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ABSTRACT

Jared Anderson: An Analysis of the Text of the Fourth Gospel in the Writings of Origen

(Under the direction of Bart Ehrman)

This thesis provides an analysis of the text of the Gospel of John in the writings of Origen of
Alexandria (ca. 185-254). Two types of textual analyses, Quantitative and Group Profile,
make up the core of this study. Such methods enable scholars to trace the history of
transmission of the NT text, and this study confirms that Origen’s text of John is a strong
representative of the “Primary Alexandrian” text type, the purest form of the New Testament
text. This thesis also provides a history of research of Origen’s text of the New Testament,
refines the critical methods used, and models the use of computer programs that increase the
accuracy and efficiency of such studies. Finally, the conclusion places these data into
historical context and answers several important questions, such as whether Origen changed

his manuscripts of John upon relocation from Alexandria to Caesarea in 231.
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Chapter I

ORIGEN’S LIFE AND LITERATURE

In the history of New Testament textual criticism, Patristic citations have occupied an
awkward and paradoxical place. On one hand, their witness is earlier and can be located
more precisely than Greek manuscripts or New Testament translations. On the other hand,
the task of accessing their texts is fraught with factors that imperil accuracy, and many
scholars have been daunted in this quest, leading to neglect of these important witnesses to
the early New Testament text. Fortunately, advances in methodology of the past decades
have enabled scholars to access these valuable witnesses with unprecedented accuracy,
illuminating vistas along the convoluted transmission of the New Testament writings.'

Champion among the Church Fathers stands Origen of Alexandria, the most prolific
and arguably the most brilliant of early Christian writers. The aim of the present study is to
provide an analysis of the text of the Fourth Gospel in the writings of Origen, elucidating

Origen’s textual alignments and exploring the historical significance of these conclusions.”

! Gordon Fee has accomplished the greatest advancement in analyzing Patristic citations, shaping their study
over the past decades. The volume of his essays collected with those of Eldon Epp (Studies in the Theory and
Method of New Testament Textual Criticism. [Studies and Documents 45; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans,
1993]) is the most convenient source for these studies; see the three chapters categorized under “Method and
Use of Patristic Evidence,” 299-359: “The Text of John in Origen and Cyril of Alexandria: A Contribution to
Methodology in the Recovery and Analysis of Patristic Citations”; “The Text of John in The Jerusalem Bible: A
Critique of the Use of Patristic Citations in New Testament Textual Criticism”; and especially “The Use of
Greek Patristic Citations in New Testament Textual Criticism: The State of the Question;” repr. from ANRW
11.26.1, 246-65.

? See the Acknowledgements for the somewhat complicated background of this study.



This first chapter will provide background for an investigation of Origen’s textual
affinities—a brief biography, focusing on his writings and approach to scripture, as well as
an overview of the manuscripts that will be used in this study. Chapter two provides a history
of research into Origen’s text of the New Testament that contextualizes the two chapters of
analysis that make up the heart of this work. Chapter three uses Quantitative Analysis to
explore the contours of agreement between representative witnesses from differing textual
traditions in order to discern where Origen’s own textual affinities lie. Chapter four then uses
the Group Profiles developed by Bart Ehrman to clarify more precisely those affinities.
Finally, the conclusion summarizes the findings and contributions of this study, discusses key
historical points relating to these data, especially where Origen fits within the Alexandrian
textual tradition of John, and suggests directions for further research. Two substantial
appendices conclude the work, which present in efficient form all the textual variants among
the representative witnesses and Origen, as well as patterns among those variants.

A Literary Life

Origen was born around 185 C.E. and was raised in the midst of one of the greatest
cultural centers of the ancient world, Alexandria. His intellectual skills manifested
themselves early; he became the chief instructor in the catechetical school in Alexandria at
the tender age of 18, after the martyrdom of his father about a year earlier.” Origen was a
controversial figure in the church both during his life and especially after his death, and

tensions with the bishop Demetrius eventually led to his relocation to Caesarea around 233

3 TEGWO, 3-4.



C.E.* He lived here and produced most of his works during this period, until his death some
time after 251.

One of the most prolific writers of all time, Origen likely produced over a thousand
volumes of works relating to scripture and other topics.® This unprecedented productivity
was made possible by the support of Ambrose, whom Origen was instrumental in converting
to Christianity. In addition to financing all of Origen’s endeavors, Ambrose provided Origen
with trained copyists and other resources.’

Tragically, most of these works have not survived. Origen’s condemnation as a
heretic in the sixth century led to the destruction of most of his writings. According to the
calculations of Johannes Quasten, “only 20 of Origen’s 574 homilies and 16 of his 291
commentary volumes—those on Matthew and John—are extant in Greek.”® Most of the
writings we still have came down to us only in the Latin translations of Origen’s work by

Jerome and Rufinus.” And although Gustav Bardy has vindicated Rufinus’ translation to a

* Ibid., 8-9.

> This is the date given by Nautin, Origéne, 412, but Ehrman noted that the date of Origen’s death is debated,
ranging from about 251 to 255. TFGWO, 9n23.

® Cate, “Text of the Catholic Epistles and Revelation,” 7-13 discusses Origen’s literary legacy. The numbers
given by Jerome (around 2,000, adv. Ruf. 2.22) and by Epiphanius (around 6,000, Panarion 64.63 and Haer.
Ixiv. 3), are likely exaggerations, but catalogues do exist that give named works by Origen in the hundreds.
Jerome lists the works he knows to be located in the Library of Caesarea—120 New Testament commentaries,
even more on the Old Testament, with over 300 homilies and longer works. These lists do not even include
Origen’s magnum opus, his six-column edition of the Old Testament, the Hexapla. This must have
approximated 50 volumes and likely was never copied in its entirety. Crouzel, Origen, 37-50 gives a detailed
listing of these catalogues of Origen’s works. These catalogues are found in book 6 of Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical
History and letter 33 of Jerome (see also Nautin, Origéne, 225-260, for a more detailed discussion of these
sources). It is from these lists that a relatively chronology of Origen’s works can be reconstructed.

" Crouzel, Origen, 13; Nautin, Origéne, 410.

¥ Johannes Quasten, Patrology, vol.2: The Ante-Nicene Literature after Irenaeus (Westminster, Md: Newman,
1953), 46-51. See pages 43-75 for further information regarding Origen’s works. Cited in Cate, “Text of the
Catholic Epistles and Revelation,” 11n41.

’ TFGWO, 19.



degree,'’ obviously only the works that survive in Greek prove useful for reconstructing
Origen’s text of the New Testament. Bart Ehrman gives an overview of these works in the
predecessor of this study.'' These consist of portions of nine books of his Commentary on
John (written literally over the course of most of his life—Books 1 and 2, written in
Alexandria and Books 6, 10, 13, 19, 20, 28 and 32, penned in Caesarea), eight books of his
Commentary on Matthew, the Contra Celsum, twenty homilies on the book of Jeremiah and
one on 1 Samuel 28. We also have works such as the Disputatio cum Heraclide, De Oratio,
and the Exhortatio ad Martyrium. Basil the Great and Gregory of Nazianzus produced an
anthology of Origen’s writings, the Philocalia, which preserves fragments of others of
Origen’s writings, such as De Principiis. The Greek catenae of the Middle Ages and Latin
translations of Origen’s works referred to above are of less text-critical use.'* Fortunately,

most of these works are available in modern critical editions.'

19 G. Bardy, “Les citations bibliques d’Origéne dans le De principiis” RBib 16 (1919), 106-135. Fee accepts
Bardy’s evaluation that Rufinus’ transation occasionally transmits Orgen’s text closely enough to allow textual
judgments; “Origen’s Text of the NT and the Text of Egypt,” NTS 28 (1982), 348. In most instances, however,
the labors of Rufinus and Jerome fail to achieve the precision necessary for text-critical analysis. As Ehrman
noted, “the peculiar circumstances surrounding the Latin renditions of Origen virtually annul any text-critical
value they might otherwise be expected to have.” (TFGWO, 19. He also points to the study by Karen Jo
Torjesen that further delineates the general lack of precision in Rufinus’ translation technique, Hermeneutical
Procedure and Theological Method in Origen’s Exegesis [Berlin: de Gruyter, 1986, 12-18]).

" TFGWO, 18-20. The following description follows this list rather closely, as there are only so many ways you
can list literary works.

" These critical editions have been published mostly in the series Sources Chretiennes (SC) and Die
griechische christliche Schriftsteller der ersten [drei] Jahrhunderte (GCS). See TFGWO, 31-35 for a listing of
these editions. The exceptions are those works available only in Migne’s Patrologia graeca, as follows:
Commentary on Colossians (in Pamphilus, Apologia pro Origene, PG17); the catenae fragments of the Song of
Songs (PG 17), Deuteronomy (PG 12), Exodus (PG 12); Numbers (PG 12); Ezekiel (PG 13); Genesis (PG 12);
Job (PG 17); Proverbs and Psalms (PG 17, 13, 12, 17). The Homilies on the Psalms come from Migne (PG 12),
as well as the Commentary on Romans (PG 14), and the Commentary on Galatians (PG 17). I list these because
one must exercise especial care with these older volumes, as their text is often uncritical. As Fee noted, it is not
coincidental that that the “vast majority of Byzantine variants from Origen’s usual Neutral text of John are
found in citations where Migne is the best edition available!” (Fee, “The Text of John in Origen and Cyril,”
305). Since scribes have corrected Origen’s text toward the Byzantine text, if the writings of Origen himself
have not been critically sifted, there is little hope that we can accurately analyze his text of the New Testament.
Note that some catenae fragments of Genesis have been published in Le Muséon 92 (1979) and of John and



Because one goal of this study is to determine whether Origen’s text changed over

time, especially after his relocation to Caesarea, a chronological listing of Origen’s works

will be of value.'*

Date Range

222-229

229-230
231

Winter 231-32
Spring 232

234

235-238

238-244

239-242

Title Location
Commentary on Psalms 1-25 Alexandria
Stromates

De Resurrectione
Commentary on Lamentations
De Naturis

Dialogue with Candidus

First Volumes on Genesis

De Principiis Alexandria
Books 1-4 of the Commentary

On John

Book 5 of Commentary on John Antioch
Beginning of book 6 On John Alexandria
Book 6 Commentary on John Caesarea

Last volumes On Genesis
Scholia on Genesis, Exodus,
Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy

On Martyrdom; Books 7-21 on John'

Books 22-32 on John

Homilies on Psalms, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs, Job,
Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel; Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers,
Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, 1 Samuel (the last in Jerusalem)
Homilies on Luke, (John?), Matt.

1-2 Corinthians, Galatians, Thessalonians, Titus, Hebrews, Acts

Jeremiah in GCS 6 and 10, as well as of Job in Analecta Sacra 2 (1884). Analecta Sacra also published catena
fragments of the Psalms (2, 3, 23), and Source Chretiennes also published other catena fragments of the Psalms

(SC 189).

' This is taken with slight adaptation from Nautin, 409-412. Oddly, he does not list the dates of Books

"> Oddly, Nautin does not give the dates of these books of Origen’s commentary, though logic demands that
they be written during this period.



243

244

245

245 or 246

246-247

248

249

Sept 249-June 251

Died after 251

Since Origen’s Commentary on the Gospel of John figures so centrally in this

Volumes on the Apostle

Volumes and scholia on Isaiah,
first volumes on Ezekiel

Discourse on Thanksgiving

(second voyage to Athens)
Final volumes on Ezekiel
Books 1-5 on Song of Songs

In Greece or Caesarea
Volumes on the Minor Prophets

Final volumes on Song of Songs
Large commentary on the Psalter
Volumes on Proverbs

Scholia on Ecclesiastes

in Nicomedia with Ambrose
Letters
Volume 32 of Commentary on John
Scholia on John

at Caesarea, or Tyr

Contra Celsum, Commentary on Luke,
Commentary on Matthew,
Scholia on the Psalter

Origen imprisoned and tortured

analysis, I will also provide a review of which chapters of John receive treatment in which

books of Origen’s commentary. Origen cites varied sections of John throughout his works

including his Commentary on John, but I have included what seem to be the main treatments
of the chapters based on the frequency of his quotations. Obviously, Origen’s commentary is

more topical discussion than a chapter by chapter walkthrough of the gospel, but it does seem

that Origen did organize his commentary roughly according to the gospel order.



Roughly, the correspondence breaks down as follows:

TABLE 1: CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN BOOKS OF THE GOSPEL OF JOHN AND

ORIGEN’S COMMENTARY

Chapter Commentary Book Chapter Commentary Book
1 1,2,6 10 20
2 10 11 28
3 10, 19 12 10
4 13 13 32
5 13,20 14-17 ?
6 ? 18-19 287
7 19 20 ?
8 19, 20 21 327
9 ?

Origen’s Citation of Scripture

Students of Origen’s text have come to different estimations of the carefulness of his

citation habits, from emphasizing his occasional insouciance in citing scripture, to suggesting

that he applied his classically trained mind to production of a critical edition of the New

Testament.'® This range is understandable, as Origen’s approach to scripture seems

somewhat contradictory at first. He comments upon textual variation in the New Testament

more than any other Church Father, but despite his obvious text critical skills honed by his

work on the Hexapla (which amounted to a critical edition of the Old Testament), Origen

never focused his critical acumen on the New Testament.

In his discussion of Origen’s explicit references to textual variations in the New

Testament, Bruce Metzger noted that Origen did make reference to variant readings in

'® See the discussion in chapter two. These options are not mutually exclusive, but the impression scholars have
given is that Origen inclined either one way or the other.



manuscripts at his disposal, as well as a general indication of their distribution—whether

99 ¢¢ 99 ¢¢ 29 ¢ 99 ¢

variants under discussion were found in “few” “other” “certain” “many” “most” or “almost
all” of the MSS at his disposal. He occasionally gave value judgments regarding these,
stating that one manuscript is “more accurate” than another. Even so, Metzger concluded,
though Origen “was an acute observer of textual phenomena [he] was quite uncritical in his
evaluation of their significance.” Instead, he remained content to note textual differences,
without indicating preference as to which was better.'” We do not know the cause of disparity
in Origen’s textual approaches between the Testaments; Metzger suggests that perhaps it was
because there was “no convenient norm by which to determine the validity of variant
readings in the New Testament documents,” as opposed to the Old Testament, where one
could compare the Septuagint to its Hebrew original.'®

In the rare cases where Origen did indicate a inclination for one reading over another,
that preference is based not on principles with which modern textual critics would resonate,
but from “various more or less inconsequential and irrelevant considerations” such as

etymological, theological, or harmonizing concerns.'® Gordon Fee noted that rather than

Origen manifesting the type of care that would result in a critical edition of the New

' Bruce Metzger, “Explicit References in the Works of Origen to Variant Readings in New Testament
Manuscripts,” Biblical and Patristic Studies in Memory of Robert Pierce Casey (J. Neville Birdsall and Robert
W. Thomson, eds. New York: Herder, 1963), 93.

¥ Ibid.,” 93. It is interesting to speculate on the reason for this contrast between the testaments, whether it was a
lack of standard as Metzger suggests, or perhaps the more fluid state of the New Testament text and canon in
the time of Origen.

1 Ibid.,” 93-94.



Testament, he edited his manuscripts away from Alexandrian text in manner similar to
Byzantine scribes.”

Though Origen’s magisterial work on the textual criticism of the Old Testament and
tantalizing references to early textual variations in the New could lead us to wish he had done
more with his New Testament text, his citation habits are more careful than any of his peers
among the Church Fathers. In the memorable words of Gordon Fee, “in comparison with
other Fathers, his citing of John makes theirs look like the work of a backwoods preacher

who never consults his text.”!

His writings therefore constitute one of the most valuable
sources for information regarding the New Testament text of the early third century and merit
the investigation that has gone into sifting them critically.

The methodology of Gordon Fee and the reconstructed text of John produced by Fee,
Bart Ehrman, and Michael Holmes give us unprecedented access to large portions of
Origen’s text of the Fourth Gospel. In this study I will establish that Origen’s text of John is
indeed one of the most valuable textual witnesses to this work available, comparable in
purity with our best early manuscripts of this gospel.

Manuscripts Used in this Study

The best way to determine the textual alignment of an unknown witness, whether the

text be found on papyrus or in quotations, involves comparison of that text with

representative manuscripts from the textual families that have been proven to bear close

genealogical relationships. Though debate continues concerning the appropriateness of the

% Gordon Fee, “P”°, P, and Origen: The Myth of Early Textual Recension in Alexandria,” in Epp and Fee,
Studies, 247-273; repr. from New Dimensions in New Testament. (ed. Richard N. Longenecker and Merrill C.
Tenney; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1974), 19-45.

2 bid., 257n12.



geographically-based names of the text types, the most common nomenclature refers to the
following text types: “Alexandrian,” which has been divided into “Primary” and “Secondary”
strands;** “Western,” “Byzantine,” and “Caesarean”.” Though it is true these names for the
text types are problematic,”* I will continue to use them for convenience and ease of
comprehension. To anticipate the conclusion of this study, I will demonstrate that Origen’s
text confirms the existence of a specific text type in Alexandria, while dissipating the concept
of a specific “Caesarean” text in John.”

A brief discussion of the twenty-nine”® representative manuscripts used in this study

will contextualize the constant references made to them throughout this work.”” T have

*? Ehrman established this wording rather than the former terminology “Early” and “Late” Alexandrian. See
Didymus the Blind and the Text of the Gospels (NTGF 1; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986), 258-261. John Brogan
built upon Ehrman’s further suggestion that there is no “Secondary” Alexandrian text, but that different
Alexandrian scribes corrupted the relatively pure “Primary” Alexandrian text to different degrees. Brogan, “The
Text of the Gospels in the Writings of Athanasius," (Ph.D. diss., Duke University, 1997), 209-303.Thus we can
talk of a distinctive “Alexandrian” textual tradition that is preserved in relative purity in the “Primary”
Alexandrian witnesses, and contained with lesser purity in the “Secondary” Alexandrian witnesses. This issue
will be taken up again in the conclusion.

2 The terms “Alexandrian”, “Western”, and “Byzantine” are largely accepted, and one also comes across
“Neutral” for Alexandrian” and “Koine” for Byzantine. The Alands divide manuscripts into five categories,
based on their usefulness in determining the original text: “I”” corresponding to the Primary Alexandrian text
type; “II”, Secondary Alexandrian; III, which includes f1 and f13; IV, which corresponds roughly to Western,
and V, Byzantine. For a cogent critique of these classifications, see Ehrman, “A Problem of Textual Circularity:
The Alands on the Classification of New Testament Manuscripts™ first published in Biblica 70 (1989), pp. 377-
399 and now pages 57-70 in his volume STCNT.

 See the valuable and nuanced discussion of these textual classifications in Eldon Epp, “The Significance of
the Papyri for Determining the Nature of the New Testament Text in the Second Century: A Dynamic View of
Textual Transmission,” pages 283-295 in Epp and Fee, Studies; repr. from Gospel Traditions in the Second
Century: Origins, Recensions, Text, and Transmission (ed. William L. Petersen; Christianity and Judaism in
Antiquity, 3; Notre Dame, In.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1989), 1-32. He proposes calling these text
types textual “clusters” and naming them A, B, C, D. Though challenging the traditional names of these textual
groups provides a valuable service, at this point such new terminology would merely require translation into
familiar terms. Additionally, there is evidence, including the data presented in this paper, that the textual groups
really do correspond roughly to geographically-based traditions (i.e., the Alexandrian text really was used in
Egypt, the Western text in Africa and Europe, etc).

 See note 51 below on the use of “Caesarean” witnesses in this study.

26 Or thirty, if Sinaiticus is divided according to its dual textual grouping, as I have done for the analyses.

10



included information about the entire text of the New Testament rather than for John only to
provide a basis of comparison and contextualization for the data presented in this study

regarding their alignment in the fourth gospel.

Primary Alexandrian: P P”° X (8:39-21:25) B UBS

P% contains one of the oldest significant portions of the Gospel of John, comprising
the text of John 1:1-6:11 and 6:35b-14:15. Victor Martin, who published this text in 1956,
dates it to about 200 C.E.*® Fragments of 46 more leaves were later classified as belonging to
this codex, but due to their fragmentary nature they contain only a small amount of John 14-
21%. Bruce Metzger classifies this text as “mixed, with elements that are typically
Alexandrian and Western.” The scribe seems to have been plagued by carelessness, as this
manuscript contains about 400 corrections written in the margins, between lines, and over
erased text. Metzger stated that most of these appear to be from the scribe correcting his
work.

P” is, simply put, one of the most important witnesses to the text of Luke and John.

Dated to about 175-225 C.E., it contains “a form of text very similar to that of Vaticanus.”*

*" I have drawn information for this section from the following sources: Bruce Metzger and Bart Ehrman, The
Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration (4™ ed.; New York: Oxford
University Press, 2005); Kurt and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament (2™ ed.; Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Eerdmans, 1987); and Philip Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts: An Introduction to New Testament
Paleography & Textual Criticism (Nashville: Broadman & Holman, 2005). Though it is a convenient
compilation of data and bibliography, Comfort’s volume must be used critically due to the author’s tendency to
make mistakes and tendentious judgments. See William Petersen’s scathing critique of another of Comfort’s
works, his The Quest for the Original Text of the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1992).
The review is found in JBL 113 (1994): 529-531.

* For further bibliography see the literature referenced in the works in the footnote above, as well as J. K.
Elliott, A Bibliography of Greek New Testament Manuscripts (2™ ed.; Cambridge: 2000).

2 The Alands list the contents as 14:26, 29-30; 15:2-26; 16:2-4, 6-7; 16:10-20:20, 22-23; 20:25-21:9 (p. 100).
3% Metzger and Ehrman, Text, 59. The Alands go even further, reflecting upon the fact that P is so close to

Vaticanus “that it could even be suspected of being its exemplar.” (Aland and Aland, Text of the New
Testament, 57)

11



It is our earliest copy of Luke and with P® the oldest significant portion of John.*' The value
of its text cannot be overestimated, given its close agreement with B, which is considered the
most accurate copy of the New Testament, at least in the gospels.’ The value of this text is
increased by the tight discipline of the scribe, who may have been a professional. Ernest
Colwell noted, “In P” the text that is produced can be explained in all its variants as the
result of a single force, namely the disciplined scribe who writes with the intention of being

careful and accurate.”

N (8:39-21:25). Sinaiticus is our oldest complete copy of the New Testament, dating
to the fourth century.*® This manuscript is especially important to the study of the text of
John, as it is a leading witness both of the Alexandrian and Western textual traditions.”

Though scholars have identified up to nine correctors of Sinaiticus, only two are usually

noted in critical editions. X' is contemporary with Sinaiticus, and likely worked in the

scriptorium where aleph was produced. R* represents a group of scribes in sixth or seventh

31 Second only to the scrap P*2, dated to about 125.

32 Metzger calls Vaticanus “one of the most valuable of all the manuscripts of the Greek Bible. (Metzger and
Ehrman, Text of the New Testament, 67). Hort’s fondness of this text has become axiomatic in textual criticism.

3 Ernest Colwell, “Method in Evaluating Scribal Habits: A Study of P**, P®, P”” Studies in Methodology in
Textual Criticism of the New Testament. (New Testament Tools and Studies 9. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1969), 106-
24; cited in Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts, 72-73.

3 The story of Constantine von Tischendorf’s rescue of this priceless manuscript from the trash fires of St.
Catherine’s monastery on Mt. Sinai gives us one of the greatest adventure stories in the history of the Bible.
This narrative is recounted in detail in Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the New Testament, 62-67.

35 Earlier scholars such as Hort had noted the Western elements in Sinaiticus, but Gordon Fee was the one to
systematically specify the contours of this important manuscript. See Gordon Fee, “Codex Sinaiticus in the
Gospel of John: A Contribution to Methodology in Establishing Textual Relationships, 221-244, repr. from NTS

(1968/69), 23-34. In the present study the Alexandrian portion of Sinaiticus is referred to both as X (8:39-21:25)
and as Xb, indicating it is the latter half of this manuscript and distinguishing it from X (8:39-21:25), which I
also call Xa.
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century Caesarea who worked to bring Sinaiticus into closer conformity with the Byzantine

text.”® The different correctors are not distinguished in the data used for this study; all

correctors are identified as K.

B, or Vaticanus, is often considered the single most valuable manuscript of the Greek
New Testament. In the gospels it is the leading representative of the Primary Alexandrian
text type, considered closest to the original. It dates to the mid-fourth century; in fact, some
scholars believe it is somehow connected to the 50 copies of the Bible commissioned by
Emperor Constantine.*® The work of this scribe is excellent, carried out with “rote fidelity”.*’

UBS. This refers to the text of the United Bible Society’s critical edition of the New
Testament. Between the time that the data for this study were first produced and this writing,
the UBS has been updated from the third to the fourth edition. This makes no difference to
the data, however, as the texts of the two editions are exactly the same.*’ Arguments can be
made against and for the inclusion of modern editions in a study such as this. On one hand,
they stand out conspicuously as the creations of modern scholars rather than ancient
manuscripts used in the life of the Church. On the other hand, I have included these editions

for two reasons. First, the UBS and TR are used in virtually all textual studies as prime

representatives of the Primary Alexandrian and Byzantine text respectively. Second, these

3% Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts, 78.
T TFGWO, 27: “Multiple correctors are not distinguished from one another.”
3% Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the New Testament, 68.

3% Comfort, Encountering the Manuscripts, 80.

40 Kurt Aland, Matthew Black, Carlo M. Martini, Bruce M. Metzger, and Allen Wikgren, eds., TheGreek New
Testament (4th rev. ed.; Stuttgart: United Bible Societies, 1993). (UBS*). In the Preface to the Fourth Edition
the editors state, “The text of the edition has remained unchanged. (p. vi). The changes to the edition involved
primarily improvements to the apparatus.
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editions serve to even out the idiosyncrasies of the members of their respective families,
clarifying analyses of textual alignments. In those few instances where these editions threw
off the patterns of textual groupings, I felt free to remove them from the tabulation. For
example, in cases where all ancient members of the Alexandrian family agree, it would be
senseless to allow the UBS committee’s editorial decision to depart from those manuscripts
to disqualify such a reading as unanimous Alexandrian.

Secondary Alexandrian C L W ¥ 33 579 892 1241%!

C, the palimpsest Codex Ephremi, is a fifth-century manuscript of sections of every
New Testament book save 2 Thessalonians and 2 John. This text was painstakingly restored
from beneath a 12" century collection of sermons of St. Ephrem, the fourth-century Syrian
Church Father. Metzger noted that the text is not as valuable as one would think, as its
mostly Secondary Alexandrian text also sometimes agrees with the later Byzantine text type.
It is interesting to note that, despite this, C ranks very close to Origen and the other Primary
Alexandrian witnesses in this study.** Two or three correctors adjusted this manuscript, one
living in sixth-century Palestine and the other in ninth century Constantinople.*

L, Codex Regius, is an eighth-century codex of the gospels. Despite a scribe who
made frequent errors, the text agrees frequently with Vaticanus.

W, the Freer Codex, dates to late fourth or early fifth century. Metzger classified it as

“among the more important majuscule manuscripts discovered during the twentieth century.”

*I Except where otherwise noted, descriptions of these MSS are adapted from Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the
New Testament, 69-90.

2 See the percentages of agreement in Chapter Three’s Quantitative Analysis. Profile four on table X (fix this)
in particular indicates that C is a relatively pure witness to the Primary Alexandrian text type in John.

+ Metzger lists two correctors, Comfort adds a third, contemporary with the scribe of C (Comfort,
Encountering the Manuscripts, 81)
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He also noted that “the text is curiously variegated, as though copied from several
manuscripts of different families of text.” The text of John contains block mixture,
Alexandrian in John 5:12-21:25 and mixed Alexandrian with some Western readings in John
1:1-5:11, due to this quire being added in the seventh century in order to replace one that was
damaged.

¥, Codex Athous Laurae, dates to the ninth or tenth centuries. Kirsopp Lake judged
its text in Mark to be Alexandrian and Western, related to the group X C L A. Metzger

classified this codex as “predominantly Byzantine, with a somewhat larger proportion of
Alexandrian readings than in A."* The results of the present study justify its placement
among the Secondary Alexandrian witnesses in the gospel of John, however.

33. Called “the queen of cursives,” this ninth-century miniscule is a strong
representative of the Alexandrian text, though the Byzantine influence is stronger in Acts and
the Pauline epistles.*’

579. Though this manuscript is relatively late, dating to the 13" century, it preserves
“an extremely good Alexandrian text that often agrees with B, X, and L” in the gospels of
Mark, Luke, and John.*¢ In this study 579 did not distinguish itself for its Alexandrian
affinities, however, falling among the weaker representatives of the Secondary Alexandrian

group.”’

* Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the New Testament, 84-85.
* Ibid., 87-88.
* Ibid., 89.

7 See table XX (give number). 579 ranks thirteenth place in comparison with B and eighth place in comparision
with the Alexandrian portion of X. The latter data is not included in the table, but 579 agrees in 247/358
instances with X (8:39-21:25), 69%.
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892. This ninth century gospel codex appears to preserve carefully the text of its
exemplar, and contains many early Alexandrian readings.*®

1241. This twelfth-century manuscript agrees in places with C L A W 33. Its text of
Matthew and Mark manifest a greater degree of Byzantine readings than in Luke and John.
Though the editors of volume 1 express doubt as to whether this manuscript belongs among
the Secondary Alexandrian cadre,*’ the results of my analyses were ambiguous. More study
would be required to determine the precise placement of this manuscript.

Caesarean P45 © f1 f13 565 700

P*. This fragmentary manuscript dated to the first half of the third century preserves
a Caesarean text in Mark. Metzger quantifies the text of the other gospels and Acts as
“intermediate between Alexandrian and Western.” In this study P* was grouped among the
Caesarean witnesses, though the editors of volume 1 expressed doubt as to the “Caesarean”
character of this manuscript, doubt that the analyses of this study vindicates.”'

®. Codex Koridethi, dated to the ninth century, is considered the leading witness of
the Caesarean text in Mark, containing a text “akin to the type of text that Origen and
Eusebius used in the third and fourth centuries at Caesarea.” Metzger noted that in Matthew,

Luke, and John it is typically Byzantine.

* Ibid., 90.
* TFGWO, 29 and the references cited in n. 25, especially Ehrman, Didymus, 192-93, 205, 218-219.

% Descriptions were adapted from Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the New Testament, 54, 83, 86-89. On the use
of the Caesarean witnesses, I follow the plan of volume 1 as expressed by Ehrman: “As we will examine in
volume two, there is considerable question concerning the existence of a distinctively ‘Caesarean’ text. At the
same time, as the demonstration of this text’s existence or non-existence is one of the goals of this study, it will
be important for us not to prejudge the issue by ignoring these traditional classifications.” TFGWO, 29n23. See
the discussion in Chapter 2 and the Conclusion regarding the important question of whether we can call this a
text-type per se.

ST TEGWO, 29. See the discussion of P** at the end of chapter three.
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f'. Family 1 is shorthand for a group of four closely related miniscules dating from
the 12" to the 14™ centuries—1, 118, 131, and 209. The text of Mark agrees closely with that
of ® and seems to go back to the Caesarean text of the third and fourth centuries. 1582 has
recently been added to this group in Matthew.’* Especially pertinent to this study is a
fascinating essay by Kwang-won Kim that argued that 1582 agrees so closely with Origen in
Matthew that it could have been constructed from his text, in a way similar to 1739. Kim also
suggests that 1582 could be the exemplar of 1.7
3. Also containing affinities with the ®-f' type of text, this “Ferrar group” of about

1" to the 15™ centuries includes manuscripts 13, 69, 124, 346

twelve miniscules from the 1
565. Metzger called this 9™ century manuscript “one of the most beautiful of all

known manuscripts,” referring its deluxe presentation of gold letters on purple vellum. 565 is

an ally of ® in Mark, and the Alands noted that the text of Mark in this MS is better than that

of Matthew and Luke, though they did not delineate its textual alignments in John in their

4

introduction to textual criticism.’

700. An 11™ century manuscript of the gospels.
Western: X (1:1-8:38) Dabe
X (1:1-8:38). Gordon Fee published a study in which he demonstrated conclusively

that this first portion of John in Sinaiticus is a leading representative not of the Alexandrian

32 For the most thorough discussion of this important manuscript and its place in family 1, see Amy Anderson,
The Textual Tradition of the Gospels: Family 1 in Matthew (Leiden: Brill, 2004).

53 Kwang-Won Kim, “Codices 1582, 1739, and Origen.” JBL 69 (1950): 167-175.

> See the Quantitiative Analysis information for 565 and 700 in Chapter 3.
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tradition, but of the Western.” This discovery is tremendously valuable, as it adds another
precious Greek voice to the solitary text of Bezae.

D. This 5™ century bilingual Greek-Latin codex presents the leading example of the
Western text of the gospels and Acts, along with a fragment of 3 John. In addition to its
valuable Western text, Bezae contains numerous idiosyncratic readings. Its text of Acts is
fascinating, nearly 10% longer than the received text.>®

a. Codex Vercellensis is probably the oldest European manuscript of the gospels.
Tradition holds that it dates to before 371.”

b. Codex Veronensis is a beautiful 5 century manuscript of the gospels on purple
parchment written with silver and gold ink. F. C. Burkitt holds that it represents the type of
text on which Jerome based the Vulgate.

e. Codex Palatinus is the only manuscript of these three that preserves the older
African rather than European Western text. Dating to the 5t century, this is also a purple
manuscript written in silver ink. Though its text is African, it has been corrected toward the
European Latin tradition. Metzger holds that Augustine used a text such as that of e before
400 C.E.

Byzantine AEAII QTR

A. 5™ century Codex Alexandrinus preserves the oldest form of the Byzantine text in

the gospels. Elsewhere in the NT it witnesses a strong form of the Alexandrian text with B

and R.*8

> Fee, “Codex Sinaiticus in the Gospel of John.”

%% David Parker has written the definitive codicological study of this manuscript. David C. Parker, Codex Bezae:
An Early Christian Manuscript and its Text (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992).

57 Information on the Latin witnesses is found in Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the New Testament, 102-103.
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E. Codex Basiliensis is an eighth-century gospel manuscript preserving a Byzantine
text.

A. Codex Sangallensis is a ninth-century intra-linear Greek-Latin edition of the
gospels. In Mark its text is Secondary Alexandrian, close to L; it is Byzantine in the other
gospels.

I1. Ninth-century Codex Petropolitanus heads a subgroup of the Byzantine text that is
“akin to, but not descended from, Alexandrinus.”

Q. Codex Athous Dionysiou, also a ninth-century gospel codex, presents the earliest
variety of the Byzantine text according to Von Soden.

TR. Stands for the Textus Receptus, the text that stems ultimately from Erasmus’
Greek New Testament, and underlies English Translations until the end of the 19" century.”

These descriptions familiarize the reader with those players that coordinate to trace
the lines of textual affinity in Origen’s writings and between one another. Their patterns of
agreement of readings create distinct puzzle pieces that combine to present a vivid picture of
the web of relationships between these textual groups. Fortunately, the patterns of agreement
between these witnesses and Origen’s text of John are comparatively distinct and striking,
enabling a classification of Origen’s text of John as an impressively pure example of the

Primary Alexandrian text type.

¥ H. Nordberg found that Alexandrinus agrees with the text preserved in the writings of Athanasius (“The Bible
Text of St. Athanasius,” Arctos, acta philological Fennica, n.s. iii [1962], pp. 119-41). Cited in Metzger and
Ehrman, Text of the New Testament, 67n25.

Y H KAINH AIAOHKH (Oxford, 1873; repr. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, n.d.)
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Chapter 11

THE TRACKING OF ORIGEN’S TEXTS AND TRAVELS

Having discussed in the previous chapter pertinent details regarding Origen’s
biography and approach to the biblical text, as providing an overview of his literary works, I
turn now to the analysis of Origen’s New Testament text over the past few centuries. This
textual history aims to walk a middle road between overextension and scholarly myopia. On
one hand, it is selective, comprehensive neither in the areas of textual criticism as a whole' or
Origenian studies.” On the other hand, it treats topics beyond the specific subject of Origen’s
text of the Gospel of John which is, after all, the title of this thesis. I have done so for several
reasons. Most important, an analysis of Origen’s text of the fourth gospel will be of little
value without context, an understanding of Origen’s text of the three remaining gospels and
other books of the New Testament. This contextualization clarifies the picture of the textual
history of which Origen’s witness is a valuable part. Further, several key subjects in textual
criticism intersect at the crossroads of Origenian studies—the fact he lived first in Alexandria

and then Caesarea, the supposed origin of two of the major families of the New Testament

! For these see, inter alia, the revised version of Metzger’s classic introduction to textual criticism updated by
Bart Ehrman (The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration [4™ ed.; New
York: Oxford University Press, 2005]) and bibliography there, as well as the ANRW essay by Neville Birdsall,
“The Recent History of New Testament Textual Criticism (from Westcott and Hort, 1881, to the present),”
ANRW I1.26.1 (ed. H. Temporini and W. Haase; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1992), 99-197.

? Henri Crouzel has published bibliographies that list virtually all studies relating to Origen up to 1982.
Bibliographie critique d’Origéne. (Instrumenta Patristica VIII; Stenbrugis, Belgium; Abbatia Sancti Petri, 1971)
and a Supplement in 1982. These bibliographies list most works that even mention Origen, with brief
annotation. For Origen’s text of the New Testament refer to works under the index heading “Nouveau
Testament, texte origénien.”



text, merits touching upon the history of investigation of these textual types. I have tried,
therefore, to cover most works that specifically treat the text of Origen’s New Testament.

I have focused this textual history around “turning points” in theories or
methodology, which often parallel advances in textual criticism as a whole. Special attention
has been paid to the work of Kim-won Kim, who applied his advisor Ernest Colwell’s crucial
methodology of determining textual relationships to the work of Origen, and to the studies of
Gordon Fee, who perhaps more than any other scholar has improved our access to the critical
text types of early leaders of the Church, whose texts often predate most of our manuscripts
of the New Testament.

From Johann Griesbach to B. H. Streeter

Though previous textual critics had taken Origen’s writings into account, at the close
of the eighteenth century, scholar Johann Jacob Griesbach inaugurated modern research of
Origen’s text of the New Testament. He first set forth criteria for sifting Origen’s quotations
in his Habilitationsschrift in 1771, * and put these into practice in his Commentarius Criticus’

and Symbolae Criticae.’

? Johann Jacob Griesbach, Dissertatio Critica De Codicibus Quatuor Evangeliorum Origenianis. (Halle: Litteris
Hendelianis, 1771); repr., J. J. Griesbach, Opuscula Academica (ed. J. P. Gabler, vol. I, Hena, 1824), 226-317.
Griesbach exhibited awareness of the complexities of establishing a Father’s text such as the difficulty of
determining which passage they are quoting. As J. M. Bebb noted, his work modeled the approach that the
“evidence of patristic quotations merits the severest scrutiny before it is thrown in to the balance on one side or
the other.” J. M. Bebb, "The Evidence of the Early Versions and Patristic Quotations on the Text of the Books
of the New Testament," StudBib 2 (1890): 195-240.

* Commentarius Criticus in Textum Graecum Novi Testamenti (2 vols; Jena: Goepferdt, 1798, 1811).

> Symbolae Criticae Ad Supplendas Et Corrigendas Variarum N.T. Lectionum Collectiones (2 vols.; Halle,
1785, 1793).
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Later investigators of Origen’s text focused on several important contributions made
by Griesbach. Scholars from Westcott and Hort’ to Bruce Metzger confirmed Griesbach’s
conclusion that Origen did not produce a critical edition of the New Testament to match his
magisterial Hexapla,” contrary to suggestions such as those made by J. L. Hug, that Origen
did consciously produce such an edition.® More important, Griesbach’s detailed analysis of
Origen’s text set the stage for all further studies, which build upon and often confirm
Griesbach’s general findings. He suggested that Origen used Alexandrian manuscripts (B C
L) for his Commentary on John, and that in Matthew, he used a Western text resembling D f!

f'° 28 69.” Finally, Griesbach set the foundation for the studies on Mark by later scholars'®

% Fenton John Anthony Hort and Brook Foss Westcott, The New Testament in the Original Greek. Vol. II,
Introduction and Appendix (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1882); repr. Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1988.

" Westcott and Hort, Introduction, 182; Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the New Testament, 200. See especially
Gordon Fee’s article that conclusively ended this debate: “P”°, P, and Origen: The Myth of Early Textual
Recension in Alexandria,” Pages 247-273 in Studies in the Theory and Method of New Testament Textual
Criticism (ed. Eldon Epp and Gordon Fee; Studies & Documents 45; Grand Rapids, Mich., 1993); repr. from
New Dimensions in New Testament (ed. Richard N. Longnecker and Merrill C. Tenney; Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1974), 19-45. According to Ernst Hautsch, Griesbach took a middle ground on the question of a
critical edition of the New Testament by Origen—he did not produce such an edition, but he did create a
d16pbwotg of his exemplar through a comparison of other texts (Die Evangelienzitate des Origenes [Leipzig: J.
C. Hinrichs, 1909], 2). Hautsch also noted, however, that according to Griesbach’s editor he later gave up the
notion of a unified text of Origen. See further note 40 below. (CHECK NOTE)

¥ Johann Leonhard Hug, Einleitung in die Schriften des Neuen Testaments (4th ed.; Stuttgart: J.G. Cotta, 1847).
According to Hug , Origen’s recension included A K M, sy"™°* 42 106 114 116 253. See René Kieffer, Au dela
des recensions? L'évolution de la tradition textuelle dans Jean VI, 52-71 (Coniectanea Biblica: New Testament
Series; Lund: CWK Gleerup, 1968), 13. Surprisingly, one sees the occasional reference to an Origenian
recension even in more recent works. Kwang-Won Kim Wondered if “the variation in [Origen’s] text of the
gospels may be due to his own recension of them,” though he admitted there is no evidence of such a revision
(“Origen's Text of John in His On Prayer, Commentary on Matthew, and Against Celsus.” JTS ns1 [1950]: 83).
Also, Frank Pack suggested that Origen took similar attitudes toward textual problems in both the Old and New
Testaments” because of his view of the “unity of scripture.” (“Origen's Evaluation of Textual Variants in the
Greek Bible” ResQ 4 [1960]: 140)

o Symbolae Critica I, according to Bebb, “Evidence,” 230 and Roderic Mullin, The New Testament Text of
Cyril of Jerusalem (SBLNTGF 7; ed. Bart Ehrman; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997), 31. Gordon Fee commented,
“Griesbach had suggested that the change in his citations of Mark was due not so much to a shift in geography
as to a shift in textual character in his copy of Mark itself, such as one now finds in Codex W.” (“Origen's Text
of the New Testament and the Text of Egypt,” NTS 28 [1982], 35).
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when he proposed that Origen in his Commentary on John used an Alexandrian text of Mark
for Mark 1-11 and a mixed text for the remainder, and a Western text of Mark in his
Commentary on Matthew and Exhortation to Martyrdom, both composed during the
Caesarean period."'

In the decades framing the turn of the twentieth century, several works addressed
Origen’s quotations and text type. Westcott and Hort treated the Fathers only lightly in their
ground-breaking 1881 Introduction to the New Testament in the Original Greek,'* though
Hort used Origen’s lack of Syrian readings as one weapon to overthrow the reign of that late
text."”

Jules Martin’s lengthy 1885 article on Origen and textual criticism'® is remarkable
only for the completely maverick position he espoused—that the uncials A B C D are not
ordinary copies of the received text of the Church, but rather recensions using the texts of
church Fathers, especially the works of Origen. He was pleased with his theory, opining that

it reversed and obliterated (anéantir) in one blow “tous les principles critiques formulés par

' Such as Burnett Hillman Streeter, The Four Gospels: A Study of Origins (London: MacMillan, 1936) and
Kirsopp Lake, Robert Blake, and Silva New, “The Caesarean Text of Mark,” HTR 21 (1928): 207-404.

' Streeter, Four Gospels, 92. Other scholars have taken up and adapted this idea; see below on the studies by R.
V. Tasker, Kwang-Won Kim, and Gordon Fee.

"2 In Hort’s discussion of the Fathers, he only stated that Origen’s text can be reconstructed, rather than
indicating the alignment of that text (Hort, Introduction, 161).

" Hort, Introduction, 114. Tasker’s evaluation that one of Hort’s “chief arguments” to the superiority of the B
text was it was the text used by Origen (“The Text of the Fourth Gospel Used by Origen in his Commentary on
John,” JTS 37 [1936]: 146) overstated the case.

' Jules Martin, “Origéne et la critique textuelle du Nouveau Testament Revue des questions historiques 37
(1885): 5-62.
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bon nombre de savants moderns.”"”

Ernest Hautsch tersely proclaimed Martin’s thesis
untenable and noted that it had not been taken up by other scholars.'®

Hautsch surveyed several other works at the beginning of his examination of Origen’s
citations from the gospels. Paul Koetschau’s article “Bibelcitate Bei Origenes™'” analyzed
Origen’s citations, both from the Old and New Testaments, and discusses the textual history
of Origen’s writings, as well the biblical text within those writings. Koetschau emphasized
Origen’s tendency to quote freely from his biblical text, especially in the case of gospel
parallels, where he would cite one verse, yet the wording of the verse presupposed another
passage.'® Edwin Preuschen emphasized the methodological principle that Origen’s text
within the body of the commentaries, rather than the lemmata, more likely represent Origen’s
actual text.'” Erich Klostermann refuted Preuschen’s clever reason for the unreliability of
lemmata, namely that Origen let his scribes find in their own exemplars texts to which he
referred, but critics have confirmed the greater reliability of Origen’s text outside lemmata,

since later scribes would be more likely to conform those long passages to their own (later)

texts.”” Preuschen also echoed Koetschau’s discomfiting discovery that Origen gives us a less

'> Martin, Origéne Et La Critique Textuelle,” 53. He explicitly boasted that his theory pushed aside the editions
of Tischendorf, Tregelles, Lachman, and Westcott and Hort!

' Hautsch, Evangelienzitate, 3.

17 Paul Koetschau, “Bibelcitate Bei Origenes.” ZWT 42 (1900): 321-78.

'8 Hautsch, Evangelienzitate, 3.

' Cited in Hautsch, Evangelienzitate, 3.

2% See the guidelines laid out by Gordon Fee, “The Text of John in Origen and Cyril of Alexandria: A
Contribution to Methodology in the Recovery and Analysis of Patristic Citations,” Studies in the Theory and

Method of New Testament Textual Criticism. (Studies and Documents 45; Eldon Epp and Gordon Fee, eds.
Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1993), 301-334; repr. from Biblica 52 (1971): 357-94.
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reliable text than we would like—Origen bound himself to no specific form of the text, but
followed sometimes one authority, sometimes another.”!

To anticipate later research, despite these early scholars’ pessimism, as Patristic
citations go, Origen’s text is about as good as it gets.* Thanks to improved methodology, in
many cases readers enjoy a near certain grasp of Origen’s biblical text. Yet in 1909, Ernst
Hautsch added his voice to the cautionary choir, noting that his research confirmed
Preuschen’s observations that Origen’s interpretations of a passage often demand a different
text from that provided in the earlier lemmata. He too referred to Origen’s habit of freely
quoting from memory, mixing parallel passages not only in allusions, but even in quotations
of his biblical text.””

After these introductions to Origen’s text and textual habits, scholars continued to
endeavor to pin down Origen’s textual affinities. Hermann Von Soden sought to demonstrate
with painstaking analysis that Origen’s text is affiliated with a unified “I-H-K text”, whose
creators were contemporaneous with Origen.”* In current terminology this does not seem to
be saying more than Origen manifests a “mixed” text, since for von Soden “I” represents a
Eusebian Jerusalem text created in 300; “H” the Heschyian recension, Westcott and Hort’s

Neutral and Alexandrian texts; and “K” stands for the “Koine” or Syrian text.”> After a 1915

?! Hautsch, Evangelienzitate, 3; citing Edwin Preuschen, ed. Der Johanneskommentar (GCS 10; OW 4;
Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1903), xci.

22 As Fee has memorably stated, “in comparison with other Fathers, [Origen’s] citing of John makes [the
citations of other Fathers] look like the work of a backwoods preacher who never consults his text.” Fee, “P”,

P, and Origen,” 257n12.

3 Hautsch, Evangelienzitate, 139. My appreciation goes to Dr. Thomas Spencer, now faculty at Brigham Young
University, for reviewing my German translations of some of these works.

* Hermann Freiherr von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer &ltesten erreichbaren Textgestalt
(3 vols; Berlin: A. Glaue); 2.1513-14.

 Kieffer, Au Dela Des Recensions, 18-19.

25



article in which F. C. Burkitt suggested that Origen restored a primitive text of the New
Testament based on old manuscripts he unearthed,*® we begin to enter the territory of
substantial research on Origen’s text, with which scholars have engaged ever since. These
include the study by Kirsopp Lake, Robert Blake, and Sylvia New on the Caesarean text of
Mark and the works of B. H. Streeter and R. V. Tasker.

In 1928, Kirsopp Lake, Robert Blake, and Silva New published a book-length article
in the Harvard Theological Review, “The Caesarean Text of Mark.””’ They analyzed
Origen’s Markan text in De Principiis and that of his Commentary on John, divided into
three sections—books 1-5, written in Alexandria, books 6-10, and the rest of the
commentary. They also examined Markan references in Origen’s Commentary on Matthew
and Exhortation to Martyrdom. This study established firmly that Origen changed his text of
Mark after book 10 of his commentary on John.?® This change corresponds to somewhere in
Mark 12 before verse 41. Significantly, in his later Commentary on Matthew, Origen uses a
Caesarean text of Mark throughout.”

The authors then made a claim that challenges the assumptions of other textual critics,

namely that the “Caesarean” text was used in Alexandria by Origen (and then brought by him

26 Burkitt is prompted in his questions by the overall inferiority of the Western text combined with readings
preserved only in texts aligned with ®. Further, he noted that many readings which “approve themselves as
genuine on internal grounds, cannot be traced further back than the days of Origen.” Burkitt concludes that
these facts give “clear indication that somebody in the third century really did have access to a very pure line of
transmission,” i.e. an old MS, and asks the rhetorical question “who else could this somebody be but Origen?”’
“W and ©: Studies in the Western Text of St. Mark,” JTS 17 (1916), 20.

7 Kirsopp Lake, Robert Blake, and Silva New, “The Caesarean Text of Mark.” HTR 21 (1928): 207-404.
** Lake, Blake and New, “Caesarean Text,” 268. Among others, this proposition has been accepted by Fee, Text
of John in Origen and Cyril,” 303.

2 Lake, Blake and New, “Caesarean Text,” 270. See the refinements of this conclusion developed by Kwang-
Won Kim, discussed below.
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to Palestine), and that the “Neutral” text was “not used in Alexandria but in Caesarea”!*

Lake and his partners conclude with the following “clear” points: 1) Origen used Neutral
texts in books of the Commentary on John which he wrote soon after his arrival in Caesarea;
2) in his later writings he used a text related to that of family ®; 3) “it is certain that he used
the Neutral text during his first years in Caesarea, and it is quite doubtful whether he ever had
used it before” and the “possibility cannot be entirely excluded” that he used text similar to
that of family ® in Alexandria. Therefore, although usage of Origen and Eusebius justifies
calling the text Caesarean, “it may be only because Origen brought it to Caesarea, not
because he found it there; in that case the text which he found in Caesarea was the Neutral
text. ! As will be seen later in this history of research, scholars have accepted this conclusion
about the Origen’s text in the Gospel of Mark, though Gordon Fee has “laid to rest” their
geographical “curious conclusions” in his study of Origen’s text of John. Fee underscores the
flimsiness of the textual evidence for this theory: “Had Lake taken the time to look at all the
NT citations from Books 1 and 2 of the Commentary, he would never have allowed himself
the luxury of this totally spurious speculation.” **

Lake’s views on the geography and Origen’s text of the Gospel of Mark represented a

combination of the theories of Griesbach and Burnett Hillman Streeter.> In addition to

0 Ibid., 277.
31 Ibid.

32 Gordon Fee, Text of Origen and Text of Egypt, 352. Lake and his co-authors themselves admitted the tenuous
nature of the evidence: “It would be absurd to base any certain conclusion on such slight evidence as this, but so
far as it goes it suggests that the text of family @, rather than that of X B, was used by Origen in Alexandria.”
(Lake, Blake, and New, “Caesarean Text,” 263).

33 Lake, Blake, and New, “Caesarean Text,” 270. This is another theory that Fee challenges in his 1982 article—
he suggested that there is a simple explanation for Origen’s shift in his Markan text—it has to do with how
Mark corresponds to John (Mark 11=John 2). (Fee, Text of Origen, 352).
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discussing Origen’s text in his seminal work The Four Gospels,** Streeter wrote two brief
articles treating the text of Origen.*® Streeter is known for his theory that Origen’s move to
Caesarea from Alexandria lead to his adoption of a different text type.*® Specifically, he
proposed that while Origen was in Alexandria he used the B X text of Mark, but in later
books (Commentary on Matthew and Exhortation to Martyrdom), he used a “text practically
identical with that of fam. " Based on his research, Streeter concluded that Origen
continued to use his Alexandrian manuscripts of the Fourth Gospel as long as he was
working on his commentary on John®® and “in the main” for Matthew as well. For Mark or
Luke, however, “at some point or other he seems to have changed his MS of Luke, as well as
that of Mark, for one of the type of fam. @.”*° Streeter found the alignments with © striking
and strengthened those agreements rhetorically with the argument that scribes assimilated
Origen’s text toward the Byzantine, so it would have originally been even closer to this
Caesarean text. Streeter weighed in on other subjects as well—for him, ® represented the old

text of Caesarea; Origen did not bring it there.*’ Finally, Streeter concludes that Origen did

** Streeter, The Four Gospels. His first edition was printed in 1924

35 “The Caesarean Text of Matthew and Luke,” HTR 28 (1935): 231-235 and “Origen, X, and the Caesarean
Text,” JTS 36 (1935): 178-180.

3 For example, this idea is mentioned in Lake, Blake, and New, “Caesarean Text,” 269; Randolph V. Tasker,
“The Quotations from the Synoptic Gospels in Origen's Exhortation to Martyrdom,” JTS 36 (1935): 61; Kwang-
Won Kim, “Origen's Text of John in His On Prayer, Commentary on Matthew, and Against Celsus,” JTS n.s. 1
(1950): 82; David S. Wallace-Hadrill, “Eusebius and the Gospel Text of Caesarea,” HTR 49 (1956): 109; Bruce
Metzger, “The Caesarean Text of the Gospels,” Chapters in the History of New Testament Textual Criticism
(Leiden: Brill, 1963), 54-55; Fee, Text of Origen and Text of Egypt, 252; Mullen, Text of Cyril, 34.

