoouw kol év] T [koouw el]ul
matep ayLe, Tlpnoov adtovc év [t® ovouati golu
® dedwkac pou, [tra Wowv] &v kaduc kol fuelc.

Origen Mt Comm. fom 13:20

) \ e \ ’ WA \ (WY \ 5> ’ N
OAAD KOL O OWTNP AEYWV" "KOYW TPOC O€ €PYOMOL, KoL OUKETL €LUL €V
TG KOOUW", TOV €TmiyeLov Aéyel KOOWOV: 00 YOP VOWULOTEOV T
GUTLKELLEV oDTOV A€YeLY GUokovTe: "KOGYw TPOC O€ €PYOMOL Kol
O0KETL €ipl &V T} KOOUW Kol €V T¢) KOOPw €ipl." dArd kol év T
"ol ToadT AMAD Ev T@  KOOU®" TOV Teplyelov tOTOV  TODTOV
VOWLLOTEOV.

P107 (POxy 4446): The editor W.E.H. Cockle comments: "Since the reading in
line 2 of the papyrus [0¢ €pY] is clear, as is TH]pNoOV in line 5, it is certain
that the papyrus had some addition at this point. So little survives, however, and
the traces in line 4 are so meagre, that the reading offered in the text is far

from certain."
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.
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B: no umlaut

The Latin evidence in detail:

et iam non sum in mundo

et hii in mundo sunt

et ego ad te venio

Pater sancte serva eos in homine tuo
quos dedisti mihi ut sint unum sicut et nos

et iam non sum in hoc mundo

et ipsi in hoc mundo sunt

et ego ad te venio

iam non sum in mundo et in mundo sum
pater sancte serba eos in nomine tuo

et cum essem cum eis

eqo serbabam eos in nomine tuo

quod dedisti mihi ut sint unum sicut nos

et hi in hoc mundo sunt
et ego ad te venio

et iam non sum in hoc mundo et in hoc mundo sunt

Pater sancte serva eos in nomine tuo
et in hoc mundo

et iam non sum in hoc mundo.

Et hi in mundo sunt

et ego ad te venio

et iam non sum in hoc mundo.

Pater sancte serva eos in nhomine tuo.

et iam non sum in hoc mundo
et isti sunt in hoc mundo
et ego ad te venio

et iam non sum in hoc mundo et in hoc mundo sum

pater sancte conserva eos in nomine tuo

et iam non sum in mundo
et hii in mundo sunt
et ego ad te venio

et iam non sum in hoc mundo et in hoc mundo sum

Pater sancte serva eos in nomine tuo
quos dedisti mihi ut sint unum sicut et nos

Vulgate



Compare verse 12:
NA%" John 17:12 Ote AunV UeT’ oLTQV EYW ETNPOLY DTOUC
€V TG OVOUNTL 00U B SESWKAC [OL,

(V4 b4 b ~ bl ~ 4 bl \ b ’ b \
BYZ John 17:12 Ote NuNY UeT oDTOV €V TQ KOOUW, €YQW ETNPOLY oLTOUC
€V TG OVOUNTL 00U 0UC GEOWKAC |LOL

A strange combination with verse 12. Possibly some kind of transcription error.
D€ added in verse 11 the Byzantine €V T¢) KOOUW from verse 12.

The first line makes no sense, but note that Origen supports this, ool
Note also that (acc. to NA) P66 omits adTOL.
The support from P107 is not secure.

B. Aland notes: "the variant probably originated from the desire to emphasize
the ceremonial farewell text. ... The direction here goes clearly from P107 (and
other early forms) to D."

Compare:

B. Aland "Der fextkritische und tfextgeschichtliche Nutzen friher Papyri,
demonstriert am Johannesevangelium", in: Recent Developments in Textual
Criticism. hrsg. von W. Weren und D.-A. Koch, Assen 2003, 19-38.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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117. Difficult reading
NA?" John 17:11 THpnoor adToVE €V TG OVOUNTL 00U () SESWKAC oL,

NAZ" John 17:12 €Y@ €THPOUY DTOVC €V T() OVOUNTL 00U () OESWKAC [OL,
BYZ John 17:12 €Y €TNPOLY KDTOUE €V TG OVOUKTL 00U 0U¢ SESWKAC oL

NAZ?" John 17:24 Ilatep, 0 8€6wKAC [OL,
BYZ John 17:24 Tlatep ol¢ 6€6wKOC oL

B: no umlaut

a) verse 11 . Minority reading
olg D, N, 209, 69, 892%, al, aur, f, q, vg, sa™*, geo®

[\

0 D*, U, X, 157, 1424, pc
@ or 0 Sy, Co (Sy-S, OLat omit)
txt P60(7™ CE), P66,01, A, B, C,L, W, A, ©, ¥, 0141, f1, 13, 579,

1241, Maj, arm, geol, goth

b) verse 12 (:

Byz olc A,C%,D, X A 0,V 0141, f1, f13, 157, 1071, Maj,

Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, geo?, goth

B,C*, L, W, 33,579, pc, Sy-Pal, sa, pbo, bo, ac?, arm, geo1

01%, (Co, Sy-Pal, arm, acc. to Tis)

txt

o%iE,

omit () SESWKAC MOL  P66*, 01%, Sy-S

c) verse 24 O:
(¥4

Byz olLc A,C,L, XA 0,Y¥, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 157, 1071, Mq;,
Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, sa, Cl, Trg™

A

txt O P60, 01, B, D, W, 579, pc, d, Sy-S, bo, goth(!)

Compare:

NA?" John 17:2 Ty 0 &€dwkac adT® dwom adtole (wny alwviov.
NAZ" John 17:4 TO €pYOV TEACLWONC O SESWKOC HOL Lo, TOLNOW®
NA?" John 17:7 VOV €yvwkay OTL TOWTK 000 SESWKAC LLOL

NA?" John 17:9 GAAL Tepl WV SEBWKAC oL, OTL 0ol €loLy,




NA?" John 17:22 Kayw tnv 80far My 8€dwkc poL dédwka adTolC,
NA%" John 18:9 lva. TANPWOT 0 Adyoc OV €lmey OTL 0V¢ BEBWKAC oL

In the verses 11 and 12 the dative (attracted to the case of the antecedent) is a
difficulty. In the previous verses ) never Jesus name is meant, but his followers.
Thus it is quite probable that scribes stumbled at verses 11 and 12. There is no
reason why someone should change the plural 0U¢ to the dative singular.

Note that the support for 0U¢ in verse 12 is much stronger than in verse 11. This
is unusual. It is possible that in verse 12 the txt reading () is a conformation to
the preceding verse.

If one changes to 0UC in verse 12 though, the @ in verse 11 would be even more
unusual. Both verses have a very similar wording and it would be only natural if in
both verses the same meaning is intended.

In verse 24 the intended meaning is probably the same, but the singular 0 is
certainly more difficult. There is no reason for a secondary origin of O.

A. Pdllis (Notes, 1926) writes on verse 12: "The sentence () OEOWKAC OL
evidently refers to the Apostles. Jesus pleaded for his disciples in v. 9 €pwT®
TEPL WOV S€BWKAG oL, and the fact that he did so a second time in this
passagewas perceived by that student who substituted the variant 00¢ for @.
But a second variant O in the form OTL is the one probably which represents the
true reading; it being the undeclinable relative particle. This remark applies
equally to v. 11, where we find the same variations, and to v. 24, where the
reading varies between 0 and 00¢."

verse 11:
Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)

verse 12:

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)

verse 24.
Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

NA?" John 17:11 kel OUKETL €lpl €V T¢) KOOUW, Kol adTOL €V TR KOO
eloly, KAYWw TPOC Ot EPYOMML.

ToTEP QyLe, THENOOV 0TOVC €V TG OVOUNTL OOV

() SEdWKAC WoL, v oLy €V kebwg MUeLS.

NA%" John 17:12 0t€ Huny pet’ adTdV €y €TNPouy adToug

omit: P66*

omit () SESWKOC oL, Ty, oLy &V kabwe MUeLc:
it(a, b, ¢, e, ff%, r'), Sy-S, ac?

o dow v kobwe kol MUELS B*, M, S, U, 054, 579, 700, pc,
L844, pc, Lat, Sy-H, arm

vo Aoy &v kKoBwe NUELC eV X (= Jo 17:22)

o Sow v kebwe kol MUELS ev S]

o Qo v kebwe Muelg ev éopey P, 0141, 0211, 33, 1424, pc, vg™
(=Jo 17:22 Byz!)

Lat(aur, d, f, q, vg) read txt.

828 is omitting LV ... 12 66wk oL due to parablepsis.

In B (1375 B 41) the KoL appears not enhanced and a dot appears above each of
the letters. Royse (Scribal Habits, 2008, p. 448) notes additionally "there seem
to be small deletion marks through at least K and L". The correction thus
appears early (B! = Tischendorf B2).

B: no umlaut

Compare:

27 (V4 4 3} > \ 4 I4 b b \ b \ b
NAZ John 17:21 Tvo TaVTEC €V WOLY, KOWC OV, TOTEP, €V EUOL KAYW €V
ool, Tvo kol adTOL €V MUY oLy, Lva O KOOWOG TLOTELT OTL 00 W€
QmETTELANC.

NA?" John 17:22 k&YW TNV 60Eav NV 6€dwkac Lol 6€dwke ndTOLC,
Tve oLy ev kabwe Muele év:

BYZ John 17:22 Kol éyw v 80ar MY 6€dwkac oL, 8€8wKa alTolc,
Tvo QoLy év, Kabwc NUELC €V ECUEV.

NA%" John 17:23 €yw €V adTOLC Kol OV €V €uol, LYo oLV TETEACLWUEVOL
elg €v,




Possibly omitted "due to the difficulty of the original reading" (Metzger). There
is no reason for an addition.

Several other manuscripts try to smooth the reading by adding kol and/or €V,
probably inspired from verse 22. Codex D has completely reworked this

paragraph (see above).

Note that P66*, 01*, Sy-S also omit () S€6WKAG LOL in verse 12!

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ John 17:12 0T€ Hunv pet’ adtdv Eyw €tnpouy adTolg
€V TQ Ovopatl oov @ 8Edwkac oL, kal épUAnEN, kol 00delg € adT®OV
ATWAETO €L um 6 vlog ThC amwiclag, tva M ypadn TANPwO.

BYZ John 17:12 6Te Huny HeT adT@V &V TQ) KOOUW, €Y ETNpouy adTolg
€V T OVOUNTL 00U 0UC 8€dwKaC Mol €pUAEN Kol 0USELE €€ alTOV
ATWAETO €L um 6 vlog ThC amwiclog Tva 1 ypadn TANPwWOH

Byz A, C%,D% X, A, 0,%,0141, f13, 33, 157, 579, Maj, f, q, Sy, arm, goth

txt  P60(7™ CE), P66, 01, B, C*, D*, L, W, f1, 1071, pc,
Lat, Co, Did, DiatesstPem
B: no umlaut

Ephrem: "when he was praying, While | was with them, | was keeping watch over
them." The Arabic Diatessaron has the long form.

Compare context:

NAZ John 17:11 koL OUKETL €lpl €V TG KOOUW, KoL oDTOL €V TG KOOUW
€loly, Kayw TPOC OE €PYOUNL. ...

NA%" John 17:13 vV 8¢ Tpog o€ €pyopal Kol TodTo AMAD €V TG KOOUW
v ExwoLy TY Yapay THY EUNY TETANPWUEVMY €V €qUTOLC.

Probably added from context verse 11 (so also Weiss). There is no reason for an
omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

~ 4 ~
NA%" John 17:12 Ote funy upet’ adT@®V €yw €Ttnpouvy odTolg €V TQ
bl 4 ’ ’g‘ [4 [4 \ b 4 \ b \ b b ~
OVOLOTL 00U W O€0WKOG MOL, kol €dpLArEr, Kol OLOELE €€ aUTOV
ATWAETO €L U1 0 LLOG TH

vilog Thg GmwAelag, Tva 1 Ypodn TANPWOTR.
omit: P66*, 01*, (Sy-S), Bois

01* corr. by 01¢

P66°: Not clear. It can be seen that something is written above the line, but only
part of one letter is visible. Aland from the facsimile (NT Papyri IT): “part
of a W possible". Barns: "the letter is doubtful".

It is probable though that P66 added the words above the line.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.
Sy-S also omits kol €pUAEw.
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" John 17:11 Kl ODKETL €lpl €V T® KOOUW, Kol oDTOL €V T} KOOUW
cloly, kayw TPOg Ot €pyopeL. TOTEP OYLE, THPNOOV ®OTOVC €V TG
OVOUKTL 00U @ 8ESWKAC KoL, LV WOLY €V KoOwWE MUELC.

acc. to UBS4 (it, ac?) omit from @ ... NUELC.

It is possible that the words have been added here as a conformation to verse
11. But the support is rather weak.

On the other hand it is quite possible that the words have been omitted as
redundant here.

Note that Sy-S also omits (:) SEdWKOLC MOL in verse 11 (see above)!

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�
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NA? John 17:17 ayleoov odtolg €V Tf AnOeioq © 0 A0Yyoc O 00¢

aANBeLe EOTLV.

BYZ John 17:17 ayleoov odTOUC €V Tf GAnBele gov: O Adyog O 00¢

aANBeLe EOTLY

Byz 01%, ¢, X, II*, ¥, 0141, f13, 33, 157, 1071, Maj, q, Sy, bo”'
txt P66, A,B,C*,D,L, W,0,TII 1,579, pc, Lat, Co, Sy-Pal, goth

A reads: TOTEp GLyLe, aylooov adTOLC €V Th dAnBely cou

B omits the article before dANOeiq.
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" John 17:11 TaTep QyLe, THPENOOY 0TOLS €V TG OVOUNTL 0OV
NA?" John 17:12 €yw €TNpour a0TolC €V TG OVOUNTL 00U

NA? John 17:19 kol DTEP aDTOV €yw ayLalw EUeuTOV, vo WoLy Kol

9 \ e 4 b b 14
o0UTOL MYLOOUEVOL €V aAnBeL.

Probably a harmonization to verses 11 and 12. Note A which completes the

conformation by additionally adding Toitep @yLe from verse 11.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

l4 I 4 4
NA%" John 17:21 (v TavTeg €V oLV, Kabwg oV, TOTEP, €V Lol KAYW €V
oot, Tvo kol adTOL €V MUY oLy, v 0 KOOWOC TLOTELT OTL 00 W€
QmETTELANC.

TOTHP B, D, N, W, pc, NA®®, WH, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal
4

TOLTEP 01,A,C L, X, 0,%, 0141, f1, f13, 33, Maj, Cl

NA% John 17:24 Ildtep, 0 &€dwkac WoL, BéAw Tva OmMOL €lpl €yw
KGKELVOL oLV Wet’ €uoD, Tra Bewpdoly tny 80Eay tny euny, nv
SEBWKAC KoL OTL NYATNOOC e TPO KaTaBOARC KOOUOV.

ToTHP A, B, N, pc, NA®, WH, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal

T TEP 01,C,D,L,W,0, Y, 0141, f1, f13, 33, Maj, CI

NAZ" John 17:25 Toitep Sikale, Kl O KOOUOC 0 00K €yvw, €Yyw O¢ o€
€YV, Kol oUToL €yvwony OtL ol pe AméoTteLiog:

ToTHP A, B, N, pc, NA®, WH, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal

TOLTEP P59¥4(7™ CE), 01,C, D, L, W, ©, ¥, 0141, 1, f13, 33, Maj, Cl

B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ" John 12:28 Tatep, 60EXOOV 0oL TO OVOU.
ToTNP B

NA% John 17:1 elmev: matep, €EANALBer 1) Wpo
TP N

NA?" John 17:5 koL VOV 80Ea00V pe o0, ToTep,
ToTNP D*, N

NA?" John 17:11 TaTep QyLE, THPNOOV GUTOUG
TTNP B,N

Quite clearly an accidental error.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA?" John 17:21 Tvo TaVTEC €V WOLY, KaOWE 0V, TOTEP, €V EUOL KAYW €V
ool, lvo kol adTOL €V HULY  @OLY, (v 6 KOOWOC TLoTeln OTL 00 W€
QTETTELAOC.

BYZ John 17:21 v TOWTeg €V WOLY KoOWE 00 TATEP €V EUOL KAYW €V
ool Tvo kol ohTOlL €V MULY €V (o (va 0 KOOWOG TLoTeLon OTL 00 We
QmETTELANC

Byz 01,A,C% L, XA, 0,V 0141, f1, f13, 33, Maj,
Lat(aur, f, q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo, goth, CI, Or

txt P66Y, B, C*, D, W,
it(a, b, ¢, d, e, r'), vg™, sa, ac?, pbo, bo™, arm, geo

Sy-S has a lacuna. Burkitt writes: A possible restoration is "united", giving: "that
they also may be united".
B: no umlaut

Compare next verses:

NAZ John 17:22 Tvoe oLV €V Kabwe MUELS €V

NAZ?" John 17:23 €yw €V aDTOLC Kol oL €V €uol,
Tve oLV TETEAELWUEVOL €lC €V,

Compare also:
NAZ John 17:11 Tvee QoY €V Kodwe MUELC.

Metzger writes: "The pedantic addition of €V before WoLV, which comes from
€V 0oLV earlier in the verse, clouds the thought more than illumines it."

It is noteworthy that no minuscule supports the txt reading.
Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

~ 14 I 4
NA?" John 17:23 €y €V aUTOLC Kol 0L €V €uol, Lre oLy TETEACLWUEVOL
elc €v, lva yLvwokn 6 KOOpog OTL O We GmEOTELANG Kol NYOTNoeC
a0TOUC KOOWE EUE NYATNONC.

Ayemnoe D, 0141, 892°, 1424, pc,
it(a, b, d), vg™*, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo?", arm

Lat(c, e, f, q, vg) read txt.
Sy-S is not in NA, but in Burkitt.
B: no umlaut

“so that the world may know that you have sent me
and you have Joved them even as you have loved me."

“so that the world may know that you have sent me
and I have Joved them even as you have loved me."

Compare:

NA?" John 13:34 "EvtoAny koivny 88wl ULV, e Gyomdte dAANAOUC,
KoOWE NYETNON VUAC Tvo Kol DUELS ayomate GAANAOUC.

NA?" John 15:9 KoBwc Nyamnoéy pe 0 Tatnp, KOYw VWA Yoo’

NA? John 15:12 AUtn éotiv 1 €utoAn m éun, lve dyamate GAANAoUG
KoOWC MYATNO0 LULAC.

Both readings make good sense and it is probable that the 1" person is an
accidental error. It is also possible that the 1°" person is influenced by 15:9
which has the same meaning as the D et al. reading here.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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118. Difficult reading

NA? John 18:1 Tadte eimwy ‘Incodc €RAber oLy tol¢ padntaic adTod
mépar tod yepoppou tod Kedpwy Omov fv kfmog, €lc ov €lofiibev
aDTOC Kol ol podntal ohtoD.

