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Textual variants
in the
Gospel of John

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

e 565isflin John!

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

Results from the variant evaluation:

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

2. Secondary (= good) witnesses for Jo are:
P5, P66°%L, 01, DP?, [X, 213, 865], 070, 086, 33, 849, Co, Sy-C**

3. Tertiary , mixed Byzantine : Y, [ 0147821], 397, 579, 597, 1241,2786 a all weak
579 has a Byz block from about 6:52 - 9:4
1241 is Byz from ch. 16 -21, somewhat better in ch. 1-15 (62% Byz). My data
are limited, probably it's even better. T&T get 50% Byzantinity for Jo 1 -10
based on 153 readings.

"Western": (P66°%), 01*8, D, Lat/it, Sy -S, Sy-C
Byzantine: A, N, Q, (f1), f13, 28, 157, 565, 700, 892, (1071), 1424, vg, Sy™"

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

1. Prime Alexandrian: P66, P75, B
2. Secondary Alexandrians:  C, L, WS*°
3. Tertiary Alexandrians: Y, 33,579
4. \Western: 01,D

5. Caesarean: (distinguishable, but basically Byzantine )
group 1: Q, f13, 1071
group 2. f1, 565



Results from T_ext & Textwert John 1-10

The analyses of the T&T collations (based on 153 readings in John 1 -10) confirm
the above results. The (comparatively) good quality of X/033 in John might be
worth mentioning , because it is not very widely known. T&T also confirm that
565 is a member of f1 in John, it is very close to 1/1582 (95%)).

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

"2"  "Special”
849 58% 20%  (excellent, but fragmentary)
397 41% 16%  (similar to 33 in quality)
597 31% 12% (slightly worse than 33 in quality)

Pair 0141/821.:
0141 30% 13%
821 33% 13%  (95% agreement, very close! )

Group X/033:

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

213 29% 15%

(799  25% 8%)
These four manuscripts form a group:
Agreement:

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

1241

The only manuscript for which the evaluation in T& T gave significantly different
results compared to mine, was 1241. In my analysis it was about 62% ByzinJo1 -
15 (afterwards it is pure Byz). In T&T it is only about 50% Byz. This is probably

due to the fact that my data for 1241 are incomplete. | do not have the
complete text of 1241, but only the Lake collation and the notations from NA.




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

Some information on the above manuscripts :

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

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

L (80% agreement, only 60% with B ).

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

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

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

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

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

Group X: All four manuscripts omit the PA.

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



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

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

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

It shows von Soden's failure that he assigned the four codices different
groups: 033: none, 865: A © 213: 1°, 799: K* (Soden found it irrelevant to
analyze 033 more closely, but he notes that 033 is closer to 01/B in John, p.
565)

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



manuscripts with lacunae:

P45 extant:
4:51, 54
5:21, 24

P66 lacunae:

6:12-34
14:27-28

P75 lacunae:

11:46-47

A lacuna:
6:50-8:52

C lacunae:
1:1-3
1:41-3:33

D lacuna:
1:16-3:26

L lacuna:
21:15-end

N lacunae:
1:1-21
1:39-2:6
3:30-4:5

T extant:
1:24-32
3:10-17

10:7-25
10:30-11:10

14:31-15:1
15:27-16:1

11:58-12:2

5:17-6:38
7:3-8:34

5:3-10
5:19-26
6:49-57

4:52 -5:7
6:28-67

W lacuna: 1:1-5:11 supplement

14:26-16:7a missing

X/033 is extant:

1:1-3:8

7:1-13:5

(plus a late suppl. 4:6 -5:42)

11:1836
11:42-57

16:5, 8-9
20:21.24

13:1x14:7

9:11-11:7
11:47-13:7

9:33-14:2
14:13:15:14
15:22-16:15

7:6-8:31

13:20-15:25

21:10-end

15:1%end

14:8-16:21
18:36-20:25

20:23-25
20:28 -30
21:20-end

16:23-end



070 extant:
3:23-26
5:22-31
5:38-39

565 lacunae:
11:26-48

579 lacuna:
20:15-end

892 lacunae:
10:6-12:18

Sy-S lacunae:

1:1-25
1:47-2:15

Sy-C lacunae:

1:42-3:5
8:19-14:10

124 of the 273 variants (45

"1?").