37 Lake, Blake, and New, “Caesarean Text,” quoting Streeter, Four Gospels, 78.

*¥ R. V. Tasker adds the detail that Origen’s text is closer to B than to X. “The Text of the Fourth Gospel Used
by Origen in his Commentary on John.” Journal of Theological Studies 37 (1936), 155

39 Streeter, Four Gospels, 96.

40 Contrary to Lake, Blake, and New, “Caesarean Text.” Streeter, Four Gospels, 100.
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not attempt to restore the New Testament text as he did the Old, taking as his strongest
argument Origen’s own admission in Comm.Matt 15.14 that he did not dare to do so.*!
Streeter and R. V. Tasker engaged with each other on the topic of the Caesarean
element of Origen’s text over the course of several articles published from 1935 to 1937 in
the Journal of Theological Studies and Harvard Theological Review.* Tasker confirmed
Streeter’s view that Origen used a text of fam ® for the whole of Mark while writing
Exhortation to Martyrdom, but doubted the presence of a Caesarean element in the gospels of
Matthew and Luke. In these gospels, Tasker noted, a text closer to & B predominated.*’
Streeter responded that Origen is not using a Neutral text, but that his readings in Luke are
Western. He again bolstered his argument with the observation that disagreements with
family ® emerged through revisions toward the Byzantine text; “only those variants of Fam.
©® which differ from the Byzantine text...are worth quoting at all.” He concluded that the text

used by Origen is what Hort would have called a mixture of Neutral, Western, and

*! Streeter, Four Gospels, 100. Origen gives an account of the efforts he made to restore the text of the
Septuagint, but adds that he had not dared to do the same thing for the text of the New Testament: “In
exemplaribus autem Novi Testamenti hoc ipsum me posse facere sine periculo non putavi.” Though these words
are only in our Latin version, Streeter noted that first, the Greek MSS of Commentary on Matthew “ultimately
all go back to a single much mutilated, and possibly intentionally abbreviated archetype.” Additionally, Streeter
noted that this clause seems essential to Origen’s point in the context.

2 For Streeter’s works, see note 34 above. R. V. G. Tasker, “The Quotations from the Synoptic Gospels in
Origen's Exhortation to Martyrdom.” JTS 36 (1935): 60-65; idem., “The Text of the Fourth Gospel Used by
Origen in his Commentary on John.” JTS 37 (1936): 146-55; idem., “The Text of St. Matthew Used by Origen
in his Commentary on St. Matthew,” JTS 38 (1937): 60-64.

* Tasker, “Quotations from the Synoptic Gospels”, 64. Tasker noted that analysis of Origen’s text of Matthew
presents more complications than that of Mark, since the text of the first gospel has been assimilated more
heavily toward the Byzantine text type due to hits popularity. Because later scribes would know Matthew better
than the other gospels, early texts of Matthew became vulnerable to having the earlier text replaced by the
current text known to the scribe copying the manuscript.
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Alexandrian. He therefore concludes “beyond reasonable doubt” that “Origen in Matthew
and Luke as well as in Mark, used the Caesarean text.”*

Tasker conceded a few of Streeter’s points in later studies—that family ® has been
revised toward Byzantine and that nature of Caesarean text is more a pattern of Neutral,
Alexandrian, and Western texts rather than specific variants.*’ Further, Tasker incorporated
Streeter’s suggestions before the publication of his 1936 article “The Chester Beatty Papyrus

and the Caesarean Text of Luke.””*

Finally, Tasker shifted his view towards Streeter’s in his
evaluation of Origen’s text of Matthew, concluding that Origen used a text aligned with
family © while writing at least part of this commentary.*’

Regarding the Gospel of John, Tasker found that Origen used a Neutral text both in
Alexandria and Caesarea. He made the intriguing claim that Origen shifted to a Caesarean
text for Book 28 of the commentary, switching back to a Neutral text in books 29-31.%* This

finding, however, most likely stems from Tasker’s inadequate methodology and small

- 49
sample of variants.

* Streeter, “Origen, X, and the Caesarean text,” 179-180

* Tasker “The Text of the Fourth Gospel Used by Origen in his Commentary on John,” 148.

* Metzger also highlights a note that indicates that Streeter Won this contest—on 345n1 of Tasker’s “Chester
Beatty Papyrus and the Caesarean Text of Luke,” HTR 29 (1936) that indicates Streeter read through a draft of
Tasker’s article and made suggestions, which Tasker then incorporated. Metzger, “Caesarean Text,” 58.
Tasker also stated this in his article written in July of 1937: Tasker, “The Chester Beatty Papyrus and the
Caesarean Text of John, HTR (1937): 161

47 Tasker, “Text of St. Matthew,” 64.
8 Tasker, “The Text of the Fourth Gospel,” 153.

* Gordon Fee, “The Text of Origen,” 353. See 364 n17 for Fee’s detailed critique of Tasker, which relates
primarily to inadequate critical sifting of Origen’s citations before analysis.
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K. W. Kim to Gordon Fee

Though only ten years passed between Tasker’s studies and those of the next scholar
to examine Origen’s text systematically, these years were marked by significant
methodological improvements in the analysis of Patristic citations. Ernest Colwell was the
one to make the important break from collating a given text with the Textus Receptus, which
then took into account only departures from the TR.”® He instead devised an improved
“method of Multiple Attestation,”" one that for the first time took into account all supporting
witnesses of a text.”> Even more significantly, he developed the method of textual analysis
that has become the standard way to locate a manuscript within the stream of textual
tradition—the Quantitative method.

Kwang-won Kim, one of Ernest Colwell’s students, applied Colwell’s methodologies
to Origen’s biblical quotations. First in his 1946 dissertation and then in several articles, Kim

examined the alignment of Origen’s quotations in On Prayer, Commentary on Matthew, and

3% Colwell has several articles that outline his method, all collected in his volume Studies in Methodology in
Textual Criticism of the New Testament (NTTS IX; Leiden: Brill, 1969). See especially chapters 1-5: “Method
in Grouping New Testament Manuscripts,” “Method in Locating a Newly-Discovered Manuscript,” “Method in
Establishing the Nature of Text-Types of New Testament Manuscripts” (with Ernest Tune), and “Genealogical
Method: Its Achievements and its Limitations.” See also Bart Ehrman’s evaluation of and improvements to the
Colwell-Tune method, “Methodological Developments in the Analysis and Classification of New Testament
Documentary Evidence” Studies in the Textual Criticism of the New Testament (Leiden: Brill, 2006), hereafter
STCNT, 9-32, repr. from NovTest 29 (1987), 22-45; and “The Use of Group Profiles for the Classification of
New Testament Documentary Evidence,” STCNT, 33-56, repr. from JBL 106 (1987), 465-86.

> Colwell does not call his method by this term, and specifically corrects Metzger’s title of “method of Multiple
Readings,” but does not coin a title for this method per se. He rejected that term because it was only the first of
three steps in his method. He defined a “Multiple Reading” as one “in which the minimum support for each of
at least three variant forms of the text” comes from either major strands of the tradition, one of the ancient
versions, or a distinctive manuscript such as D. Support from “a representative group of witnesses” is then
brought into play. Colwell, “Locating a Manuscript,” 28. He summarized the full method as follows: “Step One
is to find related groups through the use of Multiple Readings, and Step Two is to demonstrate the relationship
through the use of Distinctive Group Readings, [and] Step Three is to confirm the relationship through the
determination of the quantity of agreement.” Ibid., 31. In other words, Colwell suggested that the most helpful
variants to examine (his “Multiple Readings”) were those where the textual tradition divides into at least three
strands, with distinctive support for each strand. These readings are then analyzed by checking them for
distinctiveness and ranking support for them by representative witnesses.

52 Ehrman, “Methodological Developments,” 22-23.
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Against Celsus.” Kim’s article on Origen’s Matthean text in his commentary on that gospel
both applied and confirmed Colwell’s “Multiple Method”. This study was significant
primarily because it clarified the exact makeup of Origen’s text of Matthew—namely, one
with the closest relatives being 1 and 1582.%* Kim listed several factors supporting his
conclusion that Origen and these two manuscripts “form a distinct text type, including the

significant sharing of distinctive readings.”’

The fact that Origen used this type of text “not
only in his Commentary on Matthew, but also in his Exhortation to Martyrdom, Homilies on
Jeremiah, Homilies on Luke, [and] Against Celsus>®” demonstrates that Kim’s studies have
identified the textual complexion of Origen’s exemplar of the Gospel of Matthew, a
significant accomplishment.

Kim’s research also played an important role in complicating the category of
“Caesarean” text, a text-type in which the study of Origen’s quotations had played a key
role.”” In this chapter we have reviewed Streeter’s groundbreaking theory that Origen used
the Neutral text in Egypt and the Caesarean text in Palestine and his arguments with Tasker

on the extent of this text in other gospels. This article by Kim settled this debate, as the

Matthean text of Origen is neither Neutral nor Caesarean but a distinct text type apart.”® Kim

> Kwang-Won Kim, “The Matthean Text of Origen in His Commentary on Matthew.” (Ph.D. diss., University
of Chicago, 1946); idem., “The Matthean Text of Origen in His Commentary on Matthew,” JTS 68 (1949):
125-39; idem, “Origen's Text of John in his On Prayer, Commentary on Matthew, and Against Celsus.” JTS n.s.
1 (1950): 74-84; idem. “Codices 1582, 1739, and Origen.” JBL 69 (1950): 167-175; and Ibid., “Origen's Text of
Matthew in his Against Celsus.” JTS 4 (1953): 42-49.

> Kim, “The Matthean Text of Origen in His Commentary on Matthew,” JTS 68 (1949): 130-131. Out of 120
variations, 1582 agreed with Origen in 92 instances (76.7%), and 1 agreed in 88 (73.3%).

> Ibid., 132.
*Ibid., 135.
>7 See Kim’s discussion of Streeter in “The Matthean Text of Origen,” 137-138.

¥ 1bid., 138
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noted that P**, dated to about 200-250 C.E., aligns in the gospels with the “Caesarean” text.”’

9 ¢

This led Lake to devise question-begging classifications such as “true Caesarean,” “pre-

99 ¢

Caesarean,” “pre-Origenian,” and so forth.® Thus even in Kim’s day it became increasingly
difficult to speak of a “Caesarean text” proper. It seems rather that, as James Baikie has
suggested and others have confirmed, the Caesarean text is “one of influences rather than
origin...a textual process.”®' In other words, though all textual types are by definition created
through “textual processes,” the similarities between members of the “Caesarean” family
stem not primarily from common archetypes, but from readings copied between these later
manuscripts and from common scribal tendencies.

As Lake, Blake, and New demonstrated that Origen’s text of Mark is closest to family
0, so Kim established the close affinity in Origen’s text of Matthew to manuscripts 1 and

1582. In a 1950 article, Kim parted the curtains of history in a fascinating manner, providing

a gratifying amount of detail regarding these manuscripts so close to Origen’s text.®> Codex

¥ 1bid., 136
% 1bid., 136-137.

61 Metzger, “Caesarean Text of the Gospels,” 58-59, citing, James E. McA. Baikie “The Caesarean Text Inter
Pares,” (M.Litt. thesis, Cambridge University, 1936). Concerning this work, Metzger commented, “Both
Streeter and Tasker-as well as other textual critics-overlooked what is without doubt a most significant analysis
of the textual complexion of the Caesarean text.” Even in 1945 Metzger could state “at present the Caesarean
text is disintegrating. There still remain several families...each of which exhibits certain characteristic features.
But it is no longer possible to gather all these several families and individual manuscripts under one vinculum
such as the Caesarean text.” Metzger, “Caesarean Text,” 67. Though it relates directly neither to Origen nor to
the gospel of John, an important work relating to both the Caesarean text and the methodology of assigning
witnesses to textual types is the revised dissertation by Larry Hurtado, originally completed under the
supervision of Eldon Epp: Larry Hurtado, Text-critical Methodology and the Pre-Caesarean Text: Codex W in
the Gospel of Mark (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1981). Hurtado concludes that the term “pre-Caesarean”
should not be applied to W or P**. He also concluded that many relationships between the “Caesarean” family
relate to Western or Byzantine elements in those manuscripts. See the review by Carroll Osburn published in
JBL 102 (1983), 504-506.

62 Kim made a fascinating inference regarding the relationship between the latter two manuscripts, that Codex 1

was copied from 1582, or that at the very least they were derived from a common archetype. Kim, “Codices
1582, 1739, and Origen,” 169. Reuben Swanson added supporting evidence, having reached the same
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1582, the closest witness to Origen in Matthew’s gospel, is connected to two other
manuscripts, all bearing the name of the scribe Ephraim, who lived in the mid-tenth
century.” The colophon of 1739 indicates several important facts about this witness—it was
copied from a fifth-century manuscript whose scribe had access to the writings of Ireneus,
Clement, Origen, Eusebius, and Basil as well as New Testament manuscripts. In fact, for the
Epistle to the Romans, the scribe seems to have reconstructed his text from the lemmata of
Origen’s commentary. We may therefore conclude, Kim stated, “that the text of Romans in
Codex 1739 is that which Origen used.”®* Kim links the similarities of these manuscripts, and
especially their relationship to Origen, to deduce that “the same Ephraim...wrote the Venice
Aristotle, Codex 1739, and Codex 1582.” With only a little speculation, one may go even
further. Given the fact that these manuscripts are paleographically identical and share the
name of the same scribe identical critical noted, they may have emerged from the same
scriptorium in Caesarea. Or they possibly share the ultimate connection—1582 may be the

gospel portion of the 17391

This reuniting of paleographical siblings pays off tremendously
in task of accessing Origen’s text of the New Testament. Kim felt that the text of 1582 is so

close to Origen’s text that it might have been born of the same process that produced 1739—

conclusion, that cursive 1582 “was the exemplar for the scribe who copied Cursive 1.” Further evidence
includes a shared rare orthographic variant (dai for 8¢) in Mt. 7:3; 21:28; Lk. 6:41; 12:57, numerous unusual
orthographical similarities, and unusual variant readings (compare a long homoioteleuton in Lk. 6:32-33).
Swanson, New Testament Greek Manuscripts: John (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995), x.

83 Kim, “Codices 1582, 1739, and Origen,” 168.

64 Kim, “Codices 1582, 1739, and Origen,” 168. Kim noted that he compared Origen’s text of Romans to that of
1739 and found it identical. He does not seem to be aware of Gunther Zuntz’s 1946 Schweich Lectures, where
Zuntz came to a similar conclusion, and extrapolated it further. Zuntz noted that the text of 1739 “proved to
agree, against contemporary texts, with he wording quoted or presupposed in the writings of Origen,” which
explains the high level of Alexandrian agreement in this text. See Giinther Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles: A
Disquisition Upon the Corpus Paulinum (Schweich Lectures, 1946; London: Oxford University Press, 1953),
68-84.

% Kim, “Codices 1582, 1739, and Origen,” 175.
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“the scribe of Ephraim’s exemplar reconstructed his texts from Origen’s writings.”®® If
accurate, this conclusion carries great significance to the study of Origen’s text of the New
Testament—in 1582 we have one of our earliest windows to Origen’s text, at least that of
Matthew.

If this high-stakes detective work leaves the reader exhilarated, the next article proves
something of a disappointment. It is difficult to understand why Kim, after demonstrating the
effectiveness of the Multiple Method in his dissertation and ensuing article on Origen’s text
of Matthew, regressed to collation against the TR in his analysis of the text of John in three
of Origen’s Caesarean writings.®’ In this analysis of Origen’s text of the Fourth Gospel, Kim
concluded that Origen changed his text of John over the course of his life. The text of John in
his Commentary on Matthew seems to be again closest to manuscripts 1 and 1582, so Kim
suggested that Origen “may probably have used sometimes the same type of text for John
while he was composing the Commentary. It seems probable that, while he was at work on
the Commentary, at some point or other he changed his text of John for one of the type of the

%% According to Kim’s data Origen must have changed his text back to that

‘Caesarean’ text.
of Egypt, because in On Prayer and Against Celsus, Origen’s text is “definitely ‘Neutral’.”®

After all this, Kim confusingly agrees with Streeter’s view that Origen used the Neutral text

% Ibid., 168.

67 Kim clearly stated that this was his method, with no mention of Colwell’s improved methodology for which
he argued at length in his previous studies: “I list below the readings of Origen which depart from the Textus
Receptus.” Kim, “Origen's Text of John in His On Prayer, Commentary on Matthew, and Against Celsus.” JTS
n.s. 1 (1950): 76.

% Ibid., 79.

% 1bid., 81
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all his life.”’ In a final article, Kim again emphasized the relationship between Origen and
manuscripts 1 and 1582 in the text of Matthew in Against Celsus, noting also that Origen
seems to have used a different text in the preface than in the rest of the work.”"

As Kim’s research represents a sort of “half-way point” in the history of investigation
into Origen’s text, a recap to this point might be useful. To summarize Kim’s findings
regarding the Gospel of John: In the Commentary on Matthew, Origen’s text of John “though
not very definite”, is still classified by Kim as closest to manuscripts 1 and 1582. His text of
John in On Prayer and Against Celsus is “definitely ‘neutral’.” Regarding the more
complicated situation relating to the Commentary on John, Kim followed Streeter in saying
that Origen used his Alexandrian text for John as long as he was working on the
commentary.72

In reference to Mark, Kim agreed with Streeter regarding that Origen changed his text
when he moved to Caesarea from Alexandria in A.D. 231 and changed his ‘Neutral’ text to
one aligning with family ©.”> Most of Kim’s work was done on Matthew, and it is there that
his findings prove clearest and most convincing—Origen used the ‘Neutral’ text in his
Commentary on John and On Prayer, then changed it to a manuscripts 1 and 1582 type of

text. This was the text used for Origen’s Homilies on Jeremiah, Commentary on Matthew,

70 «As for the text of John, it seems probable that he used the ‘neutral’ text throughout his life.” Ibid., 82.
! Kim, Origen's Text of Matthew in his Against Celsus,” JTS 4 (1953): 47

7> Streeter also noted that where X B differ, Origen’s text is closer to B. Kim, “Origen's Text of Matthew in his
Against Celsus,” 82; Streeter, Four Gospels, 96.

> The change took place in book 11 of commentary, “and he continued to use the fam. ® type of text in all of
his works completed in Caesarea” (Kim, “Origen's Text of Matthew in his Against Celsus,” 82). The text of
Mark in first five books of Commentary is not clear, but books 6-10 are clearly Neutral. Thus Origen used a
Neutral text for a while in Caesarea, and then changed to another textual type. Kim implies first that Origen
switched when he moved (following Streeter), but this statement presupposes that Origen continued to use the
Neutral text for a time as Lake, Blake, and New suggested.
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and Against Celsus.”* Kim did not study Origen’s text of the Gospel of Luke but suggested
that it is “Neutral.””® The picture clearly emerging by this point is one of complicated textual
preference. Though he supports some families better than others, Origen does not witness to
one form of the New Testament text, but a variety. In addition to Origen changing his text
after his relocation to Caesarea in most instances, he used different textual forms in different
books of the New Testament. Unfortunately, we cannot discern why he chose one text over
another, or whether it was a matter of preference at all, or mere convenience. But though
intentions remain forever beyond our grasp, Kim’s research clarified the contours of Origen’s
witness to the history of the New Testament text.
Gordon Fee

If Kim (following Colwell) represents the beginning of an improved analysis of
Patristic citations, this improvement flourishes fully in the work of Gordon Fee. There can be
little doubt that credit for the greatest contribution toward studies of Origen’s text goes to
Fee. Over the course of more than thirty years, Fee has fine-tuned methodology for
establishing the text of a given Father and presented several studies in which he applies these
methods to analysis of Origen’s text. Fee was responsible for collecting and evaluating
Origen’s citations for the monumental International Greek New Testament Project and
authored a number of important studies regarding Origen’s NT text.

In an article first published in 1971, Fee set out his methodology for redeeming

patristic citations from improper or minimal use in textual criticism and then applied it to

™ Kim, “Origen's Text of Matthew in his Against Celsus,” 82.

7 Fee corrects this view in his article, “Origen's Text of the New Testament and the Text of Egypt.” NTS 28
(1982): 348-64; see discussion below.
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John chapter 4.”° This methodology tackles a two-fold task: 1) to attempt a critical
reconstruction of a Father’s biblical text by collecting, evaluating, and presenting citations,
and 2) to place that Father’s text in the context of the history of the New Testament text.
Stressing the importance of full presentation of the textual data in a Father’s writings, Fee
noted that previous studies listed only variants and statistics without showing the work that
went into producing them, limiting the usefulness of such research.”’ Previous scholars had
highlighted the varied forms of the biblical quests quoted by Church Fathers and stopped
there. Fee emphasized the fact that with proper methodology, in many cases the actual form
of a Father’s text can be pinpointed. Even so, Fee noted that ideally studies should present
both a complete list of a Father’s biblical citations and then the reconstructed text the editor
feels best represents that used by the Father himself.

In his modeling of this method, Fee suggested the following format: First, provide the
running text of the Father, as far as it can be reconstructed. Then the scholar should list three
apparatuses, which: 1) give citations/adaptations available only in translation (not used in
reconstruction); 2) provide references to all citations, with the text of those citations; and 3)
list, and frequently discuss, all variations, including MS variations to a single citation and

any variations in the Father’s citing of a passage.”®

76 Fee, “The Text of John in Origen and Cyril of Alexandria: A Contribution to Methodology in the Recovery
and Analysis of Patristic Citations,” Epp and Fee, Studies, 301-334; repr. from Biblica 52 (1971), 357-394. Fee
noted the ambivalence Patristic citations have always held for textual scholars—on one hand their witnesses are
earlier than almost all of our manuscripts; on the other hand, their citations are notoriously difficult to analyze.
Fee’s contribution in devising methodology to reclaim the use of Patristic citations is therefore of tremendous
import. This method is tedious, but worth the effort. Relatedly, see Ronald Heine, “Can the Catena Fragments
of Origen's Commentary on John Be Trusted?” Vigiliae christianae 40 (1986): 118-34.

"7 Fee, “The Text of John,” 302.

8 Fee, “The Text of John,” 304.
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Fee then supplied specific definitions for “allusions,” “adaptations,” and “citations,”

with the latter falling into categories of either “strict” or “loose”.”” Excavating a Father’s text
of the New Testament constitutes a dual layer process, since the Father’s text has its own
history that must be critically unraveled before the biblical citations within can be mined for
readings.®® Finally, as if the vagaries of transmission were not daunting enough, human
choice plays a role, since Fathers cite the bible differently in different types of works.

After successfully completing the painstaking process of reconstructing a Father’s
text, scholars must cross a second meticulous hurdle—collating a Father’s text not just with
the TR, but with a series of “control” manuscripts, “selected to give a broad cross-section of
the various textual traditions.”'

Groundwork established, Fee then presented the fruits of the sifting of quotations and

collations, a table illustrating the textual affinities of Origen in John 4:*

B 91.7% 579 65.3%
C 85.7% 892 65.3%
p” 84.5% e 65.0%
poc” 83.3% E 62.5%
poce 80.6% G 62.5%
y 73.6% 1241 59.2%

" In brief, “Allusions” are references “so remote as to offer no value” for textual reconstruction; “Adaptations,”
as the word indicates, are instances where clear verbal correspondence exists to a NT passage, but the wording
has been adapted by the Father; and citations are “those places where a Father is consciously trying to cite,
either from memory or by copying the very words of the biblical text.” Fee, “The Text of John,” 304.

% Fee, “The Text of John,” 305. As Fee noted, it is no accident that the “vast majority of Byzantine variants
from Origen’s usual Neutral text of John are found in citations where Migne is the best edition available!” In
other words, where Origen’s text has not been critically reconstructed, the millennia of scribal transmission
have shifted his Alexandrian text toward the Byzantine texts familiar to later scribes.

¥! Fee, “The Text of John,” 307. Fee acknowledged that “[w]ith slight modifications, this is essentially the
method worked out by Colwell and Tune 1963.” Fee also pointed out the harsh truth that “[t]his methodological
failure [collating only against the TR] renders almost valueless a large portion of several of the unpublished
dissertations on Father’s texts” (Ibid., 306n15).

%2 Fee, “The Text of John,” 309. The columns contain the witnesses followed by the percentage of agreement of
that witness with Origen’s text of John 4.
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Cyr 71.4% C 58.9%
\ 70.8% b 58.8%
L 69.4% Q 56.9%
33 69.4% TR 56.9%
A 66.7% 13 54.2%
A 66.7% X 45.8%
1 66.7% D 38.9%

Origen is clearly shown to be a “strong Neutral witness.”® In order to highlight
further the textual distinctions, however, Fee classified variants based on text type, dividing
them into Neutral, Western, Byzantine, etc.® Using this method, Fee presented his findings
regarding Origen’s text. John 4, written in Caesarea, represents a “primary” Neutral text type,
the predominant text in Alexandria of Origen’s time.*

In addition to general treatments of Patristic textual analysis, Fee authored three
additional studies on Origen’s biblical text, two addressing details of textual history, the third
offering a valuable overview of Origen’s place in the history of the Alexandrian text of the
Gospels.*® Fee’s demonstration that the lemma at the beginning of book 10 of Origen’s
Commentary on John bears interesting implications for the history of the Alexandrian and
Caesarean text of the Gospels. Though this inserted text aligns with the Early Egyptian
witnesses, especially P®, P”°, and Origen, it did not originate in Egypt. Fee felt it was highly

probable “that the lemma was added in Caesarea and represents a text of John available in

% Fee’s use of the term “Neutral” is curious, given its problematic nature.

84 He breaks down three levels of Neutral, six of Western, one Caesarean and then has the combinations “NW”
1-3; “NB” 1-2; NWB and Misc, with the lower numbers representing greater support. Fee, “The Text of John,”
310.

* Ibid., 311, 313.
% Gordon Fee, “The Lemma of Origen's Commentary on John, Book X—An Independent Witness to the
Egyptian Textual Tradition?”” New Testament Studies 20 (1973): 78-81; “P"°, P®, and Origen: The Myth of

Early Textual Recension in Alexandria,” Epp and Fee, Studies, 247-273; and idem, “Origen's Text of the New
Testament and the Text of Egypt,” 348-64.
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that city in the second half of the third century.”®’ This means that there was an early
Alexandrian witness to John available in Caesarea, in addition to any brought by Origen.*
In his 1974 article “P"°, P®, and Origen: Myth of Textual Recension in Alexandria,”
Fee first surveyed theories of an Egyptian textual recension of the New Testament, often
connected with Origen. Fee could note that at the time of writing his article, “the recensional

nature of B has become a byword in NT textual criticism.”™

The discovery of the late
second/early third century manuscript P” disintegrated this opinion of Vaticanus: “The
discovery of P”* now makes it certain that the text of B existed in the second century across
two separate textual histories both in its main features and in most of its particulars. If the
Egyptian text-type is a recension in either sense of that term, it is not a recension of the late

third/early fourth century.””

But this alone does not resolve the question of recension; it
simply pushes it back further into the fogs of antiquity, as Fee stated. Fee then mobilized
Origen as a point of investigating whether this P”/B tradition of which he is a part is
recensional at all. Fee examines Origen and P66 for hints of “recensional activity necessary
to have created the text of P” B,” and finds no such indications. Origen “did not have the
kind of concern for the NT text that would make him representative of the ‘philological

mind’ necessary for such a recension.”' Though Origen cited his NT text with “remarkable

precision,” he seems not to have felt anxiety over whether that text was ‘pure’ or not. As

%7 Fee, “Lemma,” 81. Perhaps even by Pamphilus, Eusebius’ mentor. Eusebius only had access to 22 out of 39
books of Origen’s commentary on John, thus these portions must have been lost between 253 and 307.

% Unless Origen brought an Alexandrian MS of John that he himself did not use.
% Fee, “Origen’s Text of the New Testament,” 250-51.
% Fee, “P”°, P%, and Origen,” 256.

I 1bid., 256.
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discussed in the previous chapter, sometimes he changed his texts, but mostly he did not, and
even where he made changes, his concerns were not primarily textual or historical.
Therefore, Fee concluded that P was not recensional, but rather a careful preservation of
earlier tradition. But if this is the case, one questions why Origen exchanged the manuscripts
of his other copies of the gospels. Did they wear out? Get lost? Did Origen maintain his text
of John only because those were his noted for his current project? I will attempt to address
these questions in the conclusion of this study.

In this article Fee also touches upon a few other points germane to this study: The fact
that Origen’s citations of the Gospel of John do not change when he moves to Caesarea
indicate “in all probability, that he carried such a text with him when he moved. This indeed
might indicate his preference for this text as over against others.””

Fee’s 1982 article “Origen’s Text of the New Testament and the Text of Egypt”
provides a critical overview of Origen’s New Testament text within the framework of the
Egyptian text type.”> Fee then fills in a lacuna of textual analysis, analyzing Origen’s text of
Luke in On Prayer and Commentary on John. He gave the following summary as the state of
research on Origen’s gospel text as of 1982:

Fee accepted the presumption that Origen used an Egyptian text “for all four Gospels
during his residence in Alexandria.”

1. For Matthew: He used an Egyptian text for at least the first three years of his

residence in Caesarea (Books 6-32 of Commentary on John and On Prayer);

92 Fee, “P™, P*, and Origen,” 256.

% NTS 28 (1982): 348-64.
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thereafter, beginning with Martyrdom through Contra Celsum and including the
Matthew commentary, he used a text similar to Codices 1 and 1582.

2. For Mark: He used his Egyptian text through Book 10 of Commentary on John.
Beginning with Book 13, and at least by Book 20, he used a Caesarean text, very
much like Codex ®, which he also used in the Commentary on Matthew.

3. For Luke:’* He used the Egyptian text for Books 1-13 of the Commentary on John
and for On Prayer. In Books 20-32 the text takes on a decidedly different character,
with a considerable mixture of Western readings.

4. For John: Used only the Egyptian text all his life.”

As I will comment below, not only did Gordon Fee pioneer efforts in textual analysis of
Patristic citations, but it is a commentary on his work that for better or worse, this state of the
question on Origen’s text of the gospels still describes where scholarship stands over twenty
years later.

Scholarship Since Fee

Bart Ehrman rounded out our methodological toolset to its present state, and virtually
all succeeding scholars of Patristic citations have taken up his method. In his 1985
dissertation, “Didymus the Blind and the Text of the Gospels,” Ehrman crafted the template

which subsequent dissertations and studies have followed.”® Each of these studies

% To analyze Origen’s text of Luke, Fee collated the Majority text with NA?® where Origen has text, listed
variants where Origen departs from the common texts (TR and NA*) tabulated these data, and noted variants
where Origen fails to support significant MSS or groups when they depart from common text. Fee, “Origen’s
Text of the New Testament,” 354-355.

” Ibid., 354.
% Ehrman’s dissertation was later published as the pioneering volume of The New Testament in the Greek
Fathers series. Bart D. Ehrman, Didymus the Blind and the Text of the Gospels (NTGF 1; Atlanta: Scholars

Press, 1986). To date, there are 7 volumes of this series. Volumes 2-7 are: James a Brooks, The New Testament
Text of Gregory of Nyssa (NTGF 2; Atlanta: Scholars Press,1991); Ehrman, Fee, and Michael Holmes, The Text
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establishing a given Father’s text is significant, because it plots another solid point to which
we can connect the others, enabling us to write a more complete and accurate history of the
transmission of the New Testament text, one of the primary aims of Textual Criticism.”’

I will describe Ehrman’s improvements only generally at this point, since they are
both adequately familiar and will be discussed in detail and put into practice in later chapters
of this study. Ehrman built on Fee’s technique of reconstructing patristic texts, and then
offered several improvements in the area of analysis. After listing the quantitative
relationships between manuscripts, Ehrman presented the data by textual group in a more
intuitive manner than Fee’s categories.98 Ehrman’s final methodological milestone, a “Group
Profiles Analysis,” serves further to illuminate a Father’s textual affinities, specifically to
confirm and refine the findings offered by Quantitative Analysis. Ehrman proposed three
additional profiles that serve to cast a Father’s textual alignment into (relatively) sharp relief:
1) “Inter-Group Readings” profile, which “ascertains the extent and strength of a reading’s
attestation among previously isolated textual groups”; 2) “Intra-Group Readings” profile,
which examines those readings supported by all or at least two-thirds of representative
witnesses of a group; and 3) a profile that combines these two readings by tabulating support

“for readings found uniformly or predominantly among group members, but among no or

of the Fourth Gospel in the Writings of Origen (NTGF 3; Atlanta: Scholars Press,1992); Darrell Hannah, The
Text of | Corinthians in the Writings of Origen (NTGF 4; Atlanta: Scholars Press,1997); Jean-Frangois Racine,
The Text of Matthew in the Writings of Basil of Caesarea (NTGF 5; Atlanta: Scholars Press,2004); Carroll
Osburn, The Text of the Apostolos in Epiphanius of Salamis (NTGF 6; Atlanta: Scholars Press,2004); and
Roderic Mullen, The New Testament Text of Cyril of Jerusalem (NTGF 7; Atlanta: Scholars Press,1997)

°7 The other primary goal being of course to establish the oldest attainable text. This more nuanced goal is
preferable to the more traditional but also problematic “original text.” See Eldon Epp’s excellent discussion of
this issue in his chapter, “The Multivalence of the Term ‘Original Text’ in New Testament Textual Criticism,”
Perspectives on New Testament Textual Criticism: Collected Essays, 1962-2004 (SuppNovTest 166; Leiden:
Brill, 2007), 551-593.

% By listing in tables witnesses ranked both by proportional agreement to the Father and by textual group,
rather than Fee’s N1, N2, N3, etc.
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few other witnesses.””

This method both incorporates and improves upon earlier studies
which noted “distinctive readings” or otherwise attempted to compare patristic texts to family
readings in our NT manuscripts.

After Fee, Ehrman, and others paved the way for the analysis of Patristic texts, most
work on Origen has taken the form of dissertations on select sections of Origen’s New
Testament. Though some are executed better than others, these represent the most substantial
and helpful research to date, and enable us to summarize with reasonable confidence
Origen’s standing in the line of New Testament textual transmission.

In 1988 William Petersen offered a brief but substantive study, “The Text of the
Gospels in Origen's Commentaries on John and Matthew.”'® Criticizing previous studies for
their small samplings of a Father’s text, Petersen’s analysis rests upon complete collations of
large portions of commentaries (books 1-5 of the Commentary on John [written in
Alexandria, 226-229 CE]; Books 10-11 of Commetary on Matthew [composed in the
Caesarean period, about 244 CE]).'”' This sampling offers 379 variants, and Petersen
presents agreements, disagreements, and singular agreements between Origen and other
witnesses.'"*

From the Commentary on John, Petersen tabulated 34 variants in 148 quotations.

Strikingly, Petersent found the fewest disagreements and most singular agreements with the

% The most accessible source of these data is Ehrman’s article, “The Use of Group Profiles for the
Classification of New Testament Documentary Evidence,” STCNT, 9-32, repr. from JBL 106 (1987), 465-86.

1% Origen of Alexandria: His World and His Legacy (ed. C. Kannegiesser and W. L. Petersen; South Bend,
Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1988), 34-47.

01 1hid., 39.

192 1bid., 41. Petersen critiques earlier studies such as those of Kim for examining only agreements with a

textual family, as disagreements are also revealing.
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Western text, rather than the Alexandrian.'®

In the Commentary on Matthew (62 points of
variation in 231 quotations), Petersen found the agreements with the Caesarean text to be
significantly higher than that with the other textual families.'®* Petersen’s conclusion seems
ambitious given the limited base of his data: “While in Alexandria, there is no discernable
tendency to favour one text type over another...It may well be that this most ancient form, the
Western text, was a (the?) major manifestation of the gospel text in Alexandria at the time
Origen wrote there, and that what scholars now call the ‘Alexandrian’ text is indeed what
Peter Corsson, professor at Berlin, called it in 1892, 105 4 reflection of an arbitrarily
established recension of the fourth century. According to Petersen, his findings serve to
remind scholars of “the evolving nature of the Biblical text, and the dangers of imposing the
arbitrary boundaries of modern text types on the subtle eclecticism of the gospel text used by
second and third century writers.”'*

Petersen’s methodology of noting disagreements and singular readings is helpful, but
the greatest weakness of this study is that he lumps all of the gospels together, rather than
treating them individually. The studies surveyed in this history of research confirm the fact
that Origen’s text of each gospel bears differing textual affinities, and so each must be
examined on its own. Other studies confirm the general impression gained by Petersen’s

study, that the “Caesarean” element in the gospels increased after Origen relocated to

Palestine, but from Petersen’s presentation the reader cannot tell that the Gospel of John is an

"% Ibid., 42.

1% The Caesarean agreements are 47 vs. 31 Alexandrian and Western and 34 Byzantine; disagreements are 28
Caesarean vs. 39 Alexandrian, 38 Western and 36 Byzantine. Origen agrees with 2 Alexandrian Caesarean
readings, 5 Western, 1 Byzantine, and 8 Caesarean! Ibid., 43.

105 Ibid., 45-46.

106 Ibid., 46.
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exception to this tendency. Further, though Petersen’s cautionary noted remain valuable, his
limited investigation proves inadequate to make sweeping statements about the nature of the
“gospel text” in Alexandria or Caesarea. His opinion that the Alexandrian text might be a
fourth-century recension is especially surprising, a view easily dismantled by one study by
Gordon Fee in particular.'"’

A study by Bart Ehrman in 1993 may explain some of these Western influences in
Origen’s Commentary on John. According to Ehrman’s article “Heracleon, Origen, and the
Text of the Fourth Gospel,”'”® Origen preserves Heracleon’s text 49 times in his Commentary
on John. In eleven of these, Ehrman finds, “Heracleon appears to attest a different form of

19 1n a study the next year''” Ehrman provided the text

the text from that known to Origen.
and analyses of Heracleon’s text embedded in Origen’s writings, and this study confirms that
even in the small amount of Heracleon’s writings preserved by Origen, his text aligns with
Western witnesses.''' An accurate analysis of Origen’s text must take into account these
times when Origen is citing Heracleon.

1997 was a good year for Origenian textual studies, marking three substantial studies

on different sections of Origen’s New Testament Text. Jeffrey Cate wrote his dissertation on

the Catholic Epistles and Revelation, and Darrell Hannah’s analysis of 1 Corinthians was

%7 Gordon Fee, “P”*, P%, and Origen: The Myth of Early Textual Recension in Alexandria,” in Epp and Fee,
Studies, 247-273. Though this study was published before Petersen wrote his article, he shows no knowledge of
it.

1% Ehrman, STCNT, 267-280; repr. from VC 47 (1993), 105-118.

1 Ehrman, “Heracleon,” 269.

10 “Heracleon and the ‘Western” Textual Tradition,” STCNT, 281-299; repr. from NTS 40 (1994), 161-179.

1 1bid., 298.
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published in the series The New Testament in the Greek Fathers.''> Though Roderic Mullen’s
disseration, also published this year, centered on Cyril of Jerusalem rather than Origen, he
offered detailed analyses of Origen’s text in his exemplary history of research.' "

Mullen’s contributions to topics pertaining to Origen’s text are two-fold. First, he
provides a thorough history of research relating to the so-called Caesarean text of the
Gospels. If Metzger’s 1945 survey was the “death knell” of the Caesarean text,''* Mullen’s
review presides at its funeral.'"> As Mullen noted, Mark Dunn’s 1990 dissertation showed
that so called “Caesarean” MSS are usually just weak Byzantine witnesses, and all studies
indicate that “Mark is the only Gospel in which a distinctive text-type might be a candidate
for linkage with Caesarea.”' '

Even in his history of research, Mullen makes an original contribution—he includes
findings presented at a 1991 meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature analyzing the

Markan text in Origen’s Commentary on John. Mullen finds that “Origen’s text agrees at a

high level with Group ® manuscripts and at a somewhat lower level with Western

"2 Darrell Hannah, The Text of I Corinthians in the Writings of Origen (SBLNTGF 4; Atlanta: Scholars Press,
1997). This volume constitutes a revised version of Hannah’s M.Th. thesis at Regent College under Gordon
Fee.

'3 Roderick Mullen, The New Testament Text of Cyril of Jerusalem. (SBLNTGF 7; Bart Ehrman, ed; Atlanta,
Ga.: Scholars Press, 1997). Pages 31-52 deal most directly with Origen.

"% The term is Ehrman’s, speaking of the failure of collation against the TR and the resultant skewing of data
relating to the “Caesarean text.” Ehrman, “Methodological Developments,” 21.

"3 First, Mullen’s excellent history of research chronicles the disintegration of the Caesarean text type, and his
own work on the text of Cyril of Jerusalem confirms the lack of a “Caesarean text” per se. He writes, “group ®
seems to have originated as scribes, who were subject to influences similar to those which produced the
Western text-type, attempted to improve the quality of their manuscripts by adding details and clarifying the
sense of particular readings...It [seems] unlikely that Group © attests a textual tradition of equal antiquity with,
say, the Alexandrian or Western text-types.” Mullen, 40-43, quoted in Sylvie Taconnet Raquel, “The Text of
the Synoptic Gospels in the Writings of Origen.” (Ph.D. diss., New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary,
2002), See further the discussion of her work below.

"¢ Mullen, Text of Cyril, 39.
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witnesses.”'!” The differences between textual types even in this brief study confirm these

affinities:

Group O (®, 565, 700) 83.3%
Western (D, a, b, k) 62.5%
Group W (W) 55%
Byzantine (A, f', TR) 40%
Group 13/28 (%, 28) 32%
Alexandrian (X, B) 23.5%

Though this survey has focused on Origen’s text of the gospels, it is also helpful to
know what manuscripts Origen had access to in the rest of the New Testament. Darryl
Hannah’s book The Text of | Corinthians in the Writings of Origen began as his Master’s
thesis supervised by Gordon Fee.''® After critically reconstructing Origen’s text of 1
Corinthians, Hannah provided a Quantitative Analysis that demonstrates that Origen used

Alexandrian manuscripts for this book. In 191 units of variation, Codex Ephremi (C) agrees
80.5% of the time with Origen, followed closely by B at 79.6%, X at 77.7%, with the rest of

the Alexandrian witnesses evaluated never more than 2.7% apart.'"” Origen’s text of 1

Corinthians falls neatly along Colwell’s 70%/10% guideline.'*® Support by Alexandrian

121

witnesses averages at 75.2%, ° and a clean “9.4% gap separates the Alexandrians from the

17 Ibid., 45.
"8 Hannah, Text of 1 Corinthians, xi.
9 Ibid., 269.

120'A fact not lost on Hannah, who exclaimed, “One could conclude that Colwell and Tune had considered these
very data when writing their canons for determining relationships between witnesses!” Ibid., 269.

2 Ibid., 271. The breakdown is 77% for Primary Alexandrian (B & 1739 P*%) and 73.8% for Secondary
Alexandrian (C A 1175 1881 33).

49



Byzantines and another 7.8% gap separates the Byzantines from the Western witnesses.'**
While the Quantitative Analysis demonstrates a model breakdown among textual families,
the results of the Group Profiles are not so clear. This analysis confirms what we already
knew from the Quantitative Analysis, namely that Origen is a strong representative of the
Alexandrian Text type. But due to its small number of readings, this analysis could not
securely indicate whether Origen stands as a better witness to the Primary or Secondary
stream of Alexandrian tradition, though evidence indicates that Origen stands in the primary
textual stream in this book as he does in others.'* Origen supports predominant Alexandrian
readings which are also distinctive, exclusive or primary 66.6% of the time, far better than
his support of Western readings of the same category (7.7%) or Byzantine (33.3%),'** but

less than seven other Alexandrian witnesses and above only P46 and 1881!'%

But again, the
impact of a small sample (21 readings) must be taken into account—the 10% gap between
Origen and X and A represents only two readings.'*® Hannah confirms Origen’s staunch

Alexandrian character thusly: “When the nine Alexandrian witnesses chosen for this study all

unite, Origen is almost always with them, both when the reading includes MSS from other

122 1bid., 269.

' Hannah noted that the Secondary Alexandrians are only 3.2% farther than the Primary Alexandrians, and
that if miniscules 33 and 1881 are dropped, which “fall below the largest gap within the Alexandrian group, the
proximity of the primary Alexandrians falls to only 0.7% above that of the remaining secondary Alexandrians.”
Ibid., 271-272.

124 Hannah noted that there are so many Byzantine readings because of those Alexandrian readings taken over in
the later Byzantine text.

123 The witnesses “ranked according to support of Predominant Distinctive, Exclusive, or Primary Alexandrian
Readings on 1 Corinthians” are as follows: 1739 (95.2%); B (90.5%); 33 (90%); 1175 (81%); C (76.5%); A
(76.2%); aleph (76.2%); Origen (66.6%); P46 (65%); 1881 (52.4%); D (28.6%); 876 (4.8%) 1780 (4.8%). F G
223 and the Majority Text all are at 0%. It must be remembered, however, how small this sampling is, only 21
readings. Ibid., 289.

126 Ibid., 290.
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groups and when it is uniquely Alexandrian. Only once under these circumstances does
Origen defect.”'?’

Hannah, having vouched for Origen’s witness to the Alexandrian text, then discussed
the implications on the history of the Alexandrian text of the New Testament. He noted that
in 1 Corinthians, there is no indication that Origen used a different text type in Caesarea than
in Alexandria.'”® Thus we have another NT book in the same category as John, against the
other gospels, where Origen’s text does change, sometimes significantly. As would be
expected, Hannah’s study of Origen confirms the non-existence of the Byzantine text during
this period, a conclusion accepted since Hort established its secondary character. Hannah’s

dissertation does not shed as much light on the mystery of the Western text, why it shows up

in Egypt of the third and fourth centuries in papyri such as P¥, P**, P* P® and the first half
of John in Codex R, but is weakly attested in witnesses such as Origen and Didymus. Hannah

asks whether the Western text was present in Egypt only in some copies of the Gospels and
Acts.'?’ Finally, though Hannah studied only 1 Corinthians, he felt that “it is not likely that
Origen’s text of 1 Corinthians will vary greatly from that of the rest of the [Pauline]

55130

corpus.” ™" This claim, though not unreasonable, remains to be confirmed by studies of the

rest of Paul’s letters in the text of Origen.

27 Tbid.
128 Ibid., 291-292.

12 Hannah, 292. As discussed above, where the Western text is present in Origen’s works, it emerges in those
works written after Origen’s relocation to Caesarea.

B0 Ibid., 293.
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Jeffrey Cate’s 1997 dissertation on the Catholic Epistles and Revelation'' tackled
Origen’s text in these writings. This was no simple feat, since varied complicating factors
play a role—the different textual character in each book, the lack of a definitive “Western”
text in the Catholic epistles paralleling one in the gospels, and the vagaries of the
transmission of the Book of Revelation.'** Despite these complexities, Cate employed sound
methodology and was able to determine that Origen attests to an Alexandrian text in these
New Testament writings, though the contours of that Alexandrian witness varies with each
book.

For the Johannine Epistles, Cate followed Larry Richard’s finding that there are three
textual groups in these letters—Alexandrian, Byzantine, and a “mixed” group that share
group readings and “have considerably more readings against the TR than Byzantine
manuscripts but not nearly as many as the Alexandrian manuscripts.”'>> Cate said that they
warrant inclusion in his analysis, but fall short of a text type. He provides analysis only of 1
John, determining that Origen’s text gives a weak Alexandrian witness.'**

For 1 Peter, Cate found Origen’s text to be more clearly Alexandrian, agreeing 82.6%

of the time with the representative texts in that family."*® Origen only quotes four verses of

Jude with six units of variation, but Cate analyzed these and placed this book in the

B! James Jeffrey Cate, The Text of the Catholic Epistles and the Revelation in the Writings of Origen (Ph.D.
diss., New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary, 1997).

132 See especially Cate’s discussion on pages 18, 206-209.

133 Cate, Text of the Catholic Epistles and Revelation, 46.

% Ibid. In 1 John there are 26 verses extant in Origen with 37 units of variation. There is a weak majority for

Alexandrian readings. Cate divided Alexandrian witnesses into four somewhat confusing subgroups: 1 (206
1799 2412); 2 (Y x CB A); 3 (1739 1243); and “n.a.” (UBS 33). Group 2 has 71.4% agreement, with a 68.3%
overall agreement, with Byzantine following with 68%, then Misc, 66.8, then Western, 55.4

3 1bid., 177. 1 Peter in Origen has 19 verses with 35 units of variation.
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Alexandrian camp with the others. Looking at the Catholic Epistles overall, Cate noted that
“Origen displays his closest relationships with Alexandrian witnesses...seven of Origen’s
eight strongest allies are Alexandrian witnesses”; the only agreements greater than 80% are
P’?, UBS, and Vaticanus."®

Though there are more than a hundred variation units, analysis of Origen’s text of
Revelation suffers from the fact that Origen cites disproportionately three sections of this
book—7:2-5; 14:1-5; 19:1 1-16."7 Even so0, Cate could reach the conclusion that “[a]s early
as the third century, Origen exhibits definitively Alexandrian readings in the Catholic

138 He also

Epistles, a group of writings that were rarely quoted by his contemporaries.
confirmed Josef Schmid’s distinguishing of a Origen-Sinaiticus-P47 group, and stated that
Origen “has an intriguingly close relationship with manuscript 1678.”"*° More work remains
to be done on this section of Origen’s New Testament, but Cate has moved scholars solidly
forward.

It is deeply unfortunate that the most recent and extensive study on Origen’s text of
the gospels is also the most flawed. To those familiar with the history of research outlined in
this chapter, the title of Sylvie Taconnet Raquel’s 2002 dissertation, “The Text of the

9140

Synoptic Gospels in the Writings of Origen” ™ promises to update the fascinating findings

by Kwang-won Kim on Matthew and Gordon Fee on Luke, as well as the several important

13 Tbid., 197. On page 203 he presents a table showing that Origen’s text of the Catholic Epistles agrees 77.8%
of the time with Alexandrian witnesses, 69.8 Byzantine; 68.1 Mixed, and 62.9 Western.

7 Ibid., 213. 14 units of variation come from 7:2-5; 32 from 14:1-5; and 20 from 19:11-16.
¥ Ibid., 221.
% Ibid., 220.

1 Sylvie Taconnet Raquel, “The Text of the Synoptic Gospels in the Writings of Origen” (Ph.D. diss; New
Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary, 2002).
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studies on Mark. The synoptic gospels present significant opportunities for further research
and clarification, as previous studies have demonstrated conclusively that Origen shifted his
text of these gospels when he moved from Alexandria to Caesarea. Clearly, these gospels
offer rich information to be mined for a greater understanding of the history of the New
Testament Text.

The first and perhaps greatest shortcoming of Raquel’s work is that she demonstrates
little or no awareness of the critical studies on the very topic of her dissertation. As discussed
above, Kwang-Won Kim wrote his own dissertation and an article on Origen’s text of
Matthew, both of which presented evidence that Origen’s text of the first gospel parallels the
text of manuscripts 1 and 1582."*" After critically reviewing Kim’s work, Fee accepted his
analysis of Matthew and added to our understanding of Origen’s text of Luke.'**

Staggeringly, none of these works made it into Raquel’s bibliography. She
demonstrated no knowledge of Kim’s research, apart from dismissing it because it “did not
work with all of Origen’s works on the Gospels of Matthew and John.”'* Other disconnects
mar Raquel’s history of research—she included peripheral topics such as a survey of
Christian scribal habits, but lacked a review of the history of the Alexandrian text. Even her
research on the Caesarean text, which she did cover in adequate detail, neglected several

. . 144
crucial studies.

! See above, pp. 31-37 (check pages)

2 Fee, “Origen’s Text,” 353.

14 Raquel, “Text of the Synoptic Gospels,” 9. Note 48 on page 9 lists three of Kim’s articles, but she missed his
article “Codices 1582, 1739, and Origen.” Neither did she demonstrate knowledge of Fee’s crucial 1982 article,
“Origen's Text of the New Testament and the Text of Egypt.”

144 Raquel listed a series of important works in the field, but did not discuss them. Her most notable lack of even
a mention is Bruce Metzger’s survey of the breakdown of the Caesarean text, “The Caesarean Text of the

54



Supported by this fragile research, Raquel’s reaction to her data is understandable.
She seemed surprised at the “unusually low” witness of ® to Origen (65.2%) compared to “a
much higher Or-f' agreement percentage.”145 On page 507 she suggested that the relationship
between Origen and f' (which includes both manuscripts 1 and 1582, the focus of Kim’s

25146

research) “warrants more study.” ™ Her conclusion that her study underscores “the existence

of a text-type that differs from the Alexandrian type, to which f' belongs and of which

Origen seems to be a strong witness™"*’

merely reiterates what Kim established over fifty
years earlier!'*® Finally, her conclusion is somewhat confusing—her research “confirms the
lack of cohesiveness of the so-called Caesarean group,” as well as refuting the “assessment
that the Gospel of Mark is the only Gospel that can be linked to the Caesarean text-type.” She
first said that there is not really a Caesarean text-type, and then she contracted herself by
claiming that not only Origen’s text of Mark belongs to this questionable text type, but
Matthew does also.'*’

Raquel’s study therefore delivered less than it promised. She stated that her

dissertation evaluated the Synoptic Gospels, yet she discussed only the text of Matthew. And

even that gospel only partially—she claimed she would employ Ehrman’s group profile

Gospels,” Chapters in the History of New Testament Textual Criticism (NTTS 4; Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Eerdmans, 1963), 42-72.

145 Raquel, “Text of the Synoptic Gospels,” 504.

%0 Tbid., 507.

7 1bid., 510.

148 Kim, “The Matthean Text of Origen in his Commentary on Matthew,” JTS 68 (1949): 135. “The Matthean
text of Origen is neither ‘Caesarean’ nor ‘Neutral’; it is a distinct text-type which is represented by Codex 1 and
1582. Origen used this type of text not only in his Commentary on Matthew, but also in his Exhortation to

Martyrdom, Homilies on Jeremiah, Homilies on Luke, Against Celsus.”

149 Raquel called ' a “distinctive text-type,” but she seems to count it as Caesarean as well.
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method, " yet she stopped with the Quantitative Analysis. And even this preliminary
analysis served only to confirm what Kim established half a century earlier! Sadly, further
research on the text of the Synoptic Gospels in Origen should therefore take up not Raquel’s
research, but the earlier work of Kim and Fee.

Raquel does reconstruct Origen’s text of the Synoptic Gospels in her dissertation, and
that could potentially be useful, though she offers an apparatus of collated variants only for
Matthew. In short, the work of this dissertation needs to be redone, though Raquel’s
reconstructed texts would provide one tool in that endeavor. The quality of the rest of her
research might discourage one from relying on her text, however.

I will review one study out of its chronological sequence, because the volume in
question directly leads to the present work. In 1992 Bart Ehrman, Gordon Fee, and Michael
Holmes presented The Text of the Fourth Gospel in the Writings of Origen."*" Simply put,
this volume includes all applicable data relevant to Origen’s text of the Gospel of John. After
a brief survey of Origen’s life and studies of his text, the bulk of the volume provides
Origen’s quotations and allusions drawn from his Greek commentaries and treatises.
Accompanying these is a critical apparatus that “indicates variant readings attested among a

range of textual witnesses'*” for every portion of the Fourth Gospel for which Origen’s text

1% «“The present study uses the method that has been adopted by the NTGF, with slight modifications.” Raquel,
“Text of the Synoptic Gospels,” 14.

! Bart Ehrman, Gordon Fee, and Michael Holmes, The Text of the Fourth Gospel in the Writings of Origen
(NTGF 3; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993).