BYZ John 18:1 Tabto elmwy 6 'Inoodc €ERABer oLy tolg wadntelc adtod
Tépav tod yelpoppov TV Kebpwy omov v kfimog €ic ov elofjiibev
a0TOC Kol ol podntel adtod

Byz tv Kebpwyr 01% B,C, L, X, 0, ¥, 054, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 157, 579,
1071, Maj, Or, WH, Trg
txt toD Kebpwyv A, S, A, Q, 0250, pc, aur, c, e, f, g, vg ("Cedron"), Sy, arm,
(Josephus), NA*, Trg™
10D Kédpov  01*,D, W, a, b, d, r! ("Cedri"), Co, Tis

Caedrum e

P60: ... keldrwn
B: no umlaut

Compare LXX:
LXX 2 Samuel 15:23 kol Ao T Yf| €kioaley Gwrf) WeydAn kol Tag O
A0OC TPETOPEVOVTO €V TR YeLuwappw Kebpwy kol 0 Paoiiebe SLéPn
OV yewpoppour Kedbpwvr

1 yewoppw TV Kedpwy B, pc

2. yeLappour tv Kedpwr A, it, pc

LXX 1 Kings 2:37 OV yeLpoppour Kedpwvy +TOV: N, pc

LXX 1 Kings 15:13 v TQ yewpappw Kebpwy  +Ttdv: A, B, dl

LXX 2 Kings 23:6  €lc OV yeirpappouvy Kedpwv .. €V 16 yeluoppw Kedpw
LXX 2 Kings 23:12 elc Tov yewwappouy Kedbpwvr

LXX 2 Chronicles 15:16 €V yeLuoppw Kedpwv
LXX 2 Chronicles 29:16 €lc TOV yeLuappouy Kedpwy
LXX 2 Chronicles 30:14 €lc TOV yeLuappouy Kedpwy

Kedpwv is an indeclinable noun, a place name, "Kidron-valley". Scribes probably
took this for k€SPOC "cedar tree" (tog k€dpoug T0D ALParov) and changed it
accordingly, either into TV Kedpwv or tod Kédpov.



The txt reading is definitely the grammatically correct text, but is it also the
original reading? The Greek support for T00 Kedpwv is very bad. Is it possible
that this is a secondarily corrected reading? That several scribes corrected it
later to conform to the LXX usage?

WH: "tdv Kedpwv, though not found in any version, is amply attested by
Greek manuscripts. It cannot be a mere error of scribes of the NT, being
already in the LXX."

Rating: - (indecisive)
External Rating: 12 (NA probably wrong)

either TV Kebpwv or Tod Kédpou
(after weighting the witnesses)
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119. Difficult reading

NA?" John 18:5 dmekplOnoor adte: 'Incodv tov Nalwpeiov.
Aéyel adTOlC €yW elpl. elotnkel &€ kal Toldug

0 MaPadLdoLe )TOV WeT’ aLTRV.

BYZ John 18:5 GmekplOnoay adt® Incodr tov Nalwpolov
Aéyel adtolc 0 ‘Inoodc éyw eipl elotnker &€ kol Toldeg
0 TapadLdoLE DTOV UeT aDTOV

0 'Inoodc’ &YW el A, C, L, W, X, A, ©, ¥, 0141, 0250, f1, f13, 33, Maj,
Lat(c, d°, f, q, vg), Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal™*, Co, goth,
Diatess, Gre
Tnoodc: &ywd elpt 01 (dot after IS, not original)

&vw eiul  Inooic P60?, B, (a), Ambrose, WH™, Weiss
"Ego sum Iesus"

EYW €ipL P60?, D, 0211, p,
"Ego sum" it(b, e, r!, 94, 30), Sy-S, Sy-Pal™, pbo, WH, NA%

P60(7™ CE) has a lacuna after €YW) €ljL, it can read either the B reading or the
D reading.

According to Tischendorf a reads: "Dixit illis ‘Ego sum.' Iesus autem stabat et
Tudas ... " This punctuation has also Jiilicher's "Itala".

From here starts D/d*P. The Greek is still old for this verse, but the next page
with the Latin is already the supplement (reading the Byz/vg text).

B: no umlaut

Ephrem, in his Diatessaron commentary, has the long form (McCarthy):
"They said to him, Jesus of Nazareth. Jesus replied to them, Itis I. All of them ..."

So also the Arabic.

Compare next verses 6, 8:

NA% John 18:6 W¢ 00V €lmer adTolg €YW €ipl, amiAbor ei¢ ta Omlow
Kol ETEOOV Yool .

NA?" John 18:8 &mekpln ‘Inoodc: elmor VULV OTL €yW €LuL.

This is one of the very few NA readings that is supported only by D in the
Greek.



The omission could be accidental:

) autToisis, "Inoolc¢ written as nomen sacrum after a0TOLC.
b) AU L OISOIS, 6 'Inoodc written as nomen sacrum after €DTOLC.
olsistthkel, ’Inoolc written as nomen sacrum before €LoTrKeL,

which is of ten written as LOTNKeEL in the manuscripts, e.g. P66, 01, B*, D.

On the other hand the different insertion points may indicate a secondary
cause.

It is also possible that the 01 reading is original with the meaning:

He says to them: "Jesus? I am he."

This then has been changed to the Byzantine reading by inserting the article, by
B by shifting "Jesus" to the end to avoid confusion and in D it is an accidental
omission.

B and especially 01 are not very reliable regarding the article.

Overall the support for the omission is just fo slim and not weighty enough.
Unfortunately d is not present anymore.

Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)
(change to Byzantine reading, possibly with the 0 in brackets.)
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Order of verses 18:13 - 18:24

B: no umlaut
13. 24.14-15. 19-23. 16-18 Sy-S

13. 24.14-23. 24 1195 (1123 CE), Sy-H™, Sy-Pal*,
Cyril-Alex. (5™ CE)

13a. 24. 13b. 14-23. 24 225 (1192 CE), pc

13a First they took him to Annas,

13b who was the father-in-law of Caiaphas, the high priest that year.

14 Caiaphas was the one who had advised the Jews that it was better to have one person die for
the people. 15 Simon Peter and another disciple followed Jesus. Since that disciple was known to
the high priest, he went with Jesus into the courtyard of the high priest,

16 but Peter was standing outside at the gate. So the other disciple, who was known to the high
priest, went out, spoke to the woman who guarded the gate, and brought Peter in. 17 The woman
said to Peter, "You are not also one of this man's disciples, are you?" He said, "I am not." 18
Now the slaves and the police had made a charcoal fire because it was cold, and they were
standing around it and warming themselves. Peter also was standing with them and warming
himself.

19 Then the high priest questioned Jesus about his disciples and about his teaching. 20 Jesus
answered, "I have spoken openly to the world; I have always taught in synagogues and in the
temple, where all the Jews come together. I have said nothing in secret. 21 Why do you ask me?
Ask those who heard what I said fo them; they know what I said." 22 When he had said this,
one of the police standing nearby struck Jesus on the face, saying, "Is that how you answer the
high priest?" 23 Jesus answered, "If I have spoken wrongly, testify to the wrong. But if I have
spoken rightly, why do you strike me?"

24 Then Annas sent him bound to Caiaphas the high priest.

Note also:
NA%" John 18:13 kol fyeryov Tpo¢ “Avvay mp@tov: NV yap Tevdepog Tod
Kotado, 0¢ v dpyLepebe tod éviavtod éxeivov:

omit:  P60(7™ CE)

The canonical verse order is problematic. Especially the position of verse 24 is
difficult. First Annas is questioning him (this is not mentioned in the Synoptics),
then Annas sent him to Caiaphas. What happens there? We are not told. Some
witnesses solve this problem nicely by inserting verse 24 after verse 13(a). Then
the interrogation 19-23 is by Caiaphas and not Annas.

The reading by Sy-S is even more elaborate. It separates the story of Peter's
denial from the interrogation. There is no evidence that this is the order of the
Diatessaron. The sources we have give the normal order.



Streeter discusses this variation ("Four Gospels", p. 382): "possibilities of this
kind open".

Interestingly already Martin Luther inserted a note after verse 13 in his 1545
German Bible: "Hie solt stehen der Vers: 'Und Hannas sandte jn gebunden zu
dem Hohenpriester Caiphas." Ist von dem Schreiber versetzt im umbwerffen
des Blats, wie offt geschicht." (= "Here should stand the verse 24 .. misplaced
by a scribe in turning a leaf, as often happens.") [taken from Reclam's
Studienausgabe of Luther's 1545 NT].

On the Sy-S order Blass writes: "This is the narrative of the real author; the
other one is that of blundering scribes." (Philology of the Gospels, p. 59)

W. Randolph Church proposed the order: 13, 24, 14, 19-23, 15-18.
He notes that the two interchanged passages have about the same number of
letters (19.23: 427; 15-18: 436) and some accidental exchange appeared.

All those changes in order are good suggestions but are difficult to explain. It is
nevertheless interesting how many scribes moved verse 24 after verse 13.

Compare:

W. Randolph Church "The dislocations in the eighteenth chapter of John" JBL
49 (1930) 375-83

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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120. Difficult variant
NA? John 18:14 fv 6¢ Koiladoc 6 oupBovielonc toilc ’Tovdailolc OTL
oupdépel €va avBpwtov Gmoburely vmep Tod AwoD.

BYZ John 18:14 v 6¢ Kotapac 0 ovuPouvietonc toic ‘Toudaioigc OTL
oupdépel €va &vBpwTov GToAéaBul UTEp TOD AcoDd

From 18:14 - 20:13 D is not extant anymore, but only as a supplement (D®).
For 20:1-13 only the Latin d is present.

Byz A,C% A, V¥, 0250, 157, Maj, Sy-H

txt  P66Y9 01,B,C* D% L, W, X, 0, 0141, f1, f13, 22, 33, 565, 579, al,
Latt, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H™, Sy-Pal, Co, arm

add kol un 6Aov TO €0voc gmoAntal (11:50): 22, a
B: no umlaut

amofavely amoBVoKW infinitive aorist active
||die||

amoA€éoBol GTOAALUL  infinitive aorist middle
"destroy:; kill; lose"

Compare:
NA%" John 11:50 00d¢ AoyL{€oBc OTL ouudépel LULY Tva €lg avbpwtog
amofarn LTEP ToD AoD kol pn 6Aov TO €0vog AmOANTOL.

Immediate context:
NA?" John 18:9 {va. TANPwOT 6 A0Yyoc OV eimer OTL 0U¢ GEOWKNG oL OVK
amdAece €€ adTOV oVOEVL.

aTOoA€000L probably comes from the reference in 11:50, where both words
appear: €L¢ avBpwmog amobavrn ... T0 €Bvog aTOANTL.

It is either due to confusion or a deliberate abridgement.

This in itself is of course no argument in favor of one reading.

aTOA€dOwL is the more difficult reading, because it deviates from the position
in the reference 11:50.



A direct harmonization to 11:50 is improbable, because in that case it would be
more suitable to add the missing phrase kol Wt 0Aov TO €0vo¢ GTOANTWL, as
do 22 and a.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA?" John 18:15 'HkoAo00eL &¢ 1@ 'Inood Xipwv Ilétpoc kol  &AAog
BTG,
BYZ John 18:15 'HkoAo0fecL 6¢ t¢) 'Inocod Zipwv Ilétpoc kol 0 &AAOC
peBnTig

Byz 01, ¢, L, X, A, ©,0141, f1, f13, 33, 579, 700, 1071, Maj, sa™®, ac?, [Trq]
txt P66,01*, A, B, D>, W, ¥, 472, pc, Sy-S, Sy-P, sa™*, pbo, bo

P60 is not clear. It is not noted in NA and Swanson.

The ed. pr. reconstructs:

METPOg KoL aArofg pabn

IGNTP has to the contrary:

TETPOG KoL 0 [eAAOG podn

From the photo the IGNTP suggestion is more probable, since the remains of ink
do not look like an o.. An 0 is possible. But this is not certain.

There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ John 18:16 €EfABer olr O uabntng O dAioc 6 Yvwotog ToD
GEYLEPEWS Kol elmer TH Bupwpd kol elonyayer tov IIéTpov.

NAZ?" John 20:2-4 TpéxeL o0V Kol €pyetal mPo¢ Lipwve ITETpov kul mPoOg
TOV_AAOV UadnTny Ov épirer 0 'Inoodc 3 EEfAber olv 6 IIétpoc kal
0 OAALOC WLOONTNC Kol NPYOVTO €L TO UVMUELOV. 4 €Ttpexov &¢ ol &Vo
0o kol 0 @AAOC padntng Tpoédpaper toyLtor tod IIéTpou kol HAOeY
TPRATOC €LC TO UVMUELoY,

NAZ John 20:8 TOTe oLV €lofABer kol O &AAOC pabnIng O €A
TPATOC €LC TO UVMUELOV Kol €Lder kol €mLoTevoer:

The article is important for the identification of "the other disciple". Is it the
disciple "whom Jesus loved" (13:23, 20:2)?

The addition of the article is probably inspired from context. There is no reason
for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 18:15 'HkoloUfeL &¢ 1@ ’'Inood Xipwv Ilétpog kol &AAog
HOONTAC. O &€ poBNTNC €kelrog MY YrYwoTtoc TG  apyLepel Kol
ouvelofirler t¢) Inood elc Ty adAnY Tod dpyLepéwd,

omit: P66*

Corrected in the upper margin.
B: no umlaut

There is no reason for an omission. Probably accidental.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Verses 18:29 and 19:4
NAZ" John 18:29 €fABey odv 0 IILABToc €w TPOC adTOUC Kol ¢noly:
Tlve ketnyoplay dpépete [kate] ToD GrOpWTOL TOUTOU;

BYZ John 18:29 €fABery oy 6 IlLAdtoc TPOC adTOVC KoL €Lmey
Tilve ketnyoplay dpépete kate Tod GrOPWTOL TOUTOU

NAZ John 19:4 Kol EfABer moALy €w 0 ITiAdtoc kol Aéyer adTolc

verse 18:29
1. €ERQA0er obv O IIA@toc  TPOC adTOUC
Byz A,C%, D% K, A, P, 0250, 157, Maj, q, Sy-S, Co? Probeply. acc. to Horner

2. €ERABer olv o ITiAdtog
®

3. €EfABer ovv 0 IILAdtoc TPOC ahTOUC EEW
P66"d, N, 13, 579, L253, L844, Lat, Sy-Pal, arm

4 EERAOer oV PO adtovg 0 TTiAdtoc €Ew
01, W, ff?

5. €EfABer ovv 0 TILAdtog €Ew TPOg hTOUG
txt B, C* L, X, II, 0141, 0211, f1, (788), 33, 565, 700, 1071, pc,
vg™, Sy-P, Sy-H, WH

P66: the available text allows readings 3 and 4. Space considerations make it
more probable that P66 reads 3.
B: no umlaut



verse 19:4
eENAOeY

eERABer oLV

eENAOer

eEfABer obv TaALy O IIiAdtog €Ew
0 ITiAdtoc €Ew
€ERABer olr €w ToALy 0 IIiAdtog
0 IIiAdtoc TaALy €W

eEfABer oDV

eENAOeY

eEfABer 0OV ToALy O ITLA&tog
eERADer maALy O IliAdtoc
¢ERABer olr O IILAdtog TaALY

TaALy €w 0 ITLAdTOC
ALy €w 0 ITLAdTOC

ALy 0 ITiAdtoc €Ew

P66*, A, B, D°, T, 0211, f1, 33, 157, dl,
Sy-H, WH, NA® txt
P66, A, ©, ¥, 0141, 700, Maj

01,L, X, 1071, Lat, Sy-Pal, arm,
WH™

118, f13, 892°

W, 346

054, 1424, pc

pc, Sy-P

28
P90? e Co? probably acc. to Horner

579

P90: Only &RABev TOALY is visible. The editors conclude from space
considerations that there is not enough space for €£w. NA follows them and
notes P90 as "vid". But this is not justified. The evidence turns out to be
inconclusive. Careful reconstructions show no preference for either reading. P90

should be dropped from the apparatus.

There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

Lacuna: C, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Note also:

NA?" John 18:4 ’Incol¢ o0V €16w¢ TovTo To €pYOReve €T whTOV
€EAAOer T kol A€yel adTolg Tlve (nrelte;

T Ew P60

Compare:

NA?" John 18:38 Kol toDto elmov maALy éEqAber mpoc touc Touduiouc

NA%" John 19:5 €ERABer obv 0 'Incoilc éw,

Different insertion points often indicate a secondary origin. It is possible that
€€w has been added in 18:29 to harmonize with 19:4. This is not very probable
though, because in the following verse 38, where the same addition could be

made, the reading without €£w is safe.


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

On the other hand the different word orders might have just stylistic reasons.
This is more probable because in 19:4 the same word-order variants appear.
Note that 01 and W have the same word order in both verses.

It is therefore most probable that €£w has been omitted as redundant. The
word order variants are difficult to decide. The 01, L reading in 19:4 is the same
order as the txt reading in 18:29. This is probably the reason, why WH have this
reading as alternative in the margin.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)



TVU 300

121. Difficult reading

Minority reading:

NA?" John 18:29 &fABer odv 6 IIAdtoc €w Tpog adToug Kol $noiv:
Tlve ketnyoplay dépete [kate] tod arbpwmou Tovtou;

omit: 01*, B, 0879, 579, pc, a, ¢, e, g, NA®, WH, Weiss, Tis, Bal

087: IGNTP has it without the "vid" qualifier. They give it as:
YOPLOV pEPETE
tov  ov tovto[v]

01* corrected by 01

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" 1 Timothy 5:19 KO.T6, TPEOPUTEPOL KOTNYOPLOY UM TopoOEYOL

The omission is difficult to explain. Stylistic reasons?

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 174) thinks that the KOTO. has been added, because the
genitive was separated from its subject, and to connect it with the verb, kot
has been inserted.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 301
Minority reading:

NA% John 18:31 €imerv obv altolc 0 IlitAdtoc: Aofete adTOV UMELC Kol
KOTO TOV VOUOVY LUV kplvate adtov. elmor adt® ol "Tovdalol: Muiv
OVK €E€0TLY GTOKTELVOL OVdEVH

No txt in NA and SQE!

omit B, C*, Trg, WH
txt 01, A,C% D% L, W, X, 0, %, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 579, Ma]
B: no umlaut

Compare context:
NAZ?" John 18:33 EiofiABer obv mailv €ic t0 mpattwpLov 0 IILAdTog

omit O D®
NA?" John 18:38 A€yeL adte 0 ITLAdtoc:
omit 0: P66

The article is safe in:
Jo 18:29, 31, 35, 37; 19:1, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 13, 15, 19, 21, 22, 31, 38

Quite probably an accidental omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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122. Difficult variant A

NAZ" John 18:40 ékpalyoooy o0V TRALY A€YOVTECT UT) TOUTOV GAAX TOV
BopopBav. fv 8¢ 0 BapopPac Anotrc.

BYZ John 18:40 ékpalyooay OOV THALY ToVTEC Aéyovtec MM Todtov
aAAe TOV BapoafBar fr 6¢ 0 BapafBic Anotng

TOALY Tovteg A, (D), A, ©, Q* 0141, 0211, 0250, Maj, L253,
f,vg, Sy-H, goth, Gre, Trg
TUALY Aéyovtec Tavtec  D°, 0290

TAVTEC P66¥d G, K, I, N, U, ¥, f1, f13, 28, 33, 157, 565, 700, al,
it, Sy-P, Sy-Pal, Co, arm

TOALY P60(7™ CE), 01, B, L, W, X, Q*, 0109, 118, 579, 1071, pc

omit: 1241, pc, ac?