Jo has 878 verses. This means that we have
verse, and

7:3-12
8:13-22
8:33-9:39

13:2-23

11:50-56 16:33-17:1
12:33-34
12:46-13:4

14:23-end Byz supplement

4:38-5:6
5:25-46

14:12-15
14:19-21

- one significant variant every 3

- one difficult variant every 9

" verse.

14:10-11
18:31-19:40

14:24-26
14:29-end

%) are difficult to evaluate (Rating either "

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

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

unknown!) stuff.

or



TVU 1
1. Difficult variant

NA? John 1:3-1:4 pa,nta diV auvtou/ evge,neto( kai. cwri.j auvtou/ evge,neto
ouvde[nA

o] ge,gonen 4 auntw/| zwh. h=n( kai. h" zwh. h=n to. fw/j tw/n dvngrw,pwn

BYZ John 1:3-1:4 pa,nta diV auvtou/ evge,neto kai. cwri.j auvtou/ evge,neto

ouvdeln o] ge,gonenA

4 evrauvitw/| zwh. h=n kai. h™ zwh. h=n to. fw/j tw/n avngrw,pwn
A question of punctuation:

ouvde. e[n o] gendori® Q2, 050°, 1, f13, 33, Maj,
NA?> WH™, Weiss, Tis, Bal

ouvde[nA] ge,gonenr7sS, ¢, D, L, WS, Q?, 050%, 0141* ™,
b, vg, Sy-C, sa, Ir **, Tert, CI, Or, WH

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

kai. cwri.j auvtou/ evge,neto elivdé ge,gonen 4 evn axwtw/h&n( kai.
h™ zwh. h=n to. fw/j tw/n avnhgriv,pwn
by Epiph (4™ CE) and Greg Nys (4™ CE)

Acc. to NA has Q both punctuations!

Note also for ouvde.: @uvdenss, 01*, D, f1, pc, Cl, Heracleon © (170 ce)
B: no umlaut

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

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

Metzger notes that there is a "consensus of ante  -Nicene writers (orthodox and
heretical alike) who took O] g€,gON@ith what follows."

But Metzger argues in a minority vote, that the Byzantine form is more
consistent with Johannine repetitive style. He also writes: "Despite valiant
attempts of commentators to bring sense out of taking 0] ge,goneih what



follows, the passage remains int olerably clumsy and opaque. On the difficulties
that stands in the way of ranging the clause with ~ evn auvtw/| zwhs thanhe
perfect tense of 0] g€,goON@buld require €VStinnstead of h=nN

This €VStimas actually been replaced here by 01 and D. S ee next variant.

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

Note also the reading Ouvdeon ouvde..e[n

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

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 2
Minority reading:
NA?" John 1:4 evn auvtw/| Zwelikai. h™ zwh=no. fw/j tw/n avnqrw,pwn

T&T #1

evstin 01, D, it(all) , vg™s, Ir “*, CP', Or™, Heracleon ', Tis, Bal
est Heracleon: Rome, ca. 170 CE!
vg reads txt (“"erat")

omit: WS

Normally Origen uses =113 times), but twice he uses €VStinn his commentary
on John (labeled "adaptions" in Ehrman, which means "a quotation that has been
somewhat modified"):
1. ei ge zwh esti to fwj twn angrwpwnCom. Jo 2, 19, 130)
2. tina mentoi ge twn antigrafwn ecei( kai taca ouk apiganwi
0 gegonen en autw zwh estifCom. Jo 2, 19, 132)

Clement uses twice €VStirPaed. 1.27.1, Exc. 19.2) and onceh=(Paed. 2.79.3).
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA?" John 1:1 VEN avrch#m’ lo,goj( kai. o™ lo,gb=rmpro.j to.n geo,n( kai.
geo.h=m" l0,gojA ouoj h=revn avrch/| pro.j to.n geo,nA

Probably a correction to express clearly, that there still IS life in him. If the
preceding O] ge,goneditaken with the following, evstins required here. But
the second h=m the kai. h” zwh. h=n to. fs¥4ms to require the first.