132 These textual witnesses were drawn from the accepted textual groupings (TFGWO, 30):

Primary Alexandrian: P66 P75 x (8:39-21:25) B UBS

Secondary Alexandrian: C L W W 33 579 892 1241

Caesarean: P45 © f' £ 565 700

Western: X (1:1-8:38) Dabe

Byzantine: AEAII QTR

Ehrman included a caveat regarding the existence of the ‘Caesarean’ text on p. 29 n. 23: “As we will emphasize
in volume two, there is considerable question concerning the existence of a distinctively ‘Caesarean’ text. At the
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can be determined.”'>® A critically reconstructed text of Origen’s text of John follows this list
of reliable citations and allusions, and Chapter Four of this work presents this reconstruction
as a running text. Six appendices round out the work: the first two listing the material in
Origen’s works too problematic to assist with reconstructing his text—namely catena
fragments, Latin refrences, and indeterminable references. The final four offer corrections to
Origen and Heracleon in the two major editions of the New Testament, the UBS and NA%®.'>*
This study anticipated an ensuing second volume which would comprise “an evaluation of

these data and a discussion of their historical significance.”'>

Many of the data from volume
one were analyzed, but this analysis has thus far not been published.'*

To summarize the results of this bicentennial ride through research on Origen’s text,
we find that as far as the gospels are concerned, students of Origen’s text still stand much
where Fee left us twenty years ago. The work of Hannah and Cate has illuminated sections of
the latter half of the New Testament. Hannah showed that Origen’s text of 1 Corinthians was
strongly Alexandrian, probably Primary rather than Secondary, and that he likely kept this
Alexandrian text throughout his life. Cate illustrated the complex situation prevailing among

the texts of the Catholic Epistles and Revelation in Origen, but can still say that Origen here

represents an Alexanrian text in these books as well.

same time, as the demonstration of this text’s existence or non-existence is one of the goals of this study, it will
be important for us not to prejudge the issue by ignoring these traditional classifications.”

S TEGWO, 25.

13 Of course, now the UBS and NA?’ are available, but these share the same text as their previous editions. To
my knowledge neither of these editions incorporates the suggestions provided in this work, however.

S TEGWO, 21.

1% These data were tabulated in part by Bruce Morrill, as noted in the Acknowledgments.
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As noted, Ehrman, Fee, and Holmes have provided the foundation for a detailed study
of Origen’s text of the Fourth Gospel with their critical text and thorough critical appartatus.
With this information, it is possible to subject these data to Quantitative and Group Profile
Analyses to determine the precise contours of Origen’s text. The rest of this study will

undertake exactly this task.
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Chapter I1I

ORIGEN’S TEXT OF JOHN: QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS

Establishing the relationship between the thousands of Greek manuscripts of the New
Testament' proves essential to the primary and secondary goals of textual criticism. First
scholars must determine, insofar as possible, the most original text’ of the New Testament. It
then falls upon them to ascertain the origin of all variation from that text, to write a history of
the text’s meandering path away from the wording of the autographs. From the midst of this
daunting plurality’ the methodological exigency stares us in the face—how can we determine
the genetic bonds linking all these witnesses? The obvious ideal would be to compare every
manuscript at every point of variation, but as Gordon Fee among others has noted, this ideal
remains unattainable until computers can better relieve scholars of the time-consuming

burden of collation.*

" One of the most recent introductions to Textual Criticism gives the number 5735 as of 2003: 116 papyri, 310
majescules, 2877 miniscules, and 2432 lectionaries (Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the New Testament, 50).

2 Perhaps “oldest attainable text” would be more appropriate. Traditionally textual critics have used the term
“original text” casually, but the problematic nature of this term has increasingly been highlighted. Again, see
the excellent discussion in Epp, “The Multivalence of the Term ‘Original Text’ in New Testament Textual
Criticism,” Perspectives on New Testament Textual Criticism, 551-594.

? This of course is the blessing and curse of New Testament textual criticism—classical scholars often are
forced to rely on a handful of late manuscripts at most, while New Testament scholars confront the opposite
challenge of determining the relationship between the staggering abundance of manuscripts.

* He noted helpfully, however, that “by careful controls one should be able to derive results which would
approximate those of the ideal.” Fee, “Codex Sinaiticus in the Gospel of John,” 223.



Until such complete computer collation becomes possible, the most effective method
of manuscript comparison remains the Colwell-Tune method of representative comparison,
as it has been refined by other scholars.” Rather than striving for comprehensive comparison,
this approach compares only representative manuscripts from each of the major textual
families.® This method compares those manuscripts at every point, however, avoiding the
pitfalls of other tactics which attempt to save time through the use of “test passages.”’

Counting only genetically significant® variations shared by at least two members of a given

> See E.C. Colwell, “Method in Locating a Newly-Discovered Manuscript within the Manuscript Tradition of
the Greek New Testament,” Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament (Leiden: Brill,
1969), 26-44; repr. from TU LXXIII (1959): 757-77; idem, with Ernest W.Tune, “The Quantitative
Relationships Between MS Text-Types,” Studies in Methodology, 56-62; repr. from Biblical and Patristic
Studies in Memory of Robert Pierce Casey (ed. JN. Birdsall and RW. Thomson; Freiburg: Herder, 1963), 25-32;
See these and the further references in Carl Cosaert, “The Text of the Gospels in the Writings of Clement of
Alexandria,” (Ph.D. diss., University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 2005). The method was further refined
by Larry Hurtado, Text-Critical Methodology and the Pre-Caesarean Text (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1981); by
Gordon Fee, “Codex Sinaiticus in the Gospel of John: A Contribution to Methodology in Establishing Textual
Relationships, Studies, 221-244; repr. from NTS (1968/69): 23-34; and especially by Bart Ehrman, Didymus the
Blind and the Text of the Gospels. For an overview of these methods as well as an exposition of Ehrman’s
refinements, see his “The Use of Group Profiles for the Classification of New Testament Documentary
Evidence,” STCNT, 9-32; repr. from JBL 106 (1987): 465-86. As Ehrman’s refinements form the core of this
study, they will be discussed further in the next chapter. See also Cosaert, “Text of the Gospels in the Writings
of Clement,” 269 for a list of the principal methods that focus on group readings developed in the past century.

STraditionally, the “Alexandrian”, “Caesarean”, “Byzantine”, and “Western” textual groups. Ehrman’s
dissertation led to the correction of the terms “Early” and “Late” Alexandrian to the more accurate “Primary”
and “Secondary” Alexandrian, with the Secondary Alexandrian group representing more a corruption of its
Primary companion rather than a distinct family in and of itself (Ehrman, Didymus, 262-267). Though these
titles have been challenged, there does seem to historical support for these geographically based names (e.g., the
Alexandrian text really was used in Alexandria), and they are much clearer than the Alands’ Categories I-V of
“loose text” “strict text” and so forth. Even so, it goes without saying that whenever these titles are used, “so-
called” can be assumed without repeating it in every instance. The family relationships between these
manuscripts have been demonstrated in previous studies; see TFGWO, 29-30 as well the discussion in chapter 1
and the conclusion of this study.

7 See Ehrman’s discussion of the Alands’ use of “Test Passages” (Teststellen) as well as the weaknesses of their
categorization methods in his “A Problem of Textual Circularity: The Alands on the Classfication of New
Testament Manuscripts,” STCNT, 57-70; repr. from Biblica 70 (1989), 377-88.

¥ Genetically significant variants are those most likely to indicate genealogical relationships between
manuscripts rather than instances of accidental agreement. The standard non-significant readings include
ouvt®/oVLTMC, moveable NU, nonsense readings, most instances of itacism, and other minor differences in
spelling. The presence, absence, or substitution of introductory conjunctions prove suspect in the quotations of
Church Fathers, given the peculiarities of citing habits as opposed to written copies. See TFGWO, 26. In
addition, singular readings cannot be used to determine genealogical relationships, as there is no way to
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family further reduces the textual chaff to be sifted and assures results that are as accurate as
possible.

Numerous studies have employed and established this method of representative
analysis, and therefore its history needs to be sketched only briefly. As evidenced in the
preceding history of research, until the middle of the twentieth century the default technique
to determine consanguinity involved comparing various manuscripts’ deviations from the
Textus Receptus. Though this system affords a general sense of similarity or difference
between MSS and still furnishes the most efficient approach to manuscript collation,” it
proves far too blunt and misleading a tool to trace accurately the contours of textual
transmission. The shortcomings of this method have been enumerated in multiple studies and
do not need to be repeated here. Chief among the flaws of this method is the fact that in
comparing only variations from the TR, all the ancient elements present in this later text are
discounted. Patterns of agreement as well as disagreement must be factored into textual
analysis. On the other hand, comparison of bare similarities or differences risks lending too
much weight to coincidental agreements. '

The Quantitative Analysis carried out in this chapter follows that developed by Bart

Ehrman in his analysis of the gospel text of Didymus the Blind, which builds upon the

determine whether such readings stem from a scribe’s exemplar or their own individual alterations, accidental
or intentional.

® This degree of usefulness is seen in the fact that the monumental International Greek New Testament Project
continues to use the TR as a base of collation. Other options are being explored such as the use of the NA?, but
that would merely replace an older Textus Receptus with one newer. See D. C. Parker, "The Principio Project: A
Reconstruction of the Johannine Tradition," FGNT 13 (2000), 111-118. Cited in Cosaert, “The Text of the
Gospels in the Writings of Clement,” 70n17. Collating against the TR is efficient because most manuscripts are
late and therefore strongly Byzantine, and therefore differences from the TR are minor. If the collation base
were the Nestle-Aland, for example, the apparatus would be glutted by differences shared by virtually all
medieval manuscripts.

10'See Ehrman, “Methodological Developments,” 21-22.

61



Colwell-Tune method as further refined by Gordon Fee. This method involves taking a
witness of unknown character and comparing it at every significant point of variation against
manuscripts whose textual alignment has been previously established, manuscripts that have
proven to be the strongest representative witnesses of the various textual families,
Alexandrian, Caesarean, Western, and Byzantine.11 The points of agreement and
disagreement in significant variations are then tabulated and converted to percentages of
agreement. When these percentages are compared, ideally they will fall into patterns that
enable scholars to determine the new witness affinities with the various textual families.'?
Fortunately, this is the case with Origen—the following Quantitative Analysis highlights
Origen’s fidelity to the purest Alexandrian textual tradition, the “Primary Alexandrian”.

As mentioned in the first chapter, our collation base includes thirty'® witnesses: five

Primary Alexandrian (P® P” X [8:39-21:25] B UBS), eight Secondary Alexandrian (CL W

¥ 33 579 892 1241), six “Caesarean” (P* @ f' f'* 565 700), five Western (X [1:1-8:38] D a b

e), and six Byzantine (A E A II1 Q TR)." In addition to these witnesses, I have included data

' See above on page 10 for a discussion of this nomenclature. As noted, the “Caesarean” witnesses are included
in this study precisely to ascertain whether we can speak of a “Caesarean” text in John.

12 A review of the applications of Quantitative Analysis demonstrates that at times its conclusions are relatively
clear, but often require further refinement, as Ehrman discovered in his examination of Didymus the Blind
(Ehrman, Didymus, 218-222) . To give another example of the shortcomings of Quantitative Analysis, in John
Brogan’s examination of the text of Athanasius, the Primary Alexandrian, Secondary Alexandrian, Caesarean,
and Byzantine groups only differed by a total of 2.9%! John Brogan, “The Text of the Gospels in the Writings
of Athanasius," (Ph.D. diss., Duke University, 1997), 221-222.

" Counting Sinaiticus as two witnesses, because it supports Western readings in 1:1-8:39 and Primary
Alexandrian in 8:39-21:25.

' See TFGWO 29-30 regarding selection of these witnesses. As noted in chapter 1, arguments can easily be
made against counting the modern TR and UBS along with ancient manuscripts, as they are scholarly creations,
but the fact that 1) they serve as “ideal” representatives of the Byzantine and Primary Alexandrian text types
and 2) that they are included in all studies of textual groupings merits their inclusion. At times the inclusion of
these modern texts throws off patterns of agreement unnecessarily, and I will note those.
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from the correctors to P® X and C,'” as well from the three Fathers for whom analysis of the

text of John was available—Clement, Didymus, and Athanasius, all of Alexandria.'®

Percentage tables prove convenient in that they illustrate rough textual affinities at a
glance, but the differing number of variant readings available in the various witnesses must
also be taken into account. For example, though P* and f'* both agree with Origen about
64%, the fact that the manuscripts of f'° are extant in all 815 points of variation available in
Origen makes its 65.3% agreement more reliable than the 63.5% agreement of P* with
Origen, as this papyrus is extant in only 52 points of variation. The column titled “error
correction” factors in the differing sizes of data samples. Thus a more precise description
would be that the manuscripts of f'* agree with Origen 65.3% + 3.3%, so somewhere
between 62 and 68.6%. Taking P**’s fragmentary nature into account, one would say that this
papyrus agrees with Origen 63.5% =+ 13.5%, so between 50 and 77%! This range spans most
of our data sample, from about Secondary Alexandrian ¥ in sixth place (78% agreement) to
Western D (49.6%) in dead last. And as manuscripts often differ only by a few points and
families are determined by about ten, =3 percentage points is significant.

Fortunately, this error correction does not mean that we are hopelessly lost in respect

to where P* stands in relation to Origen.'” Neither does this inclusion of error correction

'* The critical apparatus in Volume 1 included data for the correctors to P P° X B C ¥ 892 @ PP D AE ATl

(see TFGWO, 27). In this analysis I included only the correctors to P X and C, as those were the most
significant. The data for the others are as follows, with the first number standing for corrections that increased
agreement with Origen, the second for corrections that decreased agreement with Origen, and the third
representing corrections against Origen that did not agree with him in the original witness, thereby effecting no
change: P™*: +1/-2/0; BS: +7/-2/2; ¥*: +1/-0/0; 892°: +0/-1/1; ©°: +0/-3/0; P**: +1/-0/0; D°: +8/-6/2; A% +1/-1/1;
E®: +2/-0/0; A% +1/-1; I1°: +6/-8/2.

'® These data are available in the dissertations of Carl Cosaert, Bart Ehrman, and John Brogan. As an analysis of
Origen’s text was not available at the time to Ehrman he did not calculate Origen’s percentage of agreement
with Didymus, but I included the data for Didymus in my other tables. Those rankings give a general sense of
the comparison between Didymus’ text and that of Origen without the fresh collation required to provide the
comparison between the two Fathers’ texts.
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invalidate the previous studies that failed to take this statistical factor into account. It serves
rather as a helpful reminder that these percentages are more approximations than the precise
numbers might indicate. As Carl Cosaret stated in his study of the gospel quotations of
Clement of Alexandria, “The inclusion of error correction along with the proportional results
helps to counter any sense of false accuracy that the results might imply.”'®

Fortunately, error correction is most pertinent when the data samples have about fifty
units of comparison or less. The 815 units of variation in Origen’s text of John allow a high
degree of confidence in the following rankings. Note for example that the difference in error
correction between P’ and B is a mere 0.5%, even though B is present in all 815 units of
variation and P” falls short of that number by almost 300!

Error correction of a few points may not seem to merit the complexity of the formulas
required to produce it, but as all textual analyses should take this statistical nuancing into
account, I will explain how this number is derived."

The formula for factoring in error due to sample size follows, where “c, represents the
standard deviation of the percentage distribution, p is the percentage of agreement reached by

quantitative analysis, n is the size of the sample, and t represents the standard normal value at a

' Though the fragmentary nature makes it a good example of the need for error correction, the questionable
textual alignment of P* renders its use in this example problematic. The editors of volume 1 express their
doubts concerning the place P* among the “Caesarean” witnesses (TFGWO, 29), and the preliminary
investigation of this witness below confirms these suspicions. Nevertheless, for most witnesses the error
correction plays a relatively minor role.

'8 Cosaert, “The Text of the Gospels in the Writings of Clements,” 234.

' The application of error correction to the analysis of the Church Fathers is relatively recent—Jean-Frangois
Racine’s 2000 dissertation on the writings of Basil of Caesarea (Published as The Text of Matthew in the
Writings of Basil of Caesarea [SBLNTGF 5; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 2004]) was the first to include error
correction in his Quantitative Analysis, and Carl Cosart’s 2005 dissertation treating the gospel text of Clement
of Alexandria followed suit. Sylvie Raquel’s 2002 dissertation on the Synoptic Gospels in Origen should have
included this statistical data but did not, producing one of the lesser failings of that study.
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95% confidence interval.”*’ Note that the second half of the equation, (to.osn), is not part of the
standard deviation, but indicates that once standard deviation is calculated, you multiply that
number by to o5 to find the value of the error correction. This “t” refers to the “t-score,” a
standardized value in statistics found in a t-chart, with differing values depending on the
confidence interval. The 0.05 represents a t-score of 95%, one of the most commonly used
confidence levels, and n the size of the sample. This confidence level indicates that there is a
95% certainty that were both manuscripts compared in full (rather than in extant or sample
passages only), the actual level of agreement would fall within the parameters of the error

correction.?!

~ [pa00-p)
Gp_ n—1 “to.05.n

For clarification, I will determine the error correction between UBS and Origen using

this formula. UBS and Origen agree 86.6% with 815 units of variation. Therefore

_ [86.6(100—-86.6) _ [86.6(100—86.6) _ [86.6(13.4)
P - — —1.19%

815-1 815-1 814

2 Cosaert, “The Text of the Gospels in the Writings of Clement,”235.

2! Any confidence level can be chosen and lowering the confidence level decreases the error correction, but it
also increases the possibility of inaccuracy. It is more helpful to say you are 95% sure P”° agrees with Origen
82.4-88.4% than that you are 25% sure P”° agrees with Origen 84.4-84.6%. This small example also
demonstrates, however, that even drastic changes to the confidence level make only small changes to the error
correction. These changes would make much more difference in a smaller sample size, of course. Racine gives
data for the “z-table” as well as the t-table (Racine, The Text of Matthew in the Writings of Basil, 242n7), but z-
tables are really only helpful in data samples smaller than 30. See the discussion in Cosaert, “The Text of the
Gospels in the Writings of Clement,” 236-237.
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Now that we have the standard deviation, the error correction can be determined by
multiplying 1.19% by the formula (o ¢sn), in other words, multiply the t-value determined by
the size of the sample (n). Here n=815. The t-value fluctuates according to the sample size,
but changes significantly only when the sample size is less than about 50. Once it hits 50, it
evens out to be approximately 1.96 in every instance.

Having determined the standard deviation to be 1.19%, we can calculate the error
correction: 1.19 * 1.963% = 2.33%. Thus UBS agrees with Origen 86.6% + 2.3%. Through
the marvels of technology, Microsoft Excel can complete all these calculations. Because this
is by far the easiest and most accurate way to complete this entire process, it merits
demonstrating here.

Below is a sample Excel sheet, with the witness in column A, number of agreements
between the witness and Origen in B, number of disagreements between the witness and
Origen in C, total variants in D, percentage of agreement in E, the standard deviation in F, t-
value in G, and the resultant error correction in H. The truly marvelous thing is that once you
have the formulas described below in place, you can instantly calculate these data for all
following witnesses, saving a tremendous amount of time and effort. I cannot overemphasize
the benefit of using Excel to calculate values. This program, and others even more suited to
statistical analysis, can do in seconds with perfect accuracy what it would take a person

countless hours to accomplish with unavoidable error.

A B C D E F G H
Witness Agr. Disagr. Total % Agr. St. Dev. t-value Er. Cor.
UBS 706 109 815 86.6% | 1.19% 1.963 2.3%
P75 444 76 520 | 854% | 1.55% | 1.965| 3.0%

22 The t-value with a sample size of 815 (or “large) can be either found in statistics manuals or online, or
Microsoft Excel can determine it, as will be discussed in a moment.
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Formulas in Excel are produced by using column and row numbers. So if you wanted
to enter the Agreements and Disagreements and calculate the Total Variants, you could click
on the cell D1 and type “=B1+C1”.* Conversely, if you have Agreements and Total and
want Disagreements, click on the cell C1 and type “=D1-B1”. Pressing enter will give you
the result. You can then apply this formula to the next witness by copying the cell with the
formula (which now has the result) and pasting into the next row. Excel will copy the
formula, not the result, and so by pasting you will repeat all the required calculations!
Alternatively, you can select the + that will appear in the corner of the cell and drag it, and
Excel will apply the formula to all squares. To determine percentage of agreement in our
example, you would click on cell E1 and type “=B1/D1”.**

We can now move to the more complex parts of our formula. To provide Standard
Deviation, convert the formula above into the following format:
=SQRT((E3*(1-E3))/(D3-1)), where E is the percentage of agreement (p from our formula
above) and D = the Total Variation. Excel contains built-in t charts, so to determine T-value
you need only to select cell G1 and type “=TINV(0.05,D3-1), where the 0.05 represents our
95% confidence level and D is again the Total Variation. Finally, to come up with the error
correction you need merely to multiply the Standard Deviation by the t-value by clicking on
cell HI and entering “=F1*G1”.

As noted, the best part of this process is that once you have written these formulas,

you could enter all your witnesses, agreements and disagreements (or totals) and then copy

» Without the quotation marks. The equals sign is what makes the information a formula. A full tutorial on
Excel is obviously beyond the scope of this study, but suffice it to say it can do almost anything one could want.

** This will give you a decimal value. If you want Excel to list the number in percentages, right-click on the

column in question and select “Format cells.” Under “Category” select “Percentage.” You can also choose how
many decimal places to show.
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your data in row 1 and paste into all the following rows, and Excel will do all calculations for
you.

At last we come to the actual Quantitative Analysis of Origen’s text of John. The first
two tables present the witnesses in order of percentage agreement with Origen.*” Table 2 lists
all witnesses in descending order of agreement; the second separates the witnesses into their
respective families. Tables 4-5 reverse the comparison, ranking all witnesses according to
their agreement with those manuscripts closest to and farthest from Origen in Table 1. These

tables as well as Table 6 also provide data for manuscripts of a questionable nature—1241 in

the Alexandrians, N (1:1-8:39)* for the Westerns, and the Caesarean manuscripts as a whole.

TABLE 2:

WITNESSES RANKED ACCORDING TO PROPORTIONAL AGREEMENT WITH ORIGEN IN
GENETICALLY SIGNIFICANT VARIATIONS IN JOHN
(815 UNITS OF VARIATION)

Rank Witness Group Total Ag. Total Var. % Ag27 Err. Corr.
1. UBS Prim. Alex 706 815 86.6% 2.3%
2. p” Prim. Alex 444 520 85.4% 3.0%
3. B Prim. Alex 689 815 84.5% 2.5%
4, C Sec. Alex 383 455 84.2% 3.4%
5. L Sec. Alex 645 793 81.3% 2.7%
6. v Sec. Alex 636 815 78.0% 2.8%
7. Athanasius Sec. Alex 53 68 77.9% 10.1%
8. C* Byzantine 353 455 77.6% 3.8%

I have laid out the somewhat intricate history of these data in my Acknowledgments. In regards to the
Quantitative Analysis data, I began with the Quantitative Analyses calculated by Bruce Morrill, and then
adjusted those analyses after answering some unresolved questions he passed on to me. I also used the master
document of textual variation in John, also given to me by Morrill, to calculate the data involving correctors,
which were not included in Morrill’s Quantitative Analysis.

*6 That Sinaiticus is Western in this section has been amply demonstrated, but I wanted to show that Origen’s
data also confirms Fee’s findings.

% These are rounded to the nearest tenth. When it appears levels of agreement are the same, dividing the
agreement with Origen by the total variation units shows there is a difference, though only a few hundredths of
a percent. Given the degree of error correction, there is no need to show data to the hundredth place. The
inclusion of decimal places does not make claims concerning the precision of these data, but rather given for
ease of comparing the witnesses.
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9. 33 Sec. Alex 598 791 75.6% 3.0%
10. P66° 537 712 75.4% 3.2%
11. W Sec. Alex 411 557 73.8% 3.7%
12. X° (8:39-

21:25) 299 408 73.3% 4.3%
13. 892 Sec. Alex 422 577 73.1% 3.6%
14. f! Caesarean 586 814 72.0% 3.1%
15. po° Prim. Alex 512 712 71.9% 3.3%
16. X (8:39- 289 408

21:25) Prim. Alex 70.8% 4.4%
17. I Byzantine 576 814 70.8% 3.1%
18. 565 Caesarean 510 723 70.5% 3.3%
19. 579 Sec. Alex 533 757 70.4% 3.3%
20. A Byzantine 472 673 70.1% 3.5%
21, X°(1:1-8:38) 280 402 69.7% 4.5%
22. A Byzantine 556 804 69.2% 3.2%
23. E Byzantine 563 815 69.1% 3.2%
24. TR Byzantine 561 815 68.8% 3.2%
25. 700 Caesarean 560 815 68.7% 3.2%
26. Q Byzantine 547 800 68.4% 3.2%
27. 1241 Sec. Alex 541 794 68.1% 3.2%
28. Clement Prim. Alex. 32 47 68.1% 13.8%
29. ® Caesarean 554 814 68.1% 3.2%
30. b Western 526 798 65.9% 3.3%
31. £ Caesarean 532 815 65.3% 3.3%
32. a Western 518 803 64.5% 3.3%
33. p* Caesarean 33 52 63.5% 13.5%
34, e Western 485 800 60.6% 3.4%
35, R(1:1-8:38)  Western 240 402 59.7% 4.8%
36. D Western 326 657 49.6% 3.8%

When ranked according to agreement with Origen, the general pattern of witnesses
gratifyingly falls into place as one would expect. Even before Group Profiles further refine
the results of this Quantitative Analysis, Origen’s Alexandrian affinities shine through the
murkiness of manuscript multiplicity. With the exception of f' in 14™ place, Alexandrian
witnesses monopolize the top 15 ranks. It is significant that, again with one exception, every

Alexandrian witness stands in the top half of this chart.”®

%% The exception is Secondary Alexandrian 1241, and the place of this MS in the Secondary Alexandrian fold
has been questioned. See Gordon Fee, Papyrus Bodmer 11 (P66): Its Textual Relationships and Scribal
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Correspondingly, the lowest MSS demonstrate the distinct distance between Origen
and the Western witnesses—they fall to the very bottom of our chart, the five witnesses in
the bottom seven places, accompanied only by two Caesarean MSS. The leading Primary
Alexandrian witnesses P> and B and the leading Western witness D frame this portrait of
Origen’s textual affinities.

As noted above, Alexandrian witnesses dominate the top of the Table. Three out of
five of the Primary Alexandrian witnesses come first, averaging an impressive 85.5%
agreement with Origen. Eight Secondary Alexandrian witnesses then follow among ranks 4-
13.* The corrector to C is properly categorized Byzantine, which explains why the scribe
consistently moved away from Origen’s text toward Byzantine readings.’ The corrections
are few enough, however, that C’s strong Alexandrian affinities shine through the Byzantine
tint.

All the Byzantine manuscripts fall into ranks 14-29, accompanied by Caesarean and

Secondary Alexandrian witnesses. The placement of several MSS deserves further
discussion—fl, P66, Nb, the corrector to Na, 1241, and Clement.

It is interesting to note that family 1 ranks higher in agreement with Origen than the
Alexandrian manuscripts P, Rb, and 1241. Of course, the closeness in percentage cautions

us from making too much of this ranking; these manuscripts all fall within 1.2% of each

Characteristics (SD 34; Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1968), 79-80 and Ehrman, Didymus, 192-193,
205, 218-219 (cited in TFGWO, 29n25). See also the discussion following Table 4 below.

¥ Brogan concluded that Athanasius is best classified as a Secondary Alexandrian witnesses, especially in the
Gospel of John (Brogan, “The Text of the Gospels in the Writings of Athanasius,” 257).

39 Both correctors to C worked within the Byzantine tradition, the first in 6™ century Palestine and the second in
9™ century Constantinople. (Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the New Testament, 70). The correctors of C changed
the text 13 times toward agreement with Origen, and 43 times away, with an additional 4 instances of non-
agreement that did not change the percentage of agreement with Origen.
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other. Once the + 3-4% error correction is factored in, they become statistically equivalent.
As discussed in the last chapter, Kwang-Won Kim wrote a stimulating article that
demonstrated the close relationship between 1582, 1739, and Origen in Matthew.*' This
connection prompted me to examine the connection between these manuscripts in John.
Despite the seemingly high agreement between f' and Origen, however, there does not seem
to be a significant relationship with family 1 in particular. As can be seen in Table 6 below,
Origen’s agreement with the three primary Caesarean witnesses ranges from 72% with f'
(16™ place), 68.1% with ® (18" place), and 65.3% with f'*. The 72% agreement of f' with
Origen would be significant were there more distance between Origen and other witnesses,
but currently f' is merely lost in the crowd.

P® falls 12.6% below B in agreement with Origen and 3.5% below its corrector. This
is mostly likely due to two factors—the slightly mixed nature of this text and the carelessness
of the scribe, as opposed to the relative purity of P”° B and their disciplined copyists.”* The

reason the corrector of X (1:1-8:38) ranks 10% higher in agreement with Origen is simple; in

removing many of the Western idiosyncrasies of this manuscript, the scribe also moved the

readings closer to Origen. Though it clearly belongs in the Primary Alexandrian family,

3 Kim, “Codices 1582, 1739, and Origen,” JBL 69 (1950): 167-175.

3 Somewhat ironically, P and at least one set of corrections to P*® could come from the same hand! Metzger
stated, “Most [changes] appear to be the scribes corrections of his own hasty blunders, though others seem to
imply the use of a different exemplar.” Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the New Testament, 57. Philip Comfort
proposed another option, that the first corrector to P® was the diorthotes in a scriptorium. Philip Comfort,
Encountering the Manuscripts: An Introduction to New Testament Paleography & Textual Criticism (Nashville:
Broadman &Holman, 2005), 70.
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further investigation of the nature of X (8:39-21:25) would be necessary to determine why it

falls almost 15% below the model Primary Alexandrian couple P B.*

The placement of 1241 in these rankings at first seems surprising, but it must be noted
that the eight Secondary Alexandrian witnesses span 16 percentage points in agreement with
Origen, and 1241 is only 2.3% behind 579. Because the editors expressed their doubt
regarding this manuscript’s placement among the Secondary Alexandrian witnesses,
however, I will examine it further in this chapter and the next. Carl Cosaert classified
Clement’s text of John as a “rather impure representative of the Primary Alexandrian
family,”** but it is striking that in the preceding rankings of agreement with Origen, Clement
falls below all Secondary Alexandrian witnesses! Of course, the fact that Clement ranks 28"
of only 36 witnesses needs to be balanced by the observation that most of the middle
witnesses are separated only by a few percentage points, and that Clement falls only 3.8%
below P.

This straightforward listing of agreement with Origen reveals his basic textual
alignment, and separating the manuscripts into textual families clarifies the picture even

further, as is demonstrated in Table 3 below.

3 Fee’s article “Sinaiticus in the Gospel of John,” while tremendously enlightening regarding the Western
portion of John, gives less information on the Alexandrian section of this manuscript. Interestingly, P”° agrees
with Xb 10 points higher than B does (82.8% vs. 70.8%)

 Cosaert, “The Text of the Gospels in the Writings of Clement,” 341.

72



TABLE 3
PROPORTIONAL AGREEMENT WITH ORIGEN IN JOHN ARRANGED BY TEXTUAL GROUP

Primary Alexandrian

Witness Agreements Disagreements % Agreements Err. Corr.
UBS 706 109 86.6% 2.3%
p” 444 76 85.4% 3.0%
B 689 126 84.5% 2.5%
poe 512 200 71.9% 3.3%
X(8:39-1:24) 289 19 70.8% 4.4%
Total Prim. 2640 630 80.7%

Alex (2640/3270) 1.4%
Totals (-UBS) 1934 521 78.8%

(1934/2455)  1.6%

Secondary Alexandrian

Witness Agreements Disagreements % Agreements Err. Corr.
C 383 72 84.2% 3.4%
L 645 148 81.3% 2.7%
Y 636 179 78.0% 2.8%
33 598 193 75.6% 3.0%
W 411 146 73.8% 3.7%
892 422 155 73.1% 3.6%
579 533 224 70.4% 3.3%
1241 541 253 68.1% 3.2%

4169 1370 75.3%

Total 2™ Alex. (4169/5539) 1.1%

Total Alexandrian (with UBS)
6809 8809 77.3%
(6809/8809) 0.9%

Byzantine
Witness Agreements Disagreements % Agreements Err. Corr.

IT 576 238 70.8% 3.1%
A 472 201 70.1% 3.5%
A 556 248 69.2% 3.2%
E 563 252 69.1% 3.2%
TR 561 254 68.8% 3.2%
Q 547 253 68.4% 3.2%
Total 3275 1446 69.4%

Byzantine (3275/4721) 1.3%
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Caesarean
Witness

fl
565

700

®

3

Total
Caesarean

Western
Witness
b
a
e
N(1:1-8:38)
D

Total Western

In his discussion of textual families, Ernest Colwell suggested that families should
agree 70% with one another, with a distance of 10% between families.”® Bart Ehrman
cautioned against such an arbitrary assignment of difference, suggesting that “different
textual groups must be allowed to set their own levels of agreements—and these will vary.

Even with some room for fluctuation, however, the principle still holds that manuscript

Agreements
586

510
560
554
532
33
2775

Agreements
526

518
485
240
326
2095

Disagreements
228

213
255
260
283
19
1258

Disagreements
798

803
800
402

657
3460

% Agreements
72.0%

70.5%
68.7%
68.1%
65.3%
63.5%
68.8%
(2775/4033)

% Agreements
65.9%

64.5%
60.6%
59.7%
49.6%

60.5%
(2095/3460)

Err. Corr.
3.1%
3.3%
3.2%
3.2%
3.3%

13.5%

1.4%

Err. Corr.
3.3%
3.3%
3.4%
4.8%
3.8%

1.6%

9936

families should be close to members of their own families and farther from those of others;

otherwise the usefulness of these categories breaks down. Further, due to the complexity of

ascertaining the text of Patristic citations, more leeway should be given to determining the

33 Colwell and Tune, “Quantitative Relationships,” 29.

36 Ehrman, Didymus the Blind and the Text of the Gospels, 189.
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textual alignments of Church Fathers. Ehrman suggested that 65% agreement is sufficient for
determining textual groups in Patristic citations, with at least 6-8% between groups.”’

Origen’s 77.7% agreement with the Alexandrian witnesses clears the 70% hurdle with
ease, and the 20.2% gap between Primary Alexandrian and Western witnesses bears
testimony to his distance from this tradition. Although the gaps between Origen’s agreement
with the various families fall short of the 10% suggested by Colwell, they fall cleanly within
the 65% agreement 6-8% separation range. 7.9% separates the Alexandrian and Byzantine
families; counting from the Primary Alexandrian witnesses widens the gap to a respectable
11.3%. The Byzantines stand 8.9% closer to Origen than the Western witnesses, and even the
Primary and Secondary Alexandrian witnesses manifest a gap of 5.4%, which is significant
in light of the close streams of tradition shared by these subfamilies.

The one exception to these distinctions begs a question already at hand—whether one
can distinguish a Caesarean text in John. A scant 0.6% separates the Byzantine witnesses
from the Caesarean, and error correction obliterates even this distinction. All the Byzantine
witnesses would fall comfortably within the range of agreements demonstrated by the
Caesarean MSS. The Byzantines are somewhat closer to Origen as a whole, but this is to be
expected given the conflated nature of this text. Even this first analysis casts long shadows of
doubt concerning the existence of a Caesarean text in John, and I will return to this question
in the discussion of Table 6 below.

The preceding two tables of data set forth a picture of Origen’s textual affinities,
demonstrating clearly that Origen belongs among our strongest witnesses to the Primary

Alexandrian text. The following tables serve to authenticate Origen’s Alexandrian alignment,

37 Ibid., 222, with the argument for this position on 195-202.

75



as well as to address specific questions regarding manuscripts 1241, P*, and X. In addition, I

will begin to address the question of a cohesive Caesarean text type in John.

Tables 5 and 6 rank our representative witnesses against those MSS closest to
Origen—Alexandrian P”® B C, and those farthest from him—Western D b a. In this manner,
we can see whether Origen stands as close to or far from these witnesses as they do to him in
terms of ranking of course, not percentage. Tautologically, the percentage of agreement
between a witness and Origen and Origen and that witness is the same. But saying there is a
fifteen-foot distance between two people in a line is different than saying there are four or ten
people between them standing in that fifteen feet of space. For comparative purposes I have

paired 1241 with the Alexandrian witnesses, as well as Ra (1:1-8:39) with the Western

witnesses. P** stands with the Caesarean witnesses @ f' f°—a questioned member of a
questioned family!
TABLE 4

PROPORTIONAL AGREEMENT WITH LEADING ALEXANDRIAN WITNESSES (AND 1241)

P? B C 1241
1. UBS 90.6% 1. UBS 90.4% 1. UBS 87.5% | 1. 1241 78.7%
2. B 88.7% 2. P75 88.7% 2. B 85.5% | 2. 892 78.1%
3. Or 854% 3. C 85.5% 3. P75 85.4% | 3. 700 77.0%
4, C 85.4% 4. Or 84.5% 4. Or 84.2% | 4. 11 76.3%
5. 01b 82.8% 5. L 80.2% 5. L 80.8% | 5. TR 76.0%
6. L 81.2% 6. P66 74.4% 6. 33 798% | 6. Q 75.7%
7. W 791% 7. ¥ 73.9% 7. ¥ 75.8% | 7. E 75.4%
8. V¥ 79.0% &8 W 71.8% & 892 75.8% | 8. A 75.2%
9. P45 77.4% 9. 33 71.6% 9. P66 744% 9. ¥ 74.9%
10. 33 76.4% 10. 892 71.4% 10. W 72.2% | 10. f13 74.6%
11. P66 75.2% 11. 01b 70.8% 11. 579 71.8% | 11. 33 73.8%
12. 892 75.1% 12. P45 69.2% 12. 1241 71.4% | 12. A 72.3%
13. 579 74.0% 13. 579 67.9% 13. II 70.5% | 13. L 72.2%
14. A 72.9% 14. Ath 67.4% 14. A 69.6% | 14. 565 71.4%
15. 11 71.7% 15. A 66.3% 15. P45 69.2% | 15. C 69.9%
16. f1 70.5% 16. f1 65.6% 16. fl 69.2% | 16. O 69.2%

\]
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17. E 704% 17. 10 65.6% 17. 565 68.8% | 17. fl 69.1%
18. A 69.4% 18. b 65.5% 18. A 68.3% | 18. UBS 68.8%
19. 565 69.1% 19. a 65.0% 19. E 68.1% | 19. P75 68.4%
20. 1241 68.8% 20. Clem 64.6% 20. Q 68.0% | 20. 579 68.1%
21. 700 68.7% 21. © 64.1% 21. Clem 68.0% | 21. Or 65.6%
22. Q 68.5% 22. E 63.6% 22. 700 67.7% | 22. Ath 64.7%
23. © 68.3% 23. A 63.6% 23. TR 67.5% | 23. b 63.8%
24. TR 67.9% 24. Did 63.3% 24. © 67.4% | 24. a 63.7%
25. Ath 66.7% 25. 565 63.2% 25. Did 66.7% | 25. W 62.1%
26. a 65.8% 26. 700 63.1% 26. Ath 66.7% | 26. Did 62.0%
27. Clem 64.0% 27. TR 62.3% 27. 01b 65.2% | 27. B 61.8%
28. fl3 63.3% 28. Q 62.3% 28. fl3 63.5% | 28. P66 58.5%
29. b 63.2% 29. 1241 62.0% 29. b 62.4% | 29. 0lb 58.2%
30. Did 59.6% 30. e 60.1% 30. a 62.1% | 30. e 50.5%
31. e 57.5% 31. Ola 58.0% 31. Ola 61.3% | 31. D 47.6%
32. Ola 57.4% 32. fl13 57.7% 32. e 56.5% | 32. Ola 39.2%
33. D 514% 33. D 472% 33. D 48.9% | 33. P45 NA

Table 4 showcases the impressive solidarity of the Alexandrian witnesses, as well as
Origen’s status in this cadre. The consistency of alignment between these manuscripts is
striking—bracketing modern UBS for the moment, these manuscripts cluster at the top of
each table, with Origen among the strongest witnesses to each member of the Primary
Alexandrian group—following only B to P”, and third to B and C. Origen’s percentage of
agreement with these Alexandrian pillars remains consistent between 84.2% with C and
85.5% with B. As they do with Origen, the Western witnesses fall to the bottom when
compared with P”> B C, with D bringing up the rear in every case. This chart also confirms
Fee’s characterization of Sinaiticus’ dual nature, as Xa ranks relatively high among the
Primary Alexandrian witnesses (with 82.8% agreement with P>, 70.8% agreement with B,

but only 65.2% agreement with Secondary Alexandrian C) and Xa ranks down with the

Western witnesses in each case (57.4% with P”, 58% with B, and 61.3% with C). These data
could lead to further fruitful analysis, but Origen’s place among these Alexandrian

representatives requires little further discussion.
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Regarding 1241, we saw above that it shows the least agreement with Origen among

the Secondary Alexandrian witnesses—only 68.%. This remains close to 70% however, and

the eight Secondary Alexandrian witnesses range widely in agreement with Origen even

without 1241—from 70.4% to 84.2%. Quantitative Analysis fails to confirm or disqualify

1241 from the Secondary Alexandrian family, so we will need to look at the patterns of

agreement in the next chapter.
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b 63.0%
a 62.8%
e 61.7%
UBS 61.4%
C 61.3%
Or 59.7%
P66  58.6%
B 58.0%
D 57.7%
P75 57.4%
Did 55.6%
v 55.2%
L 54.2%
33 54.1%
Ath  53.8%
E 53.7%
® 53.5%
A 52.8%
f1 52.7%
I1 52.7%
Clem 52.6%
A 52.2%
Q 52.2%
579  52.0%
892 51.7%
700  51.7%
TR  51.7%
565 50.4%
f13 48.3%



30. C 48.9% 30. C 62.4% 30. C 62.1% | 30. 1241 47.6%
31. 01b  48.6% 31. Did  50.0% 31. Did 485% [ 31. W  472%
32. B 472% 32. Ath  49.1% 32. Ath 46.8% | 32. P45 NA

33. Did 453% 33. Clem 37.9% 33. Clem 43.1% | 33. 0lb NA
The Western witnesses have been noted for their lack of agreement even with each
other, but their textual affinities emerge relatively clearly in this Quantitative Analysis. The
Latin manuscripts rise to the top in all four instances; D and b are particularly close to each

other, sharing about 70% agreement. Origen keeps his distance from these witnesses as they
do to him; he is closest to b, at 65.9% agreement, followed by a at 64.4%, Ra at 59.7%, and

finally D at 49.6%. This comparison confirms Fee’s conclusion that “Codex Sinaiticus is a
leading Greek representative of the Western textual tradition in John 1:1-8:38.738 This
discovery is tremendously valuable, as it adds part of Sinaiticus to D’s lone Greek witness to
the Western text.

The previous tables have more or less confirmed our expectations regarding Origen’s
textual alignment, and the Group Profiles of the next chapter will clarify these alignments
even more dramatically. I return now to a peripheral issue, namely the question of the
presence of a Caesarean text in the Gospel of John. As noted in the history of research, while
studies by Lake and others have demonstrated a Caesarean text in Mark, other studies have
seriously called into question the coherence of this text type. Fee remarks that a Caesarean
text has “never been defined in John.”*® What does insight does our initial Quantitative
Analysis lend to this question? As noted above, the blending of the Caesarean and Byzantine
texts’ agreement with Origen gives one pause. In the final table, I have organized the

witnesses according to agreement with three Caesarean witnesses, ©, fl, and . 1 have also

38 Fee, “Codex Sinaiticus in the Gospel of John,” 243.

¥ 1bid., 226.
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included P* in order to address the question of whether this manuscript belongs with the

other Caesarean witnesses, assuming these witnesses comprise a family at all in John. For

illustrative purposes I have put the Caesarean witnesses in our sample in bold.

TABLE 6

PROPORTIONAL AGREEMENT WITH LEADING CAESAREAN WITNESSES (AND p* )

C)
1. 1 78.5%
2. TR  77.8%
3. A 77.7%
4, E 77.5%
5. Q 76.6%
6. 892  76.6%
7. 700 76.5%
8. A 76.5%
9. B 75.8%

10. f 74.9%
11. ¥ 74.1%
12. 565  73.4%
13. 33 72.0%
14. UBS 70.0%
15. 1241  69.7%
16. 579  68.9%
17. P75  68.3%
18. Orig  68.1%
19. Ath  67.4%
20. C 67.4%
21. L 66.3%
22. P¥ 654%
23. a 65.2%
24. b 64.7%
25. W 63.8%
26. B 62.9%
27. P66  61.6%
28. 01b  60.2%
29. e 59.8%
30. Did  59.4%
31. Clem 56.8%
32. Ola  53.5%

33. D 52.1%
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79.0%
78.6%
78.5%
77.5%
76.1%
76.1%
75.8%
74.9%
74.6%
74.1%
72.8%
70.4%
68.2%
67.9%
65.3%
64.8%
64.7%
64.2%
64.2%
63.5%
63.3%
63.0%
60.1%
58.6%
58.4%
58.3%
57.7%
52.4%
51.9%
50.8%

48.3%

e e A o e

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

p%
892
P75
UBS

700
D

e

I1
TR
579
RE
Clem
1241
Ola

Did

100%*
77.4%
71.2%
69.2%
69.2%
69.2%
67.3%
65.4%
65.4%
65.0%
63.5%
63.5%
63.5%
61.5%
61.5%
61.5%
60.0%
59.6%
59.6%
57.7%
57.7%
55.8%
55.8%
55.8%
55.8%
55.8%
55.8%
53.8%
51.9%
50.0%
39.2%
NA

NA

0 This 100% agreement is merely a fluke, as P** and 892 share only 3 readings available for analysis.
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The Caesarean witnesses do seem to cluster in ranking with reference to ©,
considered the lead representative of this group. 700 £ f' and 565 huddle between ranks 7-
12, with P* trailing ten places and eight percentage points behind. Note, however, that five
out of six of the highest agreements with ® are Byzantine, though these top 12 ranks are
separated by only 5.1 percentage points. It is interesting to note that 892 ranks high among all
of these Caesarean witnesses. In families 1 and 13 the Caesarean witnesses are spread out
even more among the rankings, though the proximity of the percentages renders firm
conclusions difficult. It cannot be contested that these manuscripts share common readings;
565 shows considerable agreement with f', 88.2% which is almost 10% higher than the next
witness, and 700 with f'* at 79.1%. But again, the question is how distinctive these Caesarean
witnesses are from their Byzantine counterparts. This issue will be examined further in the
remaining chapters. This preliminary investigation does cast serious doubt on the place of P*
in this group, however. P* agrees more with six Alexandrian witnesses than it does with !
The other Caesarean manuscripts fall in 17", 23", and 29" places. These rankings hint that
P* may be aligned more with the Alexandrian witnesses than with the Byzantine or
Caesarean ones, but more investigation would be required to reach such a conclusion. Even
so, Origen agrees with P* even less than with the other Caesarean witnesses.

The Quantitative Analysis carried out in this chapter has confirmed some conclusions,
such as Origen’s Alexandrian affinities and distance from the Western tradition, has cast into
doubt the existence of the Caesarean text, and has failed to resolve some issues, such as the
place of 1241 in the Alexandrian tradition. Quantitative Analysis is helpful but limited, and

studies that end with this preliminary analysis remain incomplete, and risk misleading
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readers. To these bare statistical agreements must be added examination of patterns of
readings, which can be very telling regarding textual affinities. In the following chapter, I

will embark upon analysis of these Group Profiles.
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Chapter IV

ORIGEN’S TEXT OF JOHN: GROUP PROFILES

Following the method devised by Colwell and Tune and refined by other scholars, the
Quantitative Analysis of the previous chapter demonstrated that Origen supports the Primary
Alexandrian text. It is fortunate that in the case of Origen, even this pattern of overall
manuscript agreements and disagreements confirms my thesis. This is not always the case
however, and further methodology is needed to determine accurately the affinities of a
Church Father’s text. Bart Ehrman developed just such a method for his examination of the
textual alignments of the gospel text of Didymus the Blind.! As this method has been widely
accepted, I will not review its development in detail here.” But as it is also somewhat
complicated, I will walk through the manner in which one carries out these analyses.

These group profiles constitute the core of the present study. Instead of registering
flat percentages of overall agreement, the following profiles examine patterns of readings.
As will be seen, this shift makes a tremendous difference and leads to conclusive results.
Whereas a close percentage of agreement in manuscripts gives an indication of general
relatedness, patterns of agreement of the variants point out “family traits” in readings shared
by the representative manuscripts. The succinctness of the Group Profile Tables belies the
pain-staking labor required to produce them, but the rich yield of data provided by these

Profiles justifies this effort. Examining patterns of agreement among variation units as well

! Bart D. Ehrman, Didymus the Blind and the Text of the Gospels (NTGF 1; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986).



as among manuscripts produces the most conclusive portrait of textual alignment possible.
Additionally, once organized properly, these data provide a valuable resource for further
research.

I will take this opportunity to explain the extensive Appendices that concludes this
work. Appendix 1, “Textual Variation in John”, lists every instance of significant variation in
the gospel of John. All representative witnesses are listed by textual family with the variant
that they attest, which is represented by a number. Finally, all textual families are included
with a classification of that reading as Uniform or Predominant. Appendix 2, “Key to Textual
Variation in John,” completes the information presented in Appendix 1, as it provides the full
text of the variants represented by numbers in the first table. Organizing the data in this
manner enables the investigator to take in the patterns of variation at a glance, a convenience
unequalled in any apparatus of the New Testament.> Were such a person so inclined, even
someone without knowledge of Greek or textual criticism could understand these data. I will

show how this table and its key work by choosing a variant at random and explaining it.

N-JEN o1
N \© 0
— RN

ab eDI1r CLWuwy

A EA DT QR

1:21-
13 [46 3 * 42[2 25 212 4* 2 2000]*0 0 0 00000 00

0

? Reuben Swanson’s volumes of parallel manuscripts come close in that they allow access to the full text of
important NT manuscripts, but you cannot see textual alignments in a glance as you can with this information.
See Reuben J. Swanson, ed. New Testament Greek Manuscripts: Variant Readings Arranged in Horizontal
Lines against Codex Vaticanus (4 vols; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995). I cannot take full credit for
this organization. As I stated in the Acknowledgments, Bruce Morrill sent me these data in an Excel file, and I
formatted it and organized it for greater clarity, and used it to produce the data in this chapter. He also emailed
me an earlier form of the Key to Variants located in the Appendix. Much of the credit for this organization
therefore goes to him. The remainder of this thesis will demonstrate the tremendous usefulness of this
organization, which allows the data to be analyzed efficiently in a multitude of ways.
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This example shows the variant 1:21-13.* This variant is located in the key of textual
variants, which follows this table:

1:21-13 Tt ovv NAtag (1) ov(1)
TL OLV GL NALOG €l
Origen P75 C* ¥ 33 UBS

2 T1G 0LV GL NALOG €L

\S]

P66

3 TLovV €l oL NAOG €L
e

4 11 0LV NG €l
OlLa

5 ©L oLV TL NALOG €l
B

6 mMAag et ov
b

*  /Missing/
P45D W

This variation unit contains six different readings. The first reading,
TL OLV NALOG €1 GV, is that attested by all manuscripts not otherwise shown here, and
constitutes the reading “0”. If the reader consults this variant in Appendix 1 (p. XXX), he or
she can see clearly that reading “0” is attested by Secondary Alexandrians 579 892 1241, as
well as by all extant Caesarean and Byzantine witnesses. Origen agrees with three’ Primary
Alexandrian witnesses and three Secondary Alexandrian witnesses in reading “2”,
T1[g] ovv 6L NAag €1. Reading “4”, 11 oLV NALOG €, is attested by 01 and L. This
agreement is likely coincidental, which is why these analyses include readings only when
they are attested by at least two members of the same textual group. Two singular readings

round out the sample—reading “3”, Tt oLV €1 6L NAL0G €1, attested by manuscript e; and

4«13” is the variant number. Thus the 1:21-13 means Chapter 1, verse 21, variant number 13. These number are
random, however; the 13 does not indicate that there are 13 variants. I don’t know if there is a mysterious
computer reason why these variants are random, but I did not think that the small increase in clarity merited
renumbering the thousands of variants.

> P% is also listed as supporting variant 2 because the only difference between the two readings is Tt and Tig.
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“6”, n\iag €1 oL, copied by the scribe of b. The asterisk indicates that manuscripts P*> D W
are lacunose here. I have not included the listings of the classifications here, but Appendix 1
notes that the pattern of readings is as follows: Predominant in Primary Alexandrian (reading
2), Uniform in Byzantine (reading 0), Uniform*® in Caesarean (reading 0), and no category
for Secondary and overall Alexandrian. In other words, three out of five Primary
Alexandrians line up with reading 2; all Byzantines and Caesareans agree in reading 0, and
Secondary and Alexandrian groups fall short of distinctive patterns of agreement.

Having explained the presentation of data, I can describe the makeup and execution
of the profiles.’ Profile One, the “Inter-Group” profile, examines the most significant
variants—those shared by only members of one group (Distinctive and Exclusive) and those
that have greater group than non-group support (Primary readings). It will be noted that these
categories are organized from most to least significant. The name “Inter-Group” refers to the
fact that the categories are affected by the readings of all members of a group, not just one.

Distinctive Readings
Readings supported by more than half of one textual group and no others.®

Exclusive Readings

Readings supported by at least two members of one textual group and no others.’

® Uniform with an asterisk indicates those places where all extant members of a family attest a reading. In most
cases it is clear that the missing MS would have agreed with its family members (when 4/5 Primary
Alexandrians agree, or 7/8 Secondary Alexandrians unite. | have nuanced this category because it seems foolish
to allow vagaries of preservation to skew our research more than absolutely necessary.

" See Ehrman, Didymus, 223-253 as well as his article “The Use of Group Profiles for the Classification of New
Testament Documentary Evidence,” STCNT, 9-32; repr. from JBL 106 (1987), 465-86. Finally, the
dissertations and NTGF volumes discuss this method; for example Brogan, “Text of the Gospels in the Writings
of Athanasius,” 225-258.

¥ In this study the following numbers are required for a reading to be Distinctive: Primary Alexandrian 3;
Secondary Alexandrian 5; Alexandrian 7; Caesarean 4, Byzantine 4, Western 3.

? But obviously that are not Distinctive.

86



Primary Readings
Readings that have greater group than non-group support.10

Profile Two, the “Intra-Group profile,” tabulates the strength of a specific groups
reading, regardless of whether or not other groups also attest that reading. There are two
categories in this profile:

Uniform Readings
All members of a group support a given variant

Predominant Readings
At least two-thirds of a group’s members support a given variant''

The third group profile combines the first two, with dramatic results, as will be seen
below. It tabulates those readings that are both Distinctive or Primary and Uniform or
Predominant. '*

As will be seen in these portraits of variation agreements, significance in variation
units stems from distinctiveness either in character or distribution. A character of a variant
can be either so distinctive that there is no way its attestation by multiple manuscripts is

coincidental, or the pattern of agreement can be so distinctive that genealogical relationship

"1 counted readings that have exactly 50% support rather than greater than 50% in two instances: 1) when all
members of the group attested the variant (so if all 4 Primary Alexandrian witnesses attested a reading and 4
non-Alexandrians also contained that reading); 2) where more than 10 variants are involved.

' The numbers required for a reading to be Predominant in this study are the same as those for Distinctive
above, except for Alexandrian, where 8 agreements are necessary for a reading to be predominant. I counted 3/5
agreement as Predominant in the Primary Alexandrian and Western groups when they have 5 members, even
though it is 60% agreement, rather than 66% agreement, because this is still a clear majority and is closer to
66% than requiring 4/5 agreement, or 80%.