P90 has a lacuna (only the O is visible), but from space considerations it is very
probable that it read one of the short forms.

Lacuna: C, Sy-S

B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA% Mark 7:14 Kol mpookadeoopevog maAly tov OxAov éieyer adtolc
GKOVONTE WOV TOVTEC KoL OUVETE,

BYZ Mark 7:14 Kol TPOOKGACOIUEVOC TOVTo TOV OYAOV €Acyer adTOlg
"AKOVETE OV TOVTEC KoL OUVLETE

Byz A, W,0,f1,f13, 33, Maj, Sy, sa™*

txt 01,B,D,L,A, 892,1342, Lat, Sy-H™, sa™, bo

omit 565, 579, pc, sa™*, bo™*

NA% John 19:6 “Ote olv €ldov adTOV OL GPYLEPELC Kol Ol UTMPETwL
EKpaOYooaY A€YOVTEC
NA% John 19:12 ék tolUtov O IItAdtoc €(nteL amoAdoml adTOv: ol O¢
Tovdalol ékpolyoooy AEYOVTEC

27 P ’ A > > ’ 5 g
NAZ" John 19:15 ékpalyooar oDV EKELYOL® GPOV Gpov, 0TadPWooY alTOV.




It is possible that TALY has been omitted or changed to TMaVTEC because no
earlier shouting is recorded.

TOALY TOVTES is probably a conflation.

On the other hand it is also quite possible that one or the other word has been
omitted due to homoioarcton (.. - e..). Note especially the incoherent support
for TaALY. Homoioarcton is therefore clearly at least in part the reason for the
shorter readings.

Zahn asks (Comm. Jo): "Why should anybody add TaALY here, with no support
from the context? ... Also nobody could miss a TaVTeC here, who has read verses
30, 31 and 19:12. Both short readings are suspicious and therefore TaALY
TOVTEC must be the origin of the variation."

Compare the similar variation in Mk 7:14.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NA% John 19:2 ... kal Lpatiov mopdupody mepLefuiov adTOV

NA%" John 19:3 kot fjpYovTo mpoc obTOV Kol édeyor: yolpe O BooLielg
TV Tovdolwy: Kol €6L6000V DTG POTLOUKT.

BYZ John 19:3 kel €deyor Xalpe 0 PooLieig
TV Tovdalwy: kol €6LdoLY DT POTLOWOTO,

Byz A,D° KA, VY, fl,157,1071, Maj, f, q, Sy-P, goth

txt P60?(7™ CE), P66, P90(2™ CE), 01, B, L, N, U, W, X, ©, A, I, 0141, 0290,
f13, 33, 565, 579, 700, pc, L253, Lat, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, Co, arm

P60 is not clear:

dupouvv LufatLov Te]

pLefo[A]lov afutov koL np]

xo[vto ...

Both X and 0 are extremely doubtful. From the photo in the IGNTP volume only
two ink dots from the upper edge of two letters are visible. Then the papyrus
breaks of f. Impossible to judge.

Lacuna: C, Sy-S

B: umlaut! (1377 C 38 L) fipyovto mpog adTdV

Very probably omitted due to h.t.
There is no reason for a secondary addition.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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123. Difficult reading

Minority reading:

NA% John 19:5 €&ERfABer obv O ’‘Inoolc €w, ¢opdv TOV akovOLvov
otédavor kol TO Topdupody Lpdtiov. kol A€yel odtolc T idob 0O
avOpwtoc. 6 “Ote ol €ldov whTOV Ol APYLEPELC ...

"Behold the man!"

omit: P66*, 0141, it(a, e, ffZ, r), ac?
P66: An insertion sign is visible. P66 is not visible, probably added at the
bottom of the page (so Aland, NT Papyri IT).

kol Aéyer oOtolc 0 ITuAdtoc... N¢
kol A€yel adtolc LdoL  dvbpwmoc B "Behold_a man!"

0141 is in IGNTP, but not in NA.

Swanson has P60 for the B reading, but in error! IGNTP "John - Papyri" does
explicitly read 160U 0 aVBpwTOC! So also the ed. pr. The reading (= txt) is
clear from the photo.

Lacuna: C, Sy-S

B: no umlaut

Possibly omitted because it is difficult to understand?

Ehrman argues for a deliberate omission: "If the reading now preserved in
Vaticanus once had a wider currency, then the deletion of the entire sentence
makes considerable sense. Scribes found its implications troubling; for them,
even though Jesus had been bloodied and reviled, he was not a mere mortal.
Pilate's statement to the contrary could best be dismissed by being excised."

The addition of 0 IILA&TOC is only natural, because it could equally well be
Jesus who is speaking, because he is the last mentioned subject. One is

wondering why not more scribes added this.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading: A

NA%" John 19:14 v 8¢ TPOOKELT TOD THOXK, Wpe NV WG €EKTN. Kol
Aéyel tolc Tovduilolg: 186e 0 PBaoLdelc VUGV,

TpiTN 01%%, D%, L, X™, A, ¥, pc, L844, other Lect™NT
Ammonius and Eusebius discuss it.

XM The commentary of X/033 reads txt. It says:

Tlvoc €veker 0 ey Mapkoc Tpltny Wpay Aéyel TOV XV oTowpwdfivedl,
0 &¢ ‘Twavvng €ktny; Mapkoc pev Ty wpar thHe amodaoewe Tod
oTavpod oapd¢ kol avapdLBOAwe €ktidetol. (51 verso, A3-8, PDF p. 104)

Compare the long note in Tis.
Lacuna: C, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA? Mark 15:25 v 6¢ Gpo TPLTN Kol €0Todpwony adTov.

N4

€KTn O, 479**, pc, Sy-H™, aeth
27 . \ 0 b4 e \ (V4 V4
NA®" Luke 23:44 Kol v 101N WOEL WP €KTN

Most probably the change to TPLTM was an attempt to harmonize the account
with that of Mk.

It is possible that the variant readings originally arouse out of a confusion of
the Greek numerals (as suggested by Ammonius and Eusebius):

I" 3 (6amma)

F 6 (Digamma)

For a complete discussion see:

S. Bartina "Ignotum episemon gabex"

Verbum Domini 36 (1958) 16 - 37

(Ammonius names the Digamma "Gabex", see Migne: Patrologia Graeca 85, col.
1512 B)

Note also:
NA?" John 4:6 €ékafe(eto oUTwG €Tl TH ™Y Wpo fY We €KT.




Compare: Theodor Zahn, Commentary on John, Excursus 6.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA?" John 19:15 ékpalyooey oly EkelvoL® Gpov apov, oTalpwaov adTov.

BYZ John 19:15 0l &¢ ékpodyooow: APOV POV OTHVPWOOV KDTOV
ol &€ ékpovyoooy P66, A, D°, A, O, f1, 13, 157, Maj,

Lat, Sy, Co
oL &€ éxpovyooay Aéyovtec P60, N, U, f13, 700, pc, rt
oL O¢ éAeyov P66*?, 01*, W, 579
ékpadyooay odV ékelvoL 01, B, L, X, ¥, 1071, pc, b, j, WH, NA®
ékpadyooay odV 33,0844, ¢

ékpadyooay oOY TMOVTEC AEYOVTEC 0141

ekpoiyalov read: D> K, II,N, ©, 054, al

P60 not in NAI

P66: NAZ has "P66* illeg.". In the facsimile one reads: ol & ékpladyaoo’ .
Thus P66 wrote €kploUyoow but forgot the N, which is supplied above the line.
But all of this appears to be a correction of yet something else. Swanson has
€leyov as conjecture. IGNTP has €Acyov as safe for P66*. This is possible,
although nothing can be seen clearly in the facsimile. The ékp Julyow is written
quite compressed. The shorter €Acyov fits quite good to the normal size and
distances of the letters.

Lacuna: C, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verses:
NAZ?" John 18:40 ékpalyooay obV TaALY A€YOVTEC:

NAZ?" John 19:6 Ol GPYLEPELS KoL OL LTMPETHL EKPaDyaony AEYOVTEC
NA%" John 19:12 ol 6¢ 'TovdaioL €ékpadyoour A€yovTec:

omit ékpadyoooy: 01*

omit Aéyovtec: 579

The Byzantine reading is probably a harmonization to verse 12. There is no
reason for a change if original.
On the other hand the support for txt us rather limited.



Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA% John 19:16 Tdte obv Topédwker «dTOV wdTOLC Tvo OTeLPWO.
IMopéraBor ody tOv ‘Incodv,

BYZ John 19:16 TOTe OOV Tapedwkey odTOV obTOLE Lvo oTovpwd
IoperaBor &€ Tov ‘Inoody kol fyewyov

‘OL 6¢ mapordBovtec adTOV P66"Y, M, 1, f13, 565

‘0L 6¢ mopoddBorvtec tov ‘Ingody  (01%), N, U, W, (), 054, 579, al

ohe of these: P60V

opérafor 66 tOV Incody A, K TI, A, ©, 0141, 157, 700, Maj,
vg, Sy-H, Sy-P

IMopéraBor odv tOV ‘Incodv 01%, B, D>, L, X, P, 0290, 33, 892°,
1071, it, bo

P60 not in NA! The papyrus is in a bad state here.
The ed. pr. has:
[oL] d¢ Tap[eAaPovtec To IN]
IGNTP has:
] 6e Tap[aiafovtec To IN]
Judging from the photo, the &€ is quite clear, also the following c.p of Tapa.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

For other minor changes see Swanson!
Lacuna: C, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 27:27 T0te ol oTpatLdToL TOD Nyepovog mepaiufortec TovV
‘Incody €l¢ T0 TPULTWPLOY GLVTYyov €T adTOV OANY TNHY oTELpay.
NA? Mark 15:15 .kl Topedwkey tov  ‘Incody  dpoyeirwong v
OTOUPWOT.

NA? Luke 23:24 .. Tov &¢ 'Inoodv mopédwker T¢ BeAnuatt adTdv.

Iopérafor odv tov 'Incody sounds not complete. It is not clear who took
him and for what. The changes and additions are only natural.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

TVU 308
NA% John 19:16 Tdte obv Topédwker «dTOV wdTOLC Tvo OTeLPWO.
[opéraBor ovr tov ‘Incody ,

BYZ John 19:16 TOTe OOV Tapedwkey odTOV obTOLE Lvo oTovpwd
Ioperafor &€ tov 'Incodr kel fyeyov

KoL flyeyov D°, K, II, A, ©, 157, 1071, 1241, Maj
(kal) &myoyov P60¥d P66¥d A, N, W, 0290, f1, 565, 579 al
kol  gmyoyov odTéV 01

amiyoyov eic T0 mpoLtwpLor  M?, U, T, 700, al, Lect™*, Sy-Pal™
fiyoayov kol émédnkoy odte TOV otowpdy f13,L844, Ortet

(4 ~ ’ \ ) ~ ) [4
oL 0€e oTpPuTLOTIL TopeAnPovteg Tov ‘Incody amnyoyor 118

txt omit: B, L, X, ¥, 0141, 33, pc, it(a, aur, b, c, e, ££2, rh), bo

P60 not in NA! The ot prefix is not completely clear, but quite probable:
IGNTP and the ed.pr. reconstruct:

amnlyeyov Kot ...

M: Swanson has M for €i¢ T0 TpaLTWPLOY. IGNTP and NA have hot.
Lacuna: C, Sy-S

For other minor changes see Swanson!

B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 27:31 ... K&l &m1yoyor adTOV €i¢ TO OTaUP®OnL.

NA%" Mark 15:20 ... Kal €ayovoLy adtov va 0TowpwlowoLy aitov.

NA? Luke 23:26 Kol w¢ ammyayor adtov, émiiafoucvor Lipwve TLvw
Kupnvaiov épyoucvor am’ qypod émédnkoar adt® TOV oTaupOr (épeLy
0TLoBer tod ‘Inood.

Next verse 17:
NA%" John 19:17 kol Pootalwy €aute) TOV oTtowpor EERABer elg tov
Leyouevor Kpaviov Tomov,

The reading €l¢ TO TPALTWPLOV is curious. Even though the praetorium
appears twice in 18:28 and 18:33 it makes no sense here.
Weiss (Jo Com.) thinks that the kol &TMyyov is from Mt 27:31.



Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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124. Difficult varianl‘
NAZ John 19:20 kol fv yeypoupévor ‘Efpaioti, ‘Pwunioti, ‘EAAnVLOTL.

BYZ John 19:20 kol v yeypepuévor ‘Efpatoti EAAnviott ‘Pouaioti

Byz A,D> 0,0141, f1,157, 565, 1071, Maj, Lat, Sy
txt 01, B,L,N, X, ¥, (f13), 33,579, al, e, ff%, Sy-Pal, Co, arm
01* h.t.

‘EBpaiott, ‘Popcioti, ‘Efpaioti W, 1194

NA?" John 19:19 éypaler 8¢ kol titAov 0 ITLAGTOC Kol €Onkev €Ml ToD
oteupod fr 8¢ yeypapuévor T - ‘Incodc 6 Noalwpolog 6 Baotiele
TGV Tovdalwy.

T ‘Efpaioti, ‘Pwuaioti, ‘EAANVLOTL f13-part
‘EBpaiott ‘EAAnviotl ‘Pwpaioti 69, 124, 983, 1689(=f13), 579

01* has an omission due to parablepsis from v. 19 to v. 21 (t@v "Toudalwy)

f13 has the words in verse 19 only. 579 has the words fwice: In verse 19 in the
Byz order and in verse 20 in the txt order!

Lacuna: C, A, Sy-S

B: no umlaut

See also discussion in Luke 23:38
NA* Luke 23:38 fv &¢ kol €mLypadn €m odT®' 0 PooLiele TV
"Tovdalwy ovToc.
BYZ Luke 23:38 f¥ 8¢ KL EMLYPUN YEYPUUUEVN €T oDTG) YPOUUXOLY
‘EAAvikolc, kel Popoikoic kol ‘EBpolkolc,
oUto¢ €oTly ‘O Paoiiele todv Tovdolwy

Byz 01*, A, C% D, Q W,0, ¥, 0250, f1, f13, 33, 157, Maj,

Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, bo""
txt  P75,01¢, B, C*, L, 070, 579*, 1241, Sy-S, Sy-C, sa, bo™'

f13, 579 insert the words in verse 19. This probably seemed to be a more
appropriate place for them. This is also the position where the words are
inserted in the Byzantine text of Lk 23:38.

It is interesting that the wording and the order of the languages in different in
Jo and in Byz-Lk.



It has been argued that the txt order, Hebrew, Latin, Greek, is more natural,
because we have first the language of the inhabitants, then the language of the
occupation regime and finally the main language of the Mediterranean area (=
national, official, common language). The Byzantine order could be a geographical
ordering from East to West. But all this is not very convincing.

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:

NA% John 19:21 éieyov odv 1@ IliAatw ol apylepelc TV Tovdulwy:
un ypade: 6 BaoLiele TV Tovdaiwv,

QAL OTL ékelvog elmer Boolielg eipl TV Tovdalwy.

No txt in NA and SQE!

v Tovdalwy eiuL
B,L, X, ¥, 0141, 33, pc, Trg, WH, SBL

txt P66,01, A, D> W, O, f1, f13, 579, Maj

Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA?" John 18:33 kol elmer adt®* oL €l 6 Baoliele TV Toudalwy;

NA%" John 18:37 €lmer obv adte O IltAdtog olkodr Paoiievg €l ov;
amekplOn 0 ‘Inoodc oL Aéyelg OTL Baolielc elut.

NA? John 18:39 PovAeoBe olr @moAVOw UMY TOV PaoLiée TGV
Tovdalwv:

NA%" John 19:3 yaipe 0 Baoiiele oV "Tovdalwy

NAZ?" John 19:19 "Incolc 0 Nalwpoulog 0 Puoiievc TGV Tovdalwy.

The phrase Baoldclg TGV Tovdalwv appears immediately before (and several
times elsewhere in John). It is probable that it has simply been repeated and
€lpil added at the end for emphasis.

There is no reason why the B, L word order should have been changed.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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125. Difficult reading

Minority reading:

NA?" John 19:24 €lmay o0V TPOC GAANAOLG: U OYLOWWEY oDTOV, GAAN
Laywpey mepl adtod Tivog €otal: Tva M ypadt TANPwOTH [f) Aéyovow]
SLepeploorto To LUOTLO, MOV €MUTOLC Kol €TL TOV  LUKTLOMOV |OU
€Boiov kAfipov. Ol pev odv otpati@dtel Tadto émoinouv.

omit: 01, B, pc, L844, it(a, b, ¢, ff, r'), sa™*, ac?, pbo,
NA?°, WH, Weiss, Tis, Bal

mss3

Lat(aur, f, q, vg), sa™*° read txt.

P66 is not clear due to large lacunae: The ed. princeps omits, but space
considerations are indecisive. Both are possible.

Lacuna: C, A, Sy-S

B: no umlaut

Compare:

NAZ" John 13:18 &AL’ Tve M ypadn TANPWOR:

NAZ" John 17:12 Tvo 1 Ypadt TANPWOR.

NA?" John 19:36 €y€veto yop tadte Lvo 1 ypodn TANPwOR:

NA?" John 7:38 koOw¢ €lmer 1 ypodn,

NA? John 7:42 o0y 1) ypadn €lmey OTL

NA?" John 19:28 v TeAcLwOf 1 ypodn,

NA%" John 19:37 Kl TUALY €T€pe YpodT A€yeL:

Compare also:

NAZ?" Matthew 26:54 TAC 00V TANPWODOLY al ypodol OTL

NA% Matthew 26:56 v TANPWOGAOLY ol ypadol TRV TPOGNTKV.
NAZ Mark 14:49 &AL’ Tvo. TANPWODOLY ol Ypodol.

NA? Luke 4:21 OTL ofjuepor TemAnpwtol 1 ypodtn o«lTn

NA? Acts 1:16 (vdpec GdeAdol, €8cL TANPWOAvaL TV Ypodny

Note:
NA?" James 2:23 kol €TANPWON 1) ypodn M A€yovoo:

ve N ypodn TANPWOT appears 4 times in John. Only here 1) A€youow is
added. The only other occurrence in the NT with this addition is Jam 2:23.
It is possible that the omission is a conformation to John's style.



Rating: - (indecisive)
(brackets ok)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 19:25 Elotnkeloay 8¢ mape t¢) otawp® tod ‘Incod M unitnp
a0toD kol 1 adeAdn A untpoc adtod, Maple 1 T0d Kiwmd T kol
Mapto 1) Meaydainu.

T 6 tic KAdme kel Twond dderdol

ol Mopta 1) pfitne tod kuptov kel Mapio ddeAdac:
oL o0V &00 aderdol €raBorv toc V0 ddeAdic

, Sy-H™

)

92

Lacuna: C, A, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Certainly originally a marginal gloss (note Sy-H™).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ?” John 19:29 okeDog €keLto OEoug peotov:

omoyyor oby peotov tod ©OEouc LOOWTWw TepLBEvTEC mpPooNVeyKa
a0ToD TG OTOMTL.