Origen regarded it with some favor:  ta,ca OUVvK avpiqa,nWijperhaps not
implausible”.

It is possible that the eVstimas been conformed to immediate context: the
directly following h=8nd 4 times in verses 1 -2.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 3

2. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA% John 1:13 0i] ouvk evx ai'ma,twn ouvde. evk gelh,matoj sarko.j ouvde.
gelh,matoj avndro.j avilV evk eegerinh,ghsanA

olj.. .. evgennh,gh b, Tert, Ir **, Or“®", Epistula Apostolorum ,
qui non ... natus est A. Pallin

~ouvk evgennh,ghsawr (0i] added above the line)

o ... .. evgennh,gh sy-c, sy-pP"*

Lacuna: Sy-S
B: no umlaut

Minor variants:
evggh,qhsan genna,Windicative aorist passive 3rd person plural
01, B C, D" L, W®, Y, f1, 13, 33, Maj

evg;)b,qhsan gi,nomai indicative aorist passive 3rd person plural
P75, A, B%, S, D, Q 346, 28, 1071, pc
B: (p. 1349 C 39) The second N is written above the line ( Tis: B3).

B*, pc omit ouvde. evk gelh,matoj awndro.j
E*, 983, pc omit ouvde. evk gelh,matoj sarkp.|

Compare previous verse:
NA? John 1:12 o[soide. e;labon auvto,n( e;dwken auvtoi/j evxousi,an te,kn
geou/ gene,sgai( toi/j pisteu,ousivj to. o;noma auvtou/(

In this reading the  O]jis not referring to  O[SOI de. e;labon auvie dves Oi]
but to Je sus.

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

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



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

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

Harnack thinks that the complete verse 13 is secondary, p  robably an early gloss
onkai. 0" l0,g0j sa.rx evge,néitothe Johannine community. He notes:

1. The otherwise rather succinct prolog is here quite detailed. There is no real
need to elaborate any further about the O[SOi de. e;Iabon auvto,n

2. Itis not clear to what the  Oi]refers: pisteu,ousiror te,kna geowu/rhe
addition is uncertain and awkward.

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

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

5. the following Kai. (kai. 0" 10,goj sa.rx evgedetoi s strange,
takes for granted that immediately before the |0,g0jhas been mentioned.

6. A peculiar problem arises from the contrast in verse 13 of those evk qeou/
evgennh,ghaaiin verse 14 of the one monogenou/j para. patro,

Harnack thinks that all the problems with this sentence can only be solved by
declaring it secondary. It has a Johannine flavor, but it does not fit into the

text. Thus it must have come into existence in the Johannine circle, probably as
an early marginal gloss, either to create conformity with Mt/Lk or to explain the

short term  Sa.rx evge,net®nack thinks that this original gloss was without
relativum (see D* and b) and with the Singular.

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

A. Pallis (Notes, 1926) writes: "The true position is represented by o] ...
evgennh,@ which in accordance with sense it is to Jesus alone that an
immaculate birth is attributed. The relative O]jrefers to  t0. 0;noma auytou/
which is a periphrastic equivalent of —auvtQ.rf. 2:23 evpi,steusan eivj to.
0;noma auviaivjauvtq.e."



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

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 4
3. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NAZ John 1:15 VIwa,nnhj marturei/ peri. auvtou/ kai. ke ,kragen le,gwn

ouoj h=no]n ei=pow" ovpi,sw mou evrco,menoj e;mprosge,n Mou ge,gon
o[ti prw/to,j mou h=nA

No txt in NA!
0" eivpw,n 01°% B*, C*, Or, WH

txt  O]n ei=pon  Pes6, P75, 01°% A, B4 D* L, D,Q, Y, 0141, f1, f13, 33,
579, Maj, WH™

o]n e;legon ce3

o]n ei=pon u mH ws, x
ei=pon 0211

omit 01* (adding O[jafter €vrco,menoj

o]n ei=pon  "of whom I said"
0" eivpw,n  "the one who said"

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

An interesting variant.