12 All previous studies titled this profile “Uniform Predominant Readings that are also Distinctive, Exclusive, or
Primary.” Including “Exclusive” in this list, however, is not only unnecessary but also illogical, as it is
mathematically impossible for a reading to be both Predominant (Two-thirds of witnesses in a group attest a
reading) and Exclusive (at least two but less than half of the members of a family attest a reading). The two
categories are mutually exclusive. I have therefore removed “Exclusive” from the title.
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is assured, however minor that variation may be. Examples of both of these categories will be
seen in the profile below. I have first listed the profiles, followed by a discussion and
concluding with a list of the verses in each category.

The method by which these data were counted merits explanation, as counting
hundreds of points of agreement and disagreement has by far been the most difficult and
tedious step of these analyses of Patristic texts. At first [ used a combination of Microsoft
Word and Excel,” but I learned subsequently that Excel can calculate efficiently any
counting that is necessary.

Though statistical computer programs can deal with such data even more effectively
than Excel, given the wide distribution of the latter program, I will explain methods using
Excel. The combination of two Excel commands, preceded by sorting if needed, allows for
quick and effective counting. To determine Uniform and Predominant readings, I first sorted
out all the Uniform and Predominant readings, copied the names of all the manuscripts, and
then in the first cell after those numbers typed “=IF($AF2=B2,1,0)” In this instance, column
B2 represented manuscript a and AF2 listed whether there was a Primary Alexandrian
Uniform (or Predominant) reading for that variant. This formula tells Excel to return a “1” if
the two columns are equal, and a “0” if they are not. The “$” anchors the formula to one cell
instead of shifting it according to relative cells. You can drag this formula across all the
listings of manuscripts then down all the listing of variants, and once you calculate the sum

of the columns, Excel calculates the totals! Another tremendously useful formula is

1 put the reading of Origen in a column besides the given “Uniform” or “Predominant” reading in the table,
and then used the command “=CONCATENATE(A2,B2)” if I wanted to combine those two cells into one
column. I then pasted column by column into Microsoft Word and used the “find” and “replace” functions to
count these—for example, replacing “22, Predom” would find all those instances where Origen agreed with a
Predominant reading in a given family in reading variant number 2. Though this saves a great deal of time,
using only Excel is even more effective and accurate.
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“=COUNTIF(A2:A91, "=*")", with the asterisk standing for the value you want to isolate.
This formula tells Excel to calculate the total instances of “*” in the range of A2 and A91.
Since asterisks represent places where manuscripts are lacunose, this formula allows
calculation of the denominators for the various profiles. No further Excel lessons are
necessary, but it suffices to say that if a researcher can think of a way to manipulate the data,
Excel can probably calculate it. The value of using Excel is tremendous, as it simultaneously
saves countless hours of tedious labor and minimizes the human error that is inevitable in
calculations by hand. A final benefit of this method is that sharing these Excel files allows
these analyses to be duplicated and checked, a prohibitively complex task when the

information exists only on paper. We now turn to the analyses themselves.

TABLE 7
GROUP PROFILE ANALYSIS
Profile One, Inter Group Relationships
Distinctive Exclusive Primary Totals
Alex. 15/16'(93.8%) 26/83 (31.3%) 195/286 (68.2%) 236/385 (60.6%)
Prim. Alex.  1/1'° (100%) 4/14 (28.6%) 40/60 (66.7%) 45/75 (60%)
Sec. Alex 0/0 (0%) 2/18 (11.1%) 21/52 (40.4%) 23/70 (32.9)
Caesarean 0/0 (0%) 0/18 (0%) 2/22 (9%) 2/40 (5%)
Byzantine 0/0 (0%) 1/5 (20%) 0/41 (0%) 1/46 (2.2%)
Western 0/62 (0%) 0/93 (0%) 2/74 (2.7%) 2/229 (0.9%)

' Origen’s sole break from the Alexandrian Distinctive readings occurs in 19:41. Origen reads £te0n with the
majority of manuscripts against g tefeipevog, which is supported by three Primary and two Secondary
Alexandrian witnesses (P° X B W 579 UBS). There is no reason to doubt the genetic significance of this
variant.

'> What is this sole Distinctive Primary Alexandrian reading? It is an example of significance by distribution
rather than by character—it is only the reading ocvt® rather than eavtw. Before it is discounted, however, note
that it is attested by every extant Primary Alexandrian MS. Therefore a genealogical relationship is highly
likely, despite the synonymous character of the variant.
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Profile Two, Intra-Group Relationships16

Uniform'’ Predominant Totals
Alex. 141/148 (95.3%) 389/460 (84.6%) 530/608 (87.2%)
Prim. Alex  410/456 (89.9%) 195/264 (73.9%) 605/720 (84%)
Sec. Alex 224/254 (88.2%) 301/381 (79%) 525/635 (82.7%)
Byzantine 498/584 (85.3%) 109/195 (55.9%) 607/779 (77.9%)
Caesarean 294/394 (74.6%) 160/223 (71.7%) 454/617 (73.6%)
Western 82/149 (55%) 134/259 (51.7%) 216/408 (52.9%)

Profile Three, Uniform and Predominant Readings that are also Distinctive or Primary

Uniform"® Predominant Totals
Alex. 6/6 (100%) 94/108 (87%) 100/114 (87.7%)
Prim. Alex. 31/38 (81.2%) 12/23 (52.2%) 43/61 (70.5%)
Sec. Alex.  3/3 (100%) 9/14 (64.3%) 12/17 (70.6%)"
Caesarean 0/1 0/0 0/1
Byzantine 0/0 0/1 0/1
Western 0/15 (0%) 0/39 (0%) 0/54 (0%)

This comparison of “distinctive family traits” of the manuscript families confirms the
findings of the Quantitative Analysis of the last chapter and reveals Origen’s textual affinities
even more clearly. The first glance at the percentages supports the thesis that Origen is a

strong witness to the Primary Alexandrian tradition—he agrees 60.6% with the distinctive

' For a breakdown of these readings see the detailed table in Appendix I. In 27 instances, Origen’s reading is
listed as “9”, indicating that he attests two readings. In all but one instance, Origen reads with the first two
variant options—variant 0 and 2 (except for 12:13-46 and 17:5-22 where the readings are listed as 0 and 3). As
these readings cancel each other out, I did not include them. The exception is 8:39-43, where Origen reads with
variant numbers 10 and 11. 10 is a Predominant Reading for the Primary Alexandrian and Western groups;
Origen supports the reading enoteite with P X* B°D E W @ a e UBS as well as motette with P° B* 700. In
this instance I counted his support in those two categories. It is interesting to note that the Primary Alexandrians
are perfectly split between these two readings (bracketing UBS) and Origen attests them both.

' This category includes both Uniform and Uniform* (all extant witnesses attest the reading, missing only one).
See the end of this chapter for a listing and selective discussion of variant readings in all categories.

' The information for the Uniform* category: Primary Alexandrian 6/7; Secondary Alexandrian 1/1;
Alexandrian 6/6; Byzantine 0/0; Caesarean 0/1; Western 0/4

' Though the Secondary Alexandrian readings are technically 0.1 higher than the Primary Alexandrian, the
larger amount of data lends greater significance to the Primary Alexandrian agreements, as adding back in error
correction demonstrates: The Primary Alexandrian data have an error correction of 11.8%, and the error
correction for Secondary Alexandrian readings is more than double that of its Primary counterpart—24.1%!
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Alexandrian readings and those of Primary Alexandrian witnesses. His support of the
Secondary Alexandrian witnesses is significantly lower, but still far higher than his
agreement with the Byzantine,”’ Caesarean, and Western distinctive readings, which fall
almost to zero. This dramatic difference in the families validates the importance of these
Group Profiles. Instead of differences of a few degrees between manuscript families seen in
the Quantitative Analysis, the groups are separated by over thirty points, something Ernest
Colwell would be pleased to see.

As impressive as these percentages are, a close examination of the distribution of
these readings increases appreciation for the value of this method. Origen’s agreement with
the Exclusive Alexandrian readings is still higher than his agreement with the other
manuscript families, but is far lower than his agreement with those readings shared by at least
half of the Alexandrian witnesses. This disparity reflects the idiosyncratic nature of
Exclusive readings—because only two manuscripts need to agree to create an Exclusive
reading, accidental agreement is more likely than in the case of Distinctive or Primary
readings.

It is highly significant that Origen agrees with the sole Distinctive Primary
Alexandrian reading and all but one of the sixteen instances where over half of the Primary
Alexandrians agree against all other manuscripts. This agreement demonstrates that in those
instances where our best New Testament witnesses agree against all others, Origen stands

with them virtually every time.?' It is also interesting to note that the Byzantine agreement

% This lack of Byzantine support confirms the editors’ choice to limit the number of Byzantine witnesses in
these profiles, which would otherwise have served “only to inflate the statistical relations of all other witnesses
both in relation to one another and to Origen.” (TFGWO, 29)

?! The early and influential nature of the Alexandrian text explains why Distinctive Alexandrian readings are
not more common.
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with Origen drops from 69.4% in the Quantitative Analysis to almost zero in the Group
Profiles. This dramatic shift of the later text confirms the value that these Group Profiles hold
for accurately determining a Church Father’s textual affinities. The significance and clarity
of these data therefore relegate to the category of incomplete all studies that do not include
these profiles.

I will return to the question of the Caesarean text in the next chapter, but it is useful to
note here the lack of distinctive Caesarean readings. There are only about half as many
Primary readings among the Caesarean witnesses as the already low Byzantine agreements. It
is true that there are more Exclusive readings, but again this could be either accidental
agreement or the agreement of just two or three members of the Caesarean manuscripts.
These data have supported the thesis that though there are clearly relationships between the
individual manuscripts of the “Caesarean” group, it does not attain the distinctiveness of a
textual grouping on a par with the Alexandrian or Western groups.

While tabulation of those instances where all or two-thirds of a family members agree
(“Uniform” and “Predominant” readings) confirms Origen’s Alexandrian alignment
generally, the results are almost disappointing after the clarity of the last profile. Origen’s
agreement with the Alexandrian witnesses in these readings surpasses the Byzantine and
Caesarean readings by almost 10%, and cleanly separates Origen from the Western witnesses
with a gap of over 30%. But compared to the distinctiveness of the results from the Inter-
Group profile, these results are less impressive. On the other hand, Origen’s agreement with
Uniform Alexandrian readings is worthy of note. Origen’s place among the Alexandrian
family is confirmed by the fact that in those 148 instances where every one of these 12 or 13

witnesses agree, Origen supports them 95.3% of the time. His support of the Primary
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Alexandrian Uniform readings is not much lower—just under 90%. Though this profile is
more ambiguous than the others, this breakdown of Uniform readings still demonstrates the
firm support attested by Origen for the Alexandrian text—Origen’s agreement with Uniform
Primary Alexandrian readings is 15.3% higher than his support of Caesarean readings and
34.9% higher than the Western Uniform readings. The gap increases when the unified
witness of the Alexandrians are taken as a body—20.7% for the Uniform Caesarean readings
and 45.7% for the Western.

The difference between these two profiles is the inclusion of non-distinctive readings
in these statistics. The simple removal from these agreements those instances where multiple
families share the same reading would change the numbers dramatically. And the Third
Group Profile, ranking Origen’s agreement with readings that are Uniform or Predominant
and also Distinctive or Primary, accomplishes exactly this.

The increase in lucidity from the second profile to the third is stunning. This profile
filters out all ambiguous data, leaving a clear view of Origen’s textual affinities. Examining
the Intra-Group Profile data is like seeing a cathedral first when it is covered in snow after a
storm—you can clearly tell it is a church and count the towers, but can make out details only
vaguely. The removal of readings shared by other groups is like the wind that blows away all
the snow, revealing the exquisite details of moldings and stained glass.

To change the analogy, this profile brings the Alexandrian melody to a crescendo,
sealing the thesis that Origen is an impressively faithful witness to the Primary Alexandrian
text. This combination of readings reduces the Byzantine and Caesarean elements literally to
zero, and the Western witness even lower, were that possible. Only the Alexandrian support

is left, standing as a monument to Origen’s alignment with this purest of textual types. And
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though Origen’s percentage of agreement with each strand of the Alexandrian tradition is
virtually identical, the fact that Origen shares over three times as many Primary as Secondary
Alexandrian readings in this specialized third category confirms yet again that Origen
belongs among these pillars of relative textual purity. This third profile also vindicates the
separate tabulation of the Alexandrian data in addition to Primary and Secondary, as Origen’s
agreement with the readings shared by the majority of all the Alexandrian witnesses is
seventeen percent higher than that shared with either stream of this tradition.

The fact that Origen shares not one of the dominant Western readings is also
significant. This absolute void becomes especially important for the investigation of
Heracleon’s text, as has been undertaken by Bart Ehrman® and will be addressed in the next
chapter. Origen’s preservation of a text so unlike his own and attested by his opponent speaks
a great deal about his attention to detail and faithfulness in scriptural citation. We can thus
have even greater confidence in these data.

The Third Profile leaves little doubt that Origen belongs among the Primary rather
than the Secondary Alexandrian witnesses. This chapter will conclude with a final
confirmation of this fact. One way to establish the degree of affinity with the Primary versus
the Secondary Alexandrian text is to rank all witnesses according to agreement with those
readings that are Uniform and Predominant among the Primary Alexandrian witnesses.

Comparing all witnesses with those places where all or most of our best manuscripts agree

22 See Bart Ehrman, “Heracleon, Origen, and the Text of the Fourth Gospel,” STCNT , 267-280; repr. from VC
47 (1993), 105-118; as well as idem., “Heracleon and the ‘Western” Textual Tradition,” STCNT, 281-299; repr.
from NTS 40 (1994), 161-179.
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provides a quick calibration for the purity of their texts.” We can therefore see where Origen
falls in this ranking.
Profile Four, Alexandrian Affinities

TABLE 7

WITNESSES RANKED ACCORDING TO PROPORTIONAL AGREEMENT WITH THE UNIFORM AND
PREDOMINANT EARLY ALEXANDRIAN TEXT IN JOHN

Uniform Uniform and Predominant

1. UBS  (456/456) 100.0% 1.  UBS (710/718) 98.90%
2. B (456/456) 100.0% 2. B (686/718) 95.50%
3. P66 (441/441) 100.0% 3. P75  (465/494) 94.10%
4. P75 (350/350) 100.0% 4. C  (356/397) 89.70%
5. 01b (173/173)  100.0% 5. 0lb  (298/341) 87.40%
6. C (229/248)  92.3% 6. L (602/706) 85.30%
7. Origen (409/456)  89.7% 7. Origen (610/718) 85.00%
8. L (405/456)  88.8% 8. P66  (545/653) 83.5%"
9. W (234/276)  84.8% 9. ¥ (578/718) 80.50%
10. ¥ (384/456)  84.2% 10. W (382/479) 79.70%
11. 892 (293/367)  79.8% 11, 33 (549/696) 78.90%
12. 33 (351/440)  79.8% 12. 892  (410/526) 77.90%
13. P45 (25/32) 78.1% 13. 700  (504/677) 74.40%
14. 579 (349/449)  77.7% 14. A (437/587) 74.40%
15. A (287/372)  77.2% 15, fl  (523/717) 72.90%
16. fl (342/455)  75.2% 16. I (522/717) 72.80%
17. 1 (337/455)  74.1% 17. 579  (510/708) 72.00%
18. 565 (298/407)  73.2% 18. 565  (451/637) 70.80%
19. 700 (331/456)  72.6% 19. E  (506/718) 70.50%
20. A (327/451)  72.5% 20 ®  (505/717) 70.40%
21. E (330/456)  72.4% 21. 700 (499/710) 70.30%
22. 1241  (317/443) 71.6% 22. TR  (501/718) 69.80%
23. © (326/456)  71.5% 23. A (498/713) 69.80%
24, TR (324/456)  71.1% 24, 1241  (484/700) 69.10%
25. Q (322/455)  70.8% 25. P45 (35/51)  68.60%
26. f13 (299/456)  65.6% 26. 13 (462/718) 64.30%
27. 0la (180/283)  63.6% 27.  Ola  (228/373) 61.10%
28. D (193/356)  54.2% 28. b (282/503) 56.10%
29. a (184/447)  41.2% 29. D (302/581) 52.00%

* Though Ehrman used this profile in his revised dissertation (Didymus, 243-253), Cosaert and Brogan’s
dissertations do not include this final step, though they include the Group Profiles analyses, unlike Sylvie
Raquel’s study of the Synoptic Gospels in Origen. Raquel’s neglect of these critical profiles represents perhaps
the greatest failing of her study.

% This drastic reduction in percentage comes from the fact that P66 has a shockingly low agreement with the
Predominant Alexandrian readings—only 49.1%, lower than any other witness! (and yes, I checked my work)
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30. b (182/445)  40.9% 30  a  (240/505) 47.50%
31, e (162/450)  36.0% 3. e (240/513) 46.80%

While the preceding Group Profiles clearly confirmed Origen’s Primary Alexandrian
affinities, the results of the Fourth Profile at first seems somewhat to confuse these
conclusions. Because this profile is designed specifically to determine the strength of the
Primary Alexandrian element in a given witness, Origen should rise above all but that group,
leaving considerable gap between him and the closest competitor to Alexandrian purity.
Instead, we get the results above. Tabulation of Uniform readings is not so bad—bracketing
the Primary Alexandrian MSS, Origen finishes in a respectable second, though according to
this, manuscript C should perhaps belong in the Primary Alexandrian group!*’

The second ranking, witnesses measured compared to the combination of Uniform
and Predominant Primary Alexandrian witnesses, presents a similar picture. P*® and L switch
sides of Origen, so leaving out the Primary Alexandrians puts Origen in third place after C
and L. Origen’s 75% agreement remains respectable, however, and he remains 4.5% above
the next highest witness in the table.

Based on these data alone, one might conclude that Origen belongs among these
“inferior” Alexandrian witnesses, though the previous analyses have vindicated Origen’s
place among the Primary Alexandrian witnesses. To explain these results preemptively, the
nature of Origen’s reconstructed text must again be emphasized. Even with the advances in
methodology that bring us closer than ever before to a Father’s actual text, we are dealing not

with those manuscripts cited in millennia past, but quotations and allusions written down and

having suffered their own tragedies of transmission. The data in this study indicate that were

% Though it is true C is the purest witness grouped among the Secondary Alexandrians, it is also not superior to
Origen’s text. This at least has been the opinion of the standard text criticism handbooks.
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Origen’s actual manuscripts available to us, they would fall among our best Primary
Alexandrian witnesses. But such is not the case, and we can only work with what we have.
These group profiles conclusively confirm Origen’s place as a strong and important
witness of the Primary Alexandrian text—one of our oldest, second only to the earliest papyri
of John such as P52, P, and P, earlier than any Alexandrian Father save Clement,26 and
approaches the textual purity of our very best witnesses, P”* and B. And unlike P” and the
other manuscripts, we know exactly where and when Origen lived and wrote, allowing us to
locate this text with pinpoint accuracy. On top of all of this, Origen cites his text of the Bible
more accurately than any other church father. These factors made the reconstruction and
evaluation of his text of utmost importance. In a way, in their reconstructing of Origen’s text,
Bart Ehrman, Gordon Fee, and Michael Holmes have given us an Alexandrian witness equal

to the most precious of early manuscript finds.

%6 Carl Cosaert classified Clement as a weak Secondary Alexandrian witness (Cosaert, “The Text of the Gospels
in the Writings of Clement,” 341).

97



Breakdowns of Verses for Profiles One and Three

To this chapter I have appended verse-by-verse information for the Distinctive,
Exclusive, and Primary readings tabulated in Profile One and the combination readings in
Profile Three. Usually such eye-glazing lists of verses are rightly relegated to footnotes, but I
have included them in the text so that I could append footnotes explaining select readings.
For a listing of the Uniform and Predominant readings, please see Appendix 1 as discussed
above.

* . Uniform with one missing witness

** . Origen attests a double reading

+ : 50% agreement with Uniformity and/or 10+ variants

1 : Greater Proportional Attestation between Primary and Secondary Alexandrians

Profile One: Distinctive, Exclusive, and Primary Readings
Distinctive, Primary Alexandrian

Origen: 13:32
Against: none

Exclusive, Primary Alexandrian
Origen: 4:42; 7:37**27; 12:1528; 13:29
Against: 1:27%; 2:17; 4:11; 4:42; [5:57°% 7:37*%*; 8:42; 12:13; 13:18; 13:23; 19:12

27 Origen reads both pe with most MSS and epe with P”° and B.

*® There are two variants at play here, the presence or absence of the definite article 1) and the spelling of
“daughter”—Origen, like P” B, reads Ouyotnp, while all others end with —ep. This does not show up on the
variant list as a distinctive reading because Ouyatep without the article is variant “0”, Ouyatnp without the
article (attested by Origen) is variant “1”, and 1 Quyatnp is variant “2”.

%% Here Heracleon agrees with P** and P” in reading ovk eyt tcavoc; Origen and most other witnesses read
agloc.

39T did not count this as Exclusive because though P* and P”° are the only MSS to note the number 38 An’
instead of writing it out as TPLOKOVTOOKT®, it is impossible to determine whither this variant is genealogical.
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Primary, Primary Alexandrian

Origen: 1:18%; 1:18; 1:24+; 1:26; 1:30; 1:45%*3!; 2:12%2%; 2:15; 2:22; 2:24; 4:5%; 4:16; 4:25%;
4:42%; 4:54; 5:44%; 6:58+%%; 7:42; 7:4273%; 7:52%%; 7:52; 8:23; 8:38%; 8:38; 8:38; 8:39*%;
8:39%%: 9:30%%; 11:54%; 12:2*; 12:6; 12:13**+%; 13:2; 13:2%; 13:6+; 13:10%; 13:31;
17:1%%%: 19:33; 19:35

3! This double reading is the opposite of what is expected; Origen agrees with the Caesarea text while in
Alexandria, and vice versa! See the discussion of Origen’s double readings in the next chapter.

32 For variant 2:12-22 I counted Origen for and against because though he does not have avtov with P66* P75
B W, he agrees with them in reading ot adeAdot kot ot padntot against the longer

ot adeApol avToL Kot ot padnTat avtov. Of course, as these variants are virtually interchangeable, we
cannot be assured of genetic relationship.

33 The 4/4 Primary Alexandrian omission of bpmv with 3/8 Secondary Alexandrian witnesses and X is half, not
more than half, but I counted %2 as Primary when Uniform readings are involved, as noted above.

34 3/4 Primary Alexandrian witnesses and 4/8 Secondary Alexandrian witnesses attest to this variant. So even
though in number there are more Secondary Alexandrian witnesses, proportionally the Primary Alexandrian
witness is stronger.

%% Again, X is the only odd manuscript out, a sole western witness on a Primary Alexandrian lineup. Even with
these examples, however, it seems unlikely that the Primary Alexandrian second half of X could have
influenced the first half. Even so, it is striking that X could agree by chance with these Primary Alexandrians

and Origen in something as minor as writing epavvncov rather than epgvvnoov. It would be interesting to see
how 01 aligns with the Alexandrian MSS in other instances.

%6 Primary Alexandrian has all four witnesses, against 2 Secondary Alexandrian and 1 each Caesarean and
Western.

37 Origen attests both to the strongly Primary Alexandrian reading este and the more common nte. Michael
Holmes comments, “It is only with some hesitation that we have allowed the nte and enoteite variants to stand
as alternatives in the reconstructed text. Since the data in lo.Com 20 are overwhelmingly in support of eate and
molelte, there is no question that this is the reading of Origen’s text of John. The question is, did he also know
the other tradition...or has his text been altered during the course of transmission? We do not know. Thus while
he may have known nrte/enotete, he certainly knew ecte/noteire.” (TFGWO, 207n12). Given the fact Origen
reads the less popular reading with more certainty, the unusual clarity of this reading (being attested by all
Primary Alexandrians and few others), and the doubt of the editors, I have counted Origen as agreeing with this
reading, nuancing it with this explanation. It seems more likely that Origen’s text was simply corrupted by later
scribes, as the editors of TFGWO suspect.

*¥ This is a very muddy variant situation. emotette is attested by P> X UBS2 W E © D a e, and notette by P66
B* 700. Origen quotes both of these forms, but under the same circumstances as the variant discuss in note N
above—the editors are very hesitant as to whether Origen knew the more common form, while they state he
certainly knew this one.

39'5/5 Primary Alexandrians, 4/8 Secondary, and f' lack the definite article in this verse.
** The unanimity (and Distinctiveness) of the Alexandrian readings here is impressive. Origen reads ugtvev

with all Primary Alexandrians and 4/8 Secondary Alexandrians against all other witnesses, which have
detpiPe.
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Primary, Primary Alexandrian (cont’)
Against: 1:28%; 1:35; 1:45%*; 2:12; 3:23; 5:26; 5:39; 5:44*; 5:47*""; 6:35; 6:45; [8:39];
[8:39]; 10:18; 11:53+%*; 12:12; 13:2; 13:21; 14:26; 17:1; 17:1**; 19:41

SECONDARY ALEXANDRIAN

Exclusive, Secondary Alexandrian

Origen: 1:26; 17:20;

Against: 1:33; 1:41; 2:23; 4:30; 5:44; 7:46; 8:2448; 11:43; 11:44; 11:47; 11:53; 13:1; 13:2;
13:2; 13:15; 20:29;

Primary, Secondary Alexandrian
Origen: 1:21; 1:31%; 4:25%; 6:51; 8:51; 11:54; 13:2; 13:2; 13:8; 13:18**; 13:18+°%; 13:23;
13:24; 13:26; 13:26; 13:26; 13:26; 13:2651; 16:18; 18:36+52; 21:24

I All extant Primary Alexandrians agree with Origen in the addition of ek, and only Secondary Alexandrian L
prevents this from being Distinctive and Uniform.

2 The variation in this verse is simple and minor, but significant due to its clear division along group lines. The
differences are between o, attested by all 4 Westerns, 3 Caesarean, and 1 each Primary and Secondary
Alexandrian; kot o, a Distinctive Alexandrian reading, witnessed by 4/5 Primary and 4/8 Secondary
Alexandrians. All Byzantines and 2 Caesareans (f' and 700) have nothing here. Origen cites both the o
(Western/Caesarean) and the kot o (Alexandrian) in his writings penned in Caesarea.

* Counting the UBS as Primary Alexandrian is usually helpful, but this unit of variation demonstrates the
weaknesses of this inclusion. Here all 4 ancient Primary Alexandrians agree in the spelling of Judas’ name—
Tovdag Glumvog tokaplotng against other varied forms of the name. UBS does not follow its adopted family
members, but accompanies 3 Secondary Alexandrians with the spelling lovdo¢ GlU®VOG LIGKAPLOTOV.

* See the discussion of this variant in the next chapter.

45 p% P75 01 B C UBS all add the definite article.

* This variant involves minor word order—most MSS have edwke kot to vim Cony exstv; P P 01 B L 579
UBS have kot 10 vio edwkev Bonv gxetv and Origen and W have kot to viw Env edokev gyetv.

*" Origen attests to two readings in this verse, Tiotevoete and TiotevonTe, but not miotevete with P P”° B
here.

“8 MSS 33 and 1241 share the distinct omission s
€OV YOLP WUT] TILGTELGNTE OTL EYM €1l atoBavelcOe £V TG ApaPTIOLG LUV, suggesting a relationship
closer even than membership in the same group.

* Origen appears to have known both the Primary Secondary reading o1daev as well as the more popular
oldaL.

%% The tradition divides in two—most manuscripts read pet epov here, but 5 Alexandrian witnesses (B UBS C
L 892) read only pov. Holmes noted that both forms are “solidly established” in his commentary; he quotes

each form twice in book 32 of his John Commentary, written in Caesarea. (TFGWO, 280n6)

>! This run of Secondary Alexandrian agreement with Origen is striking. First, the purity of the Alexandrian
link with Origen is remarkably strong here—in this verse alone there is 1 Distinctive, 4 Exclusive, and 3
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Primary, Secondary Alexandrian (con’t)

Against: 1:19; 1:27; 1:28; 1: 3653; 3:32;4:1; 4:15%; 4:17; 4:47; 5:44; 6:52; 7:41; 8:38; 8:48;
8:5954; 9:4;9:39; 11:44; 11:47, 11:53+55; 12:12; 13:16; 13:18**: 13:28; 13:33; 14:28;
16:13; 16:19; 17:1; 17:3; 21:20

ALEXANDRIAN

Distinctive, Alexandrian
Origen: 2:24°%; : 6:58+°"; 7:42; 7:46°%; 7:52; 8:23%; 8:38; 8:38; 11:54; 13:2; 13:2; 13:18;
13:23+; 13:32; 21:23+%

Primary Alexandrian readings! In 7/8 of these readings, the Secondary Alexandrian influence is stronger than
Primary, which is the reverse of the usual pattern in this analysis. Note also, however, that none of these
readings are even Predominant Secondary Alexandrian, so this majority could be primarily a factor of the
greater number of Secondary Alexandrian witnesses.

>2 The reordering of the Byzantine ov ot gpot y®vi{ovTo to ot gpot ymviLovto av is strongly supported by
Alexandrians (all extant Primary Alexandrians and 5/8 Secondary). It is hard to tell whether Primary or
Secondary elements are stronger, as both strains of the tradition are missing two manuscripts here. Only 2/6
Caesareans side with the Alexandrians here, and the entire Western group does not apply, as D is missing and
Latins are N/A.

53 This is an interesting variant where o atpmv TV apaptiay Tov koopov is added to Ogov by Primary
Alexandrian P*"", Secondary Alexandrian C 892 1241, and Western a.

>* This variant provides one clear example of Origen’s Primary Alexandrian affinities, because here the two
streams of tradition diverge considerably (considerable on the scale of variants, that is). The Uniform Byzantine
reading is 1AV dla LEGOL QLTOV Kat TapNyev avtes. 7/8 Secondary Alexandrians and X expand and

move the words slightly: kot dieAB®V S1a LEGOL ALTO®V ETOPEVETO KOl TOPMNYEV oLTMC, While all 5 Primary
Alexandrians (with W, ®, and all Westerns) omit the phrase.

>3 All five Primary Alexandrians attest eBovAgvcavto instead of the Byzantine/Secondary Alexandrian
ovvePovievcavro, as well as 1 Secondary Alexandrian, 3 Caesareans, and D (the Latins cannot weigh in on
this variant). Though it is only 50% and not more, the Uniformity of the Primary Alexandrian reading and
paucity of outside attestation justify it being counted here.

%6 6/12 Alexandrians agree here, which is only half and not more than half, but following my “10+ variants
involved” guideline, I counted this as distinctive rather than exclusive. This 6/12 consensus is at least as
impressive as a 3/5 agreement in a smaller group such as Westerns, for example.

°7 Only % of the Alexandrians read €& rather than ex tov, but the fact that even this number are in agreement
against all other witnesses merits classifying this reading as Distinctive.

> The agreement on the transposition of the phrase o xp16T0g gpyeTOL to EpyETAL O Y PLGTOC (an otherwise
unremarkable variation) by 9/12 of the Alexandrian witnesses and no others is striking. I am not factoring in X°
in this analysis, but even if I were, it is Secondary Alexandrian, and so would too add its voice to the
Alexandrian unison.

% This is attested by only half of Alexandrians, but I am counting it as distinctive because it does reach that
50% mark and includes all Primary Alexandrians. This six member attestation is at least as impressive as the
presence of every MS in other groups.

5 Even 6/12 Alexandrian support of this reading is impressive given the fact that 2 Primary and 3 Secondary
Alexandrian witnesses are missing here.
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Distinctive, Alexandrian (con’t)
Against: 19:41+

Exclusive, Alexandrian
Origen: 1:21; 1:26; 2:12; 2:18; 4:42; 7:37; 12:2; 12:15; 13:2; 13:18%; 13:19; 13:26; 13:26;
13:26; 13:26; 13:29; 16:18; 16:23; 17:5; 17:20; 19:26; 19:33; 19:35; 21:24; 21:2461; 21:24%*

Against: 1:27; 1:33; 1:35; 1:35; 1:41; 2:12; 2:17; 2:23; 2:24; 3:2; 4:11; 4:12; 4:15; 4:30; 4:42;
5:5; 5:22; 5:44; 7:46; 8:24; 8:42; 8:41; 8:52; 9:39; 11:43; 11:44; 11:47; 11:49; 11:52; 11:53;
12:13; 12:15; 13:1; 13:9; 13:15; 13:18%; 13:21; 13:23; 13:26; 13:27; 13:28; 13:33; 15:19;
16:19; 16:19; 16:24; 17:1; 17:21; 19:12; 19:12; 19:15; 20:23; 20:29; 21:18; 21:20; 21:21;
21:24%*

Primary, Alexandrian

Origen: 1:15; 1:16; 1:18*62; 1:18; 1:20; 1:21; 1:24; 1:25; 1:26; 1:27; 1:27%*; 1:28+; 1:29;
1:30; 1:31; 1:32; 1:38; 1:39; 1:41; 1:45%*; 1:51; 2:11; 2:12%*; 2:15; 2:17; 2:19; 2:22; 2:24;
3:32*63; 4:5;4:12; 4:15; 4:16; 4:20; 4:20; 4:21; 4:21; 4:25; 4:27; 4:34; 4:35%*; 4:36; 4:36;
4:37; 4:39; 4:42; 4:43; 4:45; 4:46; 4:54; 5:27; 5:44%*; 6:9*64; 6:9; 6:11; 6:15; 6:28; 6:29; 6:46;
6:51; 6:51%%; 6:54**666:55*67; 6:55; 6:57*68; 6:58; 6:58; 6:58T69; 7:26; 7:29; 7:39;

6! This could easily have been Distinctive, but unfortunately aleph P P” are all missing, as well as L 579 892.

Interestingly, X° was attested though aleph* was not. As this is Secondary Alexandrian, that also tips it over to
Distinctive, but I counted it as Exclusive, because I have not been counting correctors into these analyses.

52 This refers to the reading Ogog rather than vioc, which is a Primary Alexandrian reading.

63 Usually I would not have a problem counting this as Primary, since there are 16 variants, of which
Alexandrian variants make up half (4 Primary, 4 Secondary, 8 non Alexandrian). But more caution needs to be
used in this case, because the difference involves only the presence or absence of the definite article. That
combined with the ease of an Alexandrian witness being primary weakens the impact of this attestation.

%4 This omission of ev is borderline primary, attested by 4 Primary Alexandrians, 5 Second, 3 Caesareans, and
all 5 Western.

% QOrigen witnesses both to the Alexandrian/Western omission of v ey 8wc® (4/4 Primary Alexandrian, 6/8
Secondary Alexandrian, and 5/5 Western), and to the Byzantine/Caesarean (5/6 of each) inclusion of those
words.

% Regarding this minor distinction between kaym and ko gyo, Origen attests the contracted form with all
Primary Alexandrians, 6/8 Secondary Alexandrians, Byzantine IT and Caesarean f' and ©. He also knows the

unlinked form witnessed by 4/6 Byzantine, 3/6 Caesarean, and Western X D.

57 aAnOnc rather than aAy0wg is attested by 7 Secondary Alexandrian witnesses and 7 non-Alexandrian
witnesses. That combined with the fact there 33 is missing here could have impelled me to count this as a
Primary, Secondary Alexandrian. Because all four Primary Alexandrian witnesses also attest this reading, I felt
“Primary, Alexandrian” was a more accurate category than “Primary, Secondary Alexandrian”. The only reason
this reading has more Secondary than Primary support is the simple fact there are more Secondary Alexandrian
witnesses. The same situation pertains to the next variant as well.

102



Primary Alexandrian with Origen (cont)

T:41; 7:42; T:42%; 7:43; 7:46'°; 7:49; 7:51; 7:51; 7:52; 7:52; 8:14"'; 8:167%; 8:19; 8:20°;
8:21; 8:23; 8:38; 8:38; 8:38; 8:39**; 8:39; 8:42; 8:44; 8:46; 8:48; 8:51; 8:52; 8:53; 8:54;
8:59: 9:30; 10:8; 10:16; 10:217%; 10:267; 10:27; 11:397%; 11:41; 11:44; 11:44; 11:44; 11:44;
11:45; 11:47;11:48; 11:50; 11:5077; 11:54; 11:54; 11:54; 11:57+78; 11:57; 11:57; 12:6;
12:13; 12:35; 13:1; 13:2; 13:2; 13:3; 13:3; 13:6; 13:6; 13:8; 13:8; 13:8; 13:8; 13:10; 13:12;
13:18; 13:18; 13:207; 13:22; 13:23%: 13:24; 13:25%"; 13:25+; 13:26; 13:26; 13:26; 13:26;
13:26; 13:28; 13:29; 13:3082; 13:30; 13:31; 13:33; 13:36; 13:36; 14:9; 14:23; 14:28; 15:22;

5 Here the “proportional Alexandrian agreement” guideline applies. The 6 Secondary Alexandrian witnesses to
Cnoe rather than {noetou balance the three Primary Alexandrian and one each Byzantine, Caesarean, and
Western readings. But because the Primary and Secondary Alexandrian groups are each missing only one, I
counted this as only Primary, Alexandrian.

%93/4 Primary Alexandrian and 7/8 Secondary read {noet against {noetat; according to Proportional
Agreement, I counted this as Primary, Alexandrian.

" The omission of ©g ovTog 0 avOpwnog is interesting for several reasons. First, it is long enough that genetic
relationship is assured, and that its attestation occurs only in Alexandrian witnesses (P P” and B in Primary—
every ancient Primary Alexandrian witness, lacking only UBS—and L and W on the Secondary team). X is the
only outsider, which is Western here, but Primary Alexandrian post 8:38.

"' P75 B W and b read 1 poptupio. pov aindng eotiy against the dominant aAntOg 6TLV 1 HOLPTLPLOL HOV.
Origen attests to both.

729/12 Alexandrians attest aAn0uvn vs. aAn®ng (3/4 Primary, 5/8 Secondary, making both Predominant).
Origen demonstrates knowledge of both readings.

3 This Primary, Alexandrian “omission” of o Incoug attested by all Primary Alexandrian, 3/8 Secondary
Alexandrian, @, I1, and 5/5 Western witnesses is likely a Byzantine/Caesarean addition of the name.

™ This is borderline Primary, Primary Alexandrian, because all extant Primary Alexandrian MSS read
avot&ou with Origen, 4 Secondary and 4 Caesarean MSS. If it were only a matter of 4 against 4 or the missing
manuscript I would count this, but since it is both, I haven’t.

7 This is very close to a Uniform Alexandrian reading, as all extant Alexandrian MSS read axovovcty rather
than akovet. But because not one but two Secondary Alexandrian MSS are missing here, I did not count it.

7® This reading is almost Distinctive Alexandrian; Origen agrees with 5/5 Primary Alexandrian witnesses and
6/8 Secondary, and only 2 Byzantine MSS follow suit.

" This is a borderline Primary, as 3/5 Primary and 2/8 Secondary Alexandrian MSS have vptv rather than nutv
(attested by all Byzantine, 4/8 Secondary Alexandrian, and 5/6 Caesarean witnesses). All Westerns and 1
Caesarean also read vutv.

8 Not a very impressive Primary reading, barely worth including—all five Primary Alexandrian witnesses and
5/8 Secondary omit the ko, against 2/6 Byzantines, 1 Caesarean, and D (so it is probably an addition rather
than an omission. P45 C 892 are missing).

™ Were it not IT reading auv instead of gowv, this reading would be both Distinctive and Uniform Alexandrian—
All 8 Secondary Alexandrians read ouv instead of gotv, and 4/5 Primary Alexandrians agree (P” is lacunose
here). This could either be accidental agreement or, given the other agreements of I'T with Alexandrian MSS, a
slightly closer relationship between IT and the Alexandrian text than that held by other Byzantine MSS. On the
textual affinities of IT in John see Jacob Geerlings, Family Pi in John (Studies and Documents, xxii; Salt Lake
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Primary Alexandrian with Origen (cont)

16:12; 16:13; 16:16; 16:18; 16:23; 16:25; 16:33; 17:1; [17:1]83; 17:1%%; 17:11; 17:20%+;
18:8; 18:13; 18:14; 18:36; 19:7; 19:12; 19:17; 19:33; 19:34%*; 19:35%%83. 19:35: 20:17**%¢,
21:21; 21:22+; 21:24%: 21:24

Primary Alexandrian Against Origen

1:18; 1:19; 1:19; 1:22; 1:27; 1:28; 1:28; 1:35; 1:36; 1:45; 2:12; 2:13; 2:18; 3:2; 3:23; 3:25;
3:32; 4:1; 4:15%; 4:17; 4:25; 4:35%%; 4:47; 4:51; 5:1; 5:26; 5:39; 5:44; 5:47; 6:32; 6:35; 6:45;
6:51; 6:52; 6:54%; 7:41; 8:14; 8:16; 8:19; 8:31; 8:38; [8:39]; 8:44; 8:48; 8:52; 8:59; 9:4;

City, UT, 1962), cited in Metzger and Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption,
and Restoration. (4™ ed.; New York: Oxford, 2005), 84n46.

%0 It must be admitted this is a case where counting the reading of ek rather than e1¢ as Primary, Alexandrian
results from the sheer number of Alexandrian MSS. e1¢ is found only in half of the Caesarean or Byzantine
witnesses; the 20 remaining extant witnesses read ex.

8! Here as in 13:20 IT is flanked by Alexandrian witnesses (all extant Primary and 5 Secondary).

%2 This and the next variant were borderline cases for the Primary Alexandrian category, as all extant Primary
Alexandrian MSS agree with Origen. P” is missing however, and even if it were present that would only
balance the 4 Secondary Alexandrian and 1 Western witness. These are obviously very strong Alexandrian
readings even so.

%3 The data on this variant are not clear enough to count, but indications are that it would be Primary,
Alexandrian in agreement with Origen were P*® and P” extant. In this reading and the next, we finally have the
breakdown in a double reading by Origen that we would expect—while in Alexandria he agrees with an
Alexandrian reading, and while in Caesarea he agrees with a Caesarean reading. The data are not nearly so
clear, unfortunately. First, this variant consists only of the omission of ka1, and the breakdown is not as distinct
as one would like. As often happens in these data, the groups divide between Primary Alexandrian and Western
(a combination pointing to great antiquity if not originality) and Byzantine and Caesarean. kou is attested by 4
Secondary Alexandrians, 3 Caesareans, and 5 Byzantines. It is omitted by 3 Primary Alexandrians (the only
ones extant here), 3 Secondary Alexandrians, 1 Byzantine, 2 Caesareans, and all Westerns. As noted, in
Alexandria Origen omits the kot and in Caesarea he includes it. The same pattern applies to the next variant in
this verse, even more clearly.

% This reading is almost Distinctive Alexandrian. All extant Primary Alexandrian MSS and 5/8 Secondary (C
892 are missing here) all read evBewg eEnABev rather than evBvg eENABev. Latin witnesses a b are the only
ones that disrupt the Alexandrian harmony here and versional support of word order cannot be relied upon with
certainty.

% Origen’s double reading here is slightly less clear and significant than the citations in 17:1, but still may hold
significance. Origen has ko eketvog in book 10 of his commentary on John, written shortly after his move to
Caesarea, and in Celsus, one of his last writings, he has koketvog. The unconnected form is Alexandrian (P B
UBS W 579) with secondary Caesarean support (® f1). Again, these data is unfortunately not as clear and/or
impactful as we would like, but remains worth noting.

86 Origen includes and omits pov 3 times each: omit (Io.Com6, Io.Com 10, and Heracl 8), include (10.Com 6,
Mat.Com17, Orat 23). The editors feel that “In view of Origen’s habits of citation” they are “inclined to the
view that his text included it.” (TFGWO, 335n2). The omission is supported by aleph BUBS4 W Dbe

¥7 Only UBS tips the scales in the direction of a Primary, Alexandrian reading (B and D also agree with Origen
in reading kot o rather than kou alone).
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Primary Alexandrian Against Origen (con’t)

9:39; 10:8; 10:18; 10:36; 11:44; 11:46; 11:47; 11:51%; 11:53+%; 12:2; 12:12; 12:12; 12:13;
12:16; 12:16; 13:2; 13:10; 13:1190; 13:12; 13:12; 13:15; 13:16; 13:18; 13:19; 13:30; 13:25;
13:26; 13:28; 13:32; [13:33]91; 14:23; 14:26; 14:28; 14:28; 15:15; 16:13; 16:19; 17:1;
17:1%%*;17:3;17:21; 18:3; [18:8]92; 18:13; 19:12; 19:35%%*; 19:41; 20:17**; 21:18; 21:20

CAESAREAN

Exclusive, Caesarean
Against: 1:38; 3:2; 7:307%; 8:21%%; 8:21; 8:39; 8:43; 8:50; 11:41; 11:47; 11:48; 11:54; 12:2;
13:33; 16:19; 18:3; 18:40; 19:15

% Here Origen again attests two readings—he knows both the Alexandrian order nA@ov Tpo gpov (3/5 Primary
Alexandrians, 6/8 Secondary, with only IT f13 and 700 representing Caesareans reading this order), as well as
the mixed Caesarean/Byzatine (3 MS each) tpo gpuov nABov. But again, Origen’s witnesses are in the opposite
direction one would expect! While in Alexandria he reads with the Caesarean/Byzantine, and while in
Caesarean he agrees with the Alexandrian. Scribal harmonization may be the best way to explain this
phenomenon—Origen read the Alexandrian order, but scribes changed it to the one more familiar. nABov tout
seul is also a reading here (P* vid P> X E A Q a b e), but between the two “Byzantine” readings it makes sense
a scribe would move words rather than remove them if he had the same three before him, only in a different
order.

% Not strong enough to count as Primary, Primary Alexandrian, the Primary Alexandrian support is quite
stronger than the Secondary—all extant Primary Alexandrians (P75 is missing here) read enpo¢mntevcev with
only 2 Secondary Alexandrians, 2 Caesareans, and D.

% Origen here witnesses eire with all Byzantines, 5/6 Caesareans, and e, against 3/5 Primary Alexandrians and
5/8 Secondary Alexandrians, and a b.

*! Though this is technically Primary, Alexandrian, I did not count it. This is a good example of how muddy
“Primary, Alexandrian” readings can be, and the need for the further refinement of the other Profiles. It is true
this is Primary for Alexandrian witnesses, but barely. The omission of the definite article is witnessed by all
MSS save P45 (missing) and the TR. But the way the numbers break down, that makes this Primary,
Alexandrian (5/5 Primary Alexandrian, 7/8 Secondary, 5/6 Byzantine, 3/6 Caesarean, and 1/4 Western). But
were the variant different, the result would likely also change (if the Latins could come into play, for example).

%2 This is another example of a Primary, Alexandrian reading by chance only. The omission of the definite
article is supported by 10 Primary Alexandrians and 7 others, but it is only found in Q TR D, as well as Origen!

The Latin witnesses are non-applicable here, and P** P”* 892 ¢ are missing.

% This is one of the more significant “Caesarean” agreements— © and f13 both add
Kol €ENABeV EK TNG X ELPOG AVLTOV.

* Another Exclusive Caesarean addition more significant than sporadic definite articles: f1 and 565 add
KoL ovy gupnoete to pe; and while 700 lacks the pe, it also reads kot ovy gvpnoete.
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Primary, Caesarean

Origen: 14:26°%; 18:8%°

Against: 2:16; 3:24; 4:16; 4:35; 4:42; 4:49; 5:19; 5:41; 7:4197; 8:40; 8:48; 8:49; 13:26;
13:29; 19:17; 19:34; 19:34; 19:35; 20:26; 21:19

WESTERN

Distinctive, Western

Origen: None

Against: 1:4; 1:15; 1:15; 1:16; 1:18; 1:21°%; 1:21; 1:32; 1:32; 1:34%%; 2:6; 2:12; 2:15; 2:15;
2:24;3:23;3:31;4:9100; 4:11; 4:17; 4:19;4:21; 4:27; 4:33; 4:33; 4:37; 4:39; 4:42; 4:45;
4:45; 4:45; 5:19; 6:11; 6:26; 6:27; 6:27; 6:46; 6:49; 6:50; 6:51; 6:51; 6:51; 6:53; 7:37; 7:42;
8:19; 8:19; 8:39; 8:45; 8:58; 10:36; 11:11; 11:47; 11:47; 11:52; 13:9; 13:12; 14:26; 16:12;
17:14; 18:28'°"; 21:23

Exclusive, Western

Origen: None

Against: 1:5; 1:5; 1:6; 1:12; 1:13; 1:13; 1:18 ; 1:20; 1:21; 1:21; 1:21; 1:22; 1:24; 1:25; 1:25;
1:26; 1:29; 1:32; 1:35; 2:14; 2:15; 2:20; 2:25; 3:2; 3:31; 4:5; 4:14; 4:23; 4:24; 4:24; 4:25;
4:25; 4:27;, 4:27; 4:28; 4:32; 4:33; 4:33; 4:38; 4:42; 4:42; 4:45; 4:45; 4:46; 4:46; 4:54; 5:19

% Here Origen and © f' 565 a b read oo against all other MSS which contain a.

% It is safe to assume that the addition of avtoig to amekpdn in f' ' 565 is genetic, given the close
relationship of these manuscripts. This is also a very logical addition to add, however, and so it is impossible to
say whether Origen and D had this addition in their exemplar or whether they added it on their own. The
paucity of Origen’s singular readings and his careful citation habits, however, nudge probability in the direction
of Origen’s text having this addition.

%7 This degree of Caesarean agreement and relative distinctiveness may be significant. It consists only in the
addition of 8¢, but 4/6 Caesarean readings agree here (P** is missing), with only 892 and b outside the
Caesarean fold (and Origen).

% Both of the Exclusive Western variants in this verse have the addition of “moAtv”” in common, producing a
Distinctive reading.

% Here we have the interesting variant where Western witnesses read ex\eiktog against LIOG

1% This distinctive (shared by all Western witnesses) omission of
0L YOp GLYYPOVTOL LOVAALOL GAOPELTALG i interesting. X had this omission, and then a scribe added the
longer text.

11 Al witnesses but a b e read koo rather than koo (kaipha in Latin?), so this is likely an idiosyncrasy of

the transliteration into Latin rather than true textual variation (though the similar spelling of the Latins could be
related).
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Exclusive, Western Against Origen (con’t)

5:39; 5:44; 6:15; 6:27; 6:32; 6:53; 6:54; 6:56102; 7:25;7:27; 7:30; 7:37; 7:39; 7:41; 7:46;
7:46; 8:12; 8:16; 8:34; 8:39; 8:45; 8:52; 10:8; 10:10; 10:21; 11:41; 11:48; 11:55; 12:2; 13:6;
13:8; 13:18; 13:23; 13:27; 13:27; 13:27; 13:36; 14:23; 14:23; 14:30; 16:13; 16:18; 18:5;
21:22; 21:23; 21:24

Primary, Western
Origen: 4:29%*: 6:11; 18:5'%

Against: 1:3*104; 1:17; 1:21; 1:27; 1:28; 1:33; 1:38; 1:39; 2:11; 2:20; 3:22; 3:31; 3:32; 4:12;
4:28; 4:29%; 5:19; 5:26; 5:30; 5:39; 6:33; 6:52; 6:53; 6:54; 6:58; 7:26; 7:26; 7:29; 7:29; 7:39;
7:46; 7:48; 7:52; 8:21; 8:24; 8:24; 8:39; 8:39; 8:40; 8:40; 8:44; 8:44; 8:53; 8:53; 9:39; 11:39;
11:42; 11:45; 11:46; 11:49; 11:49; 11:54; 12:26; 12:31; 12:32; 12:32; 13:4; 13:8; 13:9;
13:14; 13:14; 13:20; 13:26; 13:26; 13:27; 13:33; 14:9; 14:26; 16:20+105; 18:1; 20:23; 20:23

BYZANTINE

Distinctive, Byzantine
None

Exclusive, Byzantine
Origen: 12:13'%
Against: 3:22; 13:3; 13:31; 17:11

Primary, Byzantine

1:38; 1:45; 4:45; 6:9; 6:29; 6:46; 6:55; 6:55; 7:26; 7:49; 7:51; 7:51; 8:38; 8:38; 8:48; 8:54;
8:59;10:21; 10:26; 10:27; 11:39; 11:39; 11:41; 11:53; 11:54+107; 12:13; 12:14; 12:35; 13:1;
13:2; 13:3'%%; 13:8; 13:29; 13:30; 13:38; 16:18; 16:25; 17:1; 18:14; 18:36; 19:7

'This is an interesting variant shared by D and a:
KOBMG €V ELOL O TATNP KOY® EV TM TOTPL UMV QLU V AEY® LUELV €AV UT] AOPNTE TO GOHO TOL LIOL TOV
ovOpOTOL MG TOV apToV TG LMNG OVLK gYeTe LONV EV LT

19 1t is unfortunate that P and P”* are missing here, as that would balance out the Primary Alexandrian and
Western support for the omission of 0 inocovg. As it is, Origen agrees with B UBS

1% This reading is right on the edge— and D read ovdev against ovde ev, as well as P® and f'. I counted it as
a borderline case because of several factors—the fact it did have 50%, combined with the fact that the Latins
here are non-applicable, and the fact that Heracleon, also a Western witness, attests this reading.

19 Here all four Westerns agree against X B f' and UBS. Bracketing the fact that without UBS Westerns would
be Primary anyway, 50% is adequate because the Western witness literally could not be stronger, and should
therefore tip the categorization to Primary.

1% Here Origen agrees with A and IT in reading amavinotv rather than vrovnouy. It is impossible to know
for certain whether this is independent chance changes or scribal corruption of Origen’s text. As no other textual
strand has this reading and these manuscripts are centuries later than Origen, it is unlikely that Origen gets this
reading from one of his manuscripts.
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Profile Three: Distinctive or Primary and Uniform or Predominant

Distinctive, Primary Alexandrian

Uniform: 13:32%!'%

Primary, Primary Alexandrian

Uniform:

(With Origen) 1:18; 1:26; 1:30; 1:45; 2:22; 2:24; 4:5; 4:16; 4:25; 4:42; 4:54; 5:44; 6:58; 7:42;
7:52; 8:23; 8:38; 8:38; 8:38; 8:39; 9:30; 11:54; 12:2%; 13:2%; 13:6%; 13:10%; 13:31%*; 13:32%;
17:1%

(Against): 1:28;''° 1:45%*; 5:26; 11:53+; 12:2*'!!; 12:13'"%; 12:16; 19:41*

Predominant, Primary Alexandrian

Origen: 2:12%; 2:15; 5:44%*; 7:42+; 7:52; 8:39; 11:44; 11:54; 12:6; 12:13**7; 13:6;
17:1%.%%;19:33

Against:

2:12; 3:23; 5:39; 5:44%**; 5:47*; 6:35; 6:45; 12:12; 13:2; 13:21; 17:1; 17:1*.**

Primary, Secondary Alexandrian

Uniform, with Origen: 1:31%; 8:51

Uniform, against Origen: None

Predominant, with Origen: 6:51; 13:2; 13:2; 13:8; 13:18; 18:36+'13

197 All Byzantine MSS read incoug ovv with 3 Caesarean, 2 Secondary Alexandrian, and 1 Western against the
Predominant Alexandrian reading o ovv encouvg (4/5 Primary Alexandrian, 4/8 Secondary Alexandrian, 2/6
Caesarean).