BYZ John 19:29 okeDo¢ 00V ékeLto OFouG WheoTov:
oL &€ TANOaVTEC OTOYYOV OEOUC Kol VOOWTW TePLOEVTEC TPOONVEYKIY
a0ToD TG OTOMKTL

Byz A, D> 0, 0141, 13, 157, 892°, 1071, Maj, aur, f, vg, Sy, bo, sa™?, arm
oL &€ mANoovtec omoyyor dEouc PeTd YOAfc Kol
0, f13, 892°, pc, [+ Sy-H, Sy-Pal, arm, acc. to Tis]

txt  P66" 01,B,L, W, X, ¥, fl, 33,565, 579, pc, it, sa™*, ac?, pbo
mowioartec omoyyor oy peotov tod Ofouc petd YoAfig
Eus (cf. Tis)

Lacuna: C, A, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

ueotor  peotog "full”
TANOOVTEG participle aorist active nominative masculine plural
TLLTANUL "fill"

Parallels:
NA?" Matthew 27:34 €6wkor DTG TLELY OLVOV UETO YOARC UepLyuévor:
NA?" Matthew 27:48 kol Aefwy omdyyov TANowG T€ OEoug

Kol TepLOele kAo €motLler adTov.
NA? Mark 15:23 kol €81600V a0TG) EOLUPVLOUEVOV OLVOV!
NA?" Mark 15:36 Yeploag omoyyor OEouc TepLOeLle KaAue

emotLler odTOV

NA%" Luke 23:36 OL OTPATLOTIL TPOOEPYOUeEVOL, OEo¢ Tpoopépovtec adTd

Compare:
LXX Psalm 68:22 Kol €0wKaY €l TO Pp@dua Hou YOANY Kol €i¢ Tty
Sljor pov émotLoay pe OFog

It is probable that the Byzantine reading is a stylistic improvement, to avoid the
double peaToV.
TLLTATLL appears only here in John.



LeTa XOARG is clearly a harmonization to Mt (or Psalm 68:22).
Weiss (Jo Com.) thinks that the Byzantine reading is from Mt 27:48.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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126. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" John 19:29 okeDoc €keLto OFouC Weator: oTOyyor oDV UeoTOV TOD
0foug DOOWTR TePLOEVTEC TPooNVeykay aDTOD TG OTOUKTL.

V006 476*(11™ CE), ¢j. (Camerarius, 1500 - 1574)
= "spear, lance" Parker (Living text) adds: 1242 (13™ CE).
476 has been corrected to VOOWT.

perticae b, ff2, 16, 25
= "lath, pole"
omit: c, 9A*, 48 (but see below)

V00WTW TePLOEVTEG KAAIU® O, 892°, pc

positum erat aceto plenum hysopo admiscentes c, 16, 25, 48, Hil, Chr'ys, Non
"vinegar mixed with Hyssop"

For details of the Latin see the online Vetus Latina Iohannes.
Lacuna: C, A, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

VO0WTOG "hyssop”, a small bush with aromatic leaves used for ritual purification
(appears 10 times in the LXX)
V00 0 VOOOC, "the javelin, spear”, Latin "pilum"

Compare:

NAZ?" Matthew 27:48 kol TepLOele kodapw ['reed”] ETOTL eV adTOV.

NA* Mark 15:36 [kal] <yeploog omoyyov Ofoug TepLBelc KoAIUw
emotLler adTor A€ywv:

Compare also:

LXX Exodus 12:22 ANuiec@e d¢ déopny voowmov kol Pafevtec Gmo tod
oc‘ipocrog “Take a bunch of hyssop, dip it in the blood that is in the basin,"

LXX Numbers 19:6 kol ANulietocl 0 Lepelg EVAov kédpLrov kal Voowmov
Kol KOKKLVOV "The priest shall take cedarwood, hyssop, and crimson material "

and also: Lev 14:4, 6, 49, 51f; Num 19:6, 18; 1 Ki 5:13; Ps 50:9; Heb 9:19



Hyssop is possibly a very early error, perhaps by John already? An aromatic
herb is not really suited for the purpose, but see below.

It is possible that the variant arose accidentally:
usswperigentes
usswpwperigentes

476 is a typical Byzantine manuscript. It is probable that the reading has been
introduced here either accidentally (the other way round) or on purpose to fit
better to the context.

The real Hyssop (Hyssopus officinalis) does not occur in Palestine. It has been
proposed that the Hyssop in the Bible is Origanum Maru, a marjoram. Its stems
get about 1 m long. Another suggestion is that it is Sorghum vulgare, Durra,
which gets almost twice as high as Origanum Maru and fits equally well. It is said
that it would be in principal possible to put a sponge on it.

000G was first conjectured by Joachim Camerarius in 1572:

"Hyssop is the name of a herb. What mentioning it here may mean, others have inferred
elsewhere through guessing; Matthew mentions a reed. It is perhaps permitted to suspect
that to this reed that herb as well had been attached; Nonnus asserts that the vinegar
presented to Jesus was mixed with hyssop, for he calls it Uoowmnw kekepaopévov [mixed
with hyssop]. But if there is room left for conjectures, what if it would be permitted to
suspect that the archetype had Uoo® mpomepiBévreg, so that on top of a spear a sponge,
put around there, was presented to Jesus? For the spear of the Roman army, in particular
the (throwing) javelin was called Uoodg by the Greek. From which Matthew perhaps used
the common name of spears, 'reed’. Although also someone else could have taken a reed,
drench a sponge with vinegar, and bring it mockingly to Jesus' mouth. But that I leave
undecided, and in my view it cannot be known thus far, notwithstanding the inquiry into the
essential truth." (taken from: "Notatio Figurarum Sermonis in Libris Quatuor
Evangeliorum", Leipzig, Vogelin, 1572, pp. 297-298, translation by Jan Krans)

V00 was printed by Baljon and Lagrange, and accepted in Moffatt's translation
and the NEB.

Parker (Living Text): "Here is a conjecture [f)oo@] which would have been
accepted in such a narrative in any other kind of text. It should be accepted
here."

The Mishnah notes on the use of Hyssop for purification purposes (Mishnah
Parah 12:1a): "Hyssop which is [too] short - one makes it suffice with a thread
and with a spindle and immerses it and brings it up and holds on to the Hyssop
[itself] and sprinkles."



Beethan writes: "The translation would then be ‘therefore having placed round a
"hyssop" (i.e. a bunch of hyssop lengthened and thereby stiffened with a spindle
for the purpose of dipping and sprinkling) a sponge full of the sour wine, they
conveyed it to his mouth." "

The Jerusalem Bible translates "hyssop stick".

It appears rather improbable that hyssop is a simple error, because it is
difficult to explain why it was so universally accepted when it makes no sense at
all. There was something right about it, perhaps along the lines of the Mishna
quote.

It has been suggested that Hyssop has been introduced here as a symbol, to
indicate that Jesus is actually the Passah lamb. Note Exo 12:22 where Hyssop is
mentioned to be used to disperse the blood of the lamb.

Compare:
e E. Nestle "Zum Ysop bei Johannes, Josephus und Philo" ZNW 14 (1913)
263-5
e 6. Schwarz "DOOWTW TEPLOEVTEC To 19:29" NTS 30 (1984) 625-26
e F.G.and P.A. Beethan "A note on Jo 19:29" JTS 44 (1993) 163 - 169

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA?" John 19:35 KoL O €WPAKMNC WEMOPTUPNKEY, Kol &Andivn adtod éoTLv
N poptuple, kol éxelvoc oidey OtL dAnBA A€yer, tva kol Upelg
motel[o]nrte.

omit verse: e, 32, Codex Fuldensis

verse-order 34. 36-37, 35 Cyr, Chrys
B: no umlaut

Compare context 19:33-37:
33 But when they came to Jesus and saw that he was already dead, they did not break
his legs. 34 Instead, one of the soldiers pierced his side with a spear, and at once blood
and water came out.
35 (He who saw this has testified so that you also may believe.
His testimony is true, and he knows that he tells the truth.)
36 These things occurred so that the scripture might be fulfilled, "None of his bones
shall be broken." 37 And again another passage of scripture says, "They will look on the
one whom they have pierced."

The verse does not fit very good here, because it separates the events and the
scripture references.

Cyrill of Alexandria in his commentary on John discusses the verses in the order
34. 36-37, 35.

This verse has another difficulty, namely: To what refers the ékelvog? It is
normally assumed that it refers to the beloved disciple, but this would be very
unusual stylistically and unjohannine. It has been proposed therefore that it
refers to Jesus (so Zahn).

Blass concludes: "everything is insecure: The whole verse and its position, also
its parts, especially the ék€ivog oldev, and finally, if this could be fixed, we
are left with the ékelvog and dispute about it. One thing should be clear:
whoever wants to build on this verse a hypothesis regarding the origin of this
Gospel, he builds on sand, drifting sand even."

Compare also the piercing variant at Mt 27:49.



Compare:
e T.Zahn ZKW 1888, 581-596
e H. Dechent "Zur Auslegung der Stelle Joh 19:35" TSK 72 (1899) 446-67
e F.Blass "Uber Ev. Joh 19:35" TSJ 75 (1902) 128-33
e Helen Mardaga "The use and meaning of EKEINOS in Jn 19:35" Filologia
Neotestamentaria 20 (2007) 67-80

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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127. Difficult variant

Jo 19:35 + 20:31

Minority reading:

NA? John 19:35 Kkl O €WPUKWC MEREPTUPNKEY, Kol GANOLYT adTOD
€0TLY M MopTuple, kol ékelvog older 0Tl aAndf Acyel, Ty kol Vpele
TLotev[ante.

NAZ" John 20:31 tadta 8¢ yéypamtal Lvo TLoTeb[o]nte OtL ‘Incodc éotLy
0 XpLoto¢ 6 viog tod Beod, kal Tva miotebovtee (wNy €émte év T
OVopaTL ohTOD.

B: no umlaut

19:35
TLotelmre  01*, B, ¥, Or, NA®, WH, Trg™, Tis, Bal, SBL
Totebonte 019, A, DS, L, W, X, A, ©, 0141, 0211, f1, 13, 33, Maj,
Gre, Bois, Weiss, Trg
Lacuna: P66, C

20:31

Twotelnte P66, 01*, B, ©, 0211, 0250, 157, 892°, 1071, L2211,
NA%® WH, Trg™, Tis, Bal, SBL

TLotebonte 019 A,C,D,L, W, X, A, ¥, 0141, f1, 13, 33, Maj,
Bois, Weiss, Trg (Gre not covered)

subjunctive aorist active 2nd person plural OR
subjunctive present active 2nd person plural

Compare:

NAZ” John 6:29 Lvo. TLOTEUNTE €LC OV AMECTELAEY EKELVOC.
BYZ John 6:29 {vo mLoTelonte €LC OV GMECTELAEY EKELVOC
Byz D, W, 0145, 1582, f13, 892, 1071, 1241, Maj

txt P75,01,A,B,L,N,0,Y,fl,2, 33,565,579

NAZ?" John 10:38 KOV €UOL [T TLOTELNTE, TOLC €PYOLC TLOTEVETE,
v yraTe Kol yYLVGOOoKNTE

BYZ John 10:38 KQV €UOL WT) TLOTEUNTE,TOLC €PYOLE TLOTEVONTE,
v yvote kol TLotedonte

1. mLotelonte  P66*

3.moteunte 01,579, 1241, pc




NA?" John 13:19 &1 &pTL Aéyw LULY PO ToD YevéoBal, Lvo TLoTEDONTE
TLoTeEUNTE B, C, [WH]

NA?" John 17:21 Tvo 0 KOOUROGC TLOTEDY OTL OV [e€ GMECTELANC.
BYZ John 17:21 {ve. 0 KOOWOC TLOTEVOT OTL OV We GTECTELANG
Byz P60,01% A, C%,D,L,0,Y,fl,f13, 33,565,579, 1071, Maj, Or
txt  P66,01*, B, C*, W, pc, Cl

Compare also:
NAZ" John 13:34 Lo Kol UPELS ayomdte[present] (AANAOUC.

Strictly speaking the different tenses would indicate

a) aorist "that you may believe" = "come to believe"

b) present "that you may continue to believe"

This would then further indicate that in case a) the intended audience of the
Gospel are non-believers and in b) those who are already Christians.

Note that also in the earlier cases (6:29, 10:38, 13:19, 17:21) this variation
occurs.

Very difficult to judge.

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 58) notes that for scribes the subjunctive present was the
norm in Lva clauses.

Rating: - (indecisive)
(brackets ok)
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128. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" John 19:38 Meta ¢ tadto Hpwdtnoer tov Iliddtor Twong [0] dmo
‘Apiudoiog,

omit 0 P66 A, B, D% L, ¥, 579, pc, WH, NA?®, Weiss, Trg, SBL
0 Twond amo A

txt P66°,01, W, X, ©, 0141, f1, 13, 33, Maj, Sy
0 Twond 0 amd0 O, 346, Maj-part[H, S, Y, T, A, A, 2,157, 1424]

P66: J.R. Royse (Scribal habits, 2008, p. 469) writes:
"if we examine the lower left corner of the plate, we see remaining of Lwoed the n rather
clearly, and to its right the upper left portion of the ¢. We can judge from the preceding line
that the missing space should hold one letter, and since the scribe's ¢ is wider than most
letters, that space doubtless contained the rest of the ¢ and no other letter. We then see
on the next fragment upper portions of om quite clearly. But just to the upper left of the a
we see a rounded line that must be a superlinear letter, and looks very much like part of an o.

Looks ok to me. Note that the two fragments are not connected and the space
for the lacuna is not exactly known.
There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.

Lacuna: C

B: no umlaut

ComPare parallels:
NAZ" Matthew 27:57

fAOev &vBpwtog TAoLoLoC &To ‘ApLuadeiog, Tobvoun Twond,

NA?" Mark 15:43 éA00V Twong [0] amo ‘Apiuadoelog
omit 0: B?, D, W€, 083, 13, 28, 579, pc
txt 01,A,C L, W*0,Y, fl, 13, 33, Mqj

NA%" Luke 23:51 Twond ... a0 ‘Apiuebalac mOAcwe TV Tovdalwy

Compare also:
NA?" John 11:1 "Hy &€ ti¢ 4oBevdv, Aalopoc amo Bnaviag safel
NAZ John 21:2 kol Nabavond 0 amo Kave — safel

Compare discussion at Mk 15:43. In Mark the reading WITH the article has to
be preferred, especially since the B reading is suspect.


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

Difficult to decide internally. It is possible that the 0 has been inserted to
indicate clearly which Joseph is meant, that it's not e.g. Jesus' father:

"Came Joseph from Arimathea"

"Came Joseph, the one from Arimathea"

Both forms with and without the article appear in John (11:1 and 21:2), both
safe.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 19:39 AABev &8¢ kol NikOSNUOS, 0 €AOWY TPOC KDTOV VUKTOC
10 TPATOV, PEPWY LYW opdprng Kol GAONG WC ALTpaC €KoTov.

€ALyue  "afold, roll"  01*, B, W, bo™, WH
€Wy EALYUe. 01*, W ( bo has €WV too)
Pépwy EALYUO B, WH

~

opfype  “"salve" pc, L181, Sy-Pal
Llypee  "mixture" P669,01¢, A, D%, L, X, A, ©, f1, f13°°, 33, Maj,

Sy-H, Co, WH™, NA*®

Oulype  "mixture" ¥, f13¢, 157, 892°, pc, L47, L1076
(from piype)

mixturam Lat
malagmam e

Lacuna: C, Sy-S
B: no umlaut

All words appear only here in the Greek Bible.

migma

eligma

It is possible that €ALYU is just an accidental error, since both words fit good
here and look similar. Note that the verb €ALoow (“"roll up") appears 4 times in
the Greek Bible: Job 18:8; Isa. 34:4; Heb. 1:12; Rev. 6:14

Metzger writes:

"Although €ALYL, being the more difficult reading (the word normally means "a
fold, a wrapping" and not "a roll, a package", which would be required here),
might seem to be preferable as explaining the rise of the other readings, a
majority of the Committee was impressed by the earlier and more diversified
testimony supporting jLLyue."

Hoskier (Codex B, I, p. 400) suggests that the verb €xwv of 01*, W comes from
the Bohairic which has it too.



Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

NA%" John 20:1 T 8¢ uLd tdv oePpatwy Maple 1) Maydainvn épyetol
TPwl OKOTLHG €TL olong €l TO Humuelov kol PAETeL Tov AlBov
fpuévor T &k Tod pumueLov.

From 20:1-13 only the Latin part of D is extant!

T amo thc O0pac 01, D?, W, f1, 22, 565, 579, al,
d, f, r', vg™, Sy-S, Sy-Pal, pbo, bo, arm

T &k thc Olpoc 157

D: conjecture from d.
Lacuna: C
B: no umlaut

NPREVOV alpw participle perfect passive accusative masculine singular
Compare:

NA? Mark 16:3 KoL €A€YOV TPOC €qUTAC TLG GTOKLALOEL MUly tov AlBov
ek Thg Apog Tod prmuelov;

A natural addition. There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NA?" John 20:16 A€yeL a0th] ‘Inooldc: Mapiap. otpadelon ékelvn Aéyel
a0t ‘Efpaioti: paffourt (0 Aéyetal SLOKOKMAL).

BYZ John 20:16 Aéyel adTh 0 'Inoodc Muapla. otpadelon ékelvn Aéyel
a0T ‘PopBourt 6 Aéyetal ALdookoie

Not in NA and not in SQE but in Tisl!
Byz A, K, II% 050, 0141, f1, f13, 565, 700, 1071, Maj, Lat(a, aur, f, q, vg)

txt 01,B,D,L,N, W, X, A IT*, 0, ¥, 0211, 33, 157, L1043,
it(b, ¢, d, e, ff%, r!, 94, 27, 30, 35%, 48), Sy, Co, arm

Lacuna: C, 579
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" John 1:38 ol 8¢ elmov adte): pefPL,
0 AEYeTOL PeBepUNnVeLOUEVOV SLOAOKOAE,
NA?" John 5:2 koAupufnOpa M émiieyouévn ‘Efpatoti Bnolaba
NA?" John 19:13 TOTOV Acyouevor ALBootpwtov, ‘Efpaiotl &¢ IoBfodo.
NA?" John 19:17 Kpaviov Tomov, 6 Aéyetor ‘Efpaioti INoiyoba,

NA% Mark 10:51 0 8¢ TUPAOC €lmev adT* poafPouvi, va dvefrcfw.

A typical Johannine term. It is possible that the addition at this point has been
stimulated by the previous context (19:13+17).

On the other hand it is possible that it has been omitted as redundant, 0
Aéyetal Sudaokade follows immediately.

The other occurrences above of ‘EPpaiotl are safe.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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Minority reading:
NA%" John 20:16 A€yel adtf 'Inoodc Muoproy. otpadeilon ékelvm A€yel
a0t ‘Efpatoti: pafPouvrt (0 Aéyetal Sidookare) T .
T kol Tpo€dpaprey gl ohTod
et occurrit ut tangeret eum
01¢, 0, P, f13°¢, pc, vg”‘ss(-"“"' bE) Sy-S, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, geo’, Cyr
pc = 1093, 1195*, 1230, 1820, 2145

0141 omits 0 A€yeToL SLOAOKMAE.
£13° omits.

Lacuna: C, 579

B: no umlaut

Compare next verse:
NA%" John 20:17 A€yeL adTh ‘Inoolc: un Wou «mtov, ...

Compare also:
NA?" John 20:4 kol O GAAOC poONTNC TPoedpopey TayLov Tod IIéTpou

No parallel.
If the words were original, there would have been no reason for an omission.

From context a natural addition.
What is interesting is that all these diverse witnesses have the same words.
Where are they from?

It had been suggested that this reading was also in the Diatessaron, because it
is found in several Gospel harmonies (e.g. the Heliand, the Middle Dutch
harmonies, and several Latin harmonies). Compare Petersen "Diatessaron”, p.
304-5.

Baarda analyzed the variant and concludes:

"(a) The Greek text was originally inserted into Greek texts as an interpolation
in the second or early third century, in Alexandria (Ammonius? Origen?). It has
influenced the Caesarean ftext, and through it also the Koine text and the Irish
text of the Vulgate. The latter text may have influenced some of the Latin
harmonies.



(b) Independently, or under the influence of this Greek text, the Syriac
Diatessaron introduced another phrase, namely and ran up and wished to seize
Him, which was used by the author of the Syriac version of our Epistle on
Virginity and by Romanos. This eastern reading then was introduced into the
early Latin translation of the Diatessaron, which in its turn has influenced the
wording of the Heliand, Saelden Hort, the Dutch harmonies, Maerlant's
Rymbybel and many Latin commentaries on the passage of John 20:16 f."

Baarda further notes that the corrector of Codex Sinaiticus "is supposed to
have worked at Caesarea".

Compare:

T. Baarda "Jesus and Mary (Jo 20:16 f.) in the Second Epistle on Virginity
ascribed to Clement" in "Studien zum Text ..." Festschrift Greeven, 1986, 11-34,
esp. 27-32.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ John 20:17 Aéyer odtf ‘Inoodc: pn MOL  &TTOL, OUTW YO
GUoPEPNKe TPOC TOV THTEPQ’

un &mtov wov B, L1043

un &mTou 473, L47 (Tis)

GTTOV JOU  cj. (Johannes Lepsius, 1858-1926)

B: no umlaut

"Do not touch me, for I have not yet ascended to the Father."

Interesting conjecture. The txt reading is difficult to understand, because,
when Jesus is gone, he cannot be fouched either. And in Jo 20:27 Jesus
explicitely invites Thomas to touch him!

But, the universal addition of [u7) cannot really be explained as secondary. One of
the many mysteries of St. John's Gospel.

Lepsius conjecture is very tempting, but his explanation is not. He is pointing to
a lost Aramaic original of the Gospel and sees the reading as a dittography,
without mentioning, which words he had in mind, though.

Jan Krans traced back the conjecture to an earlier source: Christoph Gotthelf
Gersdorf (1763-1834). For Gersdorf the original was TTOL [LOU or OV GTITOU,
to which some pious scribe added T because he found it inappropriate to have
Jesus touched by a woman. Perhaps docetism.

Compare:

e Jan Krans:
http://vuntblog.blogspot.com/2008/12/5-to-touch-or-not-to-touch-lepsius-on.html

e Johannes Lepsius “Die Auferstehungsberichte” in the Journal Das Reich
Christiissues 7-8 (July-August 1902). Of it, a separate publication exists,
entitled "Reden und Abhandlungen von Johannes Lepsius. 4. Die
Auferstehungsberichte", Berlin, Reich Christi-Verlag, 1902.

e Christoph Gotthelf Gersdorf “Beitrdge zur Sprach-Characteristik der
Schriftsteller des Neuen Testaments. Eine Sammlung meist neuer
Bemerkungen, Erster Theil”, Leipzig, Weidmann, 1816. footnote on pp. 79-
80
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Minority reading:

NA?" John 20:17 Aéyer altf] ‘Inood¢: Wn WOU  KTTOVL, OUTW  Yop
GUoPEPNKe TPOC TOV THTéPX: TOPELOL 8¢ TPOC TOUC AdeAdolC oL Kol
eime adtole dvofalvw TPOC TOV THTEPX KOU KoL TOTEPE LUDV Kol
BecOv pov kol BeoV LUKV,

omit: 01*,D, W, pc, d, e, bo™*, Irte'
wadntéc pov  47%Y (Tis)

Lacuna: C, 579
B: no umlaut

Parallel:
NA%" Matthew 28:10 t0Te A€yelL a0talc 0 'Inoolc un ¢oPfeiobe: vmayete
amoyyeldoate Tolg adeAdolc pov v amérbwoly eic v ToAitdoloy,
KaKeL e Ofovtal. omit: 01*

nobntog pov 157, L2211, pe, Cyr

Compare:
NA?" John 21:23 &fABer odv oltog 0 AOYOoC €il¢ TolUC adeAdovg OTL O
LoONTNG Ekelrog o0k GmodvToKeL:

NA%" John 2:12 Meta todto katéfn cic Kadapraoly adtog kel 1) uitne
a0ToD Kol ol adeAdol [odToD] kol ol padntol adtod Kol €kel EheLvoy
00 TOAANC TUEPOC

omit a0Tol: P66*, P75, B, K, I, L, ¥, 0162, f13, 28, 1071, pc, Or

NAZ" John 7:3 €lmov oDV mpoO¢ adTOV oL adeAdol adtod:

27 b \ \ S b \ b ~ bl ’ b b 4
NA*" John 7:5 ovd€ Yyop oL adeAdol ovTOD €TLOTEVOV €LG KLUTOV,
NA?" John 7:10 ‘Q¢ &¢ avéPnoar ol adeidol adtod €ic tny €optny,

In 21:23 the meaning is "the brethren, the community". It is probable that the
omission is an attempt to achieve this meaning.
Note the same variation at Mt 28:10.

The omission/addition of WOV after ToTeP is discussed at Jo 6:65 above!



Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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NAZ?" John 20:19 Olong obv oyilag T nuepoa EKELVT] ™ uux
oofBatwy kol TV BLPAV KEKAELOWEVWY OTOL HooV Ol podntol

Sue. Tov poPov TtV ‘Tovdulwr, NABer 6 'Inoodc kol €otn
€lg TO péooV Kol A€yel adTOLS €Lpnn LHLV.

BYZ John 20:19 Olong ovv Oylag Tf MUEPQ EKELl/n ) uLoa TOV
oocﬁﬁocroov Kol TOV QUPRY KEKAELOWEVWY OTOU noow oL podntol
ouvnypévol Suee tov ¢pofor Tt Tovdalwy NABer 6 ‘Inoodg kol €0tm
€lc TO weéoov kol Aéyel adtolc Eipryn vuiv

Byz 01, L, X, A, 0, F,0141,0250, f1, {13, 33, Maj,
it(b, c, e, f, ff, rl), ng', Sy-H**, Sy-Pal, Co, arm
ol pednrar adtod ovvnyuévor L, U, A, II, ¥, 346, 33, dl, f, sa

txt 01*, A, B, D, W, A*, 078, pc, Lat(a, aur, d, q, vg), Sy-S, Sy-P, ac?, pbo

Lacuna: C, 579
B: no umlaut

ouVOLYW "gather together, assemble"
Compare:

NA?" Matthew 18:20 00 yap €loLy 800 1) TPELC OCUUNYUEVOL €l TO EUOV
OVOpK, €KEL €Ll €V PEow ahTQV.

A natural addition. There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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129. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA? John 20:20 kol TODTO €lmv €delfev T ThC YELPOC KoL TTV
TACLPOY DTOLC. €xapnony oDV oL uadntal L8ovTec TOV KLPLOV.

KoL TOC YELPOC
A, B, NA®® Weiss, Trq, WH

txt  01,D, W, 078, 0211, 0250, pc, q

wdTOlg TOG XElpog — P66Y, L, X, ©, P, 0141, f1, 33, Maj, Lat, Sy, [Trg™]
with kol TNV mAcvpar edTod

o0Tolc TOC YeElpac Kol Todc modoc f13, 565

P66: One can see the U of the final «0T0D. Also the space would fit.
Lacuna: C, 579
B: no umlaut

Compare parallel:
NA% Luke 24:40 kol TODTO €lmwr €6eléer adTOLC TOC YELPUC KOL TOUG
TOd0C.

The readings with a0T01¢ are clearly a harmonization to Lk.
It is possible that originally nothing was present (= txt) and that some scribes
added kL others changed it to the a0TOLG reading.

On the other hand it is also possible that Kol is original. With the meaning
"also" it would seem to indicate that he had already shown something to them.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA? John 20:23 @V TLwwv apfite Toc opaptiog apénvrtel odtolg, v
TLVOV KPOTHTE KEKPATNVTOL.

BYZ John 20:23 &V TV Gpfite Tog apoptiac adLévter oadTtole v
TLVOV KPOTHTE KEKPATNVTOL

"If you forgive the sins of any, they are forgiven them; if you retain the sins of any, they are
retained."

Byz adrévtar B, W, U* A, ©,078,0141, 69, 700, 1071, 1424, Maj,
Sy, Or, Trg™

txt  adéwvtor  01%% A, D, L, US, X, 050, 0211, f1, f13, 33V 157, 565,
L844, al, WH, NA%®

aLovtor  B*, ¥, pc, WH™, Weiss
apednoetar  01*, q, sa, ac?, pbo

Or: Mt Comm. tom. 16:15

\ 2 14 nwy / ~ e/ ” S 1A \ ¢ ’
Kol elmwr: "Aofete mrebuo oyLovt oV TLYQV opfTE TOC OUOPTLOG
s ’ ) -~ ” ~ ’ "
aPLEVTOL OCUTOLG OV TLVWV KPUTTHTE KEKPOLTNVTHL.

Swanson has 33 for Byz against NA.

Lacuna: C, 579

B: no umlaut

B (p. 1380 B 31) originally wrote: - e@ionNTal. The € and the O are
left unenhanced. A very small € is written above the O. Tischendorf assigns
everything to B3,

apLEVTL indicative present passive 3rd person plural
APEWVTOL indicative perfect passive 3rd person plural
adednoetal indicative future passive 3rd person singular
KEKPATNVTL indicative perfect passive 3rd person plural

It is probable that dpLOVTAL is just an orthographic error for dbEéwVTHL.
Compare:

BYZ Matthew 12:31 maoo ouoptie kol BAoodnuie adedbnoetol TolC
AVOPWTOLE




BYZ Matthew 12:32 Kol O¢ € €lmy AGyovr katé Tod viod ToD GropwtTou
adednoetoL DT

NA? Matthew 18:18 Oon €xv OMonte €ml TAc YAC €otol Oedeuéve €v
oLpaV®, Kol 000 €xv Alonte €ml ThC YAC €0t AcAupéve €v obpav®d
BYZ Mark 3:28 ’Auny Aéyw LUV OTL TOvTe GpeONoeTOL T0 QLo TNLOTO
TOLC LLOLC TOV AVOPWTWY

Compare also:

/ 14 I4 14
NA*" Matthew 9:2 T€KVOV, ablevTol 00U ol OUOPTLOL.
BYZ Matthew 9:2 T€kvoV adEéwrtal ool ol cuapTleL OOL

NA?" Matthew 9:5 dbLevTal oov ol ouepTLL,
BYZ Matthew 9:5 "Ad€wrtal oov ol oopTLoL

NA?" Mark 2:5 Tékvov, adlevtal oov ol aueptlol.
’ M ’ e 3 4
BYZ Mark 2:5 Tékvov ddéwrtal ool ol GuoPTLEL OO

NA?" Mark 2:9 dblevtal oov ol ouoptiol,
BYZ Mark 2:9 "Ad€éwvtal oov ol ouepTlol

Interestingly in these other occurrences of the word it is the Byzantine text
that reads the perfect.

It is possible that ddéwvtal is a conformation to the tense of KekpaTNVTHL
(so Weiss).

Probably the meaning is the same.

The 01* reading GdedNoeTaL is probably a harmonization to Mt 12:31, 32 and
Mk 3:28.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ" John 20:30 IToAAx pev olv kol &AAx onuele. émoinoer 6 ‘Inooic
evamTLor TV pedntdr  [adtod], & odk €TV Yeypoapuéve €V TG
BLPALW TOUTW®

omit A, B, L844,L12211,dl[E, K, II, S, A, A, Q, 0250],
f, NA*®, WH, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal, SBL

txt P66,01,C,D, L, W, X, 0, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, 33, Mqj,
Lat, Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H**

Lacuna: 579
B: no umlaut

NAZ" John 1:37 koL fjkovoar oL 600 podntal adtod
omit a0TOD: 157, 700

NAZ John 2:12 koL oL adeApol [adTod] kel ol pedntal adTod
omit abTOD: L

NA?" John 2:17 éuvnodnocy ol wodntal «dtod
omit a0TOD: 33

NA?" John 4:8 oL yop padntal adtod dmeAnAiferonr €ic thy TOALY
omit €0TOD: 28

NA%" John 4:31 'Ev T¢) Uetafl NpiTwy adTor ol pedntel Aéyovtes:
add at0D: N, S, W°, 0, V¥, Q, 124, 28, 33, 1071

NAZ" John 6:24 ’Incolc o0k €0TLY ékel oLdE ol padntol avToD,
omit 0TOD:  O1*

NA?" John 6:60 IIoAAoL 0OV dkoloovTeg €k TOV padntdr awdtod elmoy:
omit a0TOD:  P66*

NA? John 6:66 'Ek ToUTOL TOAAOL [€k] TOV uadnT@®V ahTod amfrbov
omit cvToD: 01



NAZ?" John 9:2 kol ApWTnoay «dTOV ol hadntal adTtod AéyovTteg
omit adTOD: D

NAZ?" John 11:7 €émeLto WLeto ToDTO A€YEL TOLC HodnTolc:

add a0t0D: A, D, K, IL A, A, f13, 28, 157

NA%" John 11:8 AéyouoLy 0T Ol hodnTodl:
add a0tol: D, 124

NAZ" John 11:54 KOKEL EUELVEV UETO TAV HoONTOY.
omit a0TOD:  P66,01,B,D,L, W, T, A, ¥, 0250, 565, al
add a0toD: A, O, f1, f13, 579, Maj

NA%" John 12:16 TacDTee 0UK €yvwony adTod ol uabntol
omit a0TOD: K, IT

NAZ John 13:5 koL fpENTO VLTTELY TOUC MOSKC TOV HadnTdy
add a0tol: D

NA% John 13:22 €BAemov €ic GAANAOLC OL podnTol
add a0ToD: P66, f13

NA?" John 13:23 AV Quoakelpuerog €lg €k TV wabntodr adtod
omit x0TOD: W

NA?" John 16:29 AéyouvoLy ol padntal adtod:
omit a0ToD: W, 565, 579

NA%" John 19:27 €lta A€yel T¢ podnTfh:
add a0tod: 157

NAZ?" John 20:18 &yyéALouon TOLC UabnTlC
add a0TOD: D

NAZ" John 20:19 OTOL MooV OL LoONTEL

add adTod: L, U, A, I, ¥, 33

NA?" John 20:20 €yopnoey odV ol hodntol
add a:0TOD: D



NAZ" John 20:26 floaV €0w oL uodntal ohTod
omit a0TOD: W, 69

NAZ John 21:1 TaALy 0 'Inoodc tolc padnrtolc
omit a0TOD: P66, 01, A, B, C*, W, ©, f1, 33, Maj-part
add a0tol: €%, D, ¥, 700, Maj-part

NA?" John 21:4 00 pévtoL NdeLoar ol podntol
omit c0TOD: 69

NAZ John 21:14 Ttpltov €épovepwdn ‘Incodc tolc padnTeic
omit aUtod: 01,A,B,C, L, N, W,0,fl,33,adl
add abTOd: D, ¥, 13, Maj

At the following verses the pronoun is safe:
1.35, 2:2, 2:11, 2:22, 3:22, 4:2, 4:27, 6:3, 6:8, 6:12, 6:16, 6:22(2x), 6:61, 9:27,
11:12, 12:4, 16:17, 18:1, 18:2, 18:19, (18:2H), 21:2

At the following verses the words without pronoun are safe:
4:33, [18:15, 19:26, 20:2-4, 20:8], 20:25, 21:8, 21:12

At the following verses the Byzantine text adds the pronoun:
11:54, (21:1), 21:14

At the following verses a minority adds the pronoun:
4:31, 11:7, 11:8, 13:5, 20:18, 20:19, 20:20, 21:4

At the following verses a minority omits the pronoun:
1:37, 2:12, 2:17, 4:8, 6:24, 6:60, 6:66, 9:2,12:16, 13:23, 16:29, 20:26

(smaller font size indicates singular readings)

Added omitted safe none

Mt 21 9 21 5
Mk 7 13 21 O
Lk 13 9 7 0
Jo 10 12 23 4

The situation in John is quite clear. He almost always uses the pronoun and the
cases where there is variation are comparatively easy to judge. This case
(20:30) would be also straightforward if not B would be supporting the omission.
But B is known to omit pronouns at times. Also B makes the support incoherent.



Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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130. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA? John 21:4  Tpwiag &€ Hon yevouévng €éotn ’Inoodg elc tov
alyLaddvr, ob pévtoL foeLoay ol padntal 0tL ‘Incodc €oTLv.

YLopévne A, B, C, E, L, pc, WH, NA®, Weiss, Gre, Trg, Tis, Bal
txt 01,D,P, W, X,A, ©, ¥, 0141, f1, f13, 33, Maj, Trg™

Lacuna: 579

yevouévng participle aorist middle genitive feminine singular
ywouévnq participle present middle genitive feminine singular

Parallel:

NA?" Matthew 27:1 Ilpwing &¢ yevouévne ouvuPovAlor €rcfor Tovteg ol
AP LEPELG safe!

Compare:

NAZ?" John 6:19 OcwpoloLy tov "Incody mepLmatodvte émi The BaAdoong
Kol €yyug ToD TAolou yLvouevor, kol éhoPrdnoay.
yevouevov 6, 69,700, 1424, pc

NA?" John 13:2 KoL S€LTVOU YLVOUEVOU,
yLvopévov  01*, B, L, W, X, ¥, 070, 579, 1241, pc
yevopévou P66, 01, A, D, @, f1, 13, 33, 157, 565, 700, 892, 1071, Maj

Compare discussion at Jo 13:2.

Genitive Absolute.

Robinson (Wordpictures) writes:

"Note present middle participle (dawn coming on and still dark). In Mt 27:1 the
aorist participle (Yevop€vng) means that dawn had come."

Both forms occur only here in John, but John uses the present particle two
more times.

It is possible that the aorist is a harmonization fo Mt. Weiss (Com. John) thinks
that it is a conformation to the following €0T).

Externally this is mainly 01, W against B, C, L.



Rating: 1? (= NA probably wrong)



TVU 329
Minority reading:

o ~ 4 ’ ~ /4
NA%" John 21:6 0 8¢ elmev adtole Podete €l Tt defLe pépm tod mAoLov
10 SikTuov, Kol evpnoete. T €Pador oy, kol OUKETL ahTO €AkLOowL

b4 b \ ~ ’ ~ b ’
Loyvov amo TtoL mANOoug TOV LyOBvwv.