1% This is a Primary Byzantine reading, as 6/6 Byzantines read 8sdmkev with P®, 3/6 Caesareans, and D
against 5 Alexandrians (3 Primary, 2 Secondary) and f'. The predominance is weakened, however, by the fact
that P” C P* C are all missing, most of which would likely read with the Byzantines here.

19 And what is this sole Distinctive Primary Alexandrian reading you ask? It is an example of significance by
distribution rather than by character—reading avt rather than eavte. Before it is discounted, note that it is
attested by every extant Primary Alexandrian MS. Therefore a genealogical relationship is highly likely, despite
the synonymous character of the variant. (change this to “see note XXX”)

10 Thig variant involves the addition of the definite article.

"' All extant Primary Alexandrians agree with Origen in the addition of ex, and only Secondary Alexandrian L
prevents this from being Distinctive and Uniform.

12 Another addition of the article.

' The reordering of the Byzantine a.v ot gpot Ny®vi£ovTo to ot ot Nyoviovto av is strongly supported
by Alexandrians (all extant Primary Alexandrians and 5/8 Secondary). It is hard to tell whether Primary or
Secondary elements are stronger, as both strains of the tradition are missing two manuscripts here. Only 2/6
Caesareans side with the Alexandrians here, and the entire Western group does not apply, as D is missing and
Latins are N/A.
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Primary, Secondary Alexandrian (con’t)
Predominant, against Origen: 4:15+; 8:59”4; 17:3

Primary, Alexandrian

Uniform, with Origen: 1:31%; 4:20%; 4:45*

Predominant, with Origen: 7:46; 11:54; 13:2; 13:2; 13:18; 1:16; 1:20; 1:25; 1:27; 1:28; 1:29;
1:32; 1:38; 1:39; 1:41; 2:11; 2:19; 3:32%*; 4:20; 4:21; 4:21; 4:27; 4:34; 4:36; 4:36; 4:46;
4:47; 5:27; 6:9%; 6:9; 6:11; 6:15; 6:29%; 6:46; 6:51%; 6:54%*; 6:55%; 6:55; 6:57*; 6:58%*;
7:26; 7:29; 7:43; 7:46; 7:51; 8:16; 8:19; 8:19; 8:20; 8:38; 8:38; 8:42; 8:44; 8:46; 8:48; 8:51;
8:53; 8:54; 9:30; 10:8**; 10:16; 10:21; 10:26; 10:27; 11:39; 11:41; 11:44*'"; 11:44;
11:47;11:54; 11:54; 11:57+12:13**; 12:35; 13:1; 13:8; 13:8; 13:12; 13:18; 13:23; 13:25;
13:26; 13:26; 13:26; 13:29; 13:30; 13:30; 13:36; 14:23; 14:28; 16:16; 16:18; 16:23; 16:25;
16:33; 17:1; 17:20%+; 18:13; 18:14; 18:36; 19:7; 19:34; 19:35%*

Predominant, against Origen:

Against: 1:27; 3:2; 3:25; 3:32; 4:17; 4:51; 8:19; 8:44; 10:8**; 12:13**; 13:10; 13:11;13:25;
13:32; 15:15

CAESAREAN

Primary, Caesarean

Origen: None

Against, Uniform:: 2:16'"°

Against, Predominant: 4:16; 7:41; 8:49

WESTERN

Distinctive, Western
Against, Uniform: 1:4;1:21; 1:21; 1:32; 4:11; 4:17; 6:11; 6:46; 11:11; 16:12; 21:23
Against, Predominant: 1:15; 1:15; 1:16; 1:18; 1:21

Primary, Byzantine

Uniform, Against Origen: 6:46; 10:26; 11:53; 11:54

Predominant, Against Origen: 4:45; 6:9; 6:29; 6:55; 6:55; 7:26; 8:38; 11:41; 12:13;12:35;
13:1.

"% This variant provides one clear example of Origen’s Primary Alexandrian affinities, because here the two
streams of tradition diverge considerably (considerable on the scale of variants, that is). The Uniform Byzantine
reading is dteAB®V dtal pecov aTOV Kot Tapnyev awtec. 7/8 Secondary Alexandrians and aleph expand
and move the words slightly: kot d1eAB@V S0 LEGOL ALTOV ETOPEVETO KAl TAPTYEV OLTMC, While all 5
Primary Alexandrians (with W, ®, and all Westerns) omit the phrase.

"> Only 7/8 variants of the Alexandrians agree here, but they agree against only 1 variant!! Thus it is clearly
“Predominant”

"% All extant Caesarean witnesses (P45 is lacunose) add o with 33 1241 A a b e (D is also missing)

109



Chapter V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Before engaging with several questions raised by the preceding chapters, it would be
helpful to summarize the salient points of this investigation, as well as to highlight the
contributions specific to this study.

Chapter one contextualized the data regarding Origen’s text of the Fourth Gospel by
outlining the timeline of Origen’s literary activity. The most important events of his life for
this specific study are his relocation from Alexandria to Caesarea in 231 and his lifelong
work on his commentary on the Gospel of John. His citations, though affected by normal
human fallacy, prove to be more accurate than those of any other Church Father. A survey of
the manuscripts followed, introducing those witnesses that act as canons of comparison
against which Origen’s textual affinities can be deduced.

Chapter two traced the explorations into the nature of Origen’s text of the New
Testament, and especially the gospels. The first significant steps were taken by Johann
Griestbach, and methodological leaps moved forward the investigation of Origen’s text of the
gospels. These advances centered in the work of Kwang-Won Kim, who applied his adviser’s
Multiple Readings Method to the writings of Origen; to Gordon Fee, who anchored the
reconstruction of a Father’s text in sound methodology; and finally Bart Ehrman, who has
devised the most effective means of determining a witness’ place in the textual tradition.

These studies predicated that though Origen changes his text of Matthew, Mark, and Luke



upon relocation to Caesarea, for John it appears he retained his Alexandrian manuscripts
throughout his life; this study vindicates these predictions.

The primary contribution of this thesis dwells in the data and their analysis that have
combined to seal Origen’s status as the purest transmitter of the Primary Alexandrian
tradition among the Church Fathers, and a strong representative of that tradition worthy to
stand among our best manuscripts of the Gospel of John. This is confirmed both by the
Quantitative Analysis and especially by the Group Profiles, where all other patterns melted
away, leaving only the Alexandrian nature of Origen’s text to shine through.

Computer programs, including simple ones such as Microsoft Excel, bear the
potential to increase the efficiency and accuracy of painstaking methodological analysis. To
draw from a comparison especially appropriate to textual criticism, it is not an exaggeration
to say that using a computer program to calculate these data is similar to the advancement of
using a printing press rather than copying manuscripts by hand. This thesis is one of the first
studies to take advantage systematically of such computer programs, and is the very first
actually to show the work required to complete these analyses. The walk-through I have
provided has the potential to save future researches from unnecessary trial and error.

I have also nuanced the categories and definitions in Ehrman’s Group Profiles. In
addition to removing contradictory terms in the title of the Third Profile,' I have counted the
data in ways that I feel best approximate the historical realities of textual complexion. For

example, as noted in chapter four, I counted readings as Uniform when one of a family of

! By removing “Exclusive” from the name of the profile “Uniform Predominant Readings that are also
Distinctive, Exclusive, or Primary” as it is impossible for a reading to be both Predominant and Exclusive. See
87nl12.
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manuscripts was missing, as that manuscript would most probably agree with its close allies
were it present.”

The manner in which I have organized the data serves as an additional contribution.
As can be seen in Appendix 1, the patterns of textual variation in John can be taken in at a
glance, and thus this table serves as a unique apparatus. Even more helpful is what can be
done with the electronic form of this table. Once the data are organized in this manner, it is
easy to calculate various comparisons.” This presentation also allows for replication and
checking of the detailed data in this study, a task that would be prohibitively time-consuming
without the data in electronic format. It might be helpful to organize the data this way for
other sections of the New Testament text. For example, organizing the variants in the
writings of Clement, Athanasius, and Didymus and adding this information to Origen’s data
would enable effective investigation into the history of the Alexandrian text, because
scholars could efficiently compare these Fathers’ texts at every point of variation.

Returning to the issue of Origen’s place among the Primary Alexandrian witnesses, it
would be useful to see how Origen compares in agreement with the dream team of the
Alexandrian tradition, P” and B. Not only are both of these manuscripts the best we have,
but they agree remarkably with one another. How does Origen measure up to these united

witnesses?

? In addition to the Uniform* nuance, I counted readings as Primary at instead of above 50% when Uniformity
or ten or more variants were involved, as well as counting the balance between Primary and Secondary
Alexandrians proportionately. I am not claiming grand significance for these small changes, but I felt they were
helpful as I categorized readings.

? This presentation has minimized the most tedious and potentially error-filled part of these profiles, namely the
counting by hand of hundreds of readings. It is obvious that Excel can do all of the math instantly, but it is the
combination of Microsoft Word and Excel, using the “Find/Replace” feature to isolate patterns of readings, that
time is saved and accuracy is increased most dramatically. Perhaps there is an even better way to do it, but that
is the one I found. ((Talk in the body probably about how Excel can count and do even more, and then there are
statistical software, need to talk to Bruce, etc.)

112



P°-B (460/520) 88.5%

P>-Or (421/520) 81%

B-Or (608/815) 74.6%

P”*-B-Or (397/520)  76.3%

This significant agreement between these strongest members of the purest form of the
Alexandrian text illustrates the fact that Origen’s text of John is comparable to these
manuscripts in strength of attestation of our best form of the Alexandrian text of John.

Having confirmed conclusively the nature of Origen’s text of John, which was the
primary purpose of this investigation, I will conclude by addressing some peripheral
questions—whether there is the slightest sign that Origen’s manuscripts of John were
affected by his move to Caesarea, how Heracleon’s text compares to the text of Origen, and
what this study can tell us about the history of the Alexandrian text of John.

Origen’s Manuscripts of John

Ignited by Griesbach’s pioneering studies, scholars of Origen’s New Testament have
quested to discern whether Origen’s move from Egypt to Palestine affected the text type he
referenced. As reviewed in the survey of chapter two, previous scholarship has established
that Origen changed his text of Mark, Luke, and Matthew. Thus the rule seems to be that
Origen did utilize different texts in Caesarea than he did in Alexandria. Without looking at
Origen’s text of John, one might assume that he would manifest a different textual form in
the fourth gospel, as he does in the first three. Previous research into Origen’s text of John
shows no instance of change, however, and has suggested rather that Origen held to his
Alexandrian manuscripts of John throughout his life. Thanks to the data presented in Volume
1 and the analyses of the current study, we can now conclusively confirm that in contrast to

his treatment of the other gospels, Origen remained faithful to his Alexandrian manuscripts

of the Fourth Gospel.
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Two ways to confirm the consistency of Origen’s text of John are to look first at the
double readings in John, and then to compare the results of the entire gospel with Gordon
Fee’s study of John 4. Both of these investigations demonstrate that Origen stays with his
Primary Alexandrian manuscripts throughout his life.

In order to compare systematically Origen’s text in Alexandria and Caesarea, the
ideal would be to have multiple examples of instances where his text differs in his
Alexandrian writings from those penned in Caesarea. It would be even more helpful if those
instances occurred in places with distinctive readings that fall along family lines. These
“double readings” tease scholars with their potential ability to part the veil of the past and
reveal the state of Origen’s manuscripts. We have an instance here, however, where the
absence of conclusive evidence is in itself a conclusion. In the available data, there is not a
single instance in which Origen’s preference of one reading over another can be traced
conclusively to his use of a different manuscript in Caesarea than he did in Alexandria. There
are a handful of potential examples, but the weakness of these “best” illustrations only
confirms the remarkable consistency of Origen’s fidelity to the Primary Alexandrian text of
John throughout his life.

As Origen’s form of John is reconstructed by Ehrman, Fee, and Holmes, among all
the varied forms in which Origen cites scripture, in only 30 instances does Origen preserve
two significant forms of the Johannine text.* I have divided these “double readings” into the

following four groups. I will give the data for the less significant Indeterminate and Textual

* As is seen in volume 1, Origen cites his text of John in a diversity of forms. One of the significant
contributions of this work is that the editors have sifted these references to restore the most likely form of
Origen’s text. So it is in only 30 instances that Origen’s reconstructed text falls on both sides of a textual
variation. To contextualize these data, note that Origen cites 441/879 verses of John. 248 of these references
come from the Alexandrian period, and 1895 come from the Caesarean period.
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categories, in footnotes, and will then discuss the most pertinent examples, those instances
where Origen cites a different text in Caesarea than he did in Alexandria.
Indeterminate: The readings in this category have everything going against them—
they come from the same geographical location and lack textual distinctiveness. Also
belonging to this category are those instances where the editors were unsure about
Origen’s readings.’
Textual: In this category, both of Origen’s readings occur in writings penned in
Caesarea or less commonly Alexandria, but they also both agree with a number of the

representative manuscripts in a distinctive manner.’

> Indeterminate (11, all from Caesarean period): 4:16-10 (3 quotes of Gov Tov avdpa with B and 3

of Tov avdpa. cov with everything else); 4:35-25 (quotes verse 27 times, 4 times has ott only with P> D L
IT*, 7 times adds g1 with rest of witnesses); 4:42-55; (ovtog eativ aAnBwg o cotnp with majority and
aAnbog avtog oty 0 cmtp with X); 5:44-13 (avBponwv with A 1241, aAiniov with rest); 7:30-13
(Origen reads once encBailev with P® and once emeBokev with most [besides a e which read eBarev]); 7:37-
34 (Origen reads epie with P and also pe with most); 7:39-40 (ovmm with X b D © and ovdenm with the rest);
8:14-25 (all from lo.Com. 19, poptupia pov aAlndng estiv with P> B W b and then

aAnOng 5TV N poptuplo pov with majority); 17:5-22 (Origen agrees with P® a and also the rest in matter of
word order; 6 71234 5against 123456 7);20:17-16 (In regards to this verse, Holmes noted that the
“variations among the citations are baffling and reveal no apparent pattern” [TFGWO, 335n1]. Origen includes
and omits pov 3 times each: omit (10.Com in books 6 and 10, and Heracl. 8), include (lo0.Com 6, Mat.Com 17,
Orat 23). After taking into account Origen’s habits of citation, the editors were “inclined to the view that his
text included it.” [Ibid., 335n2]. The omission is supported by Alexandrian and Western witnesses—X B UBS
W Db e); 20:17-22 (In a simple difference Origen omits d¢ with A and includes it with most MSS. This is
likely a coincidental omission)

® Textual (11, all in Caesarea): 4:29-16 (Origen has o 3 times with Western X a e and Alexandrian B C*; and
oca twice with the remaining witnesses, all in book 13 of 10.Comm); 5:44-40 (5 quotes, omits Beov twice with
several important Alexandrians P® P B W and Western a; he also includes it with most witnesses; 5:47-16
(Reads miotevonte with 4/6 Caesarean witnesses and several others: D W A © f' f° 565 579 1241, as well as
miotevcete with most witnesses); 6:51-49 (Origen quotes the variant in question 4 times. Two times he reads
vrep eotiy with the Alexandrian/Western combination that attests to antiquity—P* P> X BC DL W ¥ 33 579
a b e UBS, and twice adds nv eyo dwcm with the remaining witnesses. This seems to be a case where Origen
does know two separate textual traditions representing differing streams of transmission. This is a significant
point as we attempt to imagine how Origen drew upon textual traditions. In the first volume Ehrman noted that
“we are obligated to suppose that Origen was familiar with two different forms of the text when he penned these
works [Orat. and 10.Com.] in Caesarea,” demonstrated by the fact that Origen quotes the addition twice in
Orationes and lacks it twice in his commentary on John [TFGWO, 173n3]; 6:54-40 (xayo with all Primary
Alexandrians and 6/8 Secondary Alexandrians, as well as kot €ym with most of the remaining witnesses, one
quote each); 8:16-22 (aAnOwvn with a slight majority of Alexandrian witnesses, P> B D L W 33 892 1241
UBS, and aAn0ng with most others); 8:39-40 (Origen’s text is slightly uncertain in this verse. The editors are
sure that Origen read eote with all Primary Alexandrians and D L, as he quotes this form in 9/11 instances, but
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Geographical: In this category Origen attests a different reading in Alexandria than he
does in Caesarea, but both readings fall short of textual distinctiveness, as they do not
line up with any of the textual families.”

Geographical and Textual: This category contains the most potentially helpful

variants. These are instances where Origen attests one reading when in Alexandria

and another reading in Caesarea, and both variants line up with readings distinctive to

textual families.”

Turning now to the more significant categories, there are eight instances where we
can determine that Origen knew of and used a different textual tradition in Alexandria than in
Caesarea. Three of these are geographically but not textually distinctive, and five more are
distinctive in both categories. This class of double readings grants insight into Origen’s use
of his manuscripts, and lends further weight to the conclusion that Origen consciously chose
to retain his Alexandrian manuscripts of John over the course of his life. When examining
these readings, we must remember the compounded complexities inherent in analyzing

Patristic citations. It is possible that several of these readings might stem from scribal

are not sure if he also read nte with most other witnesses, as he has this form only twice [TFGWO, 207n12]);
8:39-43 (As with the last example, the editors are sure Origen knew motstte with P B but are not sure that he
also knew emotete with P> X D E W © a e UBS. Since the Alexandrians are divided here, the uncertainty does
not make a significant difference. Note that the reading that Origen surely had is an Exclusive Primary
Alexandrian); 12:13-46 (The variation in this verse is simple and minor, but significant due to its clear division
along group lines. The three variations are: o, attested by all 4 Westerns, 3 Caesarean, and 1 each Primary and
Secondary Alexandrian; kot o, a Distinctive Alexandrian reading, witnessed by 4/5 Primary and 4/8 Secondary
Alexandrians; and nothing, attested by all Byzantines and 2 Caesareans (f'* and 700). Origen cites both the
Western/Caesarean o and the Alexandrian kot 0);13:18-34 (Origen knows both Exclusive Alexandrian

pov with B C L 892 UBS and pet’ epov with the other witnesses); 20:17-16 (Most witnesses have

natepa pov; X B D W b e lack pov. Origen attests both readings).

" These are 1:26-46, 4:25-4, 21:25-31. See discussion below.

8 These are 1:45-33, 10:8-13, 17:1-34, 17:1-37, and 19:35-28; see the following discussion of these variants.
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changes, not Origen’s awareness of multiple forms of the Johannine text. Keeping these
cautions in mind, we can now review this category of double readings.

In 1:26-46 Origen attests otnket with Heracleon B L ' a b ¢ and estnkev with
majority of witnesses. So we have a clear breakdown in quotation patterns, but this variant is
not distinctive as far as groups go. In reference to this variant, Ehman noted, “Origen used
the perfect tense early in his career (John Commentary, Books 1-6), the present tense late
(Book 32, and the Contra Celsum). This appears then to be an instance in which he continued
using an Alexandrian MS during his early residence in Caesarea, before changing MSS
later.” In 4:25-4 Origen reads o1da twice in Alexandria (10.Com 1) and once in Caesarea

(with most witnesses), and otdapev once in Alexandria (with L £ 33 1241 and the

correctors to P°® and X). Finally, in 21:25-31 Origen knows both the y®pnoat majority
reading and yopnoev, contained in X° B C*. But even though ywpnoetv has better

Alexandrian attestation, in the two Alexandrian quotes Origen reads ympnoout!

Finally, we come now to what are potentially the most significant readings. I have
ranked these from weakest to strongest in support of the idea that Origen knew a different
textual form in Alexandria than he did in Caesarea. In only four instances does Origen
support textually distinctive yet different readings both in Alexandria and Caesarea. A
variant in 19:35 provides an additional though borderline case, as Origen’s readings come
from early (10.Com X) and late (Celsus) in his Palestinian period.

The first two double readings in this category actually play out opposite of what the
reader would expect—when in Alexandria Origen agrees with the Caesarean reading, and

when in Caesarea Origen supports the Alexandrian reading! Though the instance in 1:45

’ TEFGWO, 69n16.
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(variant 33) involves only the presence or absence of the article ([tov] viov), the division is
strikingly clear. All witnesses contain the article except for P P”> X B 33 579 UBS—in

other words, all of the primary Alexandrians and two Secondary Alexandrians, with only
Sinaiticus preventing an Alexandrian sweep of this reading! Theories could be devised to
solve this counterintuitive riddle, but the answer most likely is simple coincidence. Although
the absence of the article is clearly a pure Alexandrian characteristic, Origen or a later scribe
could have independently added that article. Further, since Origen’s reconstructed text relies
on a single quotation from each location (Io.Com 1,5,31 and lo.Com. 10,44,313), not much
can be made of this example.

The example from 10:8 (variant 13) also falls into a weak category of variance—a
simple transposition of words.'” We have one citation from Alexandria (10.Com 1,37,274)
where Origen copied po epov nAOov with three “Caesarean” witnesses (O f' 565) and TR.
In two late quotations (Cels 7,70; Mat.Com 10,14) Origen has nABov ntpo gpov with most of
the representative witnesses. The relationship between @ f' 565 tips probability in the
direction of genealogical relationship for this variant, but the same is not necessarily true of
Origen’s reading. Again, it is difficult to know whether Origen himself transposed one word
here or whether he knew the tradition of the words in the alternate order. In any case, Origen
is the earliest witness to this reading, so it is difficult to know which direction any influence
pertains, or whether this is another case of coincidental agreement.

In the next two examples the patterns of variation do align with Origen’s relocation,

but the evidence remains ambiguous. In 17:1 the witnesses fluctuate in their addition of kot

' The weighing of agreements and disagreements is a step often neglected in studies of textual alignment. See
the suggestions and method modeled in Gordon Fee, “The Text of John in Origen and Cyril of Alexandria: A
Contribution to Methodology in the Recovery and Analysis of Patristic Citations,” Studies, 301-334.
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to wva.. The addition of ko represents a later addition in most of the representative witnesses.
Origen has it in his Orat. 13,1 quotation, and in the Alexandrian-penned first book of his
John commentary he lacks ko with all extant Primary Alexandrian witnesses, 3/8 Secondary
Alexandrians, all Westerns, as well as theta f1 and A."' But again, several factors weaken this
example—the fact that Origen’s text is reconstructed from only one quotation in each area,
that the grouping of witnesses is not especially distinctive, and most of all, the fact that the
presence or absence of kot has a high chance of agreeing coincidentally.

As mentioned above, 19:35 contains another potentially distinctive variation. This
example suffers from the weaknesses of several others I am addressing—Origen’s text comes
from two citations, and the distinction of the variants is extremely small—kau ekglvog
versus its contracted form—it also is not technically distinctive on geographical grounds
either. But because the quotations come from early (10.Com. 10,16,95) and late (Cels 2,36) in
Origen’s time in Caesarea, this textual variation could potentially stem from differing
manuscripts used by Origen. The unconnected form is Alexandrian (P°° B UBS W 579) with
secondary Caesarean support (© f'); the remaining representative witnesses read
kokelvog. Not much can be made of this example, but I included it for the sake of
completeness.

From among these most helpful (comparatively speaking) references, in which
Origen’s Alexandrian text differs from his Caesarean text, [ will conclude with the strongest
example. In John 17:1, the humble inclusion or omission of the pronoun cov gives us the
clearest distinction of Origen’s textual variation based on location. We have two quotations

from this verse, one in Alexandria (10.Com 1.21.28) and one in Caesarea (Orat. 13.1). In

"RABC*DW O f' 579 ab e UBS. Unfortunately, P and P” are lacking here.
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Alexandria he omits the cov with all extant Primary Alexandrians (P are lacunose

here), 2 Secondary Alexandrians, and e. His Caesarean quote includes the cov with all
Byzantine and Western witnesses as well as 6/8 Secondary Alexandrians and all extant
Caesareans (P* is missing). This is about as good as it gets, and this example clearly cannot
bear much historical weight. As previously noted, all of these examples are uninspiring. But
somewhat paradoxically, these ambiguous results actually confirm this thesis that Origen
used a single textual type of the Gospel of John throughout his life.

Even these most distinctive examples are weak, unable to bear firm conclusions. It
seems that in most if not all of these cases, what we have here is parallel textual variation—
Origen reads with certain manuscripts not because he is dependent on them, but because his
changes were guided by the same adaptive principles that led to the changing of the text
types themselves.'?

Comparison of the part to whole can provide further confirmation of the homogeneity
of Origen’s Johannine text. In 1971 Gordon Fee published an analysis of Origen’s quotations
in John chapter 4. He concludes that Origen is a strong representative of the Primary
Alexandrian text, and that Origen’s move to Caesarea “has scarcely affected it.” He qualified
his statement that this was true of John 4, but added “further judgments must wait until this

»13 Taking this opportunity to compare Fee’s

study is completed for the whole of John.
findings in John 4 and the results of the current investigation will bolster both studies while

also demonstrating the consistency of Origen’s text of John.

2 Gordon Fee, “P”, P®, and Origen: The Myth of Early Textual Recension in Alexandria,” In Epp and Fee,
Studies, 256-258: “where editorializing may be shown to exist, he does not edit toward the text of P” B on the
basis of Alexandrian philological know-how, but rather away from that text on principles later to be found in
the Byzantine tradition.”

¥ Gordon Fee, “The Text of John in Origen and Cyril,” 309.
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COMPARATIVE PERCENTAGES OF AGREEMENT WITH ORIGEN IN JOHN 4 AND 1-21

John 4
1. B 91.7%
2. C 85.7%
3. p” 84.5%
4. po* 83.3%
5. poee 80.6%
6. Wy 73.6%
7. Cyr 71.4%
8. W 70.8%
9. L 69.4%
10. 33 69.4%
11. A 66.7%
12. A 66.7%
13. 1 66.7%
14. 579 65.3%
15. 892 65.3%
16. e 65.0%
17. E 62.5%
18. G 62.5%
19. 1241 59.2%
20. 0 58.9%
21. b 58.8%
22. Q 56.9%
23. TR 56.9%
24. 13 54.2%
25. X 45.8%
26. D 38.9%

TABLE 9

John 1-21
1. p” 85.4%
2. B 84.5
3. C 84.2
4. L 81.3
5. ¥ 78.0%
6. 33 75.6%
7. P66° 75.4%
8. W 73.8%
9. 892 73.1%
10. f 72.0%
11. po° 71.9%
12. | X (8:39-21:25) | 70.8%
13. il 70.8%
14. 565 70.5%
15. 579 70.4%
16. A 70.1%
17. A 69.2%
18. E 69.1%
19. TR 68.8%
20. 700 68.7%
21. Q 68.4%
22. 1241 68.1%
23. 0 68.1%
24. b 65.9%
25. £13 65.3%
26. a 64.5%
27. p® 63.5%
28. e 60.6%
29. o) 68.1%
30. b 65.9%
£l 65.3%
a 64.5%
D 49.6%
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Interestingly, the text of John 4 appears more distinctive than the gospel as a whole—
highest and lowest manuscripts are ranked more dramatically, and there is greater agreement
with Alexandrian MSS. One option could be that these numbers come from the fact we have
smaller data pool; another could be the precision of Fee’s methodology. Even so, the
rankings and percentages end up on par overall. Certainly there is not enough evidence to
demonstrate that Origen knew a textual tradition that varied even in a minor way.

It is difficult if not impossible to discern why Origen kept some of his Alexandrian
manuscripts, while switching out others. As discussed in chapter two, Origen changed his
text of Matthew for one aligned with manuscripts 1 and 1582, replaced his text of Mark with
one similar to ®, and shifted his text of Luke to a witness with Western leanings. Of the
Gospels, only in John does he stand firm, retaining the text of his youth. Of course, as Darrell
Hannah demonstrated, Origen also kept his Alexandrian text of 1 Corinthians throughout his
life, and likely preserved Alexandrian texts of the other Catholic Epistles.

If nothing else, Origen’s textual collection demonstrates the variety of texts current in
Caesarea. Regarding Origen’s form of John, perhaps it is significant that Origen was working
on his Commentary on John throughout this adult life. He even is said to have remarked he
would have to complete it in paradise. It could be that his consistent travail on this gospel
over the course of his life inclined him to retain those manuscripts used in the beginning of
this project.

Origen and Heracleon’s Text of John
Given Origen’s firm Alexandrian affinities in John, it is striking that beneath this

Egyptian stratum we can uncover the text of his opponent, Heracleon, a Valentinan who lived
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in mid-second century Rome."* The editors of The Text of the Fourth Gospel in the Writings
of Origen promised that the ensuing volume would include a discussion of Heracleon’s
text."” In the meantime, however, Bart Ehrman has written two articles that have pretty much
given the final word on this subject, and so I will simply summarize the results of his
research here.'®

The fortunate fact that Origen gives “clear indications that [he] occasionally
cites Heracleon with pin-point accuracy, even with respect to his quotations of the gospel”'’
allows for detailed textual analysis. Ehrman first provided a valuable reconstruction of
Heracleon’s text accompanied by an apparatus, followed by a Quantitative Analysis for
Heracleon and Origen.'® The result of these preliminary rankings prove paradoxical—the
closest witnesses to Heracleon are from the two families that share between themselves the
least readings—the Alexandrian and Western! A clue is provided by the fact that reversing

the comparison and ranking the witnesses according to agreement with Origen places

Heracleon toward the bottom of the list, along with the Western witnesses.

!4 He was active around 170, and close to Valentinus. See Ehrman, “Heracleon, Origen, and the Text of the
Fourth Gospel,” STCNT, 267.

5 TFGWO, 29-29.

16 «“Heracleon, Origen, and the Text of the Fourth Gospel,” STCNT, 267-280; idem., “Heracleon and the
‘Western” Textual Tradition,” STCNT, 281-299. The raw data are as follows: Origen preserves Heracleon’s text
of John 49 times, and in 11 of these Heracleon’s text differs from Origen. In the following of Heracleon’s
verses the textual tradition is invariant: John 1:6, 23, 29; 2:12; 4:11, 22, 26, 36, 48, 50, 53; 5:45; 8:21, 22, 50.
Variation is found in the following: John 1:17, 28; 2:14, 15, 17, 19; 4:14, 15, 16, 20, 21, 24, 27, 30, 34, 36, 38,
39, 40, 47, 49, 51; 8:43, 44. (Ehrman, “Heracleon, Origen, and the Text of the Fourth Gospel,” 269 and
269n16.)

17 The rest of the references in this section come from Ehrman, “Heracleon and the ‘Western’ Textual
Tradition,” 282.

"pages 285-291 provide the apparatus, 292-293 the Quantitative Analysis.
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Application of the Group Profile method to these readings unravels this mystery of
manuscripts, once again confirming the importance of this approach that compares patterns
of readings in addition to percentages of agreement between MSS.

Ehrman stacked blocks of agreement that build a firm case for Heracleon’s strong
Western affinities. In the 46 instances where 2 or more witnesses agree against others, 20
preserve Uniform Alexandrian readings. Heracleon supports 13/20 (65%) of these. The
disagreements illuminate Heracleon’s true character—those seven departures from
Alexandrian unanimity agree with leading Western witnesses! And when Heracleon is lined
up with the 13 Uniform Western readings, he proves an exceptional follower of this
tradition—sharing 11/13 (84%) of these."” Most impressively, Heracleon shows his Western
colors in the two times when the Western witnesses combine in the most powerful group
attestation possible—readings that are Distinctive and Uniform—where a variant is
supported by all members of a group and no others!*’

Heracleon also manifests an impressive support of Western pairings. His text agrees
with Codices Sinaiticus and Bezae in 13/18 instances (72.22%). Ehrman affixed the capstone
of his argument for Heracleon’s western affinities by showing that, in the seven instances in
which Sinaiticus and Bezae stand alone against all or virtually all other Greek MSS,
“Heracleon supports their combined reading in all but one instance.”!

These data amply support Ehrman’s elucidation of Heracleon’s apparently

paradoxical agreement with opposing text types: “Heracleon used a form of the text that bore

" The Distinctive and Exclusive readings also paint Heracleon a Western hue—he agrees with only 1/4 (25%)
of Alexandrian readings, and over double that (7/11, 63.64%) with Western.

2 1n John 1:4 and the final variant of 4:17.

2 Ehrman, “Heracleon and the ‘“Western’ Textual Tradition,” 298.
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a close resemblance to the kind of ‘Western’ tradition jointly attested by aleph and D; in an
indeterminate number of instances, Origen consciously or inadvertently modified this text
when reproducing Heracleon’s exposition.”*

Ehrman’s textual excavation brings to light a truly ancient witness to the Western
text—from mid-second century Rome—ypreserved later in Codices Sinaiticus and Bezae.
Such reconstruction of Patristic citations thus carry a far greater value than the number of
verses preserved in their texts—they confirm the antiquity of the text-type preserved in later,
fuller manuscripts.

Origen and the “Caesarean Text” in John

Though more examination will be necessary to put the question completely to rest,
this study has cast serious doubt on the existence of a “Caesarean Text” in the Gospel of
John. At minimum, we can say that the burden of proof lies on those attempting to prove its
existence. This study joins with others that have determined that one cannot speak of a
Caesarean text outside the Gospel of Mark. Though the manuscripts called Caesarean do
share common readings and are related at some level, they lack the distinction required to
call them a family on par with the other major text-types.

From each chapter of this investigation evidence unites to dismantle the idea of the
Caesarean text. After reviewing studies such as those of Mark Dunn and Roderic Mullen,
which demonstrate that “Caesarean” manuscripts are better categorized as weak Byzantine,”

Quantitative Analysis revealed virtual uniformity in agreement with Origen between the

Byzantine and Caesarean groups. In contrast to the adequate distance of about 8-9% between

2 1bid.

3 See Chapter Two, page 48 above.
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the Alexandrian, Western, and the Byzantine/Caesarean groups taken together, the Byzantine
and Caesarean families blurred together with a miniscule difference of less than one
percent.”* Table 6 (page 80) showed that the Caesarean witnesses shared roughly agreement
with Byzantine manuscripts as they do with each other. In the Group Profiles as well as the
Quantitative Analysis, the Caesarean witnesses acted in accordance with their Byzantine
counterparts, rather than creating their own textual imprint.” In short, the Caesarean
witnesses acted so much like the Byzantine manuscripts in this study that they might as well
be in the same group. The “Caesarean” text outside of Mark rightly should be considered a
sub-group of the Byzantine family, rather than its own textual type.

Origen and the History of the Alexandrian Text

What can these data tell us about the Alexandrian text of John in the first half of the
3" century? First of all, we know that Origen took with him to Caesarea manuscripts of
obvious antiquity and value, as is made manifest in the remarkable text type that he
preserves. Yet we know he had access to other texts, given the varying forms that he adopts
in the other gospels.

It would be useful to apply these data of Origen to the question of the nature of the
Secondary Alexandrian text. Bart Ehrman and John Brogan have both challenged the
assumption that the Secondary Alexandrian text is a coherent text type like the Primary
Alexandrian or Western traditions, underscoring the point that it is more likely that there was

only one form of the Alexandrian text—that preserved by P”> and B—and that the

** See the Group Profiles in Chapter Four.
2 Both the Byzantine and Caesarean groups lacked Distinctive readings, and the Caesarean group had only half

as many Primary readings as the Byzantine manuscripts. In the third profile both the Byzantine and Caesarean
each only had a single reading that was Uniform or Predominant as well as Distinctive or Primary.
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“Secondary Alexandrian” witnesses are those that preserved this text is less purity.?® This
study confirms repeatedly the reality that Origen witnesses a form of the Alexandrian text
that was indeed transmitted with utmost care. At the same time, we know that other witnesses
from Clement to Didymus manifest a form of the tradition that was somewhat more fluid.

It is true that, in the data of this study, the lack of Secondary Alexandrian Distinctive
Readings (0) and Exclusive (only 18, even with 8 manuscripts with chances to agree at every
point) is striking. Of course, the Byzantine manuscripts have fewer, but that is because they
contain elements of all the text types, so by definition would not be distinctive. Only three
readings are both Uniform and Primary, and the high number of Secondary Manuscripts
increases the likelihood of this combination and therefore decreases its significance. The next
step would be to examine patterns of readings, but we already know that in no instance does
a majority of Secondary Alexandrians read against the others.”’

In summary, this study has established with reasonable certainty that Origen
preserves a text of the Gospel of John that is most valuable, closely aligned with the P”°-B
tradition. Origen’s careful refutation of Heracleon’s text of John provides early evidence for
a Western text in Europe in the early second century. It is also with confidence that we can
conclude that there is no apparent evidence for a Caesarean text in the Gospel of John. And

though the evidence is not as clear, it appears that the data concerning the Gospel of John

2% Ehrman, Didymus, 264, “There was but one type of text in Alexandria, with Alexandrian witnesses preserving
it in varying levels of purity.” Brogan stated that while Athanasius demonstrated Secondary Alexandrian
readings, “there are not enough of these shared readings to make the Secondary Alexandrian witness a distinct
text type.” (pp. 300-301)

2 One interesting example of unique agreement among Secondary Alexandrian witnesses occurs in 8:24: MSS
33 and 1241 share the distinct omission ,

€OV YOP 1] TLOTELONTE OTL EYM ELL ATOOAVELGOE €V TOUG QLUALPTIONG LMV, suggesting a relationship
closer even than membership in the same group. But agreement between two manuscripts does not a family
make.
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support the idea that the Secondary Alexandrian text is not a distinct text type, but a less-
strictly controlled form of the more-carefully strand preserved in Origen’s text of the Fourth
Gospel. Significantly, however, in the midst of textual categories falling by the wayside, this
study does vindicate the category of “Alexandrian text”—Origen’s textual affinity confirms
that there was indeed a carefully preserved textual tradition current in second- and third-
century Egypt. Thus the categories “Alexandrian”, “Western”, and “Byzantine” remain
helpful, against those who would replace these titles with geographically neutral terms.

This study has classified the text of Origen, but leaves as yet unanswered provocative
questions raised in its predecessor, concerning the activity of Origen’s scribes:

At this stage of our study we can at least express our expectation that we will find that
Origen himself was less likely to change his text than were the scribes who produced
the MSS he used. We know beyond any doubt that scribes frequently modified the
texts they inherited, and that they sometimes did so conscientiously for discernible
reasons: e.g. to harmonize one text with another, or to improve the grammar of a
passage, or to “correct” what the text said to conform with what it was already known
to mean...Origen, on the other hand, celebrated precisely the kinds of textual
differences that troubled so many scribes, in part because these literary and
theological tensions demonstrated the need to move beyond the literal interpretation
to the allegorical. As a result, we might expect that Origen was not at all concerned to
transform the “surface” meaning of a text into conformity with its “real” meaning.
For him, any form of the text proved amenable, even variant readings that he found
scattered throughout the MS tradition.

If this expectation is in fact realized in the analysis of our second volume, we will be
in the fortunate position of having uncovered in Origen’s citations the actual state of
the text oft the Fourth Gospel in Alexandrian and Caesarea in the early third century
(since Origen himself would not have modified that text for his exposition);
moreover, we will thereby be enabled to ascertain how that text had been modified by
scribes during the first century and a half of its transmission. (TFGWO, 17)

This study has established the character of Origen’s text of John; the treatment of that

text by later scribes invites another.
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Appendix 2: Key to Textual Variation in John

1:3 navta ot avtov(l) eyeveto(l) Ko ywpic avtov(2) eyeveto(2) ovde v o yeyovev

1:3-13 ovde gv
2 ouvdev
Heracleon P66 01* D f1
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 W

1:4 ev avtm Con(l) nv(l) ko n Lon(2) nv(2) to dog Tov avipornv

1:4-7 nv(1)
2 goTv
Heracleon0l Dabe
*  /Missing/
P45W

1:5 ka(1) to dmg ev ) okotia(l) darver kal(2) N okotia(2) avTo oL KateAXPEV

1:5-4 ev ™ oxotia(l) daver
2 douvel v N GKOTIO
be
*  /Missing/
P45 W

1:5-13 avTO
2 avtov
ae
*  /Missing/
P45 W

1:6 EYEVETO ALVOPOTOG OMESTUAUEVOS TOPO HEOL OVOUA ALTE LOOVVNG

1:6-10 Beov
2 +nv
01* D*
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45W

1:12 0c01 8¢ elafov avtov edmkev awTolg eEovatlay Tekva Beov yevesBat
TOLG TLGTEVOLGLY €1G TO OVOUOL CLLTOV

1:12-4 o€
2 OM
De
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*  /Missing/
P45 W

1:13 ot ouk €& atpatov ovde(l) ek(1) BeAnpartog(l) caprog ovde(2)
ek(2) BeAnuartog(2) avdpog oAl gk(3) Beov eyevvnOncav

1:13-4 ot
2 OM
Da
3 og
b
*  /Missing/
P45W

1:13-13 ovde(2) ex(2) BeAnpoatog(2) avdpog
2 OM
B*
3 ovde BeAnpotog avopog
01* D*
*  /Missing/
PAS W

1:13-25 gyevvnnocov
2 gysvnOnoav
P75AB*ABGQ
3 gyevvnom
b
*  /Missing/
P45 W

1:15 LOOVVNG LOPTLPEL TTEPL ALTOL KOl KEKPOYE AEY®V ovTtog V(1) ov
eumov 0 omie® pov(l) epyopevog epnpocbev pov(2) yeyovev oti
Tpmtog Lov(3) nv(2)

1:15-16 AeymV
2 OM
01*Db
*  /Missing/
P45 W

1:15-22 nv(l)

2 eoTwv
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 W
1:15-25 oV €LmOoV
2 ov eleyov
Cc
9 [ovewmov/../ov ekeyov]
abe
10 o ewmov
Origen Olc B* C*
11 OM
01*
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.16

:16-4

117

:17-13

18

:18-13

19

/Missing/
P45 W

Kka(1) ek TOL TANPOUATOG AVTOL NUELS TOVTEG EAafopey Kal(2)
LOAPLYV ALVTL Y APLTOG

ror(1)
o1l
Origen P66 P75 01 BC* DL 33 579 ab e UBS3
/Missing/
P45 W

Ko(2)
oM
abe
/Missing/
PASDW

o711 0 vopog dol(1) pocewg 500m n(1) xapig kat n(2) aindeia
S104(2) INoOoL Y PLOTOL EYEVETO

xopg

xopig de
P66abe

/Missing/
P45D W

Beov ovdelg empake Tonote o(1) povoyevng viog o(2) v €1G TOV
KOATIOV TOL TOLTPOG EKELVOG €ENYNGATO

TOTOTE
+elun
abe
/Missing/
P4A5DW

o(1) povoyevng viog
0 povoyevng Beog
Origen P75 01c 33
povoyevng Beog
Heracleon P66 01* B C* L UBS3
/Missing/
P4A5DW

0(2) ov
oM
Heracleon 01* a
/Missing/
P45DW

ko(1) LT EGTLV M LOPTLPLE TOL LOAVVOL OTE OTEGTEILAY Ol

1ovdatot €€ 1EPOGOALU®V 1EPELG KOLL(2) AEVLLTAG LVOL EPMTNCOCLY

OLTOV GL TIC €1
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1:19-7 TOL
2 OM
IT* f1
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
PASDW

1:19-16 OTTECTEIAALY
2 + mpog avtov
B C* 33 892c ab UBS3
*  /Missing/
PASDW

1:19-34 AgLLTOG
2 + mpog avtov
P66c vid AOITY f13 579 ¢
*  /Missing/
PASD W

1:19-37 EPOTNCOOLY

2 EMEPMINCOCLY
01

3 gpm®TNCOLGLY
P75L A 33579

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P4ASDW

1:20 ka(1) oporoynoe ka(2) ovk(l) npvnoarto kai(3) oporoyncev ott
oLK(2) Ll €Y® O X PLOTOG

1:20-10 Kka(2) ovk(l) npvnoarto kai(3) mporoynocev
2 KOl OLK NPVNCOTO MUOAOYNGEV
CcLfl133b
3 Kol OLK MPVNCATO
Ole
4 OM
579
*  /Missing/
PASDW

1:20-22 ovk(2) el eym
2 ~3,1,2 (eym ovk glpt)
Origen P66 P7501 ABC*L LAY 33579 abe UBS3
*  /Missing/
PASD W

1:21 k(1) npotnoayv avtov Tt ovv Nitag (1) ou(l) ka(2) Aeyel ovk
gt o0 Tpodn g €1(2) ov(2) ko(3) anekpdn ov

1:21-7 avTOV

2 + oy
Olca
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3 + Kol EITOV QLLTM
1241

4 + molwv Aeyovteg
be

5 moAv
01*

*  /Missing/
P45DW

1:21-13 T1 ovv nAag (1) (1)
2 TL 0oLV 6L NALAG €L
Origen P75 C* ¥ 33 UBS3

2 TIG OLV GL NALOG €l

P66

3 Tl ouvv €l 6L NALOG €l
e

4 T1L 0LV NALOG €L
0lLa

5 ©v ovv TL NAlag €l
B

6 mAloG €L GL
b

*  /Missing/
PASDW

1:21-28 Kka(2)

2 OM
0lab
*  /Missing/
P45 D W 565

1:21-37 s
2 +1iLovv
ab
3 + amekpiOnoav
e
*  /Missing/
P45 D W 565

1:22 ELTOV OLV ALLTM TIG €1 VA OTOKPLGLY SWUEV TOLG TEUWYOLGLY TG TL
AEYELG TTEPL GEALVTOV

1:22-10 aAVTO
2 OM
be
3 avtw ov
P66¢ P75 E*
*  /Missing/
P4ASDW

1:24 KOl Ol OLTEGTALALEVOL NOAV EK TOV POPLEALOV
1:24-4 ot

2 OM
Origen P66 P75 01* A* B C* L ¥ UBS3
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9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P4ASDW

1:24-10 €K
2 + 1OV AELELTOV KOl
ae
*  /Missing/
P4ASDW

1:25 k(1) npomoav avtov ka(2) etrov avto Tt ovv Pantilelg eu(l)
oL ovk €1(2) o(1) yprtotog ovte(l) Nitag ovte(2) o(2) TpodnTNG

1:25-4 kau(l) npotmoav avtov
2 OM
Ole
3 o EpOTNoCOGLY QLLTOV
b
4 pobnrot kot Agviton
a
*  /Missing/
PASD W
1:25-13 Ka(2) ermov avT®
3 gmav avtm
ab
4 Jeyovteg
e
*  /Missing/
P4ASDW

1:25-25 ovte(l) niag ovte(2)
2 ovde nAog ovde
Origen P66 P75 01 AB CL ¥ f1 33 579 UBS3
3 ovde nAlog ovte
¢
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
PASDW

1:25-28 0(2)
2 OM
CA
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P4ASDW

1:26 ameKPlON aLTOLG 0 LWAVVNG AEY®V eY® Bantil® £V LOATL LEGOG dE
LUL®V EGTNKEV OV LUELG OLK O130LTE

1:26-7 amekplon
2 ko omekpln
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e
3 amekpivarto
Origen L 33 579
4 oamokpibelg
a
*  /Missing/
P4ASDW

1:26-16 rEYOV
2 OM
P75fle
* /Missing/
PASDW

1:26-19 eY®
2 +puev
f13b
* /Missing/
PASD W

1:26-25 Bartilw
2 +vpog
A®ab
*  /Missing/
P4ASDW

1:26-31 voartt
2+ e1g petavolay
ab
*  /Missing/
P4A5DW

1:26-37 de
2 OM
Origen P66 P75 01 B C* L UBS3
*  /Missing/
PASDW

1:26-46 £0TNKEV
2 otnket
Heracleon BL fl abe
9 [eotnkev/../ otnkel]
Origen
10 elotnket
P75 01
*  /Missing/
P4ASDW

1:27 aLTOG €GTLV 0 omLo® Lov(1) epyopevog og epunpocbev pov(2)
YEYOVEV 0L £Y® OLK €1l A&L0G VAL AVG® CLLTOL TOV LUAVTA TOV
LTOONLLOLTOG

1:27-4 0LLTOG EGTLY O OTILC®

2 0 oOTocw
P66 P75 01c C* L © f1 33 579 1241 a UBS3
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3 omow
Origen 01* B
*  /Missing/
P4A5DW

1:27-16 oG gunpocBev pov(2) yeyovev
2 OM
Origen P66 P75 01 B C* L ¥ f1 33 579 1241 b UBS3
*  /Missing/
P4A5SDW

1:27-31 gy® ovk gt a&log

2 ~23,1,4 (ouk gt gym a&Log)
Origen B ¥ f13 579 UBS3

3 ~23,4,1 (ovk et a&log ey®)
1241 a

4 ovuk gt a&log
01 CL 33565

5 0ULK ELUL EYM 1KALVOG
P66¢c

6 0OVLK £l IKOVOG
Heracleon P66* P75

*  /Missing/
PASD W

1:27-40 OQLLTOL TOV LUOLVTOL TOL LTOSNUOLTOG
2 TOV IHOVTO TOL LTOSTHOTOG OV TOV
P66abe
*  /Missing/
PASDW

1:28 TauTa gv fnbafapa £yeveTo TEPAY TOL LOPSAVOL OTOL NV LOAVVNG
Boantilov

1:28-7 ev fnBafapa eyeveto
2 eyeveto ev fnbavia
P66 01*abe
*  /Missing/
P45DW

1:28-10 BnOapapa

3 PnbapaPa
01c 892¢

5 Pnbavia
Heracleon Origen P66 P75 01* ABC*EL A ® P*
Q565 579 700 892* 1241 ab e UBS3

*  /Missing/
PASDW

1:28-22 nv
2 +o
P66 P75 01 B C UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
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P4A5DW

1:28-28 1OOLVVNG
2 + 1o mpwtov
Cf13 1241
*  /Missing/
P4ASDW

1:29 ™ enavplov BAenet o(1) LWAVVNG TOV INCOLY EPYOLEVOV TPOG LLTOV
Kot Agyet 18g 0(2) apvog tou(1) Bgov o(3) apwv TV apapTioV
T0L(2) KOoHOL

1:29-7 o(1) twavvng
2 OM
Origen P66 P75 01 AB C* L A®* IT W f1 33 565
579 700 892 1241 a UBS3
*  /Missing/
PASDW

1:29-19 Beov
2 +18¢
ab
*  /Missing/
P45DW

1:30 0LTOG E0TL TEPL OL EYM ELMOV OTLo® Hov(1) epyeTat avnp og
eumpocBev pov(2) yeyovev ott Tp®tog pov(3) nv

1:30-10 mEPL
2 vnep
Origen P66 P75 01* B C* UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P4ASDW

1:31 KOy® OUK NoeV avtov oA va davepmdn te(1l) topani dia Tovto
nABov eym ev T(2) vdatt Bantilwv

1:31-13 nAbov gym
2 ~2,1 (eyo nABov)
C*7001241b
*  /Missing/
PASDW

1:31-19 T0(2)
2 OM
Origen P66 P75 01 BCL ® ¥ 1 33 579 892 1241 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P4ASDW

1:32 k(1) epapTLPNOEV LOAVVNG AEY®V OTL TEBEQLOL TO TVELUA,

KOTOPOVOV MCEL TEPLOTEPAY € OLPAVOL KOL(2) ELELVEV ET LVLTOV
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1:32-10 1OOVVNG
2 o 1wwavvng

Origen Cc
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P4ASDW

1:32-13 rEYOV
2 OM
01*e
*  /Missing/
PASDW

1:32-22 KOTAPOLVOV WGEL TEPLGTEPALY
3 ~w¢,3,1 (og mepioTepayv kataotvov)
Olabe
*  /Missing/
PASD W

1:32-28 WOEL

2 og
Origen P7501 ABCEL Q33565579 UBS3

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P4ASDW

1:32-31 €€

2 &K tov
01 f1

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P4ASDW

1:32-34 gUELVEV
3 epevev
1241
4 pevov
Olbe
*  /Missing/
P4ASDW

1:33 Kay® ovk ndev avtov(l) aii o(1) mepyag pe Bamtilery ev(l)
LOALTL EKELVOG 0L ELTTEV €D OV ALV 101G TO TVELHOL KATAPOLVOV KOt
pevov en avtov(2) ovtog oty 0(2) Bantilov ev(2) TVELUATL AYL®

1:33-7 Koym
2 ko eym
01
9 [koyw/../ kot eym]
abe*
10 xou

154



ec
*  /Missing/
P45 D W 579

1:33-16 ev(l)

2 +10
Origen P66 01 fl1
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45DW

1:33-37 0LTOG
2 avTog
Abe
*  /Missing/
PASDW

1:33-40 TIVELLLOLTL 0Ly
2 T® TVELUOTL TM YL
L 33579
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
PASDW

1:34 KOLY® EMPOKO KO LEUAPTUPTKOL OTL OVTOG EGTLV O L1OG TOL Bgov

1:34-10 0 L10G
2 0 eKAEKTOG

0l*be
3 0 €KAEKTOG L1OG
a
*  /Missing/
PASDW
1:35 TN EMOLLPLOV TOALY ELGTNKEL O LOAVVNG KOL EK TOV HLALONTOV LLTOL
dvo
1:35-4 TOLALY ELGTNKEL
2 ELOTNKEL TAALY
579
5 elotnkel
P75 ¥
6 Og eloTNKEL
e
7 d¢
b
*  /Missing/
PASD W
1:35-13 o
2 OM
P75BL
9 /NA/
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abe
*  /Missing/
P4ASDW

1:35-19 €K TOV pHabntmv avtov dvo
2 ot pobnrot avtov dvo
be
*  /Missing/
P45DW

1:36 KOl EUPAEYOG TO 1GOL TEPLTATOLVTL AEYEL 1O€ O QLULVOG TOL BgoL

1:36-10 Beov
2 +0 op®V TNV OUAPTIOY TOV KOGHOV
P66* C* 892 1241 a
*  /Missing/
PASDW

1:38 otpadelg de(1) o(1) ioovg kot Beacapevog avtTovg akolovbovviag
Agyel avtolg Tt {nrette ot 8g(2) etmov avtm pafPt o(2) Aeyeton
EPUNVELOLEVOV OLOUCKAUAE TTOV LEVELG

1:38-4 otpadelg de(1)
3 otpadelg
01*EQ
4 kot oTpadelg
e
*  /Missing/
PASD W
1:38-13 akoAiovBovvrog
2 +autw

P66 C* 1241 abe
*  /Missing/
P4ASDW

1:38-19 T
2 twva
0 f13
3 11 0ghette n TIVOL
e
*  /Missing/
PASDW

1:38-34 AEYETOLL EPUNVELOUEVOV
3 Aeyetau pebepunvevopevov
Origen P66 P75 01c AB CL ¥ 33 579 892 UBS3
9 [Aeyetat gpunvevopevov /../ Agyetar pebepunvevopevov]

a

10 epunvevetat
flbe

*  /Missing/
PASD W
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1:39 Aeyel ovtolg epyeabe ka(l) wWete nAbBov ka(2) e1dov mov pevel
Kal(3) TOp QLTM EUELVOLY TNV NUEPALV EKELVTV ®PA OE NV MG dEKOLTN

1:39-10 10ete
2 oyecOle
Origen P66 P75 B C* L ¥ {1 33 579 UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45D W

1:39-28 TNV NUEPAY EKELVNV
2 ~3,1,2 (exetvnv Vv nuepav)
fl3abe
*  /Missing/
P45DW