T ol &€ elmor: 6L° OAnc VYukTOC ékoTLaooUEY Kol 0DdEV Elafouer:
ém 6 T 0@ pnuatt Poroduev:
dixerunt autem: Per totam noctem laborantes nihil coepimus.

In verbo autem tuo mittemus.
P66, 01¢, ¥, vg™*, sa, aeth, Cyr

P66 reads OVOUNTL instead of PUTL.
¥ reads komLaoavtec (Lk) for EKOTLOONULEY

01: The words have been added at the bottom of the column. Tischendorf
assigns this to corrector C°. There are some dots above this addition, which may
indicate that these words have subsequently been deleted again. Tischendorf
says by C".

Lacuna: 579

B: no umlaut

Compare:

4 > I4
NA% Luke 555 kol GTOKpLOELS Xlpwy €lmer: émotate, 8L 0ANC VUKTOC
KOTLOOOVTEC OUSEV €EAafouer: éml &€ t® pnuetl oov YoAdow To
dlKTLOL.

et respondens Simon dixit illi praeceptor per totam noctem laborantes nihil cepimus
in verbo autem tuo laxabo rete (e: non intermittimus).

An infteresting harmonization, copied from Lk. Interesting because of the
several witnesses which support it. P66 and 01 agree in €KOTLOOXLEY against
KoTLooorteg from Lk. 01, ¥ and the Vulgate manuscripts agree in the final
BodoDuer against yodaow T Siktuve (P66 has a lacuna). This points to a
shared source and against independent origin. There is no reason for an omission.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA?" John 21:12 A€yeL adTol¢ 0 ‘Inoolc: debte apLoTnonTe.

008€ELC 6E ETOAUN TOV PadBNTOY €fetaonl adTOV: oL TLC €l; eldotec OTL
0 KUPLOC €0TLY.

omit B, C,sa, bo™, NA%®, WH, Weiss

txt 01,A,D,L, W, X, 0, Y, 0141, f1, f13, 33, Maj,
Latt, Sy-P, Sy-H, pbo, bo, [Trg]

LévtoL 1071 (21:4)

Lacuna: 579
B: no umlaut

Compare:

NA% Mark 12:34 kol 008€LC OUKETL ETOAUN DTOV EMEPWTHONL.
omit oVkéTL D, 579

00OeL €TOAUN ODKETL (W), F13

NA?” Acts 5:13 TV 6€ AOLTQV 00S€LC €TOALN KOAAROOL aDTOLC

NA%" Matthew 9:16 008¢cLe &€ €mMLPUAAEL EMIPANUE PAKOLE dyvadov €Tl
LTl TeAoLd:
omitd¢ 579

NA%" Luke 8:16 O0delg 8¢ AdyVvov g KaADTTEL
omitd¢ O, 346,579, 1424

Perhaps 008€Lg €TOAC is a characteristic phrase and scribes wanted to avoid
an intervening word (compare Mk 12:34).

00UGELG O€ is surprisingly rare in the NT and appears only 2 more times. In both
cases the omission is recorded.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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NAZ?" John 21:15 “Ote o0V fplotnoov A€yel 10 Lipwve Ilétpw 6 Inoodc:
Yipwr Twdrvov, Gyamic ue TAEOY ToUTWY;

BYZ John 21:15 “Ote odv Aplotnoay A€yel ¢ Xipwvi IIétpw 6 'Inoodcg
Yipwv Tova, ayetdc ue TAELOV ToUTwY

NAZ” John 21:16 A€yeL a0T® ToALY deltepor: Eipwy Twavvou,
BYZ John 21:16 Aéyel a0T® ToALY Sebtepor Xipwy Twvi

NAZ” John 21:17 AéyeL a0T® TO Tpltov: Zipwvy Twovvov,
BYZ John 21:17 Aéyel a0T® 10 Tpltov Lipwv Twvd,

Byz A,C%? X, A 0,%, 0141, 1, f13, 33, Maj, (c), 47", Sy
Bariona C

txt 01,B,C*,D,L,W,Lat, Co

Twy O (in verse 15)
Twove 69, 1071 (in verse 17)

Lacuna: P66, 579
L has a lacuna in verses 16 and 17.

B: umlaut! (1381 B 28 L) 21:15 ’Twdvvov, Gyomac e TAEOV

Compare:

NAZ John 1:42 oL €l Zipwy 0 viog Twovvou

BYZ John 1:42 XU €l Zipwvr 0 viog Tova-

Byz A, B¢ ¥, f1, f13, Maj, Sy

txt P66, P75, 01, B*, L, W®, 33, pc, it, Co
Twdvve ©,L890, pc, vg

Toave 1241

Compare also:

NA?" Matthew 16:17 &mokpLOelc 8¢ 0 ‘Inoolc eimer alT®: WakapLoC €L,
Yipwr Baplwvd, 0t oopf kol olge 00K GTEKKAVYEV OOl GAL O
TOTNP KOV O €V TOLC 0VPUVOLC.




It is possible that the Byzantine ’lwva in John is a harmonization to Mt:
BopLwva. On the other hand ‘lwva is the more rare word and it is possible
that scribes erroneously took it as Twavvou.

Compare discussion of the same variant at 1:42 above.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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131. Difficult variant:
Minority reading:
NA?" John 21:16 TolUoLVE TG TPOBOTE LOU.

TpOPaTLa. B, C, 565, pc, NA®, WH, Weiss, Trg™, Tis, Bal
TpoPutd 01, A, D, W, X, ©, ¥, 0141, f13, 33"9, Maj, WH™

f1 omits due to parablepsis.
Lacuna: L, 579

NAZ?” John 21:17 BOoke T0 TPOPBATE [OV.

TPOPuTLd A, B, C, 565, pc, NA®®, WH, Weiss, Trg, Tis, Bal
TpoBate.  O1,D, W, X, 0, ¥, f1, 13, 33", Maj, WH™

Lacuna: L, 579
and 0141 omits the words.
B: no umlaut

John uses TpoPata 10 more times, always safe. There is no reason to change
TPOPUTH here.

It appears quite probable that the more rare TPOPTLY is correct.

It has been speculated that John 21 has been added later to the Gospel of John.
If this is true it is possible that TpOPaTLe was in the source already.

Rating: 17 (NA probably wrong)
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NA?" John 21:17 A€yeL adT@ TO Tpltov: Xipwy Twavvov, GpLAClc ue;
eAauvmOn 6 Ilétpoc OTL elmer abT® TO TPLTOV: PLAELC WE;

kel Aéyer a0T®* KUpLe, Tavte oL oldeg, oL YLVWOoKeL OTL PLAG O€.
AéyeL adT® [0 'Inoodg] Pooke ta TPORwTA WOU.

BYZ John 21:17 Aéyel a0t® t0 tpltov, Zipwv ‘Tova, ¢Licic pe;
9 4 S ’ ¥4 o b ~ \ ’ ~ \ )
EAvmOn o Iletpog oTL elmev avt® to TpLTov, DLAclc pe; Kal elmey
a0T®, Kiple, ob mavte oidug: oL YLvWokel OTL GLAGD oc. Aéyel
a0T® 0 'Inoodg, Booke o TpoOPutol pov.

Byz B, C,fl13, Maj, NA*>, WH, Weiss, Trg, SBL
txt  01,A,D,N,W, X, 0,%¥, 0141, f1, 33, 157, 565, pc, Trg™

Lacuna: L, 579
B: no umlaut

Compare context:

NAZ John 21:15 “Ote oOv nplotnoov A€yeL t¢ Zipwve Ilétpw O
‘noobc: Lipwr Twovvov, Gyardc e TAEOV TOLTwY; A€YeEL adT@® Vol
kKUpLe, oL oldoc OTL PLAD oc. A€yel adTR)' POOKe TO GEVLM HOL. 16
AéyeL a0T® maALy deltepor: Eipwv Twavvou, Gyamdc pe; A€yer adte:
val kOpLe, oL oldog 0TL GLAD oc. Aéyel adT®* Tolpolve To TPOPXTH
LOU. 17 A€yeL adT® TO tpltor: Lipwr Twovvov, GLAElc pe; €AvTnon
0 Ilétpoc OtL elmer wdT® TO Tpltov: PLACic pe; kol Aéyer adTd:
KUpLE, TovTo oL 0ldng, OU YLVWOKELS OTL PLAD oc. Aéyel adt® [0
‘Inoodc] Pooke To TPORKTO HOV.

Context is controlled by AéyeL. But the immediately preceding form is €lmev,
which is safe. All preceding forms are safe!
It appears slightly more probable that scribes have been influenced by the
preceding €lTeV to use it once again, than that scribes changed an existing
€LTev into A€yeL to conform it to context.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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132. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA% John 21:18 GuUNV QUMY A€Yw 00L, OTe NC Vewtepog, E(WVIUEQ
OCLTOV KoL TEPLETOTELS OTOL TBEAEC: OTay &€ YNPOOMG, EKTEVELS TOC
YELpac oov, kol &ALog o€ (Woel kol oloel 6mov o0 BéAeLC.

aAAoc (WdoeL oe kal oloeLr B, C*'Y, WH, NA®®, Weiss, Trg

&AAoc o€ (WoeL kol oloeL A, X, A, ©, ¥, f13, Maj, Lat, Sy-S, Co, Trg™
kol oloeL oe A
kol amolon  892°

dAAoL o€ (WOOLGLY Kol GTOLoOUCLY O€ W, 0141, 1, 22, 33, 565, pc
» 4 \ 9 4
dAAoL oe {Woouowy Kol &mdyouoiy oe D,d
dAAoL oe (WoovoLY Kol GmoLoouoLy I
Kol &EovoLy Chrys
dAAoL (WoouoLY o€ Kol GmoLoouoLY o€ 01
% 7 \ ¥ C2
0AAOL (WOOLOLY O€ KOL OLOOLGLY C
ohe of these: P59¥id p109vd

C: The evidence above is that of Tischendorf and NA. C¢ has been reconstructed
differently by IGNTP:
C%! = Aol oe (WdoovaLy (as D, W above)
C®% = C* as above
Lacuna: L, 579
B: no umlaut

P59 (7™ CE) has been reconstructed as:

[€an de ghrashs ek]Jteneis
[as ceiras sou kai Jal hoi
[zwsousin se kal aploisou

Thus it can read either the D, W reading or the 01 reading.

P109 (3" CE, P.Oxy. 4448) reads:

[tag xeLpoc oov kloL aAAoL

[ ... ca. 12 letters ... ](.)UOLI./ o¢

[oTov ov BeAeLg T]outo O€

The ed. pr. and also Comfort are in general agreement with this.

There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.


http://www-user.uni-bremen.de/~wie/TCG/prob/index.html�

Perhaps the WH word order is a conformation to the preceding €{Wvvueg
OEUTOV.

Jesus words probably refer to Peter dying a martyr's death. A change to the
plural is then only natural (so also Metzger).

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA?" John 21:21 Tobtov obv bwv 0 Ilétpog Aéyel t¢) ‘Inood:

kUpLe, obTog 8¢ Ti;

NA?" John 21:22 AéyelL a0T® 0 ‘Inoolc:

2\ ) ) ’ ’ V4 » I4 \ ’ ’ b ’
€0V 0LTOV OEAW LEVELY €WC EPYOML, TL TPOG O€; U LOL OKOAOUDEL.
23 ... €0V a0TOV BEAW péveLy €wg €pyoual [, TL TpOg O€];

Sic eum volo manere donec veniam it(aur, b, ¢, r'), vg©
"T wish him to remain thus until I come"

Si sic eum volo manere donec veniam ff2, vg>"WW
"Tf I wish him to remain thus until I come"

Si eum volo manere ... e, f,q, A*, vg™ss
Si eum volo sic manere ... d (verse 22), Jerome
Si eum volo  manere ... d (verse 23)

&y adTOV BEAW WEVELY 0VTWC €WC EPYOLLOL D (verse 22)

B: no umlaut

si  ="if, whether"
sic ="so, like this"
eum = "him"
volo ="1 will"

BéLw verb subjunctive present active 1st person singular

A translational issue in the Latin. Is this a hypothetical condition or an
affirmative statement? Probably an early error that got into the Clementine
Vulgate. According tfo JR Harris (Codex Bezae, 1891, p. 36-39) it lead to
discussions about the possible dominical sanction of celibacy. Jerome's text
originally contained both words "si sic", just as D in verse 22.

Compare Jerome:
“"And when they were fishing in the ship on the lake of Gennesaret, Jesus stood upon the
shore, and the Apostles knew not who it was they saw; the virgin alone recognized a virgin,
and said to Peter, 'It is the Lord." Again, after hearing the prediction that he must be
bound by another, and led whether he would not, and must suffer on the cross, Peter said,
‘Lord what shall this man do?' being unwilling to desert John, with whom he had always
been united. Our Lord said to him, 'What is that to you if I wish him so to be?' [Lat:
Dicit ei Dominus: "Quid ad te si eum volo sic esse?"] Whence the saying went abroad




among the brethren that that disciple should not die. Here we have a proof that virginity
does not die [virginitatem non mori], and that the defilement of marriage is not washed
away by the blood of martyrdom, but virginity abides with Christ, and its sleep is not
death but a passing to another state. If, however, Jovinianus should obstinately contend
that John was not a virgin, (whereas we have maintained that his virginity was the cause of
the special love our Lord bore to him), let him explain, if he was not a virgin, why it was
that he was loved more than the other Apostles."
Jerome, "Against Jovinianus", book I, 26
compare: Migne PL, Vol. 23, col. 258

Cyrill of Alexandria (t 444 CE) wrote in his commentary on John (12™ book to

the passage):
Peter, then, observing him, longed for information, and sought to know in what perils he
would be involved in the time to come, and in what way his life would end. But the question
seemed unseemly, and it appeared to savour rather of a meddlesome and inquisitive spirit,
that, after having learnt what was to happen unto himself, he should seek to know the
future fate of others. For this cause, then, I think the Lord makes no direct reply to his
question or inquiry, but, diverting the aim of the questioner, does not say that John will
not die, but, If T will that he tarry till T come, what is that to thee? That is to say, Thou
hast heard, O Peter, the things concerning thyself, what need is there for thee to ask
questions about others, and to seek to fathom out of season the knowledge of the Divine
decrees. For if he never die at all, He says, what consolation will this be to thy heart?

Chrysostom wrote (ca. 390 CE, 88th homily on the Gospel of John):
And observe, I pray you, here also the absence of pride in the Evangelist; for having
mentioned the opinion of the disciples, he corrects it, as though they had not
comprehended what Jesus meant. 'Jesus said not', he tells us, that 'he shall not die, buft,
If I will that he tarry.'

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ" John 21:23 €RABer oDr obtoc 0 A0YOC €lc Toug adeAdolc OTL O
LoONTNC €kelvog olk amoBurnokel: ok €lmer 8¢ avt® 0 'Inoodc OTL
o0k Gmodviokel &AL &v adTOr BEAw pévely €wg €pyouot [Tl mpog

o€];

omit: O1*, C®?"4 {1, 22,565, pc, a, e, vg™, Sy-S, Sy-Pal™, arm, Tis

txt P109(3™ CE), P122"9(4/5™ CE), 01¢, A, B, C*, W, X, A, ©, P, 0141, f13, 33,
Maj, Lat, Sy-P, Sy-H, Co

\

TPOg 0€ D (not d)

Quid ad te? Tu me sequere. ¢, vg™ (vs. 22)

P109 (POxy 4448) is not noted in NAl
P122 (POxy 4806): The text is within a lacuna, but from space considerations
the words must have been present.

Lacuna: P66, L, 579
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse:
NA%" John 21:22 Aé€yel a0T® 0 ’'Inoolg €av altor 0w pevely €wg
€pouL, Tl TPOC O€; 00 HOL GKOAOVOEL.

Quid ad te? Tu me sequere.

Probably omitted as irrelevant.

It is of course possible that the words have been added to harmonize with the
previous verse.

The reading of D is strange. Probably a simple transcription error (L - TL).

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
(remove brackets)

External Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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133. Difficult variant:

Minority reading:

NA% John 21:25 "Eotiy 8¢ kol &AAa TOAAG 0 €moinoer 6 ‘Inoodg, aTLvw
cov ypodntor ke’ €v, o008’ alTov olpxl TOV kOopov Ywpfiowl T
vpopoueve BLPAio.

ywpfioeLy 01, B, €*, NA®®, WH, Weiss, Trg, Bal, SBL
txt ywpfioal A, C%, D, W, X, 0, ¥, 0141, 1, f13, 33, Maj

01*, Tis omit verse 25!
Lacuna: L, 579
B: no umlaut

xwpTnoaL infinitive aorist active
XWPTOELY infinitive future active

According to BDAG olopaL is followed by an accusative and infinitive.
Difficult to judge.

Rating: - (indecisive)
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Minority reading:

NA% John 21:25 "Eotiv 8¢ kol GAAe TOAAX O €moinoer O ‘Incodg T |
ATV €V ypadntol kud’ €v, o008’ adTOV olpel TOV koouoVv ywphoul
T ypopopeve PLBAle.

omit verse: 01*, Tis

T &vdmor TRV pedntedv adtod 346 (:: 20:30)

B: no umlaut

Originally the verse had been omitted in 01* and the colophon was added after
verse 24 (scribe A). This has been erased and verse 25 added with a new
colophon by another scribe (D). WH: "Tregelles, who examined the manuscript in
Tischendorf's presence, believed the difference in handwriting to be due only to
a fresh dip of the pen."

P109 (=POxy 4448) is our earliest witness to this verse, dated to the 3™ CE.

Compare:

NAZ" John 20:30 IToAAx pev olv kol &AAo onuele émoinoer 60 ‘Inooig
VATV TOV podntdr [adtod], o odk €0ty yeypapuéve €V T
BLPALW TOUTW®

NAZ?" John 20:31 tadto 8¢ yéypamtal Lvo mLoted[o]nte 0tL ‘Incodc €éotLy
0 ¥pLoTO¢ 6 viog Tod Beod, kal Tva miotebovtee (wNY €émte év TR
OVopatL ohTOD.

There are scholia in certain minuscules (e.g. 36, 137, 237, al) by an unnamed
writer which claim that the text did not originally belong to the Gospel: The
text of the verse, a marginal note by some careful person (TLVOG TGOV
PLAOTOVWY - elsewhere this is a designation for Theodor of Mopsuestia), stood
originally outside of the text (€EwBev) but has crept in without the knowledge
of the first later.

It is not clear though if this refers to real knowledge about codices which are
missing the verse, or if it is not simply just a suspicion. The note is also found in
the Syrian writer Barhebraeus (Nestle 2" ed TC intro).

For the text of the scholion see Tis (8™ ed. p. 966). See Zahn Einl. IT p. 495.

Weiss (Jo Com.) suggests that the verse might have been omitted because of
the bold exaggeration.



Note that 20:31 is missing in 6* (not in NAl).

It has been suggested (e.g. Trobisch, "The first edition of the NT", 2000), that
this verse was an editorial note, the conclusion of the first Four-Gospel-Canon
and does not really belong to the fourth Gospel.