1:40 NV vOpeas 0 adeADOG GLUMVOG TETPOL €16 €K TV(1) dvo Tmv(2)
OKOLGOVTIMV TOPO LOAVVOL KOl OKOAOLONGAVTIOV OLT®

1:40-13 Tov(2)
2 OM
01*C
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45SD W

1:41 evuplokel ovtog TPpwTog Tov(1) aderidov tov(2) Wiov Glu®Va Kot
reyel avto evpnkopev Tov(3) pesoiav o(1) ot pebBepunvevopevov

o(2) ypiotog

1:41-40 pebepunvevouevov
2 uebepunvevopevog

L 1241

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
PASCDW

1:41-43 0(2) xpiotog
2 ypLGTOC
Origen P66 P7501 ABELA®IIQfl f13 33
579 700 892 1241 UBS3

9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
PASCDW
1:43 N enavplov nBeAnoev o ioovg e€elbetv e1g v yaitlatay kot(1)

ELPLOKEL PMTTOV KAL(2) AEYEL QLT AKOAOLOEL Lot

1:43-7 0 MGOoLvG
2 OM
Origen P66 P75 01(X) ABEL A ®*II f1 33 565 579 700
892 ab e UBS3
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*  /Missing/
P45CDW

1:45 gvplokel pranmog tov(l) vabavani koai(l) Aeyet cvt® ov
EYPAYELMCNG €V TO VOU® KOL(2) Ol TPOPNTOL ELPNKAUEV INGOLYV TOV(2)
vlov Tov Wwond Tov(3) aro valapet

1:45-33 Tov(2) viov
2 vov
P66 P75 01 B 33 579 UBS3
9 [rovviov/../viov]

Origen

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
PASCDW

1:45-39 TOL
2 OM
A ATI* 33
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45CDW

1:51 ka(1) Aeyer avto apnv(l) aunv(2) Aeym vy ot aptt oyeche
tov(l) ovpavov avemyota ka(2) Tovg ayyelovg tou(l) Beov
avafaivovtog ka(3) katafaivoviag et tov(2) viov tou(2)
avOporov

1:51-16 T OLPTL
2 OM
Origen P66 P75 01 BL 579 ab UBS3
*  /Missing/
P4ASCDW

2:1 rkot(1) (1) nuepa tn(2) TPLTN YOLOG EYEVETO EV KOV TNG
yoAthouog Ko(2) nv n UnTnp Tov NGOV EKEL

2:1-7 (1) nuepa t(2) Tprn
2 11 TPLIN NUEPOL
BOfl3be
*  /Missing/
PASCDW

2:6 noav dg gkel LOPLAL ABvat €€ KELPEVOL KOTOL TOV KABOPLIOUOV TOV
10LJALOVY Y OPOLGOL OLVOL HETPNTOG VO T TPELG

2:6-16 KELUEVOALL
2 OM
Olae
*  /Missing/
PASCDW
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2:11 ToLTNV gnonce V(1) apyny TOV GNUEL®V O INGOLS EV KOV TNG
yolraog kou(l) epavepwoe Tnv(2) do&av avtou(l) ko(2)
EMOTELGAY E1G ALTOV Ol pHaBnTaL avTov(2)

2:11-16 mv(l) apynv
2 oapynv
Origen P66c P7S ABL ® ITW f1 33 565 579 UBS3
9 [tvapynv/../ apynv]
e
10 mpotnv apynv
P66* ab
*  /Missing/
P4SCDW

2:12 UETAL TOLTO KATEPN €1 KomePVAOLU aLTOG Kot(1) N untnp awtov(l)
kot(2) ou(1) aderdpotr avtov(2) kat(3) ou2) pabnrot avtov(3)
KoU(4) EKEL ELELVOLY OL TTOAAOLG NUEPOLS

2:12-22 ou(1) aderdpot avtov(2) kat(3) ou2) podntot cwvtov(3)
2 ot adeAdot kol ot podntot

Origen L
3 ot aderdot Ko ot pabntat avtov
P66* P75 B ¥
4 ot adeAdotl avtoL
Olbe
5 ot aderdot
a
6 ot pabntotl cvtov
579
7 ot ponrtot avtov Kot ot adeldot aLToL
I1* 1241
*  /Missing/
P4A5CDW

2:12-31 ELELVOLY
2 guelvev
P66c A f1 5651241 b
*  /Missing/
P45CDW

2:13 ka(1) eyyug nv 10 Tocy o TOV 1oLdALOV Ko(2) avepn eig
LEPOCOAVAL O 11GOVE

2:13-13 €1G LEPOGOALUOL O 11GOVG
2 ~3,4,1,2 (0 mooug €1G lepocoiv L)
P66 P75 L 1241be
3 &1g1gpocolvpa

f13

6 0 IMOOLG €L LEPOGOALLOL IGOVG
A

*  /Missing/
PASCDW
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2:14 ka(1) evpev ev 1o 1epm Tovg(1) TwAovvtacs foag kKal(2) Tpofata
ka(3) meplotepag kKa(4) Toug(2) KepUOTIGTAG KAOMEVOLG

2:14-10 Boag ka(2) tpofata
2 kot to TpoParta kot foog
01*a
*  /Missing/
P45CDW

2:15 ka(1) momocog dpayerriov ek(1) oxowviev ntavrog eEefarev ex(2)
TOL gpoL ta T€ TpoParta Ka(2) Toug foag kat(3) tov KoAlLPLoTOV
e€eyee To kKeppa kau(4) toc tpanelos avesTpEYE

2:15-4 kai(1l) romnooag ppayeriiov ex(1) oyoitviemv
2 emoincev PpayEAALOV EK GYOLVI®V KO
Ol*abe
*  /Missing/
PASCDW

2:15-7 TOLNGOG
2 +og
P66 P75 L 1 33565892 1241 abe
*  /Missing/
P45CDW

2:15-25 TO TE

2 10
Ol*ae

3 kot to
P66*

4 to Kol
Olc

*  /Missing/
P45CDW

2:15-40 TO KEPUOL
2 1o KepUOTO
Origen P66c P75 BL 33579 b
*  /Missing/
PASCDWe

2:15-43 tpanefoc

2 +autwn
ab

*  /Missing/
PASCDW

2:15-46 OLVECTPEYE
3 avetpeyev
Origen P66 B ® I1c UBS3
5 KotEGTPEYEV
01 f13
9 /NA/
abe
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*  /Missing/
P45CDW

2:16 KOUL TO1G TOG TEPLOTEPAS TWAOVGLY ELTEV APOLTE TOVTO EVIELOEV UM
motelte Tov otkov(l) Tov TaTpog pov otkov(2) gumoplov

2:16-19 gvtevbev
2 +xo
P66 A ® f1 13 33 565700 1241 abe
*  /Missing/
P45CDW

2:17 gpvnodncav dg ot paBNTUL ALTOL OTL YEYPALUEVOV EGTLY 0 {NAOG
TOL OLKOL COL KOTEPOLYE LLE

2:17-13 YEYPOLLUEVOV EGTLV
2 ~2,1 (ecTLV YEYPOUUUEVOV)
B 1241
*  /Missing/
PASCDW

2:17-19 £0TLV

2 +oti
P66 P75

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P4SCDW

2:17-31 Katehoye
3 kotadpoyetat
Heracleon Origen P66 P7501 ABELA®ITY
Q f1 13 33 579 700 892 1241 UBS3

9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
PASCDW
2:18 ameEKPLOMNCOY 0LV Ol LOLSOLOL KAl ELTOV QLT TL CTIUELOV JEIKVVELG

MUV OTL TOTO TOLELG

2:18-4 ovv
2 OM
f13335791241be
*  /Missing/
PASCDW

2:18-16 nuwv
2 OM
Origen P75 L
*  /Missing/
PASCDW

2:19 anekplOn o iocovg ko(1) ELmEV ALTOLE AVCUTE TOV VOOV TOLTOV
KoU(2) eV TPLOLY NUEPOAUS EYEPHD QLVTOV
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2:19-13 o
2 OM
Origen P66 P75 ABEL A @ ITY 700 892 1241 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45CDW

2:20 €LTOV 0LV o1 tovdatot tesoapakovta Koil(l) e§ etectv mkodoundn o
VOLOG 0LTOG KOL(2) OL €V TPLOLV MUEPOULS EYEPELS ALLTOV

2:20-4 ELTTOV OLV 01 1OVLAALOL
2 KOl Ol LOLAOLLOT ELTTOLY
e
4 gmov OLV QT O1 LOVAALOL
® 33
*  /Missing/
PASCDW

2:20-25 gV
2 OM
0la
*  /Missing/
P4ASCDW

2:20-31 EYEPELG
2 gyelpelg
33be
*  /Missing/
PASCDW

2:22 0T€ oLV MNYEPON €K vekpV epvncOncay ot podnton cLTOL OTL TOLTO
eheyev avtolg kal(l) emotevoay ) ypodn Koi(2) To ALoy® o elmev
0 1NGOLG

2:22-22 avTOoLg
2 OM
Origen P66 P7501 ABEL A® Y {1 f13 33 579 700
892 1241 ab e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45CDW

2:22-28 o
2 o
1241
3 ov
Origen P66 P75 01 B L UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
PASCDW
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2:23 g de nv ev(1) tepocoivpolg ev(2) to tacya ev(3) ™ eoptn
TOAAOL EMLGTELGAV €1G TO ovopa avTov(l) Bewpouvvieg avtov(2) Ta
GTELD O ETOLEL

2:23-10 ev(1)

2 +1o1g
Origen P66 P75S01 ABEL A®II Q{1 f13 579
700 892 UBS3

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
PASCDW

2:23-19 aLTOL(2) TAL G UELNL
2 ~23,1(tTa onuelo aLTOL)
892 1241
3 1o onuela
flabe
*  /Missing/
P45CDW

2:24 0LLTOG O€ O 1NGOVG OLK ENMLGTEVEV EQLVTOV QLLTOLG LA TO ALVTOV
YIWVOOKELV TAVTOG

2:24-7 0 MGoOoLvG
2 moovg
Origen P66 P75 B L 1241 UBS3
9 [o moovg/../ moovg]

ab

10 OM
e

*  /Missing/
P4SCDW

2:24-13 £0LLTOV
2 oavtov
01* A* BL 700 UBS3
9 [eavtov/../ avtov]

abe

10 OM
P75 579

*  /Missing/
PASCDW

2:24-16 oLTOLG
2 egovTolg
A* 33
*  /Missing/
PASCDW

2:24-22 avToV
2 OM
Olab
*  /Missing/
PASCDW
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2:24-28 TOLVTOG

2 movio
E f13
*  /Missing/
P4SCDW
2:25 KOLL OTL OV YPELOLV ELYEV VA TIG LOLPTLPTCT] TEPL TOL ALVOPOTOL

OLTOG YOLP EYLVACKE TL MV €V TO AvVOpoOT®

2:25-22 TOL AVOP®TOL

2 avipomov
Origen P66

9 [rov avBpomov /../ avBpwrov]
ae

10 avtov
b

*  /Missing/
P4A5CDW

3:2 0LTOG NABE TPOG TOV INGOLV VUKTOG KOl ELTTEV QVT® POPPt otdapev
0Tl oo Bgov eANALOOG SLOUGKAAOG OVIELS YOP TOVTO TOL CTHELD
dLVOLTAL TOLELY 0L GL TOLELS €0V UM 1 0 O€0G LET ALLTOV

3:2-22 ovdelg yop
2 ko 0vdeLg
Ole
*  /Missing/
PASCDW

3:2-25 TOVTO T GNUELOL SLVOLTOL
3 ~4,1,2,3 (duvatot TOVTA TOL CTLLELRL)
P66 P7501 ABL WY 33579 892 1241 ab e UBS3
3 dvuvatou To oMpen TALTO
Origen
*  /Missing/
P4SCDW

3:2-34 TOLELY
2 mowmoat
fl 565
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45CDW

3:2-37 0L GL TIOLELG
2 OM
f1 565
*  /Missing/
PASCDW
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3:2-46 1 0 Bgog
1 o06gocm
a
3 o00eog
P66* L
*  /Missing/
P45CDW

3:14 Kol kabmg poong vywace Tov(l) 0Pty ev TN EPMUEO OVLTOG LY OO VAL
det Tov(2) viov Tov avBpwnov

3:14-19 vyeOnvat det Tov(2) viov Tov avOp®ToL
2 gl Tov LIOV TOL AVOpOTOL LY WO VAL
33
3 det vywOM VAL TOV LIOV TOL AVOPOTOL
Aa
*  /Missing/
P45CDW

3:20 oG youp 0 pavia tpaccov picel To(1) dog(l) kot ovk epyetal TPog
10(2) dmg(2) wva un ereyyOn Ta epyo cLTOL

3:20-13 KOl OLK gpYETOL TPOG TO(2) dwg(2)

2 OM
01* 579
*  /Missing/
PASCDW
3:22 peta tavta NAbev o inoovg ka(1l) ot padnton avtov g1g TNV

ovdatav ynv ka(2) eketl dietpife pet avtov koi(3) efantilev

3:22-7 NABev
2 amnABev
33ab
*  /Missing/
P4ASCDW

3:22-10 o
2 OM
ATl
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
PASCDW

3:23 nv(1l) de ka(1l) wavvng Pantilmv ev ALvmV £YyUG TOL GOAELL OTL
voarta moAra Nv(2) eket kay(2) tapeyivovro ka(3) efantifovio

3:23-4 rkor(1)
2 OM
abe
*  /Missing/
PASCDW
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3:23-7 kou(1)
2 +o
P66 B ® UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P4ASCDW

3:23-28 TOLPEYLVOVTO
4 + mpog avtov
Oe
*  /Missing/
P4A5SCDW

3:24 oLT® Yop NV PEPANUEVOG €1G TNV PLAAKNV O LOAVVNG

3:24-7 mv
2 OM
E* ® f1
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P4SCDW

3:24-10 0
2 OM
01*B
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
PASCDW

3:25 €YEVETO 0LV {NTNOIG €K TOV LOONTOV LOOVVOL HETO LOLOUL®V TEPL
kaboplopov

3:25-25 LoLAAL®V
1 wovdauov
Q
2 1ovdaiov
P750Ic ABELATI W 33 579 700 892 1241 UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45CDW

3:26 ka(1) nABov mpog(1) Tov twavvny ko(2) etmov avto papPt og nv
LLETOL GOL TEEPOLY TOL LOPSAVOL ® GL HEUOPTUPTKAG LOE OVTOG
Bantiler kau(3) mavieg epyovtatl Tpog(2) avtov

3:26-7 ToV
2 OM
f1 33
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45CW
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3:26-31 10¢
2 18ov
D f1 565
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45CW

3:31 o(1) avwBev gpyopevog(l) enavm(l) Taviov(l) eotv o(2) ov ex(1)
™e(1) yne(l) ex(2) Te(2) yne(2) eotu(l) kan ex(3) mg(3)
Ns(3) Aarer 0(3) ex(4) Tov oLpAVOL gPYOUEVOS(2) ETaVm(2)
navtov(2) eati(2)

3:31-19 ek(1)
2 apo
DOfI3b
3 ell
Ol*ae
*  /Missing/
P45 C W 1241

3:31-34 o(3)
2 + 3¢
be
3 +ov
P66*
*  /Missing/
P45 C W 579

3:31-43 enavo(2) taviov(2) ectu(2)
2 OM
P7501*Dfl 565abe
*  /Missing/
P45 C W 579

3:32 ka(l) o ewpoxe ko(2) nkovoe Tovto paptupet ka(3) tnv
HOLPTLPLOLY OLLTOL OVLOELG AouPavel

3:32-4 kay(l) o
2 0
Origen P66 P75 01c BD EL W f1 33 565 579 ab e UBS3
3 ov
01*
*  /Missing/
P4SCW

3:32-19 TOLTO
2 OM
0l Dfl 565abe
*  /Missing/
P4A5CW

4:1 ®G oLV gYVM 0 KLPLOG oTY(1) Novsav ot dapisatlot otu(2) 1NGoVG
mAglOVaG pobntog motet kat foantilel n towavvng

167



4:1-40

4:3

4:3-13

4:5

4:5-55

4:5-67

4:6

4:6-31

n
5 OM

AB*L WY 579 892
9 /NA/

abe
*  /Missing/

P45 W

adnke tv(l) tovdatay kKo annAbe taity 1g TNv(2) yolAoiay

ovdotay
2 +ynmv
DOflfl3565abe
*  /Missing/
P45 W

EPYETAL OLV E1G TOALV TNG CAUAPELAG AEYOLEVTV CLY AP TANCLOV TOV
X OPLOL 0 EOMKEV LOKMP LGN TM LI® AVLTOV

o)
2 ov
P66 C* DL ® Q f1 33 565 700 1241
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 W

OGN TO LIO AVTOV
2 1o 10woNnd [To VIO AVTOV]
Origen
2 TO® 106N T® LI® ALTOL
P66 P75 01 B UBS3

9 [wond/../ t® 1wend] To® LI® dLVTOL

b

10 ~2,34,1 (to® vi® awTOoL Lo D)
ae

*  /Missing/
P45 W

nv(1l) d¢ exet tyn(1) Tov 1K®OP 0 OLV 1NCOVE KEKOTLOK®OG EK TNG
odotmoprog ekafeleto ovtmg emt TN TNYN(2) wpa NV(2) ®OEL EKTN

™ mnyn(2)
2 v nynv
L
9 [t mnyn/../ v mynv]
abe
10 ™ yn
P66* 1241
*  /Missing/
P4sS W
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4:9 Aeyel ovv ot M(1) yovn N(2) COUAPELTIG TOS GL LOLILOG BV TTOLP
ELLOVLTLELY QUTELG OLGTG YOVOULKOG COUOPELTIS0E OV YOP GLYYPOVTOL
10L3AL0L GAUOPELTOG

4:9-58 0L Y0P GLYYPOVTAL LOVOOLLOL GAUAPELTOLG
2 OM
01*Dabe
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:10 anekplOn imoovg kai(l) emev awtn €1 NOELG TNV d®PEAV TOL Beov
kau(2) Tig eotv 0 Agyov oou(1) dog pot metv ov av(l) ntnoog
avtov kat(3) edmkev av(2) cou2) vowp Cov

4:10-31 pot

2 +vdop
700 1241

*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:10-55 av(2)
2 OM
LQ
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:11 Agyel ALTO 1M YLVT KLPLe ovte avtAnua exeg(1) kot to(1) dpeap
€0t fabv mobev ovv gxeig(2) To(2) LVOwp T0(3) LV

4:11-4 AgYEL
2 Ko Aeyel
Origen e
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:11-7 mn yovn
2 OM
P75 B
3 ekewvn
01*
*  /Missing/
P45W

4:11-40 ovv

2 OM
0OlDabe
*  /Missing/
P45 W
4:12 LN 6L pell®V €L TOL TATPOG NUOV LUK®P 0G ESOKEV NULV TO PpeaLp
kay(1) avtog €€ avtou(l) ente ka(2) ot viot avtov(2) ka(3) Ta

Opeupoata avtov(3)
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4:12-22 0¢g
3 ooTtig
010

*  /Missing/

P45 W

4:12-28 edmKeV
2 dedmKev
Origen P66 P75 C f13
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:12-40 odpeap
2 +rtovto
fl3abvide
*  /Missing/
P4sS W

4:12-55 ot
2 OM
P66 579
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:14 0¢ & av TN ek tov vdatog(l) ouv(l) eym dwcw(1) avtm(l) ov(2) un
dtymon g1g(1) tov atova alra To LEWP 0 dBS®(2) AVLTO(2)
revnoetat ev ovTo(3) Tnyn voatog(2) arropevoo gg(2) Comv
QLWVIOV

4:14-7 0G d av T
2 0 d0e mveV
01*D
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:14-55 gv avto(3) nyn
2 mNyn ev avte
Origen P66
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:15 AEYEL TPOG QLLTOV 1] YLVN KLPLE BOG LLOL TOVTO TO LAIMP VAL U1 FY®
pUnode epympot evoade aviAgLy

4:15-22 Syw
2 dwynow
P66* D

9 /NA/
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abe
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:15-28 EPY UL
2 gpyopot
0lcEL ® ¥ f13 33 700 892 1241
9 [epyoupot/../ epyopo]
abe
10 Sepyopat
P75B
11 Sepyopat
Heracleon Origen P66 01* UBS3
*  /Missing/

P45 W
4:16 AEYEL QLT O INOOLG LTIAYE POVNGOV TOV ALVIPA COL Kol eEABe evBade
4:16-4 0 MGoOoLvG
2 moovug

01* A ® IT* 1 f13
9 [o moovg/../ moovg]

be
10 OM

Origen P66 P75 B C* a UBS3
*  /Missing/

P45 W 33

4:16-10 TOV avdpa. GOV
2 ~3,1,2 (cov oV avopa)
B
9 [oov tov avdpa /../ Tov avdpa Gov]
Heracleon Origen
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:17 anekplOn 1 yovn kot ey ovk(1) exm(l) avdpa(l) Aeyel avtn o
NGOLG KAAMG ELTOLG OTL avdpa(2) ovk(2) exm(2)

4:17-10 elmev
2 +ovto
P66 P75 B CE 33 892 1241 ab UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:17-13 ovk(1) exm(l) avdpa(l)
2 ~3,1,2 (avdpa ovk g ®)
01 C*DL 1241
*  /Missing/
P45 W 33

4:17-46 exo(2)
2 gyeg
Heracleon 01 Db e
*  /Missing/
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P45 W a

4:18 TEVTE YOP OLVOPUG EGYEG KOl VOV OV EXELG OVK EGTL GOV VP TOVTO
aAnBec eipnkog

4:18-31 aAnOeg
2 aAnbog
01 E
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:19 AEYEL ALTM 1 YLV KLPLE BEMP® OTL TPOPNTNG EL GL

4:19-16 GL
2 OM
Dabe
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:20 ot Tatepes NUOV €V(1) TOLT® T OPEL TPOGEKLVNGOY KOl VUELS
Aeyete 0Tt eV(2) 1EPOGOALOLG EGTLY O TOTOG OOV OEL TPOCKLVELY

4:20-10 TOLT® T® OPEL
2 ~2,3,1 (to opet TovT®)
Heracleon Origen P66 P75S01 ABCDELAGIIY
Q 1 f13 33 579 700 892 1241 UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:20-49 Ogl TPOOKLVELY
2 ~2,1 (npookuvelv det)
Origen P66 P7501 ABC*D L ¥ 33 892 b UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:21 AEYEL ALLTT O NOOLG YLVOLL TIGTEVLGOV LLOL OTL EPYETOL WP OTE
ovte(1) ev(l) To(1) opet TovTm oLTE(2) £V(2) LEPOGOALUOLG
TPpocKLVNCETE TO(2) TATPL

4:21-13 YOVOLL TIGTELGOV LLOL
4 yovval TeTELCOV
A
5 moTeve pot yovou
Heracleon Origen P66 P75 01 B C L ¥ 892 1241 b UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45W

4:21-19 TLGTELGOV
2 moteLe
Heracleon Origen P66 P75 01 B C* D L {1 f13 565 1241 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
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P45 W 33

4:21-37 ot1e

2 ot

A © 579 892
* /Missing/

P45 W

4:21-52 (1) opet ToLTO
3 1ouvTw TM OpEl
Dabe
5 10 KOGU® TOLT®
P66*
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:23 oAl gpyetot opa ko(l) vov eotiv ote ot aAnBivol TpocKL VN TOL
TPOGKLVNGOLGL TM TATPL €V TVELHATL Ka(2) ainbeia ka(3) yop o
TOLTNP TOLOLTOLG LNTEL TOLG TPOGKLVOLVTUG LLTOV

4:23-58 aVTOV

2 oVTO
P66* 01*

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:23-61 oLVTOV
2 +&ev mvevpaTt
ab
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:24 nmvevua 0 Beog k(1) TOLE TPOGKLVOLVTAG QLVTOV EV TVELUOLTL
Kol(2) alnBeta det TpooKLVELV

4:24-10 avToV
3 OM
Heracleon 01* D*
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:24-19 Ogl TPOCKLVELV
2 TPOCKLVELV deL
01*D
3 det
e
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:25 AEYEL ALLTM M YLV OLBAL OTL LEGGLOG EPYETOL O AEYOUEVOGS Y PLOTOG
oTOV EADT EKELVOG OLVOYYEAEL ULV TTOLVTOL
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4:25-4 oda
2 owapev
P66¢ 01c L 13 33 1241
9 [owda /. ./ odauev]
Origen
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:25-25 otav
2 +ovuv
be
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:25-34 avoyyeAEL
4 ovayyeAAet
01*D
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:25-43 TOLVTOL
2 amovia
Origen P66 P75 01 B C* f1 565 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:27 ka(1) emt tovte NABovV o1 podntat cvtov ka(2) eBavpacay ot
LETA YOVOUKOG gAdAEL 0LOELG pevtot e TU(1) Enteg n Tu(2)
AQLAELG LET ALTNG

4:27-4 EML TOLT®

2 &miTovTo
E f13

3 evTtouT®
01*D

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:27-13 nibov
4 emnAbBov
01*e
*  /Missing/
P4sS W

4:27-19 ebavpacav
2 gBavpalov
Origen P66 P7501 ABCDL®IIY fl 33 579 892 UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:27-28 gAodel
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2 AoAgt
®579ab

*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:27-43 eime

2 +oute
0OlDab
3 +1n yovaiki
e
*  /Missing/
P45 W
4:28 apnkev ovv V(1) vEprav avtng N yovn kKo(l) arnibev g TVv(2)
moAv kou(2) Aeyel Tolg avOpmnolg
4:28-4 adnkev ovv V(1) LAPLAY ALTNG N YLVN
2 adNKEV OLV 1 YLVI] TNV LIPLOALY EQVTNG
Db
3 mnyvvn ovv adelGa TNG LPLOG
e
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:28-37 AEYEL

2 ewmev
1241 ab
*  /Missing/
P45 W
4:29 devTe 10eTE AWVOPMTOV OC ELTE LOL TTAVTOL OGO ETOLNOOL LNTL OVTOG

€GTLV O Y PLOTOG

4:29-16 oco

2 a
01BC*ae

9 [a/../oca]
Origen

10 +a
579

*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:30 €ENABOV 0LV €K TNG TOAEMG KOl |PYOVTO TPOS ALLTOV

4:30-7 eEnibov

2 egEnpyovto
L 1241

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:31 €v 8g To peTagL NPOTOV 0LTOV 01 podntatl Aeyovteg pofpt doye
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4:31-22 avTOV
3 OM
Aa

*  /Missing/

P45 W

4:31-25 ol padnrtat
2 OM
1241
3 +ovtov
OllcQ33e
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:32 0 Og ELTMEV QLLTOLG EYM PPOCLY EY® GOLYELY NV LUELS OLK OLOOLTE

4:32-7 0 ¢
3 OM
ae
4 gmiToLTO
b
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:33 €heYOV OLV 0L HOOMTAL TPOG LAANAOVLG LT TIG NVEYKEV QLLT® POYELY

4:33-7 gheyov
3 Agyovot
01*b
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:33-10 ovv
2 Og
Dab
3 OM
0l*e
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:33-13 ot podntat Tpog aAAnAovg

2 ~3,4,1,2 (mpog aAiniovg ot pobntat)
f13

3 ot pafntot awtov TPOog AAANAOLG
abe

4 o1 pabnrot
579

5 mpog aAinAovg
1241

6 &v eavTolg ot pabntot
D

*  /Missing/
P45 W

176



4:34 AEYEL QLTOLS O INCOVG LoV Bpopa ety va Totw to(1) BeAnpua
TOUL TEUWYAVTOG LE KO TEAELOG® QLLTOL TO(2) EpyoV

4:34-25 TOL®

2 momow
Heracleon Origen P66 P7SBCD L © ITV f1 33 565 579
UBS3

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:35 ovy vueig Aeyete oti(1) ett teTpaunvov eott kay(l) o Begpiopog
EPYETAL OOV AEY® VULV EMAPATE TOLG 0POAALOLS VIOV KOL(2)
Bsacace Tag yopoag otu(2) Aevkal 101 TPOg Bepiopov oM

4:35-25 £T1
2 OM
P75 D L IT* f13 1241
9 [OM MV eti]
Origen
*  /Missing/
P4sS W

4:35-37 100V AEY® LUV
2 OM
f1 565 1241
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:36 ka(1) o(1) Oeprlov(l) piebov AapPavet ka(2) cuvayel KapTov
e1g Conv atwviov wva kat(3) o(2) onetpmv opov yopn ka(4) o(3)
Beprlov(2)

4:36-7 rka(1)
2 OM
Origen P66 P7501 BC* DL ¥ 33 abe UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:36-34 ka(3)
2 OM
Heracleon Origen P66 P75 B CL W f1 33 565 892 1241 ¢
UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:36-40 opov yaipn kau4) o(3) Oepilov(2)
2 opov youpn Ko Ogpilmv
P66 ®
3 kot o Oepilmv opov xapn
D
4 opov yoipn peta tov Beprovtog

e
*  /Missing/
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P45 W

4:37 gv yop tout® o(1) Aoyog eativ(l) o(2) arnbivog ot aArog(l)
eotv(2) o(3) onelpmv kot arrhog(2) o(4) Beprlov

4:37-10 o(1) Aoyog eativ(l)
2 ~3,1,2 (eotv 0 AOYOG)
Heracleon D a b
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 W

4:37-22 0(2) aAnBivog
2 aAnOwog
Heracleon Origen B C* L A IT* ¥ 33 565 700 1241 UBS3
3 ainbng
f1579
4 olnbelag
a
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 W

4:38 eym anestetho vuog Bepiletv o ovy vueilg(l) kekomiakate Aol
KEKOTLOKAGT KOl DUELG(2) E1G TOV KOOV ALTOV EloeANALOaTE

4:38-7 ATECTELAQ
2 OMECTUAKO
01D
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:38-13 o
4 OM

D*Le

*  /Missing/

P45 W

4:39 ek 0€ TNg(1) TOAE®G EKELVNG TOAAOL EMLGTELGALY E1G QVLTOV TOV
COUOPELTOV 1A TOV A0YOV TNG(2) YLUVALKOG HOPTLPOVLGNG OTL ELTTE
HO1 TTOLVTOL OGOl ETOIN GO

4:39-16 €1C ALLTOV TMOV COUAPELTMV
2 ~34,1,2 (ToV COUOPEITOV EIG QLVTOV)
f1
4 TOV COUOPELTOV
Ol*ae
*  /Missing/
P4sS W

4:39-58 oca
2 o
Origen P75 01 B C* L b e UBS3
*  /Missing/
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P45 W

4:40 ®g ovv NABov pog avtov(l) ol copapeLTal NPOTOY ATOV(2) peLvat
TOP OLLTOLG KOLL EPELVEV EKEL VO NUEPOG

4:40-4 ®¢G ovv NABov tpog awvtov(l)
2 ®g ovv GLVNABOV TPOG ALTOV
Bc
3 ®gnAbov ovv TPog ALTOV
Bc2 a
4 mABov ovv Tpog avToV
e
5 ovvnABov ovv Tpog avTOV
B*
7 ®G oLV NKoLCoALYV
1241
*  /Missing/
P45 W
4:41 KOl TOAA® TAELOVG EMLGTELGOALY LA TOV AOYOV GLLTOL

4:41-10 TAELOVG

2 mAglov
P75 ¢
*  /Missing/
P45Wa
4:41-13 EMIGTELOOY

2 + e avtov

0 f138921241b
*  /Missing/

P45 W

4:42 ™ t€ yuvaikt elgyov oti(1) ovkeTt dla TNV 6NV AdAloy
TLGTEVOEV QLTOL YOLP OKT|KOOLUEV KO OLBOLUEV OTL(2) OLTOG EGTLY
aAnbwg o(1) cotnp ToL KOGHOoL 0(2) XPLoTOG

4:42-4 TN T€ YOVOLKL EAEYOV

2 1t 8¢ yovauki glgyov
Origen P66 D E

9 1t [re/../ 8g] yovauxi eleyov
a

10 eheyov g 1 yuvalkl
e

11 xou gheyov 1 yovoukt
01*b

* /Missing/
P45 W

4:42-19 otu(l)

3 OM
Origen B b
*  /Missing/
P4sS W
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4:42-28 onv Aol
2 AoAiov Gov
Origen P75 B
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:42-31 AQALOY
2 poptuplov
Heracleon 01* D b
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:42-40 avTotL
2 avtov
Da
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:42-46 OKNKOQUEV
2 + map oLTOoL
01 Ic f1 13
/Missing/
P45 W

*

4:42-55

ovtog eaTlv aAnbug o(1) cotnp
2

aANOmG 0LTOG EGTLV O GOTNP
01

[ovtog oty aAnbwg /. ./ aAnBmg ovTog €EGTIV] 0 GOTNP
Origen

0LTOG AANOMC 0 GOTNP ECTLY
e

9

10

11 ovtog eotiv 0 cOTNP
Heracleon IT 1241

*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:42-70 0(2) xpiotog

2 OM

Origen P66 P75 01 B C* ab UBS3
*  /Missing/

P45 W

4:43 peta de tog dvo nuepoag eENAbev ekelbev katl annAbev g1g tnv
YoALAQLLOLY

4:43-28 Kol amnABev
2 OM

Origen P66 P75 01 B C D f13 892 1241 b e UBS3
3 ko mABev
L

*  /Missing/
P45 W a
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4:44 0LTOG YOLP O INGOVG EUOPTLPTGEV OTL TPOPNTNG EV TN 1310 TATPLOL
TIUNV OVK €)EL

4:44-10 0 1MGOVE
2 moovg
Origen P66 P75 01 ABCDE A @ IT* fl 33 579 892
9 [0 wmoovg/../ moovg]
abe
10 OM
v
*  /Missing/
P4S W

4:45 ote ovv NABev gig(1) Tnv(1) yoMAoiav edeEovto LTOV OL
yoAtlouot Tovto empakoteg o enoinoev ev(1) teposoivporlg ev(2)
™ €optn Ko avtot yap nAbov gig(2) tnv(2) eoptnv

4:45-4 ote
2 og
01*De
9 /NA/
ab
*  /Missing/
P4s W

4:45-37 TOLVTOL EOPAKOTEGS
2 01 EMPOKOTEG TALVTOL
Ol*abe
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:45-40 TOLVTO
2 mavTteg
ae
* /Missing/
P45 W

4:45-49 a
2 oca
Origen P66 P75 01c AB CL @ Ilc V¥ f1 f13 33 565 579
892 1241 abe UBS3
*  /Missing/
P4sS W

4:45-64 ev(2)
2 OM
De

*  /Missing/

P45 W

4:45-73 nAbov
4 einAvbeicov

Olabe

*  /Missing/
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P45 W

4:46 NABev ovv o(1) INGOLE TOALY E1G TNV KAV TNG YOAMAXLOG OTTOV
ETOLNGE TO LOWP OLVOV KAl NV T1G BAGIALKOG 0L 0(2) LIOG NGBeVEL
€V KOTEPVAOLL

4:46-16 o(1) moovg taiv
3 moiv
Origen P66 P75 01 BC D L 33 1241 ab e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:46-58 Ko nv

2 mvoe
01DL338921241be

3 nv
a

*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:46-61 nv

2 +ekel
ae

*  /Missing/
P4sS W

4:46-67 Bootiikog
3 Paociiiokog
Da
9 /NA/
be
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:47 0VTOG OLKOLGOG OTL 1COVG NKEL EK TNG LOLALNG EIG TNV YAALAOLOLY
annABe tpog avtov(l) ka(l) npota avtov(2) wva katafn kou(2)
L0lOMTOL ALLTOL TOV LIOV NUEAAE Yop AToBVNOKELY

4:47-19 €K
2 amo
f13 33 1241
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:47-43 avtov(2)
2 OM
Origen P66 P75 01 BC D L 33 892 1241 a e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:49 AgYEL TPOG 0WTOV 0 PaGIALKOG Kvple katafn Ot Tpiv arobavelv to
TOLOLOV OV
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4:49-10 TPV
2 +n
O Ilc 579
9 /NA/
be
*  /Missing/
P45 W a

4:49-19 TO TOLLOLOV

2 tov morda
01

9 [to moudtov/../ Tov mada]
be

10 tov viov
A f13

*  /Missing/
P45 Wa

4:49-25 Hov
2 OM
Dfl 565be
*  /Missing/
P45 W a

4:51 non 0 avtov(l) KaTafaivovtog ot SoLAOL ALTOL(2) ATNVTNGOY CLLT®
KOl LT YYELAQLV AEYOVTEG OTL O TTOLLG GOoL (N

4:51-22 ot dovAot awvtov(2) arnvineay
2 LTNVTINGAV 01 SOLAOL
De
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:51-31 ATNVINGAV

2 vanvinoav
P66 P7501 BCD L ® Y f1 £13 33 565 579 892 1241
UBS3

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P4sS W

4:51-49 AEyOVTEG
2 OM
0IDb
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:51-55 TALG GOV
2 oG oLLTOL
P66* P75 01 A B C UBS3
3 vlog cov
P66c D LII133579892 1241 abe
5 moug cov 0 LIOG OWTOL

183



f13
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:54 TOLTO TAALY BEVLTEPOV CGTUELOV EMOINCEV O 1NGOVG EAB®V ek TNG
1L0VAAULOG ELG TNV YOLALAOLOLY

4:54-4 TOVTO
2 +0¢
Origen P66 P75 B C* f13 1241 UBS3
3 +ovv
579 e
*  /Missing/
P45 W

4:54-10 OELTEPOV OMUELOV EMOLNCEV O 11GOVG

2 OMUELOV BEVLTEPOV ETOLNGEV O 11GOVE
Q

3 3eLTEPOV EMOINGEV O 1GOLG GMNLELOV
ab

4 3gLTEPOV EMOLNGEV GNUELOV O 11GOVE
01

5 EMOINGEV SEVLTEPOV GMLELOV O INCOVG
P75

*  /Missing/
P4sS W

5:1 LETOL TALTOL NV E0PTH TMOV LOLAOU®V KOl AVERN O I1NCOVG €1G
1LEPOCOAL AL

5:1-7 nv
2 +n
OlICELATIY fl 33 892¢
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 W

5:1-16 o
2 OM
P66 P75 A B D L IT* W UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 W

5:5 NV 8¢ TG AVOPMTOS EKEL TPLOKOVTOOKTM ETN EXMV €V TN acbevela
5:5-10 TPLOKOVTOOKT®

2 TPLLKOVTO KOl OKT®
0lACDELAWYlf1333565579 700 1241 b e UBS3

9 1h//
P66 P75

*  /Missing/
P45 W
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5:5-13 €N

2 OM
P75* 579
*  /Missing/
P45 W
5:19 anekptvato ovv o(1) ioovg kai(1) eumev avtoig apunv(l) aunv(2)

Agy® vULY oL duvartatl 0(2) viog(l) Tolely AP ELTOL OLAEV OV LN
Tt BAETN TOV TOLTEPOL TOLOLVTA OL YOALP OV EKELVOG TTOLN TOLTA Ka(2)
0(3) viog(2) opotmwg motet

5:19-25 vrog(1)
2+ 1ov avBpwnov
D f13
*  /Missing/
P45 C

5:19-28 TOLELV Ald EALTOL
2 ~23,1 (o eavTOL TOLELY)
Wf13579ab
*  /Missing/
P45C

5:19-34 ad ELTOL OVLIEV

2 o eqLTOL 0LE eV
P66 f1 565

9 ad gavtov [ovdev /../ ovde V]
ab

10 11 ad gavtov
De

*  /Missing/
P45 C

5:19-49 oY

2 an
01B

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 C

5:19-52 Tt BAemn

3 Piremn
Wae

*  /Missing/
P45 C

5:19-64 a

2 oca
ab

3 0
'Y

4 OM
579
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*  /Missing/
P45 C

5:19-70 av
3 eav
Origen P66
9 [av/../eav]
ab
10 OM
ADLII1241 e
*  /Missing/
P45 C

5:19-73 EKELVOG TTON
3 mow o matnp
Origen e
*  /Missing/
P45 C

5:19-82 OLLOLMG TTO1EL
2 ~2,1 (motet opolmg)
0lDab
3 motet
e
*  /Missing/
P45 C

5:22 0LJOE YOP O TOLTNP KPLVEL OLIEVO AL TNV KPLGLY TOOOLV OEOMKE TM
VIO

5:22-4 ovode
2 ov
P66* 1241
*  /Missing/
P45C

5:26 worep yop o matnp €xet Lomv(l) ev(l) eavtw(l) ovtmg edwke Kat
o VI ConVv(2) exetv ev(2) eavtm(2)

5:26-4 WoTEP
2 og
01*DW
9 [womep/../ ®g]
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 C

5:26-10 gyet Comv(l)

2 Comv eyet
01579
*  /Missing/
P45 C
5:26-13 0LTMOG £dmKE KAl T® VIO CONV(2) exelv ev(2) eavTtm(2)
2 OM
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01* f1
*  /Missing/
P45 C

5:26-16 edoke kol T LM Conv(2) exelv

2 edmkev Kol T LI gxely Lonv
ae

3 ~2,3,4,1,5,6 (ko T® LI® edwKEV {ONV EYELY)
P66 P75 01c BL 579 UBS3

4 kot To LI edmKeV gxelv Conv
b

5 ~2,3,4,5,1,6 (kai tw uiw zwhn edwken ecein)
Origen W

*  /Missing/
P4501* C f1

5:27 ko(l) eEovoiav edwkev ALTO KAL(2) KPLOLV TOLELV OTL L1OG
avOpomTov 0Tl

5:27-10 Ka(2)
2 OM
Origen P66 P7501 ABL W V¥ 33579 b e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45Ca

5:30 ov(1) duvopal €Y TOLELY 0T ELAVTOL OLOEV KAO®MG ALKOLM KPLV® KoLl
Nn(1) kptoic N(2) eun dikaa ety 0Tt 0V(2) Ente to(1)
Beinpa(l) to(2) gpov arra to(3) BeAnuou(2) Tov TERYAVTOG LE
TOLTPOG

5:30-10 E£Y® TOLELV OLTT ELOLLTOV
2 €Y® AT EULAVLTOV TOLELV
D579be
3 TOLELV EY® T ELOLVTOV
0133
*  /Missing/
P45Ca

5:30-52 TATPOG
2 OM
Origen P66 P7501 ABDL WATIY fl 33 565 ae UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45C

5:39 EPELVOLTE TOG YPAPOS OTL LUELS QOKELTE £V ALTALS LONV QLLOVIOV
EYELV KOl EKELVAL ELGTV O LAPTVPOLGAL TEPT ELOV

5:39-4 gpevvate
2 gpovvarte
P66 01 B* UBS3
9 [epevvate/../ epavvare]
ab
10 epevvapuev
e
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*  /Missing/
P45 P75C

5:39-7 0Tl
2 evaoug
be
*  /Missing/
P45C

5:39-22 EKELVAL
2 oavtou
Whbe
*  /Missing/
P45 C

5:41 do&av mopa avlponmv ov Aappove

5:41-4 avlponwv
2 avBporov
ATI565
*  /Missing/
P45 C

5:44 oG duvacOe vuelg totevoon do&av(l) mapa(l) aAiniov
rappavovres kat tnv(l) do&av(2) Tnv(2) mapa(2) Tov povov Beov
ov {ntette

5:44-7 VUELS
2 OM
L 892
*  /Missing/
P45 C

5:44-10 TIOTELGAL
2 TloTELELV
A L 133579892
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 C

5:44-13 napo(l) aAAnriov
2 mopo avlpornmv
A 1241
9 [rap aAiniov /. ./ Topa avOponmv]
Origen
*  /Missing/
P45 C

5:44-40 Beov
2 OM
P66 P75 B W a
9 [6gov/../ OM]
Origen
9 /NA/
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b
*  /Missing/
P45 C

5:44-43 Cntette
3 Intovvreg

Ole
*  /Missing/
P45C
5:47 €1 0¢g 1o15(1) EKELVOL YPOLLOCLY OV TLGTELETE TMG TO1G(2) EHOLg
PNUOGCL TIGTEVGETE
5:47-16 TIGTEVCETE

2 moTevonTE
DWA® fl f13 565 579 1241
9 [motevcete /. ./ mioTevONTE]
Origen
9 /NA/
abe
10 miotevete
P66 P75* B IT*
*  /Missing/
P45 C

6:9 €0TL TOLOAPLOV EV MOE O EYEL TEVTE OLPTOLS KPLOLVOLG KAl SLO
oYapLoL OAADL TODTO TL EGTLY E1G TOGOVTOVG

6:9-13 gV
2 OM
Origen P66 P7501 BD L W IT* W f1 13 565 892 1241 abe

UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 C 33

6:9-16 o
2 og
Origen P66 A B D* W ¥ 579 700 892 1241 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 33

6:11 ehafe dg(1) Toug aptovg o Ioovg ka(l) evyopioTncog dtedwke
to15(1) padntoig ot dg(2) pabntat To1g(2) AVOKELLEVOLS OLOLMG
Ka(2) ek TOV oyopl®v ocov nbeiov

6:11-10 ELYAPLOTNOOG
2 guYOPLOTNCEV KO
0OlDabe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C

6:11-13 O1EdMKE
4 edwke
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Origen P66 01 D 579 1241 be
*  /Missing/
P45 P75C

6:11-16 to1g(1) pabntoaig ot 6g(2) padnton
2 OM
Origen P66 P75 01* A B L W II f1 33 565 579 1241 a UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 C

6:15 1MGOLE 0LV YVOLGS 0TL LeAAOVGLY gpyecBat kat apralely avtov(l)
o ToINGOGty avTtov(2) factien avey®PNGE TOALY E1G TO 0POG
QVTOG LLOVOG

6:15-16 epyechon
2 + ot oyiot
fl3b
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 C

6:15-31 avtov(2)
2 OM
Origen P75 01 A BL W f1 33 565 579 892 1241 UBS3
3 gawvTolg avtov
o
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 C

6:15-37 ALVEY PN CE
I +v
Origen
2 devyer
01*a
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 C

6:15-40 TOALY
2 OM
Origen EW AY Q f13
*  /Missing/
P45P66C a

6:26 anekplOn avtolg o iocovg kot(l) ewmev apunv(l) aunv(2) Aeym vy
Cntette pe ovy oti(1) edete onpeta oAl otu(2) edayete ex TOV
apTOV Kal(2) eyoptacOnte

6:26-40 onuel
2+ Ko TEpATA
Dab
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 C
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6:27 epyalecbe un tv(l) Bpooiv(l) tmv(2) amorivpuevnv ariia tnv(3)
Bpwciv(2) tv(4) pevovoav gig Lonv atwviov nv o(1) viog tov
avOpmTov vULy dvcel Tovtov Yop o(2) Tatnp echpayicev o(3) Beog

6:27-7 un tv(1) Bpoov(l)
2 Bpoctv un
01b
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 C

6:27-13 mv(3) Bpaociv(2)
2 OM
01E
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 C

6:27-22 LUV dWCEL
2 ~2,1 (dwsei umin)
01Dfl3abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 C

6:27-28 dwoel
2 ddworv
0lDe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 C

6:28 ELTTOV OLV TPOG QLVTOV Tl TOLOVUEV VA, epyalmueda To epyal ToL
Beov

6:28-13 TOLOLLEV

2 molmpev
Origen P75 01 ABELATIIQ 1 33 700 892 1241
UBS3

3 mowmowpev
DW® fl13

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 P66 C

6:29 ameEKPLON 0 INGOVLE KOl ELTEV QLVTOLG TOVTO EGTL TO EPYOV TOL Beov
VOl TIGTEVONTE E1G OV AMECTELAEV EKELVOG

6:29-7 0
2 OM
P7501 EW A Y Q 565 700 892 1241
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 C

6:29-22 TGTEVONTE
2 moteunte

191



Origen P7501 ABL ©® Y f1 33 579 UBS3
9 /NA/

abe
*  /Missing/

P45 P66 C

6:32 gumev ovv avtolg o(1) ioovg apunv(l) aunv(2) Aeyo vuv(l) ov
poong dedwkev vuv(2) tov(l) aptov(l) ex(1) Tou(1l) ovpavouv(l)
oA o(2) matnp pov didmatv vuv(3) Tov(2) aptov(2) ex(2) Tou(2)
ovpavov(2) tov(3) ainbivov

6:32-22 3edmKEV
2 edwkev
BDLW
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 C

6:32-52 aAnOwvov
2 +aptov
ab
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 C

6:33 o(1) yap aptog tou(1) Beov eativ 0(2) kKatafoivov ek Tov(2)
ovpavov Kol mnV S180LG T KOCU®

6:33-4 apPTOoG
2 +o
01DO®
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 C

6:33-7 Beov
2 ovpoavov
579 e
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 C

6:33-16 Comnv didovg
2 ~2,1(didouV zwhn)
ATI 33579
3 &1dovg
fl
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 C

6:35 eune g awwtolg o(1) ioovg eym et o(2) aptog g Lang o(3)
gpyopevog mpog e ov(l) un(l) mervaon Kot o(4) ToTEL®V E1G ELLE

ov(2) un(2) dwynon ntonote

6:35-13 ue
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2 gue

P75 01 B UBS3
9 /NA/

abe
*  /Missing/

P45 P66 C

6:44 ovdeig duvartan elBetv Tpog pe(l) eav un o(1) matnp o(2) mepyog
pe(2) eikvomn avtov(l) Kot Yo avasTNo® oVToV(2) TN ECYOTN NUEPT

6:44-13 pe(l)
1 epe
BEAO®
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

6:45 ECTL YEYPUULEVOV €V TOLG TpodnTals ko(l) ecovion Tavteg
d1daktot Tou(1l) Bgov TG oLV 0 AKOVLGAG TOPA TOL(2) TATPOG
ka(2) pabmv epyetal TPog pe

6:45-25 0KOLGOLG
2 axkovmv
DEA Q700
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45

6:45-37 ue
2 gue
P7501 B ® UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 33

6:46 ovy ott Tov(1l) Tatepa(l) TIC E®PAKEV €L UN O @V TAPA TOL BEOL
oLTog empake Tov(2) Tatepou(2)

6:46-7 TIC EMPOKEV
2 EMPUKEV TIG
Origen P66 01 BCDL W ® ¥ 33 579 1241 ab e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

6:46-22 oL Beov
1 Beov
B
4 10 TOTPL
Origen 01
*  /Missing/
P45
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6:46-31 notepa(2)

2 Beov
0l1*Dabe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 33
6:49 Ol TOLTEPEG LMDV EPAYOV TO LOLVVO, EV TN EPMUO Kol ameBavov

6:49-13 gdayov
2 +1tov aptov
Dabe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

6:50 ovtog eattv o(1) aptog 0(2) €k TOL OLPAVOL KATAPALVOV VO TIG
€€ avtov dpayn kat un arobavn

6:50-13 T1G €€ aLTOL dayn Ko
2 eav T1g €€ avTov dayn
Dcab
*  /Missing/
P45 A

6:51 eym(1) eyt o(1) aprog(l) o(2) Lmv o(3) ex(1) tov(l) ovpavov
katofog gov Tig payn ek(2) Tovtov Tov(2) aptov LNGeTal E1G TOV
atova kot 0(4) aptog(2) de ov ey®(2) dwow(l) n capé pov oty
nv eyo(3) dwcw(2) vrep g Tov(3) Kocuov Cong

6:51-7 0(2) Lov
2 mgCong
565a
*  /Missing/
P45 A 33

6:51-19 TOLTOL TOV(2) apToL
2 ~2,3,1 (tou artou toutou)
D 579
3 1oL guov APTOL
Olae
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 A

6:51-25 noetan

2 Cnoset

Origen 01 DL W ©® ¥ 33 579 1241 UBS3
9 /NA/

abe
*  /Missing/

P45 P75 A

6:51-28 Kot
2 OM
Ol*abe
*  /Missing/
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P45 A

6:51-31 d¢
2 OM
0lDWab
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 A

6:51-49 nv eyo(3) dwcw(2)
2 OM
P66 P7501 BCDL W W¥33579abeUBS3
9 [nveyo dmwow/../ OM]
Origen
*  /Missing/
P45 A

6:52 EUOLYOVTO OLV TPOG AAANAOVLG Ol LOLIOLOL AEYOVTEG TS SLVOLTOL
OLTOG MLV FOVLVAL TNV GAPKO PAYELV

6:52-10 TPOG AAANAOVG Ot LoLALOL
2 ~3,4,1,2 (o1 ovdaitot Tpog aAANAoVC)
P75 CD @ f1 1333 565579 1241 ae
*  /Missing/
P45 A

6:52-25 0LTOG MLV SOVLVAL TNV GOPKA

2 ~1,3,2,4,5 (ovtog doLVOL ULV TNV COPKA)
P66c 579 1241

3 ~1,2,4,5,3 (ovtog NuLv TV copKo dovvat)
DOIIfl3ae

4 ~2,1,3,4,5 (MU ovTtog SovVaL TNV COPKA)
Origen 01 C f1 565

5 ovutog dovvou TNV capKa
P66*

*  /Missing/
P45 P75 A

6:52-46 copka
P75 w1
2 +owvtov
P66 B 892 ab e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 A

6:53 ELTEV OLV ALTOLS 0 INGovS aunv(l) apnv(2) Aeym vy gav un
daynte TNV capka Tov(1) viov ToV(2) AVOP®TOL KA TINTE LLTOL TO
otpa ovk gxete LONV €V ELLTOLG

6:53-19 daynte
2 AoPnte
Da
*  /Missing/
P45 A
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6:53-31 T TE OLLTOL TO LA
2 ~3,42,1 (t0 alpo LTOL TINTE)
P66 D a
3 ~1,3,4,2 (mnTe TO GOl ALLTOL)
Olbe
*  /Missing/
P45 A

6:54 o Tpaywv pov(l) tmv capka kai(l) Tivev pov(2) to atpa gxet Conv

ALOVIOV KAY(2) €Y OLVOGTNG® QLTOV T1 ECY TN NUEPA

6:54-13 povu(1) v capxa ka(l) Tvov pov(2)
2 0LTOL TNV GOPKO KOL TLVOV LLTOV
De
*  /Missing/
P45 A 33

6:54-16 pov(l) Tnv copka
2 TNV capka Hov
A*be
*  /Missing/
P45 A 33

6:54-28 pLov(2) To aipo
2 7O olLpoL LoV
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 A 33

6:54-40 Ka(2) eyo avasTNom
2 KOy® oLVOoTNOo®
P66 P7501 BCDL W @®TII f1 579 892 1241 UBS3

9 [koyw/../xdl eym] ovocTNo®

Origenabe

10 kot avooctnom ey
v

*  /Missing/
P45 A 33

6:54-49 aAvTOV
2 +ev
Origen CATI Q 13 700 892 1241 b
*  /Missing/
P45 A 33

6:55 N yop copé pov(l) ainbwg(l) eoti(l) Bpwois kot To atpo pov(2)
ainbwg(2) eati(2) Tooig

6:55-7 yop
2 OM
565700be
*  /Missing/
P45 A 33

196



6:55-10 aAnBwg(1)

2 aAndng
Origen P66¢ P75 01c BC L WII W f1 f13 565 579 892 1241
UBS3

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 A 33

6:55-31 aAnBwg(2)
2 oAndng
Origen P66¢c P75 B CL W IT Y f1 565 579 892 1241 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P4501* AD 33

6:56 o Tpymv pov(l) tnv capka Kot Tvev pov(2) to apa ev(1) gpot
HEVEL KOY® EV(2) OLLT®

6:56-19 aLTM
2 + KoO®G €V ELOL O TATNP KAY® EV TM TOTPL ALUNV OLUNV AEY® LUELV
€OV U1 AOP1NTE TO COUO TOL LIOL TOL AVOPOTOL MG TOV APTOV TNG
Comg ovk gyete CoMV ev ALTO

Da
*  /Missing/
P45 A
6:57 kabwg aneateire pe(l) o(1) Lov matnp koym Co dlo ToV ToTEPQL KOl
0(2) tpoymv pe(2) kaketvog Cnoetat ot gue
6:57-7 OTECTELLE

2 OMEGTOANKEV

P66 D II {13 579 1241
9 /NA/

abe
*  /Missing/

P45 A

6:57-16 TATEPA
2 +pov
P75 Cc
*  /Missing/
P45 A

6:57-34 {noetan
2 Cnost
Origen P7501 BCL ®IT Y f13 33 579 1241 UBS3
3.0
D
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 A
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6:58 ovtog eottv o(1) aptog 0(2) ek TOL oLPAVOL KaTaPag ov KaBmg
eporyov o1 maTeEPES LUV TO pavva Kot anebavov o(3) Tpwywy TovToV
tov(l) aptov {noetat €1 Tov(2) atmva

6:58-7 €K TOL
2 ex
P75 B C 892 1241 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 A

6:58-10 KatoBog
2 kotofoivov
P66* 01%*
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 A

6:58-22 LU®OV TO Hovva
3 vuwv
D33e
4 OM
Origen P66 P75 01 BCL W UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 A

6:58-40 toutov tov(l) aptov
2 ~2,3,1 (tov aptov tovtov)
We
*  /Missing/
P45 A

6:58-46 {noestan

2 Cnoset
Origen P7501 BCEL W A® V¥ 1 33 579 892 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 A
7:25 EAEYOV OLV TIVEG EK TOV LEPOGOAVULTMOV OVY OLTOG EGTLY OV
{ntovolv amokTELVOL
7:25-10 €K
2 OM
O0la
*  /Missing/
P4ASAC
7:26 ka(1) e Tappnoia Aaretl kKal(2) ovdeV ALT® AEYOLCL UNTTOTE
ainbog(1l) eyvocayv o1 apyoVTES 0Tt 0VTOG £GTLV aANBmc(2) o
X PLOTOG
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7:26-4 kou(1)
2 OM
Lfl3a
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 A C 33 1241

7:26-19 unmorte
2 unm
01D
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 A C 1241

7:26-31 OLPYOVTEG
2 apylepels
01 a
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 A C33

7:26-37 aAnBwg(2)
2 OM
Origen P66 P7501 BDL W O IT Y f1 f13 565 892 1241
abe UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 AC33

7:27 aiio tovtov otdapey ToBev(1) eativ(l) o de ¥ PLoTOG OTAV EPYMNTOL
ovdelg yivmokel Tobev(2) eotiv(2)

7:27-10 0 O€ YPLGTOG
2 0 yploTOg O¢
P66
3 0 yploTOog
Ole
*  /Missing/
P45 A C 565

7:27-16 gpyMrTaL

2 gpyetat
01 A* O f13

9 [epymran/../ gpyetar]
33

9 /NA/
abe

10 elgh
P66

*  /Missing/
P45 A C 565

7:28 ekpagev ovv ev T 1epm ddackmv o(1) imoovg ka(l) Aeyov kape

owdate(l) ka(2) owdarte(2) mobev el ka(3) an epovtov ovk(1)
eAnAvba oAl eotiv aAnOivog o(2) mepyag e ov vuelg ovk(2)
owdate(3)
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7:28-19 KOLE

2 Kou gue
01
9 [koue/../ kot gpe]
abe
10 epe
P66* vid
*  /Missing/
P45 AC33

7:28-31 aAinOwvog
2 oaAndng
P66 01
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 A C33

7:29 €Y® Og 0180 LLTOV OTL TALP QLVTOV ELLL KAKELVOG LLE ALTECTEIAEV

7:29-4 de
2 OM
Origen P7SBEL W AO®IIY Q 13 579 700 892
ae UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 AC

7:29-10 aAVTOL
2 oavto

01*Oe

*  /Missing/

P45 AC

7:29-16 OTECTEIAEV
2 OMECTUAKEV
P66 01 D
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 AC

7:30 efntouv ovv avtov(l) macat Kat ovdels enefalev en oLTOV(2) TNV
XEPA OTL OLT® EANALOEL | ®PA LLTOL

7:30-4 entovv ovv
2 ot de elntovv
P66* 01
*  /Missing/
P45 AC

7:30-10 TGO
2+ ko eENABeV €K NG XELPOC ALTMV
o f13
*  /Missing/
P45 AC
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7:30-13 enefaiev

2 enePailev
P66

9 [emeParev/../ enefarrev]
Origen b

10 ebalen
ae

*  /Missing/
P45AC

7:30-16 Vv Xepa
2 TOg EPOG
Wfl565abe
*  /Missing/
P45 AC

7:37 ev 0e (1) ecyatn nuepa t(2) LEYAATN TNG E0PTNG ELGTNKEL O
moovg kai(1) ekpage Aeymv eav Tig duya epyecbm mtpog e Ko(2)
TLVET®O

7:37-19 ekpoate
I +v
Origen
2 exkpoalev
P66* vid 01 D © f1 {13
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
PASAC

7:37-22 rEYOV
2 OM
ae
*  /Missing/
P45AC

7:37-31 TPOG LE
2 OM
P66* 01* Dbe
*  /Missing/
P4ASAC

7:37-34 ue
2 eue
P75 B
9 [ue/../eue]
Origen
9 /NA/
a
*  /Missing/
P45 P66* 01* ACDbe
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7:39 TOVLTO OE ELTE TEPL TOL TVELUOALTOG OL EUEALOV AapBaveLy ot
TLGTEVOVTEG E1G OLLTOV OLTM YOP NV TVEVLLOL ALYLOV OTL O 1NCOVG
ovdenm edoocon

7:39-25 yop
2 d¢
Oae
*  /Missing/
PASAC

7:39-31 TIVELLLOL OYLOV
3 mvevpa
Origen P66¢ P75 01 ® ITY UBS3
4 mvevuo 0eO0OUEVOV
ab
5 mvevpa aylov dedouevov
Be
7 TO MVELUO TO ALYLOV ET OLLTOVG
D
*  /Missing/
P45 AC

7:39-40 0LOET®

2 ovn®
01BD®
9 [ovdenw/../ ov®]
Origenabe
10 ovdemote
L
*  /Missing/
P45 AC

7:39-43 edo&actn

2 dedo&acto
01*

9 [edo&acbn /../ dedofocto]
abe

10 efamnticin
700%*

*  /Missing/
P45 AC

7:41 airou(1) eleyov(l) ovtog eativ o(1) yprotog(l) arroi(2) de
gheyov(2) un yop ek g yolthotag o(2) yptotog(2) epyetat

7:41-10 aAro(l)
2 +0¢
Origen O f1 13 565 892 b
*  /Missing/
P45 A C579

7:41-13 eheyov(l)

2 +otl
DLW 1241

202



*  /Missing/
P45 AC579b

7:41-25 aAAol(2) de
2 oide
Origen P66¢ P75 B L W O f1 33 565 1241 UBS3
9 [aArotde/../ o1 O]
a
10 aAliot
P66* 01 DEATI YW Q f13 700 892
* /Missing/
P45AC579b

7:41-31 yop
2 OM
ae
*  /Missing/
P45AC

7:42 ovYL M YPAdT ETEV OTL €K TOL omeppaTos dafid(1) ko aro
BnOAeep g koung omov NV daPd(2) o xPLoTOG EPYETAL

7:42-7 ovyt
2 ovuy
Origen P66 P75 BL © ¥ UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45AC

7:42-10 ELTEV
2 eyet
Dabe
*  /Missing/
P45AC

7:42-16 TOL
2 OM
P66 D f1 f13 565 1241
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 A C

7:42-43 0 YPLOTOG EPYETAL
2 ~3,1,2 (epyetan 0 ypLGTOC)

Origen P75 BL W ¥ 33 UBS3
*  /Missing/
P4A5ACe
7:43 GY GO OLV EV TM OYAM EYEVETO 81 QLTOV
7:43-13 EV TM OYA® EYEVETO

2 ~4,1,2.3 (eyeveto eV TO® OYA®)
Origen P66 P7501 BL W ® ¥ 33 1241 ab e UBS3

203



2 €YEVETO €1G TOV OYAOV

D
*  /Missing/
P45 AC
7:46 ameEKPLONOCOY 01 LTNPETOLL OLIETOTE OLTMOG EACANCEV avBpwTog(l) mg
0LTOG 0 avOpmTOg(2)
7:46-4 anekplOnoayv oL vLINPETAL
2 omeKplONGaAV LTOLG OL LN PETOLL
W 892
3 amekplOnoav de oL vINPETOL
D
4 o1 dg vanpetal anekplOncav
01
*  /Missing/
P45 ACD

7:46-16 LT PETOUL
2 +Agyovteg
ae
*  /Missing/
PASACD

7:46-25 oLvTeG eAaincev avBpowmrog(l)
2 ~2,1,3 (EhaAnocev ovToOS AvOpOTOC)
Origen P66¢ P75 01c BL W ¥ 33 1241 UBS3
3 ovteg avOporog eEAaANGEV
P66* 01* D
4 ovOpmrog oLTMG ELAANCEV
ae
6 ghoinocev
Olcl
7 ehoinocev avOpwonog
700
*  /Missing/
PASACD

7:46-40 ®G 0LVTOG 0 avBpwTog(2)
2 OM
Origen P66¢c P75 01c BL W
*  /Missing/
P45 ACD

7:48 un tic k(1) tov(l) apyoviev eTGTELOEV €1G ALTOV 1| €K(2)
Tov(2) daploalov

7:48-4 ek(1)
2 OM
W {13
*  /Missing/
P45P75ACD

7:48-13 EMIGTEVLGEV
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2 TLOTELEL
01*D®

*  /Missing/
P45P75ACbD

7:49 oAl o(1) oxAog 0vTOG 0(2) UN YIVOOK®Y TOV VOLOV ENLKOTAPATOL
€101

7:49-31 EMKOATOPOTOL
2 egmapartol
Origen P66 P75 01 BW @ f1 33 565 UBS3
9 /NA/
ae
*  /Missing/
P45 ACD

7:51 un(1) o vopog nuev kpivetl Tov avBpmnov eav un(2) akovon mop
OLTOL TPOTEPOV KO YV TL TOLEL

7:51-13 TOLP QLLTOL TPOTEPOV
1 mop avtov TpwTov
ITY fl £13 892
2 ~mpotov,l,2 (Tp®TOoV Tap QLLTOV)
Origen P66 P75 01c BDL W @ 33 a UBS3
3 mpwTov
01*
4 mop avTOoL
e
*  /Missing/
P45SACb

7:51-16 TPOTEPOV
2 mpwToV
Origen P66 P7501* 01c BDLWO®II W fl f1333 892 a
UBS3
*  /Missing/
PASACbe

7:52 anekplOnoav koi(l) ermov vt un koy(2) ov ex(l) g(l)
yorroag(l) et gpevvnoov kai(3) e ot Tpodnng ex(2) ™g(2)
yohthawog(2) ovk gynyeptot

7:52-19 EPELVNCOV
2 epavvnoov
Origen P75 01 B UBS3
9 /NA/
ae
*  /Missing/
PASACD

7:52-22 Kkai(3) 10e
2 tog ypadogs kot(3) e
DWae
*  /Missing/
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P45SACb

7:52-25 npodn G €K(2) ™G(2) yartlatog(2)
2 ~2,3,4,1 (ex ™G yoMAolag TpodnTNng)
Origen P66* P75 B L ¥ 892 UBS3
*  /Missing/
PASACD

7:52-37 gynyepToL
4 gyeipetar
Origen P66 P75 01 BD A ® IT ¥ 33 565 UBS3
9 /NA/
ae
*  /Missing/
P45ACD

8:12 oty ovv o(1) ioovg avtolg ehainoe Aeywv eym et To(l)
dwg(1) Tov koGUOoL 0(2) AKOAOLO®Y ELOL OL UT TEPLTATNGEL EV TN
okotioL oA g€t T0(2) dmg(2) g Lomg

8:12-44 gHLOL
2 pot
Origen B
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
PASP75AC

8:12-56 ekel
2 gyet
01*b
*  /Missing/
P4ASAC

8:14 anekplOn mmoovg ka(l) e1mev ALTOLG KOV EYM LOPTLP® TTEPL
ELOLTOL AANONG eaTIV N popTLPLEL oL 0Tl 01da Tobev(1) NABov
ko(2) mou(1) vraym(1l) vueig de ovk owdate Tobev(2) epyouat
kot(3) mou(2) vaym(2)

8:14-13 ameKpLOn
2 +o
Origen 01 D ® f13 1241
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45AC

8:14-25 aANONG 5TV M HOPTLPLA OV
2 M paprtuple Lov aAndng oty
P7SBWb
9 [aAnOng ecTiv N papTLPL HoL /../ 1 popTLPLA LOL AN ONG EOTLV]
Origen
10 oAnOivn pov eotiv N poptupla
D
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*  /Missing/
P45 AC

8:16 ka(1) eav kpvo de eyaw(1) n(1) kpioig N(2) eun ainbng eotiv
0Tl LOVOG OVK €Ll AAA gY®(2) Ko(2) O TERYOG LLE TOLTNP

8:16-22 aAnOng
2 oaAnOuvn
P75B DL W 33 892 1241 UBS3
9 [aAndng/../ ainbivn]
Origen
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45AC

8:16-34 ToTNP
2 OM
01*D
*  /Missing/
P45 AC

8:19 gAeyov ovv aLT® oL g0ty o(1) TaTnp cov amekpldn o(2) Icovg
ovte(l) epe(l) owdarte ovte(2) Tov(l) matepa(l) pov(l) et epe(2)
ndetre(1) xat tov(2) matepo(2) pov(2) nderte(2) av

8:19-16 o(2)
2 OM
P66 P7SBD EL A Y f1 565 579 700 892 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
PASAC

8:19-19 MGovg
2 +xou ewmev
01700 1241
3+ KOl EEV ALLTOLG
Dbe
*  /Missing/
P45AC

8:19-43 noette(2) av
2 ~2,1 (av ndette)
Origen P66 P75 BL W V¥ f1 33 892 UBS3
9 [ndette av/../ av nderte]
a

10 moeite
Dbe
*  /Missing/
P45 AC
8:20 TOLTO T, pPpato eAaincey o inoovg ev(1) to(1) yalopvraki®

S1daokmVv ev(2) Tm(2) 1ep® KAl OVIELS ETLACEV LLTOV OTL OLTIM
eAnAvBel 1 wpo ALTOL
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8:20-13 0 1MGOVE
3 OM
Origen P66 P7501 BDLWOII¥Yabe UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 AC

8:21 ELTIEV OLV TAALY 0LLTOLG O Moovg eym(1) vrayw(l) kau(l) {ntnoete
pe kou(2) ev  apoptio pev artobavelsbe orov eym(2) vroym(2)

LUELG 0L dLVaGOE eABeLY

8:21-16 aVTOLG

2 OM
1241 ae
*  /Missing/
PASAC

8:21-19 0 1MGOVE
2 OM
Origen P66* P7501 BD L W b e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 AC

8:21-25 ue
3+ Ko ovy ELPNCETE U
f1 565
4+ ka1 OVY ELPMNOCETE
700
*  /Missing/
P45 AC

8:21-34 anoBavelcOe
2 +xot
fl f13 565
*  /Missing/
P45 AC

8:22 €AEYOV OLV 01 LOLAALOL UNTL ATOKTEVEL EAVTOV OTL AEYEL OTIOV EY®
LTAY® VUELG 0L dvvacBe gABeLy

8:22-13 £0LLTOV
2 oavtov
D 1241
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 AC

8:23 kot ermev avtolg vuelg(l) ex(l) tov(l) kato eote(l) eyw(l)
ek(2) tov(2) avo etpi(l) vpeg(2) ex(3) Tou(l) kospov(l)
toutov(1) eote(2) eym(2) ovk elp(2) ek(4) Tov(2) kogpov(2)

ToLvToL(2)

8:23-4 KOl ELTTEV
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2 kot gleyev
Origen P75 01c BD L W O f13 892 1241 UBS3
3 gleyev ovv
P66 01*
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P4ASAC

8:23-25 tou(1) koopov(1l) Tovtou(l)
2 ~3,1,2 (TOLTOL TOL KOGLOV)
Origen P66 P75 B W 892 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 A C 565

8:23-34 ovk glp(2) ek(4) Tov(2) koopov(2) tovtov(2)
2 OULK ELYL EK TOVTOL TOL KOGHOV
WO f13 33
3 ~3,4,5,6,1,2 (K TOL KOGLLOL TOVLTOL OLK E1}I1)
1241
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45AC

8:24 ewmov ovv vuy oti(1) aroBavelsBe(l) ev(l) taug(l) apaptiong(l)
vuov(l) eav yap un tietevonte oti(2) ey® et anobavelcde(2)
ev(2) tag(2) apaptiong(2) vpev(2)

8:24-4 ovv
2 OM
P6601 ae
*  /Missing/
P45 AC

8:24-22 €OV Yop U TiotevLoNTe 0TU2) ey el amoBavelcBe(2) ev(2)
tog(2) apaptiong(2) vumv(2)
2 OM
33 1241
*  /Missing/
PASAC

8:24-31 TLGTELCONTE
2 +pot
01DOf13e
*  /Missing/
P45 A C33 1241

8:31 €LEYEV OLV O 1MCOVG TPOG TOLG TEMIGTEVKOTAG ALLTM LOLIALOVE EALV
vuets petvnte ev 1o(1) Loyo 1o(2) epo alnbwg podnton pov ecte

8:31-25 UewvnTe
2 pevnte
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P75 W A
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P4ASAC

8:34 anekplOn avrtoig o(1) ioovg apunv(l) aunv(2) Aeym vy otL TG
0(2) Tol®V TNV QUAPTLOLY SOLAOG EGTL TNG QLUOPTLAG

8:34-22 NG ALOPTLOG
2 OM
Db
*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:38 eym o(1) eopaxa tapo(l) To(l) Totpy(l) pov AOA® KOl LUELG OLV
0(2) empakate mtapa(2) To(2) Tatpl(2) VUV TOLELTE

8:38-7 eym o(1)
2 ogyw
f1
3 agyo
Origen P66 P75 01 B C W 565 UBS3
4 gyoa
DL ®II579 892
6 &ym de o
f13
*  /Missing/
P45 A 1241

8:38-25 Hov
2 OM
Origen P66 P75 B C L W UBS3
3 nuov
579
*  /Missing/
P45 A 1241

8:38-28 Hov
2 +rtavta
DW33892b
*  /Missing/
P45 A 1241

8:38-40 o(2)
2 a
Origen P66 P7501* BCD W OTII f1 f1333 565579 be
UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 A 1241

8:38-43 EMPOKOLTE
2 mxovoarte
Origen P75 01c BCL W O II f1 13 33 565 892 UBS3
*  /Missing/
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P45 A 1241

8:38-49 t®(2) tatpi(2)
2 Tov TATPOG
Origen P66 P75 01 BCL W @ II f1 f13 33 565 892 UBS3
* /Missing/
P45 A 1241

8:38-52 LUV
2 OM
Origen P66 P75 B L W UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 A 1241

8:39 anekplOnoav kot gimov avt® o(1) tatnp nuov afpaap(l) ectt Aeyst
avtolg 0(2) ioovg et tekva Tov(1) afpaai(2) nte ta epya Tov(2)
afpooap(3) emotette av

8:39-13 KOUL EITTOV QLT
2 LT KO ELTOV
0 f13
*  /Missing/
P45 A 1241

8:39-25 AEYEL
2 gmev
Dbe
3 amexplOn
01
*  /Missing/
P45 A 1241

8:39-28 AgyeL
2 +ovuv
P66Dbe
*  /Missing/
P45 A 1241

8:39-31 aVTOLG
2 OM
De
*  /Missing/
P45 A 1241

8:39-40 nte
2 eote
P66 P75 01 B D L UBS3
9 [nre/../ eote]
Origen
*  /Missing/
P45 A 1241

8:39-43 EMOLELTE ALV

10 emoieite
P7501* BcDE W 0® ae UBS3
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11 moiwette
P66 B* 700

9 [emoleite /../ motelte]
Origen

*  /Missing/
P45 A 1241

8:40 vov 0e {NTeLte pe anokTelval avOpmmov og v aindeiay vy
AEAOAN KO TV KOLOOL TOPA TOL BEOL TOLTO APPAL OLK ETOLNGEV

8:40-19 LUV AgAaAnKo
2 ~2,1 (AehaAnKo LULY)

DOfl3ab

3 vy AehoAnkev
P66* e

*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:40-28 nKovca
2 mkovoev
De
*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:40-31 Beov
2 moTPOG OV
0 f13 1241
*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:41 LLLELG TTOLELTE TOL EPYOL TOL TOTPOS VUMV ELTOV OLV QLLTM MUELG EK
TOPVELAG OV YeyevvNUEDO gVl TOITEPOL EYOUEV TOV BEOV

8:41-4 LLUELG
2 +d¢
0lcDfl 565be
*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:41-16 ovv
2 OM
Origen01 BL W flabe
*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:41-31 oL yeyevvnueba

2 ov yeyevnueba
P66 W 13 565

3 ovuk gyevvnueba
01*L

4 ovk gyevvnOnpev
B D*

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
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P45 A

8:41-43 TALTEPAL EYOUEV
2 ~2,1 (exouev matepa)
®a
*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:42 gumev ovv avtolg o(1) Mmoovg €t 0(2) Beog TATNP LUOV NV NYOTATE
av gpe eyo yap(l) ek tov Bgov eENABov kot nkm ovde yap(2) an
ELOLLTOL EANALOA QAL EKELVOG LIE ALTEGTELAE

8:42-7 ovv
2 OM
Origen P66 PISBCELWOII W fl1 335651241 abe
UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:42-13 o(1)

2 OM
P66 B

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:42-34 ovde

2 ov
P66D®e
*  /Missing/
P45 A
8:43 Sdtatt tnv(1) Aaitav Tnv(2) eunv ov(l) yivookete ott ov(2)

dvvacbe akovely tov(l) Aoyov tov(2) gpov

8:43-25 tov(l) Aoyov Tov(2) gpov

2 TOV gUOV AOYOV
o f13

9 [rov Aoyov tov gpov /../ Tov LoV AoyoV]
abe

10 tov Aoyov tTov epov
700

*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:44 vueg ex(1) tatpog(l) tov(1) draforov eote kau(l) Tag embopiog
T0V(2) Tatpog(2) LUV BEAETE TOLELY EKELVOG OLVOPOTOKTOVOG NV AT
apyng kou(2) ev(l) T ainBeto(1l) ovy eatnkev oti(l) ovk oty
aAnBeto(2) ev(2) avTt® otay Aain To Yevdog ek(2) TV WLV Aol
0T1(2) yevotng eott kal(3) o TATNP ALTOL

8:44-4 motpog(l)
2 1oL TATPOG
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Heracleon Origen P66 P7SOIBCDELWAOGITY
Q f1 13 33 579 700 1241 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:44-52 ovy,
2 ovx
P66 01 B*CDLWA®IIWY 13 33 892 1241 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 A 579

8:44-58 oVK €TV aAnBela(2)
2 aAnbelo ovk 0TIV
P66 Db
*  /Missing/
P45 A 579

8:44-88 £0TL
2 +Kobwmg
Yabe
*  /Missing/

P45 A

8:45 €Ym 0g 0TL TNV 0ANOEIAY AEY® OL TIOTEVETE HOL

8:45-4 d¢
2 OM
Dabe
*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:45-13 AEY®
2 Aodo
De

*  /Missing/

P45 A

8:45-16 AEY®
2 +vouv
C*f13 1241 b
*  /Missing/

P45 A
8:46 T1G €€ VUMV ELEYYEL LIE TTEPL QLUOLPTLOG EL OE AANOEIOLY AEY® SLaTt
VELG OV TILOTEVETE 0L
8:46-7 eleyyet
2 eheyEel

P75¥ 1241 abe
*  /Missing/
P45 AD
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8:46-10 oe
2 OM
Origen P66 P7501 BCL W ® W f1 f13 33 565 579 1241
abe UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 AD

8:46-19 LUELG
2 OM
Wa
*  /Missing/
P45AD

8:47 o ov k(1) Tou(1) Beov(1) Ta pnuata Tov(2) Oeov(2) akove dia
TouTo LUELG 0LK(]) akovete 0Tt ek(2) Tov(3) Beov(3) ovk(2) ecte

8:47-13 o1t €K(2) tou(3) Beov(3) ovk(2) ecte
2 OM
D 579
*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:48 anekplOnoayv ovv ot ovdatot Ka(l) 1oV ALT® 0L KAAMG AEYOUEV
THELG OTL GAUAPELTNG €L OL KOAL(2) SALLOVIOV EYELG

8:48-7 ovv
2 OM
Origen P66 P7501 BCD EL W O f1 f13 33 565 579 892
1241 ab e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:48-22 AEyoUEV MUELS

2 ~2,1 (nueig Aeyouev)
P66c¢ D L 892 1241

9 [Aeyopev mueig/../ nuelg Aeyopev]
ae

10 mpewg eleyopev
P66* vid

*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:48-34 oL
2 OM
01* f1 f13
*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:49 ameEKPLON 1NCOVG EY® SULLOVIOV OVK EY M AL TLL®D TOV TOTEPOL LLOL
KoL LUELG aTpaleTe pe

8:49-7 amekplon

2 40
D ® f13 579
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9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:49-10 1Mo0oLvG
2 + kot emev
01 ® f1 13 565
*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:50 gym dg ov LNt TNV do&av Hov €TV 0 {NTOV KAl KPLVOV

8:50-7 pov
2 v eunv
f1 565
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:51 aunv(l) aunv(2) Aeyo vy eav tig tov(l) Aoyov tov(2) gpov
tnpnon Bavatov ov un Bewpnon &g Tov(3) amva

8:51-13 Aoyov tov(2) epov
2 gupov Aoyov
Origen P7501 BCDL W ¥ 33 579 892 1241 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:52 g1mov ovv aLT® o1(1) LLSALLOL VLV EYVOKOUEV OTL SALLOVIOV EXELS
afpaap anebave koai(l) ou2) tpodntat ko(2) Gv Aeyelg eav Tig
tov(1) Aoyov pov tnpnomn ov pun yeveetot Bavatov €1g Tov(2) atmvo

8:52-7 ouvv
2 OM
Origen P66 01 BCW ® 579abe
*  /Missing/
P45 A

8:52-34 T1g Tov(1) Aoyov pov
2 ~1,2,emon,3 (T1g TOV EUOV LOYOV)

Origen 33

3 ~1,4,2,3 (T1g pov ToV Aoyov)
P66 L

4 ~4,1,2,3 (pov t1g T0V AOYOV)
D

9 /NA/
abe

* /Missing/
P45

8:52-43 oL pun yevoetal Bavatov
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5 Bavartov ov un Bewpnon
B579e

*  /Missing/
P45

8:52-52 €1¢ Tov(2) awva
2 OM
Db
*  /Missing/
P45

8:53 pun ov(1) petlwv g1 Tov TATPOS NUOV afpaap 0GTIg anebave Kot ot
npodnTol anebavov Tiva 6eaLTOV oL(2) TOLELG

8:53-9 TOLTPOG NU®V
2 OM
DWabe
*  /Missing/
P45

8:53-15 0GTIC
2 ot
P66* D a
*  /Missing/
P45 e

8:53-24 TpodNTOL
2 +xat
fl3e
*  /Missing/
P45

8:53-39 cu(2)
2 OM
Origen P66 P7501 ABCDLWAOGIIVY fl f13 33
579 892 1241 ab e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45

8:54 anekplOn moovg eav gym do&alm gpavtov M do&a pov(l) ovdev
eotiv(l) eotv(2) o(1) matnp pov(2) o(2) do&almv pe ov LUELS
Agyete 0TL Be0g LU®V ECTL

8:54-7 anekplon
2 +o
01 DA®IIc 13
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45

8:54-13 do&alm
2 dofoow
Origen P66¢ P75 01* BC* D E W @ f1 f13 579 a e UBS3
*  /Missing/
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P45

8:54-34 pov(2)

2 OM
Origen W
*  /Missing/
P45
8:58 €1mev 0TO1G 0 tnoovg apunv(l) aunv(2) Aeym vuy TpLv afpoap

veveaoBou eym gt

8:58-19 vevesBat
2 OM
Dabe
* /Missing/
P45

8:59 npav ovv Abovg va Barl®cty T ALTOV NGOV Og expLPn ko(1)
eENABev gk ToL tepoL deABmV dla PLEGOL aLTOV KoL(2) TapnYEV
oVTMG

8:59-34 dtelbov 1o ecov aLTOV Kal(2) TaPMYEV OLTMG
2 kot SteABmV 10 LEGOL ALTMV ETOPEVETO KOLL TOLPNYEV OLTMOG
0lc CL ¥ 33579892 1241
3 OM
Origen P66 P75 01* BD W ©@* ab e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45

9:1 KOl TOPOY®OV EOEV AVOPOTOV TUPAOV EK YEVETNG

9:1-7 TAPOY®OV
2 4+ 01moovg
0 Qf13 1241
*  /Missing/
P45

9:1-13 YEVETNG
2 yevvnng
ETIf1 f13 579 892
6 yevvnrolg
1241
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45

9:4 epe det epyalecBon(l) To epyo TOL TEUYAVTOG LE EMG MUEPT EGTLV
gpyetat vug ote ovdelc duvartat epyalecOai(2)

9:4-28 €0G
2 og
C*LW33b
*  /Missing/
P45
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9:5 0OTOLV €V TM KOGU® M PMG ELLL TOL KOGUOL

9:5-7 €V TMO KOGL® ©
2 ~4,1,23 (0 eV T® KOGU®)
DL O fl 33
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45

9:30 anekplOn o avBpmnog ka(l) eimev aLTOLG €V Yop TOLT® BavHAGTOV
€GTLV OTL LUELS OLK 01date TOOEV 0TL KO(2) avE®EE OV TOLG
odBarpovg

9:30-28 Bavpoctov eoTy
2 10 BovpacToV EGTLY
Origen P66 P75 01 B L W f1 33 1241 UBS3
3 eBavpalov
579
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45C

9:39 ko(l) ewmev o ioovg e1g(1) kpipa eym €16(2) TOV KOGHOV TOLTOV
nABov wva oi(1) un BArenovreg(l) Brenwot ka(2) ou(2)
PAemovteg(2) TuPAoL YEvavTaL

9:39-19 €15(2) Tov KoGpov Tovtov NAbov

2 gl1g Tov Koopov nAbov
1241

3 ~5,1,2,3,4 (nABoV €1¢ TOV KOGLLOV TOLTOV)
P66cDab

4 ~5,1,2,3 (nABov €1g TOV KOGLOV)
P66*

*  /Missing/
P45 C

9:39-28 nAbov

2 gAnivba
P75 579 892
*  /Missing/
P45C
10:8 TOLVTEG OGOl TTPO ELOL NABOV KAETTOL E1G1 KL ANGTAL AAA OLK

NKOLOAY QLTOV TA TPoPata

10:8-7 TOLVTEG
2 OM
Db
*  /Missing/
C 892

219



10:8-13 PO gLoL NABov
2 ~3,1,2 (MABov mpo gpov)
P66 01c ABDL WII W {13 33 579 700 1241 UBS3
9 [mpo epov nABov /../ nABov po gpov]
Origen
10 mABov
P45vidP7501* EAQabe
*  /Missing/
C 892

10:8-43 NKOLoUV
2 mxovcev
Origen P45 L
*  /Missing/
C 892

10:10 0 KAemtng ovk gpyetat et un wa(l) Kieyn ko(l) Buon ko(2)
amoleon gyo NABov wva(2) Conv exwot ka(3) TeEPLoGOV XMLV

10:10-19 kat(1) Buon

2 OM
ae
*  /Missing/
C 892
10:16 ko(1) ailo TpoPata ex® o oK goTLy ek TNG(1) LLANG TOLTNG

Kakewva pe det aryayetv ka(2) tg(2) dovng pov akovcsovaot kai(3)
YEVNGETAL LLOL TTOLUVT E1G TOLUNV

10:16-40 YEVNGETAL
4 yevnoovrat
Origen P45 01c BDL W ® ¥ f1 33 565 UBS3
*  /Missing/
P75 C 892

10:18 ovdelg atpet avtNV(1) an(l) epov ari eym TN UL avtVv(2) an(2)
epavtov eEovotav(l) exm(l) Betvar avtnv(3) kat eEovciav(2)
ex®(2) moiv Aafev avtnv(4) TaLTINV TNV EVTOANYV AoV Tapa TOL
TOLTPOG OV

10:18-7 apet

2 mpev
P45 01* B
*  /Missing/
P75 C 892

10:18-52 eEovolav(2) exm(2) moity
2 moly eEovaiay exm

Origen P45

3 gfovaoiav gxm
e

*  /Missing/
C 892
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10:21 QALOL EAEYOV TOLTO T PTUOLTO OVK EGTL datpoviopevou un
datpoviov duvatatl TVOAOV oPpBalLLovS avoryely

10:21-31 TPV 0dpBaipovg
2 ~2,1 (0dBarpovs TLOA®V)
De
*  /Missing/
C 892

10:21-40 OLVOlYELV
2 avoilgat
Origen P66 01 BL W O f1 13 33 565 579 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 892

10:26 all vpeig ou(1) miotevete ov(2) yop eote ek TV(1l) TtpoPfatmy
ToV(2) epov kabmg 1oV vULY

10:26-22 ov(2) yop
2 otiovk
Origen P66 P7501 BD L W © W f1 {13 33 565 579 1241
b UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 C 892

10:27 to(1) mtpoParta Ta2) epa TNG dOVNG LOL AKOVEL KOY® YIVOOK® QLT
KoL akoAOLOOLGL oL

10:27-19 OKOVLEL
2 0KOLOLGLV
Origen P66 01 BL W @ f13 33 1241 UBS3
3 aKoLCWOGOLV
579
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 C 892

10:30 EYM KOl O TATNP EV EGUEV

10:30-4 TaTnp

2 +pov
WAe
*  /Missing/
P45 C 892
10:33 anekplOnoav avtm ot tovdatot Agyovtes mept(l) Karlov gpyov ov

AMBalopev oe adho tepl(2) BAachnulag Kot 0Tl GL AVOPOTOG OV
TOLELG GEQLTOV Bgov

10:33-34 oL
2 OM
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DIl 1241 ¢
*  /Missing/
P75 C 892

10:33-40 GEQLTOV

2 eowtov
f13 1241
*  /Missing/
C 892
10:36 OV O TOLTNP NYLOLGE KOl ATEGTEIAEV E1G TOV KOGLLOV VUELG AEYETE

oti(1) Bracdnpelg otu(2) ermov vLIOG ToL Bgov gLt

10:36-49 BAroaconpuelg
2 Broaconpuet
abe
*  /Missing/
C 892 1241

10:36-67 TOL
P45 vid
2 OM
P66* 01 DEW
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
C 892

11:11 TOLTOL ELTTE KOl LLETA, TOVTO AEYEL ALTOLG Aalopog 0 PLhog NUmV
KEKOLUNTOL OAAQ TOPELOLAL LVOL EEVTTVICH QLTOV

11:11-16 KEKOLUTMTOL
3 xowuntot
Dabe
*  /Missing/
P45 892

11:39 reyel(1) o moovg apate tov ABov Aeyel(2) avT® 1 dEAPT TOL
tefvnkotog popbo kupile NN olel TETOPTALOG YOP ECTL

11:39-4 reyeu(1)

2 +ovuv
)
3 +oavm
A 579
*  /Missing/
P45 565 892
11:39-7 o
2 OM
A DII*
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 565 892

222



11:39-16 1 adehdn Tov TEBvnoTOog
2 1 adehdn TOL TETEAELTNKOTOG
Origen P66 P75 vid 01 ABC DL WIIVW 33 1241 UBS3
3 h
®abe
*  /Missing/
P45 565 892

11:40 AEYEL ALTT O INOOLG OVK ELTOV GOl OTL EQLV TLOTELGNG OYEL TNV
do&av Touv Beov

11:40-10 TLOTEVLONG
2 moTteung
Q700
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 565 892

11:41 npav ovv Tov Atbov ov NV o(1) teBvnkwmg Kelpevogs o(2) de 1Ncovg
NPE ToVG 0POAALOVG AVH KO ELTE TATEP ELYOPLOTM GOl OTL NKOLGOG
Hov

11:41-13 ov nv o(1) tebvnkmg KeLeVOg
2 ovnv
ATIf1 579
3 OM
Origen P66 P7501 BC* DL W © 33 1241 ab e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 565 892

11:41-34 0(2) d¢
2 xoio
D
3 oovv
O fl f13
4 o
e
*  /Missing/
P45 565 892

11:41-46 000aAoLG

2 + avtov
P66c D 33 1241 ¢

3+ aLTOL E1G TOV OLPAVOV
b

4 +glg TovV ovpaVOV
ITa

*  /Missing/
P45 565 892

11:41-49 ave
2 OM
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be
*  /Missing/
P45 565 892

11:42 gym g ndetv oti(1) Tavtote Hov akovelg aAia dta tov(l) oxlov
TOV(2) TEPLEGTMOTO ELTOV VA TIOTELCMGLY OTU(2) GV L€ ATEGTEILAG

11:42-4 €Y® Oe
2 Koy
fl3abe
3 gyw
D
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565 892

11:43 KOl TOLLTO MOV OV LEYAAT ekpavyoce Aalope devpo eEm

11:43-7 dOVN HEYAAN EKPALYOCE

2 owvn peyain ekpavyolev
01%*

3 dovn peyain ekpotev
cCw

4 ekpovyacev GOV LEYAAN
Oe

9 /NA/
ab

9 [dovn peyain exkpavyolev/../ dovn peyodn ekpovyocev]
P45

*  /Missing/
P75 565 892

11:44 ko(l) eEnAbev o(1) teBvnkmg dedepevog Tovg Todag Kol(2) Tag
XEPOG Keplag Ko(3) N oWig cLTOL GOVAAPLM TEPLEDEDETO AeyeEL
avtolg 0(2) ioovg Avcate avtov kou(4) adete voyELY

11:44-4 xou(1)
2 OM
Origen P45 P66 P75 B C* L ¥ UBS3
3 ko evbog
D
*  /Missing/
565 892

11:44-13 dedepevog Toug modag Ka(2) Tag XELPOS
2 3edeEVOC TUG XELPOG KOLL TOLG TOJUG
A 579 1241
*  /Missing/
565 892

11:44-40 avtolg o(2) toovg
1 avtolg ioovg

2 0 1Mo0oLG OVTOLG
LW
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2 1Moovg avTolg
Origen P75 B C*
3 o wmoovg
700
3 moovg
a
5 moovug podntoig avTov
e
*  /Missing/
565 892

11:44-43 0(2) ,moovg
2 moovg
Origen P75 B C*
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
565 892

11:44-52 odete
2 +owvtov
Origen P45 P66 P75 B C* L ® 33 579 UBS3
*  /Missing/
565 892

11:45 TOALOL OLV €K TOV LOLIOL®V 01 EABOVTEG TTPOG TNV HOPLOLY KOLL
Be0GaEVOL O ETOLNGEV O INGOVG ENLGTELSAY ELG OLTOV

11:45-7 €K
2 OM
D fl
*  /Missing/
565 892
11:45-28 Kot Beacapevol
3 e®MPOKOTEG
P45P66 D ab
*  /Missing/
P75 565 892
11:45-31 o}
P66* vid
2 o
AcBCDfle
3 ooca
P66¢
*  /Missing/
P75 565 892

11:45-34 0 1MooLvG
2 moovg
01
3 OM
Origen P45 P66 AB C* L W O fl b e UBS3
*  /Missing/
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P75 565 892

11:46 TIVEG O€ €€ aLTO®V ATNABOV TPOG TOLG PAPLGALOLS KOl ELTOV QVTOLG
0L ETOLNGEV O 1NGOLG

11:46-25 a
2 0
CDbe
3 oca
ATIf13
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565 579 892

11:46-28 0
2 OM
P66 B C D L UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565 579 892

11:47 cuvnyayov ovv ou(1) apytepelg kau(1) ou(2) papioatol Guvedplov
KoL(2) EAEYOV TL TOLOVHEV OTL OVTOG O AVOPOTOG TOALO G LLELQL
TOlEL

11:47-19 GLVESPLOV
2 +K0To TOL 1MooV
13 700
*  /Missing/
P75 C 565 892

11:47-28 TOLOVLIEV
2 molmpev
Q33579
4 moimoouev
P45*abe
*  /Missing/
P75 C 565 892

11:47-34 0Tt
2 OM
P45D
*  /Missing/
P75 C 565 892

11:47-37 0LTOG 0 AVOPWTOG
2 o avBpwrog ovtog
33 1241
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P75 C 565 892

11:47-43 TOAAQL
2 tolavto
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Dbe
*  /Missing/
P75 C 565 892

11:47-46 GMUELN TOLEL
2 ~2,1 (moiel onuel)
Origen P45 vid P66 01 ABL W ©® ¥ 33 579 UBS3
*  /Missing/
P75 C 565 892

11:48 eav apopev avtov(l) oLTEO TAVTEG TIGTEVLGOLGLY £1G ALTOV(2)
ka(1) elevcovtat ot popatotl Ka(2) opovcty nuev koy3) tov
tomov ka(4) To eBvog

11:48-13 TIGTELGOVGLV

2 TOGTELOLGLY
01*

3 ToTELCMGCLY

Origen P66 L A Q 1 f13 33 579 700 1241
9 /NA/

abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 565 892

11:48-25 opPOLGCLY
2 oupovotv
P45 0
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P75 C 565 892

11:48-28 nuov ko(3) Tov tonov

2 MUOV TOV TOTOV
OIIfl3 1241 ab

4 TOV TOTOV NU®V
De

5 muov kot TV ToAtv
W

*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 565 892

11:49 €16 0g TG €€ ALTOV KALOPOLS APYLEPELS MV TOV EVIOVLTOV EKELVOL

ELMEV QLLTOLG LUELG OLK OLOOLTE OVLOEV

11:49-4 T1G
2 OM
P66 1241
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
C 892

11:49-13 Kalohpog
2 Koupog
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P45SP75vidDabe
*  /Missing/
C 892

11:49-16 Katohpog
2+ ovoportt
C]
3 ovopartt katodog
fl 565abe
*  /Missing/
C 892

11:50 ovde drarhoylecBe 0Tt GLUdEPEL NULY VAL €1 avOp®TOG amoBavn
LTEP TOL AOOL Kat Un oAov to Bvog amointot

11:50-4 Srahoyilecte
2 hoyilecOe
Origen P66 01 ABD L W O fl1 UBS3

9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 892

11:50-13 npwv
2 vy
PA5P66 BD L 1241 ab e UBS3
3 OM
01
*  /Missing/
P75 C 892

11:51 TOLTO O QP EALTOL OVLK ELTEV AAAL APYLEPELS OV ToV(]) EVicLToL

EKELVOL TPOEPNTEVOEV OTL EUEALEV O ITNGOLG ATOOVNOKELY LTEP
T0V(2) eBvovg

11:51-10 tov(1) eviawTov gkelvov
2 TOVL EVIOLLTOL
P66 D
3 OM
P45¢
*  /Missing/
C 892

11:51-16 TPOEPN TELOEV
2 empodmrevcEV
P45 P66 01 BD L ® 33 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P75 C 892

11:51-22 gUEALEV O IMGOLG OToBVNoKELY
1 eueldiev inoovg anobvnokely
Origen 01 E IT* Q 565 700 UBS3
2 ueAAel 0 INGOVG OOV CKELY
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*

11:51-34
2

*

11:52

11:52-7

*

11:52-22
3

9

k

11:52-25
2

*

11:53

11:53-7
2

*

1241 b

nUeALEV INGOLG amtobvnokely
P45 vid P66 AB L A fl

NUEALEV O NGOV AToOVNGKELY
033

NUEALEV OLTOOVNGKELY 11GOVG
W

NUEALEV OLTTOBVIGKELY O 11GOVG
579

1NGOVG NUEAAEV amoBVNGKELY
D

/NA/
e

/Missing/
P75 C 892

o
oM
Origen P45 P66 01 ABD EL W ATI* Q f1 565 700
UBS3
/NA/
abe
/Missing/
P75 C 892

ka(1) ovy vrep Tov(l) eBvoug povov arh tva kau(2) to(l) texva
T0V(2) BeoL TOU2) SLECKOPTLIGUEVO CLVAYAYT E1G EV

gbvoug
+ d¢
01c ¥ 33 579
/Missing/
C 892

dlecKopmIGUEVAL
ECKOPTIGUEVAL
P45 P66 D 700
/NA/
abe
/Missing/
P75 C 892

GLVOLYOLYT E1G €V
€1G €V oLuvayayn
Dae
/Missing/
C 892

QT EKELVTG OLV TNG NUEPOG GLVERBOVLAELGAVTO LVOL ATOKTELVOGLY
QLTOV

nuepag
®pog
L 1241
/Missing/
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C 892

11:53-10 ovvefovigvcavto

2 gfovievoavto
P45 P66 P75 vid 01 B D W @ f13 UBS3

9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
C 892
11:53-13 cvvefovigvocavto
2 + ot ovdatot
1241 ¢
*  /Missing/
C 892
11:54 1NGOVG OLV OLK ETL TOPPTNCLAL TEPLETATEL EV TOLG LOLIALOLG LAALL

annABev ekelBev gig(1) TNV xopav €yyvg TG epnpov €15(2) ehppotpt
AEYOUEVNV TOALY KOKEL LETPLPE HETA TOV HAONTOV CLLTOL

11:54-4 NGOVG oLV

2 0 0vV IMGOoVG
Origen P75 01 BL W f1 565 579 1241 UBS3

2 0 0LV 0 1MoOLVE
(S}

3 0 8g moovg
P66

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 C 892

11:54-25 gkelbegv
2 OM
P45vidD579abe
*  /Missing/
C 892

11:54-28 mv
2 OM
O f1 565
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
C 892

11:54-43 KOKEL
2 Kol eKel
Origen P66 L W O f13 33 1241
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P75 C 892

11:54-46 detpife
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3 guetvev

Origen P66* P75 01 B L W 579 1241 UBS3
*  /Missing/

C 892

11:54-49 TOV HodnTOV 0wToL
2 TOV podnTov
Origen P45 P66 01 BD L W A ¥ 565 UBS3
3 avtov kot efantilev
33
*  /Missing/
P75 C 892

11:55 nv 3¢ gyyug to Tacya(l) TovV oLVdALOV KAl aVERNTOY TOAAOL €1
LEPOGOALOL EK TNG Y WPAG TPO TOL TAGY(2) VAL OyVICOCLY ELVTOVG

11:55-13 Kol avefnoav
2 avefnoav ovv
Db
*  /Missing/
C 892
11:56 €CNTOLV OLV TOV MGOLV KAl EAEYOV HET AAANADV EV TM LEP®

EGTNKOTEG Tl HOKEL LULY OTL OL UM EAON €1G TNV gopTNV

11:56-19 EV TM LEPM EGTNKOTES
2 E€OTNKOTEG EV TM 1EPM
L ® 13 1241
4 &V T 1EPO ECTWOTESG
D
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 C 892
11:57 dedakeicav dg kai(l) ou(l) apyiepeig kar(2) ou(2) dapioatot

EVTOANV VA EQLV TIG YVO TOL £GTL LNVLOT OTMG TLAGHOOLY GLLTOV

11:57-7 xou(1)
2 OM
Origen P66 P7501 ABLWA®IIY fl f13 579 700
1241 ab e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 C 892

11:57-16 EVTOANV
2 gvtorag
Origen 01 B W f1 565 579 UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 892

12:1 o(1) ovv iIGovg TTpo €€ NueEP®V TOL TaGy L NABEV €16 fnBaviay omov
nv Aalapog 0(2) t1eBvnKk®s OV NYELPEV EK VEKPOV
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12:1-28 0(2) tebvnkmg
2 OM
Origen 01 BL W a e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 892

12:2 gmomaoav ovv avte(l) demvov eket kat  papba dinkovet o g
AaCapog €1 NV TOV GUVOVAKELULEV®V VTM(2)

12:2-16 Se1mVoV EKEL
2 gKeL BELTVOV
o f13
4 deimvov
ae
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 892

12:2-22 n
2 OM
P66 D ©
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 892

12:2-25 popBa dinkovet
2 dihkonei marqa
D6
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 892

12:2-40 nv
2 +ex
Origen P66 01 B L UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 892

12:2-46 GULUVOVOKELUEVDV

2 OVOKELHLEVOV GLV
Origen P66 01l ABDELAOGIIY Qf1 f13 579
700 1241 UBS3

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 892

12:6 gune 8g ToLVTO ovY otU(l) TEPL TOV TTOY WV EUEAEV ALT® OAA OTL(2)
kAiemtng nv kau(1) To yhwsookopov giye ka(2) to farlopeva
efaoctalev

12:6-43 erye kou(2)

2 gyov ko
fl
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3 gyov

Origen P75 01 B D L 33 UBS3
4 gyov

W 0O 579
*  /Missing/

P45 C 892

12:12 ™ gnavplov oy Aog molvg o(1) eAbmv gig(1) Tnv €optnV AKOLOAVTEG

0TL gpyetat 0(2) iooug €15(2) tepocoivpa

12:12-10 EMALLPLOV
2 +ovuv
®b
*  /Missing/
P45 C 892

12:12-13 oy A0Gg
2 0 oyAlog
P66* B L f13 UBS3
3 ooyArogo
P66c ®
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 892

12:12-19 o(1)
2 OM
01* A 565
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 C 892

12:12-31 gpyetat o(2) ioovg
1 epyetar ioovg
Origen 01 DEW ATIY f1 700
1 gpyetar[o/../ OM] moouvg
b
2 1MoovG gpyETAL
A L33 1241
2 [o/../ OM] moovg gpyeta
ae
3 epyeton
565
*  /Missing/
P45 C 892

12:12-37 o(2)
2 OM
Origen 01 ADEL W ATIW f1 33 700 1241
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 C 565 892

233



12:13 elafov ta fata tov povikov ka(l) eEnAbov g vTavInoLy QLT

Kka(2) ekpafov wocavva gvioynuevog o(1l) epyouevog ev ovopatt
Kvplov 0(2) Bactievg ToL LoPANA

12:13-19 LTAVINCOLY

2 oamovinowv
Origen A T1

3 ocvvavinoctv
D L f13 1241

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 C 892

12:13-25 ekpalov

2 exkpoavyalov
P7501 Bc DL W Q 579 UBS3

3 ekpoavyocov
P66 B*

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 C 892

12:13-28 ekpalov
2+ heyovteg
P66 01 ADII f1 f13 565 a
*  /Missing/
P45 C 892

12:13-46 o(2)
3 kaio
P75 vid 01* BL W ¥ 579 UBS3
9 [o/../kato0]
Origen
10 OM
AEAQ(f13700 1241
*  /Missing/
P45 C 33 892

12:14 ELP®V O O INOOLG OVAPLOV EKOOLGEV €T LLTO KOOMG EGTL

YEYPOLLLEVOV

12:14-10 aVTO
2 ovto
AOTI
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 C 892

12:15 un doPov Buyatep oLV 1OOL 0 BACIAELS COL EPYETAL KAONUEVOG ML

TOAOV OVOL
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12:15-4 Buyatep

1 Buyatnp
Origen

2 m Buyatnp
P75 Be

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 C 892

12:15-19 EPYETOL
2 + oot
565 ¢
*  /Missing/
P45 C 892

12:15-22 TOAOV
2 molov
P66* Q f13
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 C 892

12:16 towuto(1) de oLk EyvOGAY Ol LAONTAL AVLTOL TO TPDTOV GAA OTE
€do&acobn o imoovg tote gpvnodncayv ott tavta(2) v en avtm(l)
yeypopupeva kat tavta(3) eromoayv avtm(2)

12:16-4 tovto(l) de
2 Kol TooTta
579
3 tovta
P66 01 BL W ®beUBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 892

12:16-10 EYVOGAV
2 gvonoav
D®e
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 892

12:16-13 ol HoBnTot QVLTOL
2 ~3,1,2 (awTov ot pabntoat)
P75 01 B ® 579 UBS3
9 [ot pabntot avtov /../ avtov ot pabnrtot]

abe

10 ot padnrot
I

*  /Missing/
P45 C 892

12:16-22 TPOTOV
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2 mpotepov
Origen ¥
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 C 892

12:26 eav(l) epoi(l) draxovn(l) tig(1) epoi(2) axorovBettm ka(l)

omov gt eym exetl kal(2) o(1) dtakovog o(2) epog eotat kKa(3)
eav(2) t15(2) epoi(3) drakovn(2) tiunocet avtov o(3) Ttatnp

12:26-19 ELLL EYO
2 ~2,1 (sym ey)
P66 DWabe
*  /Missing/
P45 C

12:26-31 £0TAL
2 egoTwv
P66*
3 eotm
f13
4 OM
Le
*  /Missing/
P45 C

12:31 vuv(1) kpioig eatt Tov(1) kocpov(1) tovtou(l) vov(2) o apywv

T0V(2) Koopov(2) Tovtov(2) ekPAnOnceTO EE®

12:31-22 ekpANOnoeTan
2 PBAnOnoetat
P66 D ®
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 C

12:31-25 320)
2 kato
®Obe
*  /Missing/
P45C

12:32 KOY® 0V LYOOW €K TNG YNNG TAVTOS EAKLG® TPOS ELAVTOV
12:32-7 o
2 av
B
3 otav
1241 ae
*  /Missing/
P45 C

12:32-13 €K
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2 oamo
DL

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45C

12:32-19 TOLVTOG

2 movto
P6601*Dabe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C
12:35 gwmev ovv avtolg o(1) imoovg ett pkpov ypovov to(1l) dwg(1) ned

LU®OV €0TL TEPLTATELTE €OG TO(2) dmg(2) exete tva un oxkotio(l)
vuog Kotolafn Kot o(2) TepLTat®y eV T GKOTL(2) OLK 013€ TOL
LTTOYEL

12:35-25 ped vpuwv
2 gvouyv
Origen P66 P7501 BDL WO ITY fl f13 33 565 579
892 1241 abe UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 C

12:45 Ko 0 Oewpwv gpe Bewpel Tov mEPWYAVTA LE

12:45-16 Oesmpet

2 +xa
P66* ¢
*  /Missing/
P45C579b
13:1 7po O NG goptng ToV(1) TaGK A ELOMG O INGOLG 0Tl EANALOEV

CLTOL M ®PA VAL HeTAPN €K TOV(2) KOGLLOV TOLTOL TPOG TOV TATEPAL
ayannooag Toug(1) 1Wovg Tovg(2) eV T KOGU® €1G TEAOS NYAUTNGEV
QVTOVG