Streeter ("Four Gospels"), p. 431) notes:

"a double change of person in three successive verses is so remarkable that -
especially as the verse is merely a somewhat magniloquent repetition of the
simple and natural '‘Many other signs did Jesus .. which are not written in this
book' of 20:30 - we are perhaps justified in holding on the evidence of this
single manuscript that it is an addition by a very early scribe."

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:
14 ~
NA% John 21:25 "EotLy 8¢ kol &AAe TOAAG € €moinoer 6 ‘Incodg, atTLvw
eav ypogntol ke €v, o008 alTov olpal TOV KOOROV Ywphowl T
T

vpopoueve Bl T .

add PA: f1 (not 118), 565
Also arm™* (acc. to Nestle, TC Intro 2" ed. and Zahn)

Maurice Robinson comments on 565: "The PA text of 565 is now completely
lacking, with only the beginning of a faded introduction to the PA being present
(this introduction appears similar to what appears in manuscript 1). The last page
is missing (or never was completed; the microfilm only goes fo the point
described. But I suspect no unfilmed blank page follows, or such would have been
stated by earlier researchers, particularly Belsheim."

f1 and 565 form a group in John.
T&T wrongly list 565 for the omission. Klaus Witte confirms.

B: no umlaut



	© all rights reserved  Textual variants
	Gospel of John
	 Note that 01 is Western from 1:1 to 8:38 !
	 565 is f1 in John!
	 According to Fee and my own studies, P66 has distinct Western properties from ch. 6 on to the end. Fee notes a strong Western element in ch. 6-7 and scattered Western readings throughout ch. 8-21.
	Acc. to NA has Q both punctuations!
	B: no umlaut
	That which has come into being 4 in him was life ...
	NA27 John 1:4 evn auvtw/| zwh. h=n( kai. h` zwh. h=n to. fw/j tw/n avnqrw,pwn\
	B: no umlaut
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	Compare:
	 Theodor Zahn, Commentary on John, Excursus 2.
	 Harnack "Zur NT Textkritik", 1931, p. 155 ff.
	 J. Schmid "Joh 1:13" BZ 1 (1957) 118-25
	Rating: - (indecisive)
	D has a lacuna from verse 16b on down to 3:26!
	NA27 John 11:3 avpe,steilan ou=n ai` avdelfai. pro.j auvto.n le,gousai\
	BYZ John 1:27 auvto,j evstin o` ovpi,sw mou evrco,menoj
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	Rare harmonization error of P66, P75 to Mt, Lk.
	Note the same variation at Acts 13:25 (observed by Royse, Scribal Habits, 2008, p. 537)!
	The omission of the evgw. is probably at least in part due to harmonization, too.
	For Heracleon compare B. Ehrman:
	 "Heracleon and the 'Western' Textual Tradition," New Testament Studies, vol. 40 (1994) 161-179.
	 "Heracleon, Origen, and the Text of the Fourth Gospel," Vigiliae Christianae, vol. 47 (1993) 105-18.
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	Þ evkei/noj u`ma/j bapti,sei evn pneu,mati a`gi,w| kai. puri,\
	E, F, G, H, 2*, al140
	Þ auvto.j   u`ma/j bapti,sei evn pneu,mati a`gi,w| kai. puri,\
	N, pc4
	NA27 John 1:33 ou-to,j evstin o` bapti,zwn evn pneu,mati a`gi,w|Å
	Probably a harmonization to Mt/Lk.
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	Probably a harmonization to 10:40.
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	NA27 Matthew 3:17 ou-to,j evstin o` ui`o,j mou o` avgaphto,j( evn w-| euvdo,khsaÅ
	NA27 Mark 1:11 su. ei= o` ui`o,j mou o` avgaphto,j( evn soi. euvdo,khsaÅ
	NA27 Luke 3:22 su. ei= o` ui`o,j mou o` avgaphto,j( evn soi. euvdo,khsaÅ
	Þ2 o` ai;rwn th.n a`marti,an tou/ ko,smou
	P66*, C*, WS, 892*, 1241, 1819, 2129, al31, a, aur, ff2, 11A, Codex Fuldensis
	GcP = Genitivus cum Participio
	NA27 Luke 8:3 kai. VIwa,nna gunh. Couza/
	NA27 Luke 24:10 h=san de. h` Magdalhnh. Mari,a kai. VIwa,nna kai.
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	B: no umlaut
	B: no umlaut
	NA27 John 14:7 eiv evgnw,kate, me( kai. to.n pate,ra mou gnw,sesqeÅ
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	Compare: Justin Apol 61:4
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	NA27 John 3:15 i[na pa/j o` pisteu,wn evn auvtw/| e;ch| zwh.n aivw,nionÅ
	The reading of 579 seems to imply an evn before the auvtw/|.
	It is probable that the text has been changed to conform it to the next verse (so also Weiss).
	There is no reason for an omission, except possibly a change to avoid repetition.
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	(after weighting the witnesses)
	Not in NA and not in SQE but in Tis!
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	Only Byz in NA and SQE!
	"You yourselves are my witnesses that I said"
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	NA27 John 3:28 auvtoi. u`mei/j moi marturei/te o[ti ei=pon Îo[tiÐ ouvk eivmi.
	evgw. o` Cristo,j( avllV o[ti avpestalme,noj eivmi. e;mprosqen evkei,nouÅ
	Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
	better omit o[ti.
	579: omits due to h.t. evstin (2) - evstin (3). So, implicitly, 579 can be counted for txt. Checked at the film.
	Lacuna: C, X, 865
	Western non-interpolation
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	Preliminary remark: The verses 1-3 look awkward. Many commentators see here an unskillful editing of a source text. JH Bernhard (1928): "on purely linguistic grounds verses 1-3 are a monstrosity."
	NA27 Luke 7:13 o` ku,rioj
	NA27 Luke 7:19 to.n ku,rion
	BYZ Luke 7:19 to.n VIhsou/n
	NA27 Luke 10:39 tou/ kuri,ou
	BYZ Luke 10:39 tou/ VIhsou/(
	NA27 Luke 10:41 o` ku,rioj\
	BYZ Luke 10:41 o` VIhsou/j(
	NA27 Luke 11:39 o` ku,rioj
	NA27 Luke 12:42 o` ku,rioj\
	NA27 Luke 13:15 o` ku,rioj
	NA27 Luke 17:6 o` ku,rioj\
	NA27 Luke 19:8 o` ku,rioj\
	NA27 Luke 22:61 o` ku,rioj\
	Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
	WH have h' in brackets.
	Western non-interpolation
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	NA27  John 4:41 kai. pollw/| plei,ouj evpi,steusan dia. to.n lo,gon auvtou/(
	plei,on P75, e, r1  (e: amplius, r1: plus)
	plhqu.j Q
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	NA27 John 4:43 Meta. de. ta.j du,o h`me,raj evxh/lqen evkei/qen
	BYZ John 4:3 avfh/ken th.n VIoudai,an kai. avph/lqen eivj th.n Galilai,an
	Weiss (Jo Com.) notes that the addition removes the terseness of the connection of evxh/lqen with eivj.
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	NA27 Matthew 8:6 kai. le,gwn\ ku,rie( o` pai/j mou be,blhtai ...
	NA27 Matthew 8:8 avlla. mo,non eivpe. lo,gw|( kai. ivaqh,setai o` pai/j mouÅ
	NA27 Matthew 8:13 kai. iva,qh o` pai/j Îauvtou/Ð evn th/| w[ra| evkei,nh|Å
	NA27 Luke 7:2 ~Ekatonta,rcou de, tinoj dou/loj kakw/j e;cwn ...
	NA27 Luke 7:7 avlla. eivpe. lo,gw|( kai. ivaqh,tw o` pai/j mouÅ
	NA27 Luke 7:10 ... eu-ron to.n dou/lon u`giai,nontaÅ
	NA27 John 4:46 Kai. h=n tij basiliko.j ou- o` ui`o.j hvsqe,nei
	NA27 John 4:47 ... kai. iva,shtai auvtou/ to.n ui`o,n(
	NA27 John 4:49 ku,rie( kata,bhqi pri.n avpoqanei/n to. paidi,on mouÅ
	NA27 John 4:50 le,gei auvtw/| o` VIhsou/j\ poreu,ou( o` ui`o,j sou zh/|Å
	Note the interesting conflation in f13.
	Weiss (Jo Com.) thinks that the sou comes from verse 50.
	Regarding the auvtou/ it is also possible that o` pai/j auvtou/ is a conformation to oi` dou/loi auvtou/ earlier in the verse.
	VIhsou/j eivj ~Ieroso,lumaÅ
	BYZ John 5:1 Meta. tau/ta h=n h[ e`orth. tw/n VIoudai,wn kai. avne,bh
	NA27 Luke 22:1 :Hggizen de. h` e`orth. tw/n avzu,mwn h` legome,nh pa,scaÅ
	NA27 John 6:4 h=n de. evggu.j to. pa,sca( h` e`orth. tw/n VIoudai,wnÅ
	NA27 John 7:2 +Hn de. evggu.j h` e`orth. tw/n VIoudai,wn h` skhnophgi,aÅ
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	Rating: 1? or - (NA probably wrong or indecisive)
	slight tendency to accept Bethesda
	There is an extra file with images on this paleographic problem, click here.
	Have 3b, but not 4:  D, WS, 33, 2718, Lat, arm, geo
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	Not in NA but in SQE!
	Sy-C omits kai. h=ren to.n kra,batton auvtou/ (h.t.? kai. - kai.)
	Lacuna: X
	Compare immediate context:
	NA27 John 5:8 le,gei auvtw/| o` VIhsou/j\ e;geire a=ron to.n kra,batto,n sou kai. peripa,teiÅ Lat: Surge …
	Compare:
	NA27 Matthew 8:15 kai. h[yato th/j ceiro.j auvth/j( kai. avfh/ken auvth.n o` pureto,j( kai. hvge,rqh kai. dihko,nei auvtw/|Å
	NA27 Matthew 9:25 o[te de. evxeblh,qh o` o;cloj eivselqw.n evkra,thsen th/j ceiro.j auvth/j( kai. hvge,rqh to. kora,sionÅ
	NA27 Mark 2:12 kai. hvge,rqh kai. euvqu.j a;raj to.n kra,batton evxh/lqen e;mprosqen pa,ntwn
	Probably a conformation to immediate context verse 8. A natural addition.
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	NA27 John 5:8 e;geire a=ron to.n kra,batto,n sou kai. peripa,teiÅ
	NA27 John 5:9 kai. h=ren to.n kra,batton auvtou/ kai. periepa,teiÅ
	NA27 John 5:11 a=ron to.n kra,batto,n sou kai. peripa,teiÅ
	NA27 Mark 2:9 a=ron to.n kra,batto,n sou kai. peripa,teiÈ
	NA27 Mark 2:11 e;geire a=ron to.n kra,batto,n sou kai. u[page
	The supplementum WS ends here in the middle of verse 11 with … a=ron to.n. The first page of W proper starts with … kra,bbaton sou kai. peripa,tei. This could either be the end of verse 11 or the end of the Byzantine text of verse 12. Since W is not B...
	The texttype of WS and W is not significantly different.
	Lacuna: X
	NA27 John 5:8 e;geire a=ron to.n kra,batto,n sou kai. peripa,teiÅ
	NA27 John 5:9 kai. h=ren to.n kra,batton auvtou/ kai. periepa,teiÅ
	NA27 John 5:11 a=ron to.n kra,batto,n sou kai. peripa,teiÅ
	NA27 Mark 2:9 a=ron to.n kra,batto,n sou kai. peripa,teiÈ
	NA27 Mark 2:11 e;geire a=ron to.n kra,batto,n sou kai. u[page
	NA27 John 19:15 evkrau,gasan ou=n evkei/noi\ a=ron a=ron( stau,rwson auvto,nÅ
	NA27 John 7:1 o[ti evzh,toun auvto.n oi` VIoudai/oi avpoktei/naiÅ
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	NA27 John 6:39 tou/to de, evstin to. qe,lhma tou/ pe,myanto,j me(
	BYZ John 6:39 tou/to de, evstin to. qe,lhma tou/ pe,myanto,j me patro,j(
	NA27 John 6:40 tou/to ga,r evstin to. qe,lhma tou/ patro,j mou(
	BYZ John 6:40 tou/to de. evstin to. qe,lhma tou/ pe,myantoj me(
	NA27 John 8:29 kai. o` pe,myaj me  Þ metV evmou/ evstin\
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	NA27 John 5:28 mh. qauma,zete tou/to(
	NA27 John 5:34 evgw. de. ouv para. avnqrw,pou th.n marturi,an lamba,nw(
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	NA27 John 5:40 kai. ouv qe,lete evlqei/n pro,j me i[na zwh.n  Þ e;chteÅ
	A natural addition from the previous verse. There is no reason for an omission.
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	A natural conformation to verse 41. There would be no reason for a change to avllh,lwn.
	A. Pallis (Notes, 1926) writes: "There is something wrong in this sentence, for there is no logical connection between the two clauses. Perhaps pw/j du,nasqe u`mei/j do,xan para. avllh,lwn lamba,nein kai. th.n do,xan ktl. How is it possible for you, o...
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	NA27 John 6:1 Meta. tau/ta avph/lqen o` VIhsou/j pe,ran th/j qala,sshj
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	NA27 Luke 9:16 kai. evdi,dou toi/j maqhtai/j paraqei/nai tw/| o;clw|Å
	Not in NA and not in SQE!
	Again a natural addition. Not from context. Arisen probably independently.
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	txt "And darkness had already come"
	01, D "Darkness had come upon them/caught/overtook them"
	Probably added from context to be more specific.
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	Sy-S: "illegible" (Burkitt)
	Lacuna: P66, C, X
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	NA27 John 21:8 oi` de. a;lloi maqhtai. tw/| ploiari,w| h=lqon(  safe!
	NA27 John 6:1 pe,ran th/j qala,sshj th/j Galilai,aj th/j Tiberia,dojÅ
	NA27 John 21:1 evpi. th/j qala,sshj th/j Tiberia,doj\
	Probably added from verse 6:1 where the lake is meant.
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	Note that A and W have moi after pisteu,ete ! This is not noted in NA.
	T reads according to Balestri (ed.pr.) and Tischendorf:
	See discussion in 5:30!
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	Not in NA but in SQE and Tis!
	NA27 John 6:39 tou/to de, evstin to. qe,lhma tou/ pe,myanto,j me(
	BYZ John 6:39 tou/to de, evstin to. qe,lhma tou/ pe,myanto,j me patro,j(
	NA27 John 5:30 avlla. to. qe,lhma tou/ pe,myanto,j meÅ
	BYZ John 5:30 avlla. to. qe,lhma tou/ pe,myanto,j me patro,jÅ
	Probably a harmonization to the previous verse 39 (so also Weiss).
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	C: is given as in NA. This is in contrast to Tischendorf who has C for eivj evme. in his GNT. IGNTP list a lacuna of 10 letters here, which must have read eivj evme. e;cei. Tischendorf has this lacuna in his transcription but no note on this.
	Lacuna: X
	NA27 John 3:15 i[na pa/j o` pisteu,wn evn auvtw/| e;ch| zwh.n aivw,nionÅ
	BYZ John 3:15 i[na pa/j o` pisteu,wn eivj auvto.n ...
	NA27 John 3:36 o` pisteu,wn eivj to.n ui`o.n e;cei zwh.n aivw,nion\
	NA27 John 5:24 kai. pisteu,wn tw/| pe,myanti, me e;cei zwh.n aivw,nion
	NA27 John 6:35 kai. o` pisteu,wn eivj evme. ouv mh. diyh,sei pw,poteÅ
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	Lacuna: X, A(until 8:52)!
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	NA27 John 6:52 VEma,conto ou=n pro.j avllh,louj oi` VIoudai/oi le,gontej\
	BYZ John 6:52 VEma,conto ou=n pro.j avllh,louj oi` VIoudai/oi le,gontej
	Lacuna: P75, A, X
	NA27 John 6:51 kai. o` a;rtoj de. o]n evgw. dw,sw h` sa,rx mou, evstin
	NA27 John 6:53 eva.n mh. fa,ghte th.n sa,rka tou/ ui`ou/ tou/ avnqrw,pou
	NA27 John 6:54 o` trw,gwn mou th.n sa,rka
	NA27 John 6:55 h` ga.r sa,rx mou avlhqh,j evstin brw/sij(
	Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
	Minority reading:
	NA27 John 6:55 h` ga.r sa,rx mou avlhqh,j evstin brw/sij(
	NA27 John 10:38 evn evmoi. o` path.r kavgw. evn tw/| patri,Å
	NA27 John 6:31 oi` pate,rej h`mw/n to. ma,nna e;fagon evn th/| evrh,mw|(
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	NA27 John 6:59 Tau/ta ei=pen evn sunagwgh/| dida,skwn evn Kafarnaou,m  ÞÅ
	Compare:
	NA27 John 16:1 Tau/ta lela,lhka u`mi/n i[na mh. skandalisqh/teÅ
	01* corrected by 01C2.
	The omission by P66 et al. is probably due to homoioarcton (ti - ti).
	On the other hand, then, one must assume that the Greek exemplars of the Latin e and SyS,C were all erroneous here due to parablepsis. This is comparatively improbable.
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	Lacuna: P75, A, X
	There are also several cases where o` path.r without mou is safe.
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	NA27 Matthew 16:16 avpokriqei.j de. Si,mwn Pe,troj ei=pen\ su. ei= o`
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	579 reads txt, as given in T&T, Swanson and Schmidtke. This has been checked at the film. NA notes it wrongly for the P66* reading.
	Merck lists also TatianN for auvto..
	Lacuna: A, C
	NA27 John 7:9 tau/ta de. eivpw.n auvto.j e;meinen evn th/| Galilai,a|Å
	BYZ John 7:9 tau/ta de. eivpw.n auvtoi/j e;meinen evn th/| Galilai,a|
	L reads Byz. This has been confirmed by Klaus Witte from Muenster from the film. NA lists it wrongly for the omission. Swanson and T&T (implicitly) have it correctly.
	Lacuna: A, C
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original) (remove brackets)
	NA27 John 7:12 kai. goggusmo.j peri. auvtou/ h=n polu.j evn toi/j o;cloij\
	BYZ John 7:12 kai. goggusmo.j polu.j peri. auvtou/ h=n evn toi/j o;cloij\
	Not in NA and not in SQE but in Tis!
	NA27 John 4:42 ou-to,j evstin avlhqw/j o` swth.r tou/ ko,smouÅ
	NA27 John 6:14 ou-to,j evstin avlhqw/j o` profh,thj
	NA27 John 7:40 ou-to,j evstin avlhqw/j o` profh,thj\
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	NA27 John 8:21
	NA27 John 13:33 tekni,a( e;ti mikro.n meqV u`mw/n eivmi\ zhth,sete, me
	A Western stylistic improvement?