13:1-4 E10M¢
2 oV
33579
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 C

13:1-7 eAnivbev

2 nAbev
Origen 01 ABLWO®IIVW f1 f13 33 565 579 892 1241
UBS3

3 mxket
P66

4 mopnv
D
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9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45P75C

13:2 KOl OELTVOL YEVOLEVOL TOL dtaforov ndn BefAnkotoc gig tnv
KOPOLALY 1OLVSA GLULMVOG LGKOPLMTOL VO LLTOV TALPOLOM

13:2-7 YEVOUEVOL
3 ywvouevov
Origen 01* BL W ¥ 579 1241 UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 565

13:2-10 TOL
2 +1¢g
P66 A
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 565

13:2-22 10LAA GLULMVOGS LOKOPLOTOL VAL QLLTOV TALPOLO®

3 10L30C GLU®VY O IOKOPLMOTNG VO TOPAS® ALLTOV
D 579

15 o mopadol avToV 1OLAOG GLULMVOGS LIEKOPLMTOV
UBS3

15 wvo mopadol avTov 1oLAOG GLULMVOG LIOKOPLOTNG
01*B

15 o mopod® aLToV 10LAOG GLUMVOG IOKAPLOTOV
LY 1241

15 vo mopod® avToV 10LAOG GLUMVOG IOKAPLOTNG
Origen P66 01c W

15 wa [ropad® /../ Topodol] GLTOV LoLAAG GLULMVOG IOKOPLMTNG
b

*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 565

13:2-25 10V GLULMVOG IEKOPLMTOL
2 10Vd0G CLUMOVOG IGKAPLOTNG
Origen P66 01* 0lc BW b

3 1ovdac GLUOVOG IGKAPLOTOV
LY 1241 UBS3

4 GClLU®OVOG LOKOPLOTOV
f13

5 10Vd0 CLLMVOG OO KOPLMTOL
De

6 10V30C UMV O IOKAPLOTNG
579

*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 565

13:2-37 QLLTOV TAPOLO®
10 mopadm avtov
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Origen P66 01c L W ¥ 579 1241
11 mopadot avtov
01* B D UBS3
19 [roapad® avtov/../ Tapadol avToVv]
b
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 565

13:3 €1dmg o(1) moovg ot(1) Tavta dedwkev ALT® 0(2) TATNP €L TOG
xewpoc ko(1l) otu2) ano Beov eENAbe ka(2) tpog tov Beov
LTTOLYEL

13:3-10 o(1) moovg
3 dg 0 moovg
Qf13b
4 OM
Origen P66 01 BD L W 1241 a e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 565

13:3-13 dedwkev
2 edwkev
Origen 01 BL W f1 579 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 565

13:3-28 tov Beov
2 Beov
Qo
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 565

13:4 gyelpeTal gk ToL detmvoL ka(l) Tidnct ta woatia ko(2) Aafov
Aevtiov deCmoev gavtov

13:4-16 oTio
2 + avtov
D579a
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 565

13:5 erta Barret VOWP €1g Tov vintnpa kay(l) npEato vintely Tovg
T0d0G TOV HoONTOV Kal(2) EKUAGCELY TM® AEVTIO ® NV d1el®OUEVOG

13:5-7 BoaAier véI®pP
3 AoPov vowp Baiiet
D f13
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 565

13:5-25 pobntov
2 +avtov
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D 1241
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 565

13:6 EPYETAUL OLV TPOG GOV TETPOV KL AEYEL ALVTM EKELVOG KLPLE CL
LLOL VITTELG TOVG TOOOLG

13:6-13 ClUL®VA TETPOV
3 1OV METPOV GLU®VA
Da
* /Missing/
P45 P75 C 565

13:6-16 Ko
2 OM
Origen P66 B D L e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 565

13:6-22 EKELVOG
2 OM
Origen P66 01* B b UBS3
4 metpog
ae
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 565

13:7 OTEKPLON 1NGOVGE KAl ELTEV QLT O EYM TOLM GL OLK OO OLPTL
YVOOoN 8 HETA TALTOL

13:7-4 amekplon
2 +o
A 1333579
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 565

13:8 Aeyet avto(1) metpog ov un(l) viyng tovg Todag Hov €16 TOV
alova omekpldn avt®(2) o INoovg eav Un(2) Viym Ge 0LK EYELS

LEPOG LET ELOV

13:8-4 TETPOG
2 0 meTpog
Origen L A £13 892 1241
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565 579

13:8-7 TETPOG
2 +xoupie
DOIlc
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565 579
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13:8-10 VIYNG TOLG TOJOLG LoV
2 vViyng Hov Toug modog
Origen P66 BCL W ¥ 892 e UBS3
4 pov viyng tovg Todag
D fl f13 1241

6 viyng pov
b

*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565 579

13:8-22 aLT®(2) 0 INCOLG

1 avto imocovg
POOEW® Qa

3 moovg avTw
Origen A B C L UBS3

5 moovg
CcDY1241be

*  /Missing/
P45 P75 33 565 579

13:8-28 )
2 OM
Origen P66 ABCDEL WO Y Q 1241 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565 579

13:8-31 ce
3 touV podaV sou
ae
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:9 AEYEL ALTO CLUOV TETPOG KVPLE LT TOLG TOJOG LLOV LOVOV QLA
ka(1) tog xepoag ko(2) Tnv KepoAnv

13:9-4 CLU®OV TETPOG
2 ~2,1 (metpog cLumv)
BW
3 metpog
D
*  /Missing/
P45 565

13:9-7 KLplE
2 OM
Origen 01*
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:9-10 TOLG TOJOLG LLOV HLOVOV

2 ~4,1,2 (LovoVv Tovg Todag)
Dab
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*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:9-13 Hov
2 OM
P66 DEabe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:10 Aeyet avto o(1) 1covg 0(2) AEAOVLIEVOG OV Y PELALY EYEL 1| TOLG
nodac viyacHat adli(1) eatt kabBapog ohog kot vueLs kKabBapot eote
oAM(2) ovyl TavTEG

13:10-7 AEAOLUEVOG
2 AEAOVLGLEVOG

E {13
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:10-10 0L Y PELALY EYEL
2 0LK EXEL YPELALY
Origen P66 01 A B C* W ¥ UBS3

9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:10-19 1 TOLG TOdAG ViyacHot

3 &l un tovg Todug viyacsHat
BC*LWIIY(f1333892abeUBS3

4 g1 un Touvg Todag Lovov viyachot
P66 ©

6 TNV KedoANV viyacsHal €L Un TOLG TOJOLG LLOVOV
D

7 viyacHat
Origen 01

8 OM
579

*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:11 NOEL YOp TOV TOPAILIOVTOL ALLTOV L0 TOVTO ELTEV OVYL TOVTEG
Kkabopot eote

13:11-22 ELTTEV
2 + 0Tl
P66 BCL W Y 33 abUBS3
* /Missing/
P45 P75 D 565

13:12 0TE OLV EVIYE TOLE TOSAG ALLTOV KAl EAAPE TAL LUOALTLO, LVTOV
QVOTECOV TOALY ELTEV ALLTOLG YIVOGKETE T TETOLNKOL VULV
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13:12-16 Ko
2 OM
P66 01 ACcLW¥331241ab
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:12-25 ALTOL
2 eawtov
W
3 OM
Dbe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:12-28 ALVOTEC®OV
2 KOl OVOTEC®V
P66 0lc AcL ¥ 331241 b
4 Kol OVETEGEV
Origen 01* B C* W 579 a e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 A* 565

13:13 vuelg pmverte pe o(1) dtdackarog kai(l) o(2) kuprog kKa(2)
KOA®G AEYETE ELUL YOLP

13:13-10 ddackarog ka(1) o(2) kuprog
2 ~423,1 (kuplog Kat 0 SBACKOAOG)
Cc E 13 33 892 1241
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:14 €L 0LV gyY® eviya LUV Tovg(1l) Todag(l) o(1) kvptlog ka(1l) o(2)
d1daokarog kal(2) vuels opetrete AAANA®V VITTTELY TOLG(2)
modag(2)

13:14-10 vuwv toug(l) Todog(l)
2 ~23,1 (touV podaV umwn)
DII579ae
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:14-22 d1dacKarog
2 + Mmoo pailov
DO®a
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:15 vrodetypa yap edoka vuv(l) va kabog eym erotnca vULV(2) Kot
LUELG TONTE

13:15-7 yop
2 OM
P66* 700
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565
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13:15-10 £dmKa,
2 dedoxa
P66 01 ATIY f1 13 33 700 892 1241
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:15-16 YO
2 OM
331241
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:16 aunv(l) apnv(2) Aeyo vuty ovk eott doviog petlwv(l) tou(1)
KLPLOL CLLTOL 0LAE ATOGTOAOG HELl@V(2) TOV(2) TELYAVTOG AVLTOV

13:16-16 petlov(2)
2 ueov
P66c W 579
3 OM
Po6*
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 © 565

13:18 0L TEPL TOVTMOV LUOV AEY® EY® OO0 OVG EEEAEEAUNV ALAA VAL T
yYpouhn TANP®ON O TPOYMOV LET ELOV TOV ALPTOV EMNPEV ET EUE TNV
TTEPVOLY QLLTOV

13:18-13 YO
2 +yop
01 ATIf13
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:18-19 ouvg
2 1wvog
Origen 01 B C L 33 892 1241 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:18-25 M ypodn TANP©ON
2 ~3,1,2 (mAnpobn n ypadn)
Db
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:18-34 LLET ELLOVL

2 pov
B CL 892 UBS3
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9 [ueteuov/../ pov]
Origen

*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:18-40 EMMPEV
2 emmpkev
01AWOII
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:18-43 e
2 OM
P66* B
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:19 O OPTL AEY® VULV TPO TOL YEVEGHOL LVOL OTALV YEVTTOL TIGTEVCTTE
OTL EY® ELUL

13:19-19 OTOLV YEVNTOL TLGTELONTE

1 otav yevnrtot motevnTe
C

3 ~3,1,2 (motevonte oTay yevnTa)
P66 01 L 579 ab e UBS3

3 TGTELNTE OTAV YEVIITOU
Origen B

*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:19-25 TLGTEVLOTE
2 moteunte
Origen B C
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:20 apnv(l) opnv(2) Aeyo vy o(1) AapPavev(l) eav Tiva Tepy®
epe(1) Aappavel(l) o(2) de epe(2) Aapupavav(2) Aaupavel(2) tov
TEUYAVTOL UE

13:20-16 0AY
2 av
P66* 01 BCL WIIW 335798921241 UBS3
3 a
A
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:20-31 0(2) d¢ gue(2) AapPavov(2)

2 kot o gue Aappavov
D33e
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*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565 a

13:20-40 TEUYOALVTOL
2 OmOCTEILAVTO
f1 892
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:21 TOLTO EITOV O INCOLG eTapayOn T Tvevpartt ka(l) epaptvpnoe

ka(2) eumev oapunv(l) apunv(2) Aeym vuy ott €1G €€ LUOV
TOPASWOCEL LLE

13:21-4 0
2 OM
P66* 01 BL
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:22 gPAETOV 0LV €1 AAANAOVLG O1 OB TOL ATOPOVUEVOL TTEPL TIVOG

reyet

13:22-10 ovv
2 od¢
a
3 OM
Origen 01c B C¥ e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:22-19 podntot
2 +owtov
P66 f13 1241 a
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:22-22 OTOPOVLLEVOL
2 AmMOPOLVTEG
D f13
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:23 1NV 8€ LVOKEIEVOS E1G TOV LAOMNTOV CLLTOL €V TM KOAT® TOL 11GOV

OV MY O NGOG

13:23-4 nv d¢
2 nv
Origen B C* L ¥ 892 UBS3
3 mvovuv
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b

4 xoumv
e
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565
13:23-10 €1g
2 +ex
Origen P66 01 ABCDL WATIIY f13 33 579 892 1241
abe UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565
13:23-25 ov
2 +xat
Da
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:23-31 0 MGoLvG

2 moovg
P66* B

9 [0 wmoovg/../ moovg]
ab

10 OM
e

*  /Missing/
P45 P75 565

13:24 VEVEL OLV TOLTM CLUOV TETPOG TLOEGOAL TIG AV €11 TTEPL OL AEYEL

13:24-16 nubecBat TG av €1

3 muBecHou Tig AV €11 0VLTOG
D

4 muBecBoat avtol TL AV €1
579

5 mubecHot
Ye

6 KOl AEYEL QLT ELTE TIG EGTLY
Origen BCL33892ab

7 muBecHat TIG AV €11 TEPL OV EAEYEV KOl AEYEL QLLTM ELTE TLG

ECTLV

01

*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75

13:25 EMMEC MV O€ EKELVOG €T TO GTNHOOG TOL 1NCOL AEYEL ALVLTM KLPLE
TIG E0TLV

13:25-7 EMMTECOV
2 ovomecnv
Origen P66* 01c B C L IT* ¥ 33 892 UBS3
3 o1l mECOV
579
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9 /NA/

abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75
13:25-10 de
2 ovv
P66 01 DL W A f1 f13 33 565 579 892 1241 ab UBS3
3 OM
OrigenBCe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:25-13 EKELVOG
2 +ovtog
P66 BCEL A Q13 33 UBS3
*  /Missing/

P45 P75
13:26 OTTOKPLVETAL O INOOLG EKELVOG 0TIV ® Y® Pawyoag to(l) yoptov(l)
EMO®O® Kot epPoyag 1o(2) yoptov(2) Sidmotv 1ovda GLIL®VOG
1oKOPLOTN
13:26-7 OLTTOKPLVETOUL
2 +ovuv
Origen 01c BC*L 892 a
3 +avtm
Dfl3e
*  /Missing/
P45 P75
13:26-10 o
2 OM
P66 B W
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:26-13 MGoovG

2 +Kkou Aeyel
01 D f13

3+ Ko Agyel ALTO
892

4 +xou emev
1241

*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:26-19 ®
4 oav
D f1 565
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
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P45 P75

13:26-22 EY®
2 OM
579be
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:26-28 Bowyoc
2 Bayw
Origen B C L 1241 UBS3
3 epPayoag
ADWIIfl f13 565
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:26-43 EMOOO®
2 dwow
w
3 kol dWoe® ALT®
Origen B C L 1241 UBS3
/Missing/
P45 P75 579

*

13:26-46 ETLOMO®
2 +outm
Origen B C L 33 1241 UBS3
/Missing/
P45 P75 579

*

13:26-52 Kol eupayog
2 kot epfoyog ovv
Ilc
3 kou Boyog
D
4 Bowyog ovv
Origen 01 B C L 33 892 1241 a UBS3
/Missing/
P45 P75 579

*

13:26-67 youov(2)
2 +lopPovet kot
Origen 01c B C L 33 892 1241 UBS3
/Missing/
P45 P75 579

*

13:26-79 GLU®OVOG
2 oClu®VL
fl3b
3 OM
ae
/Missing/
P45 P75

*

13:26-82 1oKOPLOTN
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2 1oKOPL®TOL
Origen 01 BCL ® Ilc ¥ 33 UBS3
3 ioKkopl®ING
579
4 omo KapLOTOL
D
6 /Zyaprotn/
ae
7 /Zyxaplotae/
b
/Missing/
P45 P75

*

13:27 KOl LLETOL TO WYOULOV TOTE El0MABeV €1 ekelvov o(1) catavog Aeyet
oLV aVT® 0(2) GOV 0(3) TOLELS TOLNCOV T LoV

13:27-7 KOl LETA TO YOULOV TOTE
3 xou toTE
De
/Missing/
P45 P75

*

13:27-13 peTa
2 + 10 AafPev
ab
*  /Missing/
P45P75De

13:27-19 TOTE
2 OM
01 DL 565579 ab
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:27-31 o(1)
2 OM
DA
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:27-34 AEYEL OLV
2 Ko Aeyel
De
3 Aeyel
a
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:27-40 0o(2)
2 OM
BL
9 /NA/
abe
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*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:28 TOLTO OE OLIELG EYVM TOV OVOKELLEVMY TPOG TL ELTEV QLVTW

13:28-10 de
3 OM
BWWY579
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:29 TIVEG Youp €B0KOLV ETEL TO YAMSGOKOUOV glyeVv o(1) tovdag ott
AEYEL ALLTM 0(2) INCOLG AYOPOLGOV MV YPELOLY EYOLEV EIG TNV EOPTNV
1 TOLG TTMYOLG VAL TL d®

13:29-28 o(1)
2 OM
Origen 01 A BL W f1 13 33 565 579 700 892 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:29-34 0(2) moovg

2 ihsouV
Origen 01 B

9 [o moovg/../ mmoovg]
ab

10 OM
fl 565 ¢

*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:30 Aafov ovv To Youlov eKeLVOs eLBewg eENABEV NV dg VLE

13:30-10 TO YOULOV EKELVOG
2 €KELVOGC TO YOOV
33a
3 10 youwov
b
6 /lvdac/
e
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:30-19 evbewc eEnAbev
2 ~2,1 (e&nibev evBemq)
MY f13 33
2 eEnAbev gvbug
Origen P66 01 BC D L W 579 UBS3
2 eEnABev [evBug /.. /evBenc]
b

5 &Enibev

e
*  /Missing/
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P45 P75

13:30-22 gvbemcg
2 evbug
Origen P66 01 BC DL W 579 UBS3
3 OM
e
9 /NA/
ab
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:31 ote ovv eENABe Agyel o(1) ioovg vov edo&acBn(1) o(2) viog Tov
avBpomov kat o(3) Beog edo&acOn(2) ev avtw®

13:31-7 ovv
2 OM
AEA
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 11

13:31-19 o(1) moovg
2 moovg
Origen P66 01 B L A UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 1241

13:32 €1 0(1) Beog(1) edo&acOn ev(l) avtm ka(1) o(2) Bog(2)
do&aacel(l) avtov(l) ev(2) eavto kau(2) evbug do&acel(2)
avtov(2)

13:32-4 g1 0o(1) Beog(1) edo&acOn ev(l) avtw
2 OM
P66 01* BC*DL WII* fl 579ab
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:32-13 EQLTO
2 outo
Origen P66 01* B UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 579

13:33 TEKVIOL €TL ikpoV eD vpwv et {ntnoete pe kai(l) kabmg ettov
TOLG LOLANLOLG OTL OTTOVL LTOLYM EYM LUELG OL dvvacHe eABeL
Kol(2) vy Aey® apTl

13:33-10 HKpov
3 +ypovov
01L®Yf13 892
*  /Missing/
P45 P75
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13:33-31 oTL
2 ko
1241
3 OM
P66 01* D W 579be
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:33-34 LTOY® EY®
2 ~2,1 (eyo vroyw)
Origen 01 ABCDLO®IIfl f13 33 1241 a UBS3
3 vnoym
P66 W 579
4 gym ey
e
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:33-49 AEY® apTt

3 Aegyo ANV apTL
P66

4 Aeym apti TANV
f1 565

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:36 Aeyel avTto(1) GOV TETPOS KLPLE TOL LTAYELG ATeKPLON ALT®(2) O
1MGOLG OTOL LTIAY® oL dvvacal pot(l) vov akoiovOnoat votepov de
akolovOnoceig pou(2)

13:36-16 0ToL
2 +eyw
Origen 01 D W £13 33 700 1241
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:36-28 pou(1)
3 OM
565 e
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:36-31 VLV akolovOncat

3 axolovOnocat
A

5 ovvakolovOnooat apTtt
D*e

6 ov vuv akolovOnoal apPTL
Dc

7 aptl okoAovOncat
b

*  /Missing/
P45 P75
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13:36-37 votepov de akolovOnaoelg pou(2)
2 votepov dg pot akorovdnocelg
D
3 votepov g akorovOnocelg
A © 892%
4 oaxoiovOnoelg de voTEPOV
Origen P66 01 B C* L W {1 33 565 579 a e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:38 aTEKPLON QLLT® O 1NGOVLES TNV YLY NV COL LTTEP gLoL Onocelg aunv(l)
apunv(2) Aeym oot ou(1) pun arekTop POVNGEL EOG OL(2) ATOPVNON UE
P18

13:38-25 OAEKTOP POVNOEL
2 dOVNCEL QAEKTMP
Origen b
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:38-34 OTTOLPVNOM HE TPLS

1 apvnon pe tpig
Origen P66 B D L f1 565 b e UBS3

2 POl OLTOPVNGEL TPELG
579

4 ~3,amapvnoet,2 (TPl AmOPVNCEL L)
f13

5 o©v pe anopvnon Tpig
4

*  /Missing/
P45 P75

13:38-37 amopvnon
2 oapvnon
Origen P66 BD L f1 565 b e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75

14:9 Agyel avto o(1) 1Govg tocGovTov Ypovov ued vuwv et ka(l) ovk
gyvokag pe ptnme o(2) empakwg epe empoke tov(l) matepo(l)
Kol(2) Tmg ov Aeyelg det&ov nuiv Tov(2) tatepo(2)

14:9-7 TOGOLTOV Y POVOV
2 TOCOLTM YPOV®
Origen 01* D L W UBS3

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45P75C

14:9-28 EOPUKE
2 +xou
P75ab
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*  /Missing/
P45 C

14:11 miotevete(l) pou(l) ott eym ev(1) to motpt kot 0 Totnp ev(2)
glot €1 8g un da Ta gpya owta Tiotevete(2) pou(2)

14:11-10 eym ev(1) T Tatpt kot 0 TaTnp €v(2) gpot
2 0 MOTNP EV ELOL KOY® EV TM TOLTPL
Origen D
*  /Missing/
P45C
14:23 anekpldn o(1) imoovg kai(1) ermev avto(l) eav TIg ayono pe Tov

royov pov(l) mpnoet ka(2) o(2) matnp pov(2) ayanncetl avtov(l)
ka(3) mpog avtov(2) elevoopeba kau(4) povny tap avtm(2)
TOLNGOUEV

14:23-4 o(1)

2 OM
P66 P7S0OIABDELWAGIIY Qf133579
700 892 1241 UBS3

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 C

14:23-10 avto(l)
2 oavtolg
Origen Q
9 /NA/
e
*  /Missing/
P45 C

14:23-31 TPOG
2 map
P66* e
*  /Missing/
P45 C 892

14:23-34 ghevoopeda
2 eloghevooueba
P66*
4 glevoopat
De
*  /Missing/
P45 C 892

14:23-40 TONGOLEV
2 mowmoopeba
Origen P66 P75 01 BL W f1 f13 33 565 579 UBS3
9 [rowmoopev /. ./ tomcoueba]
ab
10 mowmoopat
De

255



*  /Missing/
P45 C 892

14:26 o(1) 8¢ mapakinrtog to(l) mvevpa to(2) ayiov o(2) mepyet o(3)
TOLTNP €V T® OvopaTt Hov gketvog vuag(l) didater mavto(l) kot
LTOUVNGEL LHOG(2) TaVTA(2) O ELTOV LY

14:26-43 o
2 ooco
Origen © f1 565ab
*  /Missing/
P45 C W 892

14:26-49 ELTOV
3 avemno
DIlabe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C W 892

14:26-52 LUV
2 OM
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C W 892

14:26-55 STTRRY
2 +eyo
B L UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C W 892

14:28 nkovoarte oti(1) ey etmov(l) vy vay® Kot gpyopat tpog(l)
LUOG €L NYOTTOLTE LE EXOPNTE AV 0TL(2) g1mov(2) Topevopot Tpog(2)
tov natepa otu(3) o matnp pov(l) pellov pov(2) eott

14:28-19 NYOnOTE
2 ayomote
DL f13 33579
9 [nyoamote/../ ayomnate]
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C W 892

14:28-25 ewmov(2)
3 +eym
fl3e
4 OM
Origen01 ABD L ®IIY f1 33 565 579 1241 a b UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C W 892

14:28-37 pov(1)
2 OM
0lc ABD* LY fl 33 565b e UBS3
2 o mERWAG UE
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Origen
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C W 892

14:30 ovk(1) ett TOAAD AOANG® LED LUGV EPYETAL YOP O TOL KOGHOL
TOLTOL OPY MOV KAl €V ELOL OLK(2) g) €L OLOEV

14:30-13 TOL KOGLLOL TOLTOV OLPY MV

4 TOL KOGUOL OPY®V
0lABDELA®IIQ33565 7001241 UBS3

9 [tov KOGLOL aPY®V /../ TOL KOGUOL TOVTOL APYOV]
P66

10 apy®v TOoL KOGUOL TOLTOL
Origen f1 f13 579 ¢

*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C W 892

14:30-25 ovdev
2 +egvpev
Da
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C W 892

15:1 eym el (1) apnerog N(2) adnbivn kot o(1) wotnp pov o(2)
YEMPYOG EGTL

15:1-16 0(2)
2 OM
DA
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C W 892

15:15 ovkett vpag(l) Aeyo doviovg oti(l) o(1) doviog ovk o1de TL
moleL ALTOL 0(2) KLpLog vHaG(2) e elpnka Prlovg oTY2) TovTa O
NKOLOOL TP, TOL TOLTPOG HOL EYVOPLGOL LUV

15:15-4 vuog(l) Aeyo
2 ~2,1 (Aeyo vpog)
P66 01 ABL WY 33579 abe UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C W 892

15:19 et ek(1) tou(1) koopov(l) nte o(1) kospog(l) av to 1dtov edptret
o711 dg €K(2) Tou(2) kKoouov(2) oLk e0TE AAA eY® eEgAeEaunV
vuag(1) ex(3) Tou(3) koopov(3) dia Tovto picel vrag(2) o(2)
KoGHog(2)

15:19-10 T0
2 1oV
P66 1241
9 /NA/
abe
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*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C W 892

15:22 €l un nAbov ko ehainoo avtolg apaptioy ovk(1l) eryov vov de
TPOPaGLY OLK(2) EXOLGL TEPL TNG AUAPTLOG ALLTMV

15:22-13 gL(OV
3 eyooav
Origen P66 01 B L Ilc f1 33 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C W 892

15:22-16 o¢
2 OM
01*e

*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C W 892

15:22-28 AVTOV
2 OM
P66* ¢
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C W 892

16:12 €TL TOAAQL €Y ® AgYELY LUV OAA oL dvuvacBe Bactalely apTt

16:12-4 YO AEYELV LIV
2 gym vV AgyeLv
Origen 01 BL ¥ 33 b e UBS3
3 Agyelv exm vULY
579
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C 892

16:12-22 duvacbe
2 4+ ovta
Dabe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C 892

16:13 otav dg eAOM EKELVOG TO TVELUAL TNG OANOELAG OONYNGEL LA E1G
Tocayv TNV aAndeiav ov yop Aainocey(l) adp eavtov Al oco av
0KOLGT AOANCEL(2) KO TOL EPYOUEVOL ALVOLYYEAEL LILY

16:13-4 d¢
2 OM
D W 579
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C 892

16:13-16 odnynoet vuog
3 gKelvog vUOG 0dMNYNOEL
Da
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*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C 892

16:13-22 €1 TOLCAY TNV aAnOgiay
2 e1g v ainbeiav Tocay
Origen ABe
4 ev 1t aAndeia Toon
0lc DL W f1 33 565 579 b UBS3
6 &v oo N aAnbeio
(C]
7 &vn ainbeia
01*
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C 892

16:13-40 oV aKovon
3 av akovoel
DcE®
4 ov oKovEL
33
5 akovoel
Origen B D* W ¥ {1 579 UBS3
6 oaxovel
OlLbe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C 892

16:14 EKELVOG gULE O0EOLOEL OTL EK TOL ELLOV ANYETOL KOLL OLVOLYYEAEL LULY

16:14-16 Anyeton
5 AapBovel
Qfl3e
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C 579 892 1241

16:16 pikpov(1) kau(1) ov Bewperte pe(l) ko(2) Taitv pikpov(2)
kol(3) oyeabe 1e(2) OTL €Y LTAY® TPOG TOV TATEPAL
16:16-10 ov
2 ouKeETL

Origen P66 vid 01 BDL W © ¥ {1 33 b UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 892

16:18 gAleyov ovv ToVTo TU(1) EGTLV O AEYEL TO HUIKPOV OVK OLOALEV
T1(2) Aakel
16:18-10 tovto (1) eaTiv

2 ~23,1(t1eo0TLv TOLTO)

Origen P66 01 B D* L W W f1 f13 33 565 579 UBS3
9 /NA/

abe
*  /Missing/

P45 P75 C 892
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16:18-22 0 Aeyel
2 1o leyel
A
3 OM
P66 01* D* W f1 f13 565579 abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 892

16:18-28 T0
2 OM
Origen 01c BL ¥ 33
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C 892

16:18-37 T1(2) hakel
2 T Aeyel
C]
3 o\eyel
D*a
4 OM
B
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 892

16:19 gyvm ovv o moovg oti(1) nBerov avtov epwtav kat(l) einev
QLLTOLG TEPL TOVTOL EMTELTE HET AAANA®VY 0TL(2) e1ov pikpov(l)
ka(2) ov Bemperte pe(1) kau(3) mtaiv pikpov(2) kau(4) oyecde
ne(2)

16:19-7 o
2 OM
BLW
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C 892

16:19-13 n0eiov
2 mpeiiov
P66¢ 01 W 579
4 mueidrov kat nbehov
P66*
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 892

16:19-16 EPOTOV
2+ mEPL TOLTOL

DO
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 892
16:19-37 ov
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2 OULKETL
® 565
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C 892

16:20 oaunv(l) aunv(2) Aeym vy ot kAavoete kot Opnvnoete vueig(l) o
dg(1) koopog yapnoetat vueg(2) 8e(2) Avmndncecbs ali n Avnn
VOV E1G Y OLPOLV YEVIGETOL

16:20-19 oe(2)
2 OM
01* BD fl abe UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C 892

16:23 Kot gv(1) eketvn TN NUeEPA gLE OLVK EpTNGETE 0LOEV aunv(l)
apunv(2) Aeyo vuv(l) ot 0o0L AV ALTNONTE TOV TATEPA EV(2) TMO
OVOLOLTL HOVL d®GEL LULV(2)

16:23-22 0Tl 0G0, 0LV
2 oTiLoav
01
2 0TLOgav
O 1133 1241
3 otiav
A DcW
5 otiteav Tt
v
7 avTl
Origen B C L UBS3
7 eav Tl
D*
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

16:23-31 ev(2) T® ovopatt pov dmoet LULV(2)
2 O®GEL LULV EV TO OVOUOLTL LLOV
Origen 01 BC*L A
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

16:24 €MG OPTL OLK MNTNOOTE OLOEV EV TM OVOLOLTL LLOL OLLTELTE KOUL
Anyecbe wva n(1) yapo vuov N(2) TETANpOUEVN

16:24-10 OLLTELTE
2 outmoacHe

P66 01 W 579
9 /NA/

abe
*  /Missing/

P45 P75 892
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16:25 tovta ev(1) maporptaig(l) Aehoinka vuwv(l) ol epyetol @po ote
ovk 11 €V(2) Tapotptag(2) Aainco vuv(2) aAla TopPMN OO TEPL
TOL TOLTPOG AvVayYeA® LULV(3)

16:25-16 oL
2 OM
Origen P66 01 B C* D* L W Ilc f1 33 579 ab e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 892

16:33 tovto AedaAnka vy tva ev(1) gpot etpnvny gxnte ev(2) T® KOGU®
Oy eEete aAda BOPCELTE EYM VEVIKNKO TOV KOGLOV

16:33-19 ev(2) o Koo pw By e€ete
2 OM
P66 vid A
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 892

16:33-28 ekete
2 gyete
Origen01 ABCEL W®IIY 33579 700 UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 A 892

17:1 towta ehainacev o(1) imocovg ka(1) ennpe touvg odHaipovg awTovL
€1 tov(1l) ovpavov kai(2) eime matep eAnivbev n wpa doEacov
cov(1) tov(2) viov wva ka(3) o(2) viog cov(2) doéacn ce

17:1-7 elaAnocev
2 Aghoinkev
01 W 579
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

17:1-10 o(1)
2 OM
01 B® UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

17:1-13 enNpPE
3 emapag
Origen P66 vid 01 BCD L W © f1 f13 33 565 579 1241 a
b UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 892

17:1-34 xo(3)

2 OM
0lABC*DW®OIfl579abeUBS3

262



9 [kot/../ OM]
Origen

*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

17:1-37 couv(2)
2 OM
01 B C* W e UBS3
9 [ocov/../OM]
Origen
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

17:3 aLTN 0g EGTLV 1 ®VIOG CON VA YIVOGK®OGL GE TOV LOVOV aANnBivov
Beov KOl OV ATEGTEIAOG LNGOLV Y PLETOV

17:3-13 YWVOOK®OL
4 YIVOGKOLGLY
ADLWA33579 1241
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

17:5 Kot vov do&acov pe ou tatep topa(l) ceavtm T do&n 1 erov Tpo
TOL TOV KOGLOV gLVl Tapo(2) cot

17:5-13 n
2 nv
01* 579
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

17:5-22 PO TOL TOV KOGUOV glval Tapo(2) ot
3 ~6,7,1,2,3,4,5 (mopo. GOl TPO TOL TOV KOGUOV ELVOLL)
P66 a
9 [mpo TOL TOV KOGUOV ELVOLL TOPA GOl /."./ TOPO, GOl TPO TOL TOV
KOGLOV glvait]
Origen
11 mopa oot mpo tov yevesHot Tov KoGUOV
D
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 892

17:11 rkot(l) ovk ett et ev(1) To(1) koopwm(l) ka(2) ovtot ev(2)
Tm(2) Koop®(2) 161 KOU(3) €Y® TPOG GE EPYOLLOL TATEP ALYLE
mpnoov awtovg eV(3) Te(3) OVouaTt GOL 0LG BEdMKAG LOL LVOL MGV
ev(4) kabwg nueig

17:11-13 et ev(l) to(1) koopm(1)
2 ~234,1(ev 1O KOGU® ELUL)
ATl
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 892
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17:11-31 ka(3) eyo
2 Koy
Origen 01 BC* D L ¥ f1 33 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

17:14 eym(1) dedwka ALTOLG TOV AOYOV GOL KOl O KOGHOG ELLOTCEV ALLTOLG
o1t ovk(1) oy k(1) Tou(1) koopov(1) kabwg eym(2) ovk(2)
gl €k(2) tov(2) koopov(2)

17:14-19 EUIOMOEV
7 woet
Dae
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 892

17:20 ov Tepi(l) TovTeV d¢ EPOT® HOVOV AL Kol TEPL(2) TV
TLGTELGOVTMY JLOL TOL AOYOL ALTMV ELG ELE

17:20-19 nepu(2)
2 vnep
Origen W 579
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

17:20-25 TLGTELGOVIMV
2 TIOTELOVI®V
Origen 01 ABCD*ELWAO®IIY {1 f13 33 579
700 1241 b UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

17:21 wao(l) mtavteg ev(l) oot kabwg cu(l) tatep ev(2) epot kKaym ev(3)
oot wva(2) kat avtot ev(4) nuv ev(5) oot tva(3) o kocHog
TLOTELGT 0Tl GV(2) LLE ATECTEIANG

17:21-25 ev(2)
2 OM
P66 vid BC* D W ab e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 892

17:21-40 TLOTELON
2 moteun
P66 01* B C* W UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 892
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18:1 TOLTA EMOV 0 INooLs eENABe GuV To1g paBntaig avtov(l) tepav
TOV YELLOPPOL TOV KESPOV OTOL NV KNTOG €1G OV E16NADEV LLTOG
Kot ot pontot avtov(2)

18:1-43 TOV KESPOV
2 tov KedpwV
A AeUBS3
3 tov kedpov
01*DWab
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

18:1-64 glonAbev
2 elonABov
Ee
3 eg&nAbBev
579
4 eloeinivbev
W
* /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

18:3 0 oLV LdOG APV TNV oretpay kal(l) ek TV apylepemv Ko(2)
dapLoOLOV LTINPETAG EPYETOL EKEL HETA povoVv Kal(3) Aauradmv
Ko(4) omAmv

18:3-10 rofov
2 moporafov
f1 565
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

18:3-31 Ko(2)
2 +10Vv
B
3 +ek TV
01* DL 579 a UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

18:4 1NGOVG OLV ELOMG TAVTOL TAL EPYOUEVA €T aLTOV e&eABmV elmev
avtolg Tva Entette

18:4-13 €106
2 1dov
DY f13
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

18:4-34 eEeABov emev
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P66 vid
2 gEnABe ko Aeyel

Origen B C* D f1 565 ab e UBS3
*  /Missing/

P45 P75 892

18:5 anekplOnoav avtm moovv tov valwpatov Aeyet avtolg o(1) imoovg
€Y ELLL ELOTNKEL O KAl 1oLAAS 0(2) TaPAdIEOLS ALTOV LET AVTOV

18:5-13 vafmpaiov
2 valapnvov
Da
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

18:5-25 o(1) moovg
2 moovg
01
4 OM
Origen BD ab e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

18:5-31 gL
2 +1moovg
Ba
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

18:6 MG 0LV ELTEV QLVTOLG OTL EYM ELLLL ATNAOOV €1 TOL OTG® KO
ETECOV YOO

18:6-25 oTL
2 OM
Origen 01 ABDL WOIIY fl 33 565 ab e UBS3
* /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

18:7 TOALV OLV ALTOVG ENNPOTNGE TIVOL CNTELTE O1 OE ELTOV 11|GOLV TOV
vafmpaiov
18:7-7 ovv
3 OM
1241 ae

*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

18:7-49 vafmpatov
3 valapatov
Q
4 /Noaloapevop/
ae
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892
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18:8 ameKPLON 0 INCOVLG ELTOV LULV OTL EYM ELUL €L OLV gpe CNTELTE
opETE TOLTOVG LTTOYELY

18:8-7 anekplon
P66 vid
2 + avtolg
Origen D f1 f13 565
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 892

18:8-10 o

2 OM
0OlABCELWA®IT*Y Q33579700 1241
UBS3

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 892

18:13 KOl QTN Yayov avtov Tpog avvay tpmtov nv(1) yop nevBepog tov(l)
Katodpa 0c NV(2) apylepeLS TOV(2) EVICLLTOL EKELVOL

18:13-7 o yoyov
2 nyoyov
P66 01* BD W 579 a UBS3
* /Missing/
P45 P75892 e

18:13-10 avTOV
2 OM
Origen P66 vid 01 B C* D W A 33 579 a UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75892 ¢

18:14 NV d¢ Kalahog 0 GLUPOLAELGOG TOLG LOLANLOLG OTL CLULDEPEL EVAL
avOponov anolesbatl vep TOL AoOL

18:14-25 amoilecOat
2 amoBavelv
Origen P66 vid 01 B C* L W @ f1 f13 33 565 579 ab UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45P75D Q892 ¢

18:28 QYOLGLV 0LV TOV IMGoLV amo Tov Katopa 1g(1) to(1)
npattoptov(l) nv de tpmia Kot awtotl ovk elenABov €1g(2) To(2)
npattoptov(2) tva(l) un pavbooty aii tvo(2) dayoot to(3) Tacyo

18:28-16 Katoho
2 koupo
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 D 892
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18:31 ewmev ovv(1l) avtolg o mratog Aafete avtov(l) vUELG KAt KT
TOV VOLOV LU®V KPLvaTe dLToVv(2) e1mov ouv(2) cuT® ot tovdaltot
MUY OLK €EEGTLV ALTOKTELVOLL OLIEVAL

18:31-67 OLTTOKTELVOLL OLOEVOL
P66 vid
2 ~2,1 (ovdeva amoKTELVAL)
fl a

*  /Missing/
P45 P75 D 892

18:35 anekpldn o TAaTog untt €ym tovdatog et to(1) eBvog to(2) cov
KOUL Ol 0P LEPELG TOPESWKALY GE ELOL TL ETOLTCOG

18:35-13 UnTt
2 pn
01* W 1 565
3 pnvyap
P66
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 D 892

18:35-25 Ol APYLEPELS TOLPEDMKALY
2 0 OPYLEPELS TAPESWKOALY
01*b
3 0 apylepevs mapedOKEV
e
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 D 892

18:36 anekplOn o imoovg N(1) Paciieto(l) n(2) eun(l) ovx(1l) eativ(l)
eKk(1) tou(1) koopov(1l) tovtou(1) et ek(2) Tov(2) Koo pov(2)
touvtov(2) nv N(3) Pacirera(2) n(4) eun(2) ou(l) vanpetat av
o1(2) epot NymviLovTo va pn Topadodm Tolg tovdatolg vov de
N(5) Baocireta(3) n(6) eun(3) ovk(2) eativ(2) evrevbev

18:36-46 Nn(3) Baocirera(2) n(4) eun(2)
2 meun Paocirea
010
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C D 892

18:36-64 av o1(2) epot nyovilovto
2 ~2,3,4,1 (ot gpot nymviLovto av)
Origen 01 Bc L W ¥ f1 f13 33 579 UBS3
4 o1 gpot nyoviCovto
B*
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C D 892
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18:40 EKPOLLYOGOLY OLV TAALY TOVTEG AEYOVTEG U] TOLTOV OLALDL TOV
BapapPav nv de o BapafPoc Anctng

18:40-37 BapaBPog
2 +ovtog
o fl
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 CD 892

19:7 anekplOnoayv aLT® ot LoLdatot NUELG vopov(l) exouey Kol KOTOL TOV
vopov(2) nuov odgllel amoBaveLlV 0TL EALTOV LIOV TOL BgoL
ETOINOEV
19:7-7 oLTM
2 OM

Origen P66 01 W f1 565579 abe
4 ouvvavto

700
*  /Missing/

P45 P75 CD Q 892

19:7-28 nuov
3 OM
Origen P66 vid 01 BL W A WY 579 ab e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C D 892

19:7-34 £0LLTOV L1OV TOL Beov
1 eavtov viov Beov
AEOII
2 ~1,4,2 (eavtov Beov vioV)
A 700
10 ~2,3.4,1 (viov tov Beov gavTOV)
'Y

11 ~24,1 (viov Bgov gavtov)

Origen P66 01 B L W f1 f13 33 565 579 UBS3
19 viov [Beov /../ Tov Beov] eavtov

abe
*  /Missing/

P45 P75 CD 892

19:7-40 Tov Ogov

2 Beov
Origen P66 01 ABELA®IIWY 1 f13 33 565 579
700 UBS3

9 [tov Beov /../ Bgov]
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 P75 CD 892

19:12 ek Tovtov efnrtet o(1) mhartog aroivoat avtov(l) ot de ovdatot

ekpaoV AEYOVTEG €0LV TOLTOV ATOAVGCNG OLK €1 PLAOG TOVL KALGAPOG
oG 0(2) Bactrea aLTOV(2) TOLOV ALVTIAEYEL TO KALGOPL
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19:12-31 ekpolov
579 vid
2 gkpavyocov
P66 vid B'¥ 33 700 UBS3
3 expavyoalov
Origen AL W ®II f1 f13 565 1241
8 eheyov
01%*
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 CD 892

19:12-34 AEYOVTEG
2 OM
01579
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C D 892

19:12-40 F0AY
2 av
P66* B
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C D 892

19:12-64 avtov(2) tolmv

2 €0LTOV TOL®V
Origen P66 01 ABELA®IIY fl f13 33 565 700
1241 UBS3

3 molwv EdLTOV
W 579

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C D 892

19:15 ou(1) de expavyacav apov(l) apov(2) cTaALP®GOV CLTOV AEYEL
aLTOLG 0 TATOG ToVv PBactiea(l) vuev cTavpOo® anekplOncay oi(2)
apylEPELS OLK gYoueV Pactien(2) L un KouGopa

19:15-7 £KpPOLYACOLV
2 eKkpavyOGOV
A
3 expavyoalov
0111241
4 eleyov
P66* vid 01* W 579
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C D 892

19:15-10 EKPALYOLCOV
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2+ heyovteg
13 700
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C D 892

19:17 kot Bactalov tov(l) otavpov avtov eENAbey gi1g Tov(2) Agyouevov
KPOLVIOL TOTOV 0G Agyetat fpatott yodyoba

19:17-13 oLTOL

2 eowtov
A ©® 700
5 OM
f13
10 eavto
Origen P66¢ 01 L W IT ¥ f1 565 UBS3
11 avto
B 33579
19 [eavTt®/. ./ aLTO]
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 P66* P75 C D A 892

19:26 1NGOLG OLV WOV TNV UNTEPO KOl TOV OO TNV TOPEGTOTO OV YOI
AEYEL TN UMNTPL ALLTOL YLVAL 130V O L1OG GOV

19:26-34 dov
2 16¢
Origen B 579 1241 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C D A 892

19:32 nABov ovv ot otpatimtat ka(l) tou(l) pev Tpmtov Koteagay Tol
okeln Ko(2) Tou(2) adrov ToV(3) GLGTALPMOEVTOG ALLT®

19:32-28 ailov
P66 vid
2 + opolmg
®a
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C D A 892

19:33 €T € TOV 1NGOLYV gABOVTEG MG €180V cLTOV NdM TEBVNKOTA OV
KOTEAEQY OLLTOL TOL OKEAT

19:33-13 oLToV NoN
2 ~2,1 (Mmdén awvtov)
Origen P66 BL W UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C D A 892

19:34 OALA €1C TOV GTPATIOTOV AOYYT QLLTOL TNV TAgvpay evue kat(l)
gvbug eENABev atpa ka(2) vowp
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19:34-13 QLTOL TNV TAELPOLY
2 TNV TAELPOAY QLLTOL
Origen 579
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45P75CD A 892

19:34-22 gevbug eEnAbev

1 evbemg eENAbev
f13 700 1241

2 ~2,1 (e€Enibev gvbLC)
Origen P66 01 BL W ¥ 33 579 a b UBS3

5 &Enibev
e

*  /Missing/
P45 P75 CD A 892

19:34-25 gevbug
2 egvbemg
f13 700 1241
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75CD A 892

19:34-28 oo ko(2) vdwp
2 VWP KO QLA
579b
*  /Missing/
P45P75CD A 892

19:35 k(1) o ewpakmg pepopTLPNKE KO(2) aAndivn dLTOL EGTIV M
LOLPTLPLOL KOKELVOG OLOEV OTL AANOM AEYEL LVOL DUELG TIGTELGNTE

19:35-19 0LLTOVL ECTLV 1 HOLPTLPLA
2 gCTLV M HOPTLPLOL AVTOV
5791241 ab
3 €GTLV OLLTOL M HAPTLPLOL
P66 E Q 700
*  /Missing/
PASPISCDA892e

19:35-28 KOKELVOG

2 KO EKELVOG
P66 vid BW O f1 579 UBS3

9 [xakewvog/../ Ko ekevog)
Origen

9 /NA/
ab

*  /Missing/
P45P75CDA&92e

19:35-43 wao
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2 +Kou
Origen P66 01 ABL W OITWY 1 f13 33 565579 1241 a
b UBS3

*  /Missing/
P45P75CD 892 e

19:35-49 TLGTEVLOTE
3 moteunte
Origen 01* BY
9 /NA/
ab
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75CD 892 ¢

19:36 EYEVETO YOAP TOLTOA VAL 1 YpodN TANP®ON 0GTOLY OL GLVTPIPNCETAL
QVTOL

19:36-4 yop
2 ¢
Ye
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C D 892

19:36-16 cuvipifnoetal
2 +ap
01Q331241ab
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C D 892

19:41 nv 3¢ ev(1) 1(1) Tonm omov eaTaLP®ON KNTOG KAt eV(2) T(2)
KNTo pvnpeov Kkawvov ev(3) o ovdenm ovdels £1ebn

19:41-40 €1eln
2 mv 1ebepevog
P66 01 B W 579 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C D 892

20:17 AgyeL LT O IMGovg un pov(1) antov ovnm yop avafepnka tpog(l)
tov(1l) matepa(l) pou(2) mopevov e mpog(2) Touvg aderdoug pov(3)
ka(1) eume avtoig avaPaive tpog(3) Tov(2) tatepa(2) pov(4)
ka(2) matepa(3) vpov(l) kai(3) Bgov(l) pov(s5) ka(4) Beov(2)
vuov(2)

20:17-16 natepo(l) pov(2)
2 matepa
01 BD Wbe UBS3
9 [ratepa pov /. ./ matepa]
Origen
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 579 892
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20:17-22 de
2 OM
A
9 [6g/../ OM]
Origen
10 ovv
0lcDL
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C 579 892

20:17-25 adeidpoug pov(3)
2 adehdpovg
01*DWe
9 [aderpovug pov /../ adeidovg]
Origen
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 C 579 892

20:23 av(l) tivov(l) adnre Tag apoptiag adteviol cvtolg av(2)
TIVOV(2) KPOTNTE KEKPATNVTAL

20:23-4 av(l)
2 eav
AD
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C 579 892

20:23-7 Twvaov(l)
2 Twvog
Bae
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C 579 892

20:23-13 adlevrat
2 adlrovion
B* ¥
4 odsovial
0lc ADL f1 f13 33 vid 565 UBS3
6 oadpebnoetat
01*
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C 579 892

20:23-16 av(2)
2 eav
01* AD
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C 579 892
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20:23-19 ov(2)
2 +90¢
01*b
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C 579 892

20:23-22 Tvov(2)
2 Twvog
Bae
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C 579 892

20:25 EAEYOV OLV QLT Ol AAAOL Lo TO epakapey Tov(l) Kuptov o de
ewmev avtolg eav un(l) wdm ev taug xepotv avtov(l) tov(2)
tonov(1) tov(l) nAev(l) kai(l) Barwo(l) Tov(3) daktorov pov(l)
€15(1) tov(4) tvmov(2) Tov(2) nAov(2) kal(2) Baro(2) tnv(l)
xepa pov(2) e1g(2) ™v(2) Thevpayv avtov(2) ov un(2) ToTELC®

20:25-31 tov(2) tumov(l) tov(l) nAov(l)
2 TOV TOTOV T®V NA®V
A®ab
3 TNV YEPOV ALLTOV
01*
4 OM
e
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 C 579 892

20:26 rkot(l) ped nuepog okT® TOALY NOAV €6 Ot padntat avtov Ko(2)
OO HET ALTMV EPYETAUL O INCOLS TOV BLp®V KekAelopeEV®Y Kol(3)
€071 €1 TO pHecoV Kou(4) e1mev €1pnvn LUV

20:26-13 olVTOL
2 OM
0l Wfl565abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 579 892

20:26-22 EPYETOL
2 +ovuv
D f1 565
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 579 892

20:29 AEYEL QLLTM O 1NCOLG OTL EVPOKAG e OO TEMGTELKOG LOLKOPLOL Ol
LN WOOVTEG KOl TIGTEVGOULVTEG

20:29-19 dovteg
3 &doteg
W 1241
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 579 892
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20:29-22 1B0VTEG
2 +pue
01* f13
*  /Missing/
P45 P75 579 892

21:18 ounv(l) aunv(2) Aeym oot 0te NG vemtePOog eLMVVVEG GEAVTOV
ko(l) meplematelg omov(l) nOeAiec otav dg YNPOAONG EKTEVELS TOG
xEWPaGg cov kal(2) arrog o Lmwaoet kKa(3) otoel omov(2) ov Berelg

21:18-31 aArog ce Looel
2 oAlot e LOGOLOLY
D WII {1 33 565
3 aMlog Cooel og
B C* vid
4 ollot Coocovoly G
01 Cc
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 L 579 892

21:18-40 oloel omov(2)

2 0l0€l GE OOV
Aa

3 01G0LVGLY 0TTOL
Cc

4 OTOLGOLGLY OOV
11 f1

5 QTOLGOLGLY GE OOV
0lc W 33 565

6 OmayoLGLV GE OOV
D

7 TOWMGOLGLY GOl OGO
01*

*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 L 579 892

21:18-46 onmov(2)
2 +ov
DW®
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 L 579 892

21:19 touto(1) ¢ eume onuavev Tol® Bavato dofacel Tov Beov Kot
TOLTO(2) EMOV Agyel ALTO® AKOAOLOEL Hot

21:19-13 eune
2 ehleyev
W 0 fl 565
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 L 579 892 1241
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21:20 emiotpadelg de o(1) metpog fArenet Tov pabntnv ov nyana o(2)
moovg akoilovBovvta oG Kal(l) aveETEGEV €V TM JELTV® ETL TO
otnBog avtov ka(2) eine Kvpte Tig €0ty 0(3) TapPAdLdOLS g

21:20-19 akolovBovvia
2 OM
01* W
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 L 579 892

21:20-34 0LLTOL
2 tov MooV
Cvida
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 L 579 892

21:20-40 ELTE
2 +ovTo
01CDW33
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 L 579 892

21:21 TOLTOV WMV 0 TETPOG AEYEL TM 11|GOL KLPLE OLTOG OE Tl

21:21-10 TOLTOV
2 +ovv
Origen 01 B C D 33 b UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 1L 579892 ae

21:21-16 Aeyel
2 emev
01w
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 L 579 892 ¢

21:22 AEYEL ALTM O LNOOLG EALV QLLTOV BEAL® LEVELY EMG EPYOLOL TL TPOG
Gg GL aKoAovOEL ot

21:22-10 LEVELV
2 + ovtng
Db
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 L Q579 892 a

21:22-25 aKoAlovBet pot
2 ~2,1 (uot axkoiovbet)
Origen 01 ABC*D W fl 33 ab e UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 L Q 579 892
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21:23 eEnABev ovv o(1) Loyog ovTog €1 Tovg aderpoug oti(1) o(2)
podntng eketvog ovk(1l) anobvnokel(l) kot ovk(2) etmev vt o(3)
moovg ot(2) ovk(3) anobvnokel(2) aAd oV aLTOV BEA® peveLY
£MG EPYOLOL TL TPOG OE

21:23-4 o(1) Loyog ovtog
2 ~3,1,2 (ovtog 0 Loyoq)
01BCDW {133 abeUBS3
3 o Aoyog
Origen
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 L Q 579 892

21:23-16 KoL ovK(2) elmev
2 ~2,3,de (ovk gimev d¢)
Origen 01 B C W 33 UBS3
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 L Q 579 892

21:23-19 aVTO
2 avto
D
3 OM
fl3 1241 a
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 L Q 579 892

21:23-25 oty(2)
2 OM
Dabe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 L Q 579 892

21:23-28 anobvnokel(2)
2 oamobvnokelg
De
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 L Q 579 892

21:23-43 TL TPOG GE
2 mpog ce
D
3 OM
01*fl 565ae
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 L Q2 579 892

21:24 ovtog eotiv(l) o(1) pabnng o(2) paptupmv mept TovTeV Ka(l)
Ypowag Tavuta Kot(2) otdapev ott aAndng eotiv(2) n poptuplol
QLLTOV

21:24-7 o(2)

2 +xa
Origen BCW
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*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 L Q 579 892

21:24-10 TOVTOV
2 moov
ae
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 L Q 579 892

21:24-16 rko(1)
2 oxou
0lc © f13 33
2 kol o
Origen B D UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 L Q 579 892
21:25 €0TL 8¢ KOl OALOL TOAAC OGO ETOINGEV O 1NGOVG OLTLVA EALV YPAPT TOL

KB v 0LSE CLLTOV OOl TOV KOGLOV X OpNoot To ypadopeva PipAita
ounv

21:25-13 oca
2 a
Origen Olc B C* ¥ 33 UBS3
9 /NA/
abe
*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 01* L Q 579 892

21:25-31 X OPNOUL

3 yopnoewv
0lc BC*

9 [xowpnoewv/../ yopnoot]
Origen

9 /NA/
abe

*  /Missing/
P45 P66 P75 01* L Q 579 892
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