	Natural additions. There is no reason for an omission.
	This is one of the cases suggested by Metzger ("Lucianic recension", 1959) where one could have an old relict of the earliest Antiochian text. Not necessarily correct, but at least older than any possible recension.
	Weiss (Textkritik, p. 131) thinks that the B reading is rather difficult, because it seems to exclude the communication of the Spirit to Jesus and the prophets. Hoskier (Codex B, I, 373) sees the B reading as a conflation.
	It is possible that the h=n refers to Jesus and not to the Spirit:
	"and not yet was he Spirit" against: "for not yet was the Spirit". To avoid this view dedo,menon might have been added.
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	BYZ John 7:40 polloi. ou=n evk tou/ o;clou avkou,santej to.n lo,gon(
	NA27 John 6:60 Polloi. ou=n avkou,santej evk tw/n maqhtw/n auvtou/ ei=pan\
	NA27 John 11:45 Polloi. ou=n evk tw/n VIoudai,wn oi` evlqo,ntej
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	Not in NA, partially only in SQE, in Tis!
	T&T #91
	The versions are from Tis and are not completely clear!
	Lacuna: A, C
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	Rating: - (indecisive)
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	The change from Îto.Ð pro,teron to nu,ktoj has already been discussed in the main commentary with rating 2 (NA clearly original).
	Rating: - (indecisive)
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	In NA only in the appendix (lect. minores).
	The reading of P66* makes perfect sense and fits good into the Fourth Gospel.
	The Pericope de Adultera: Jo 7:53 - 8:11
	B: no umlaut
	Western non-interpolation?
	NA27 John 8:29 kai. o` pe,myaj me  Þ metV evmou/ evstin\
	Compare discussion at 5:30 with all parallels!
	B: no umlaut
	A secondary harmonization to 7:34. Note the same variation of the me here!
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	NA27 John 8:25 e;legon ou=n auvtw/|\ su. ti,j ei=È
	Principium, qui et loquor vobis  e, vgmss (incl. Lindisfarne G.)
	P75 has a dot between the o[ and the ti. (The dot is not a high point but a normal full stop which is located under the horizontal bar of the T. It is not entirely clear if it is intentional or simply a blot.)
	NA27 John 8:27 ouvk e;gnwsan o[ti to.n pate,ra auvtoi/j e;legen  Þ Å
	B: no umlaut
	There is no reason for an omission. Probably a clarifying addition.
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	NA27 John 8:28 ei=pen ou=n Îauvtoi/jÐ o` VIhsou/j\ o[tan u`yw,shte …
	NA27 John 6:32 ei=pen ou=n auvtoi/j o` VIhsou/j\
	NA27 John 12:35 ei=pen ou=n auvtoi/j o` VIhsou/j\
	NA27 John 18:31 ei=pen ou=n auvtoi/j o` Pila/toj\
	NA27 John 20:21 ei=pen ou=n auvtoi/j Îo` VIhsou/jÐ pa,lin\
	NA27 John 4:48 ei=pen ou=n o` VIhsou/j pro.j auvto,n\
	NA27 John 6:67 ei=pen ou=n o` VIhsou/j toi/j dw,deka\
	NA27 John 18:11 ei=pen ou=n o` VIhsou/j tw/| Pe,trw|\
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	NA27 John 8:38 a] evgw. e`w,raka para. tw/| patri. lalw/\
	BYZ John 8:38 evgw. o] e`w,raka para. tw/| patri. mou( lalw/\
	B: no umlaut
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	NA27 John 8:38 a] evgw. e`w,raka para. tw/| patri.     lalw/\
	BYZ John 8:38 evgw. o] e`w,raka para. tw/| patri. mou( lalw/\
	W reads: avpo. tou/ patro.j tau/ta lalw/\
	B: no umlaut
	Tis notes erroneously that 13 omits u`mw/n, against Swanson, Geerlings and NA. Checked from the film image. 13 reads para. tou/ prj® u`mw/n poiei/te.
	NA27 John 8:41 u`mei/j poiei/te ta. e;rga tou/ patro.j u`mw/nÅ
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	B: no umlaut
	NA27 John 8:48 VApekri,qhsan oi` VIoudai/oi kai. ei=pan auvtw/|\
	NA27 John 8:53 mh. su. mei,zwn ei= tou/ patro.j h`mw/n VAbraa,m(
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	NA27 Luke 4:30 auvto.j de. dielqw.n dia. me,sou auvtw/n evporeu,etoÅ
	NA27 John 9:1 Kai. para,gwn ei=den a;nqrwpon tuflo.n evk geneth/jÅ
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	NA27 Luke 13:13 kai. evpe,qhken auvth/| ta.j cei/raj\
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	No txt in NA!
	Byz CC3, 0141, f13, 700, 892, 1241, 1424,
	Maj[E, F, G, H, M, S, U, Y, G, D, L, W, 047]
	txt P66, P75, 01, B, C*, D, K, PC, L, N, W, X, Q, Y, 070, 0211, f1, 124, 788, 33,
	157, 565, 579, 1071, pc, L253, Lat, Sy, Co, arm
	o[ti tuflo.j prosai,thj P*
	o[ti tuflo.j h=n kai. prosai,thj 69, pc, it (a, b, c, e, l, 27)
	B: umlaut! (1363 C 15 R)  to. pro,teron o[ti prosai,thj h=n e;legon\
	prosai,thj  "beggar"
	Compare:
	That the person is a beggar has not been mentioned before. The term follows also later in the verse. Everything in the story concentrates on the blindness, this is the issue. That he was a beggar is only of marginal relevance. It is therefore more pro...
	One could of course also argue that beggar is a conformation to the same word later in the verse, but this is not very probable in so large a group of diverse witnesses.
	Weiss (Jo Com.) notes that he was probably known to the others more as a beggar than as a blind.
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	NA27 John 9:9 a;lloi e;legon o[ti ou-to,j evstin( a;lloi e;legon\ ouvci,( avlla.
	BYZ John 9:9 a;lloi e;legon o[ti Ou-to,j evstin a;lloi de.( o[ti
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	NA27 John 5:9 +Hn de. sa,bbaton evn evkei,nh| th/| h`me,ra|
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	"I told you already, and you did not hear, why again do you wish to hear?"
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	NA27 John 6:27 o` ui`o.j tou/ avnqrw,pou
	WH has kai. ei=pen in brackets, and the P75, B reading as alternate reading.
	Lacuna: C, N, P
	Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
	NA27 John 9:38 o` de. e;fh\ pisteu,w( ku,rie\ kai. proseku,nhsen auvtw/|Å
	NA27 John 9:40 h;kousan evk tw/n Farisai,wn tau/ta ...
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	NA27 John 10:22 VEge,neto to,te ta. evgkai,nia evn toi/j ~Ierosolu,moij(
	BYZ John 10:22 VEge,neto de.   ta. evgkai,nia evn ~Ierosolu,moij
	"At that time came the feast of dedication in Jerusalem."
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	NA27 John 10:26 avlla. u`mei/j ouv pisteu,ete( o[ti ouvk evste. evk tw/n
	BYZ John 10:26 avllV u`mei/j ouv pisteu,ete ouv ga.r evste. evk tw/n
	NA27 John 1:23 kaqw.j ei=pen VHsai<aj o` profh,thjÅ
	NA27 John 7:38 kaqw.j ei=pen h` grafh,(
	NA27 John 12:50 kaqw.j ei;rhke,n moi o` path,r(
	NA27 John 13:33 kaqw.j ei=pon toi/j VIoudai,oij
	10:26 avlla. u`mei/j ouv pisteu,ete(
	o[ti ouvk evste. evk tw/n proba,twn tw/n evmw/nÅ
	P75 reads: o]j evdwke,[... ...]twn mei/[...]n
	D reads: o] dedwkw,j moi mei/zwn pa,ntwn evstin
	Lat:  "Pater meus quod dedit mihi maius omnibus est"
	d: "Pater          qui   dedit mihi omnium maior  est"
	Lacuna: C
	B: umlaut! (1366 A 7 L)  o` path,r mou o] de,dwke,n
	The reading of A et al. is impossible Greek.
	NA27 John 6:37 pa/n o] di,dwsi,n moi o` path.r pro.j evme. h[xei(
	NA27 John 6:39 i[na pa/n o] de,dwke,n moi mh. avpole,sw evx auvtou/(
	NA27 John 17:4 to. e;rgon teleiw,saj o] de,dwka,j moi i[na poih,sw\
	NA27 John 17:6 toi/j avnqrw,poij ou]j e;dwka,j moi evk tou/ ko,smouÅ
	NA27 John 17:7 pa,nta o[sa de,dwka,j moi para. sou/ eivsin\
	NA27 John 17:8 o[ti ta. r`h,mata a] e;dwka,j moi de,dwka auvtoi/j(
	NA27 John 17:9 avlla. peri. w-n de,dwka,j moi( o[ti soi, eivsin(
	NA27 John 17:11 evn tw/| ovno,mati, sou w-| de,dwka,j moi(
	NA27 John 17:12 evn tw/| ovno,mati, sou w-| de,dwka,j moi(
	NA27 John 17:22 kavgw. th.n do,xan h]n de,dwka,j moi de,dwka auvtoi/j
	NA27 John 17:24 Pa,ter( o] de,dwka,j moi( qe,lw i[na o[pou eivmi. evgw.
	NA27 John 18:9 ou]j de,dwka,j moi ouvk avpw,lesa evx auvtw/n ouvde,naÅ
	NA27 John 18:11 to. poth,rion o] de,dwke,n moi o` path.r ouv mh. pi,w auvto,È
	P75: reads […]j but space considerations make pro.j much more likely.
	Lacuna: P45, 565
	Unknown name.
	Sepphoris is excluded by its geographical position, but see below.
	WH: "perhaps a local tradition".
	JR Harris (Codex Bezae, 1891, p. 184) thinks it is possibly a corruption from the Syriac. That the words eivj VEfrai.m legome,nhn po,lin in Syriac could be read as "the city of Samphurim". He notes a similar case where Ephrem in his Diatessaron commen...
	Harris write: "In this last case Mar Ephraem is evidently perplexed about the name which, if his text had been quite clear, would have needed no comment; that is, he found it in the text upon which he had been working, and we have therefore to suggest...
	Zahn rejects those speculations and has a more simple explanation:
	According to him Sepphoris is meant. This of course does not fit the Judean setting in John, but it is quite possible that a scribe confused the Judean Ephraim with the Galilean one, which is about 10 miles south of Sepphoris.
	Compare:
	Theodor Zahn "Zur Heimatkunde des Ev. Joh." Neue Kirchliche Zeitschrift 1908, p. 31-39
	"Lazarus, the dead"
	Western non-interpolation?
	Parallels:
	NA27 Matthew 26:11 pa,ntote ga.r tou.j ptwcou.j e;cete meqV e`autw/n( evme. de. ouv pa,ntote e;cete\
	There is no reason for an omission.
	It is possible that the words have been added as a harmonization to Mt/Mk.
	Streeter ("Four Gospels", p. 411) thinks that the verse is an assimilation to Mt/Mk.
	Rating: - (indecisive)
	NA27 John 12:9 :Egnw ou=n Îo`Ð o;cloj polu.j evk tw/n VIoudai,wn
	NA27 John 12:22 e;rcetai o` Fi,lippoj kai. le,gei tw/| VAndre,a|(
	BYZ John 12:22 e;rcetai Fi,lippoj kai. le,gei tw/| VAndre,a|
	Lacuna: P75, C
	pa,ntaj  accusative masculine plural:
	"And I, when I am lifted up from the earth, will draw all people to myself."
	pa,nta  accusative neuter plural:
	"And I, when I am lifted up from the earth, will draw everything to myself."
	Western non-interpolation?
	NA27 John 14:4 kai. o[pou Îevgw.Ð u`pa,gw oi;date th.n o`do,nÅ
	BYZ John 14:4 kai.  o[pou evgw.  u`pa,gw oi;date kai. th.n o`do,n oi;date(
	NA27 John 14:7 eiv evgnw,kate, me( kai. to.n pate,ra mou gnw,sesqeÅ
	BYZ John 14:7 eiv evgnw,keite, me kai. to.n pate,ra mou evgnw,keite a'n\
	NA27 John 14:14 eva,n ti aivth,shte, me  evn tw/| ovno,mati, mou evgw. poih,swÅ
	Lacuna: P75, C
	Swanson has 33 for Byz!
	Lacuna: P66, C, W
	Compare:
	It is possible that evgw, has been added to make clear that ei=pon is 1st person singular and not 3rd person plural. This is supported by the rather unusual support (two Byzantine minuscules) and the differing word order.
	This construction with evgw, is not unusual in John.
	On the other hand it is possible that evgw, has been omitted as unnecessary.
	It is also possible to take evgw, with the next verse:
	evgw,  27 eivrh,nhn avfi,hmi u`mi/n( eivrh,nhn th.n evmh.n di,dwmi u`mi/n\
	Weiss (Textkritik, p. 138) notes that a secondary evgw, would have been added at the beginning for emphasis (as 33 did) and not at the end where it could have been easily overlooked.
	Rating: - (indecisive)
	(brackets ok)
	evntolh.n e;dwken P75vid, B, L, X, 0250, f1, 33, 565, 1071, al,
	Lat, pbo, ac2, Cyr, WH, Trg
	evntolh.n e;dwken moi o` path,r B, L, X, 33
	e;dwken moi o` path,r evntolh.n f1
	e;dwken moi evntolh.n o` path,r 565
	th/n evntolh.n h=n de,dwken moi o` path,r 1071
	txt 01, A, D, D, Q, Y, 0141, f13, 157, 579, 1241, Maj,
	d, Sy, Co, arm, goth, NA25, Weiss
	omit o` path,r: D, d, e, l
	mandatum dedit mihi a, aur, f, r1, vg
	mandatum mihi dedit e, q
	praeceptum dedit mihi c, ff2, l
	praeceptum mihi dedit b
	mandavit mihi d
	Lacuna: P66, C, W
	B: no umlaut
	Compare:
	evnetei,lato, moi 1241
	NA27 John 12:49 o[ti evgw. evx evmautou/ ouvk evla,lhsa( avllV o` pe,myaj me path.r auvto,j moi evntolh.n de,dwken ti, ei;pw kai. ti, lalh,swÅ
	NA27 John 13:34 VEntolh.n kainh.n di,dwmi u`mi/n( ...
	NA27 John 15:14 eva.n poih/te a] evgw. evnte,llomai u`mi/nÅ
	NA27 John 15:17 tau/ta evnte,llomai u`mi/n( i[na avgapa/te avllh,loujÅ
	Context:
	NA27 John 14:15 VEa.n avgapa/te, me( ta.j evntola.j ta.j evma.j thrh,sete\
	NA27 John 14:21 o` e;cwn ta.j evntola,j mou kai. thrw/n auvta.j
	It is possible that we have here a harmonization to 12:49 (so Weiss). In 12:49 the reading is safe. The different word order variants are an additional indication for a secondary cause.
	Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
	NA27 John 16:1 Tau/ta lela,lhka u`mi/n i[na mh. skandalisqh/teÅ
	NA27 John 16:28 evxh/lqon para. tou/ patro.j kai. evlh,luqa eivj to.n ko,smon\
	P66 has a lacuna, but the u of qeou/ is visible.
	Note that 124 has tou/ qeou/ also in verse 28.
	A strange combination with verse 12. Possibly some kind of transcription error. DC added in verse 11 the Byzantine evn tw/| ko,smw| from verse 12.
	The first line makes no sense, but note that Origen supports this, too!
	NA27 John 17:24 Pa,ter( o] de,dwka,j moi(
	BYZ John 17:24 Pa,ter ou[j de,dwka,j moi
	LXX 1 Kings 2:37  to.n ceima,rroun Kedrwn + tw/n: N, pc
	LXX 1 Kings 15:13  evn tw/| ceima,rrw| Kedrwn + tw/n: A, B, al
	LXX 2 Kings 23:6 eivj to.n ceima,rroun Kedrwn ... evn tw/| ceima,rrw| Kedrw
	LXX 2 Kings 23:12  eivj to.n ceima,rroun Kedrwn
	LXX 2 Chronicles 15:16  evn ceima,rrw| Kedrwn
	LXX 2 Chronicles 29:16  eivj to.n ceima,rroun Kedrwn
	LXX 2 Chronicles 30:14  eivj to.n ceima,rroun Kedrwn
	NA27 John 18:5 avpekri,qhsan auvtw/|\ VIhsou/n to.n Nazwrai/onÅ
	BYZ John 18:5 avpekri,qhsan auvtw/| VIhsou/n to.n Nazwrai/on
	Order of verses 18:13 - 18:24
	From the photo the IGNTP suggestion is more probable, since the remains of ink do not look like an a. An o is possible. But this is not certain.
	B: no umlaut
	NA27 John 18:4 VIhsou/j ou=n eivdw.j pa,nta ta. evrco,mena evpV auvto.n
	NA27 Mark 15:25 h=n de. w[ra tri,th kai. evstau,rwsan auvto,nÅ
	e[kth Q, 479**, pc, Sy-Hmg, aeth
	NA27 Luke 23:44 Kai. h=n h;dh w`sei. w[ra e[kth
	NA27 John 19:20 kai. h=n gegramme,non ~Ebrai?sti,( ~Rwmai?sti,( ~Ellhnisti,Å
	BYZ John 19:20 kai. h=n gegramme,non ~Ebrai?sti, ~Ellhnisti, ~Rwmai?sti,
	See also discussion in Luke 23:38
	NA27 John 19:29 skeu/oj      e;keito o;xouj mesto,n\
	BYZ John 19:29 skeu/oj ou=n e;keito o;xouj mesto,n\
	NA27 Matthew 27:34 e;dwkan auvtw/| piei/n oi=non meta. colh/j memigme,non\
	Compare:
	LXX Psalm 68:22 kai. e;dwkan eivj to. brw/ma, mou colh.n kai. eivj th.n di,yan mou evpo,tisa,n me o;xoj
	NA27 Matthew 27:48 kai. periqei.j kala,mw| ["reed"] evpo,tizen auvto,nÅ
	omit verse: e, 32, Codex Fuldensis
	verse-order 34. 36-37, 35 Cyr, Chrys
	B: no umlaut
	Compare context 19:33-37:
	The verse does not fit very good here, because it separates the events and the scripture references.
	Cyrill of Alexandria in his commentary on John discusses the verses in the order 34. 36-37, 35.
	This verse has another difficulty, namely: To what refers the evkei/noj? It is normally assumed that it refers to the beloved disciple, but this would be very unusual stylistically and unjohannine. It has been proposed therefore that it refers to Jesu...
	Blass concludes: "everything is insecure: The whole verse and its position, also its parts, especially the evkei/noj oi=den, and finally, if this could be fixed, we are left with the evkei/noj and dispute about it. One thing should be clear: whoever w...
	Compare:
	 T. Zahn ZKW 1888, 581-596
	 H. Dechent "Zur Auslegung der Stelle Joh 19:35" TSK 72 (1899) 446-67
	 F. Blass "Über Ev. Joh 19:35" TSJ 75 (1902) 128-33
	Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
	Jo 19:35 + 20:31
	Strictly speaking the different tenses would indicate
	Not in NA and not in SQE but in Tis!
	Compare:
	NA27 John 21:16 le,gei auvtw/| pa,lin deu,teron\ Si,mwn VIwa,nnou(
	BYZ John 21:16 le,gei auvtw/| pa,lin deu,teron Si,mwn VIwna/
	NA27 John 21:17 le,gei auvtw/| to. tri,ton\ Si,mwn VIwa,nnou(
	BYZ John 21:17 le,gei auvtw/| to. tri,ton Si,mwn VIwna/(
	L has a lacuna in verses 16 and 17.