The B* reading is the more difficult reading, a parenthetical explanation about

the Baptist, not the words of the Baptist about Christ.

On the other hand it is possible that the rather unusual o ei=pomRaused
confusion (one would have expected u‘pe.r cevgw. ei%pU’ﬂls is supported by
the fact that some witnesses added a U Mifer clarity.

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

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

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



Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU5

4. Difficult __variant

NA* John 1:18 Qe0.n ouvdei.j e ' w,raken pwymotegenh.j qeo.]
0" w'n eivj to.n ko,lptau/ patro.j evkei/noj evxhgh,satoA

BYZ John 1:18 Qeo.n ouvdei.j e 'w,raken pwgpatenogenh.j ui'o,j(
o w'n eivj to.n ko,lpon tou/ patro.j evkei/noj evxhgh,sato

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

Byz A, C% wW=> X, D,Q,Y, W 063, 0141, 1, f13, 157, 579, 700, 1071, 1424,
Maj, Lat, Sy -C, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, arm, geo, Tert, Hipp, CI ™, Chrys,

Bois, Tis, Bal
eiv mle. monogenh.j ui o,yv
unicus filius solus a (but Julicher: "suus?" )

monogenh.j ui 0,j 111, 2479, 2528
o'monogenh.j 0" ui'o,j 2546
0" monogenh.j ga.r ui 0,j 1116

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

0 monogenh.j uiiaygeou/ 2192, q, sa
0" monogenh.j vg™s*2, Sy-Pal, Diatessaron
monogenh.j geou/ ¢j. (Burney)

Eusebius knows both readings.

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

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

Lacuna: D, Sy-S

B: no umlaut



Compare:

NA? John 1:14 Kali. 0" l0,goj sa.rx evge,neto kai. evskh,nwsen evn h mi/n( k
evgeagaega th.n do,xan auvtou/( do,xanon@genou/| para. patfo,j
plh,rhj ca,ritoj kai. avihgei,ajA

NA?" John 3:16 Ou[twj ga.r hvga,phsen o™ geo.j to.n ko,smotd.w[sie.n

to.n monogendydwken( i[na pal/j o pisteu,wn eivj auvto.n mh. avpo,lhtai
avllV e;ch| zwh.n aivw,nionA

NA*" John 3:18 O pisteu,wn eivj auvto.n ouv kriinetale. mh. pisteu,wn

h;dh ke,kritai( o[ti mh. pepi,steuken eivj to. oom@onogenou/j ui ou/

tou/ geou/A "the approved son" Sy-S (sic!)

NA* 1 John 4:9 evn tou,tw| evfanerw,gh h™ avga,ph tou/ geou/ evn h 'mi/n(
to.n ui 0.n auvtou/ to.n mon@ypehstalken o™ geo.j eivj to.n ko,smon i[na
zh,swmen diV auvtou/A

Note also:
NA* John 1:34 kavgw. e w,rddea. memartu,rhka ofti to,j evstino™ ui 0.
tou/ geou/A

0 monogenh.j ui'0,jsy-Pal™

NA”" John 5:44 pw/j du,nasge u mei/j pisteu/sai do,xan para. avllh,lwn
lamba,nontej( kai. th.n do,xan th.n gatd.mo,nou geowy zhtei/teE
tou/ monogenogdouN, 1071 (not in NA and SQE!)

monogenh.] ge9.4 unique phrase, certainly the harder reading. It is  more
difficult to understand in context. ui‘O,j:onforms to Johannine usage and fits

perfectly. It is possible that it originates from the Latin.

The words could easily be mixed up because they are both nomina sacra: ©C
or YC. This is what A. Wikgren argues in a minority vote. qeO.;'ippears 7 times
before in the passage. But this cannot be the (full ) explanation since besides the

© C/ 7Y C variation also an article has been added to - monogenh.|

The combination Monogenkjh Ui 0,pppears two more times in John (both

are safe). Ul O,jlso contrasts well with patro.jlater in the verse.

It is interesting that the quite obvious conjectu  re by Burney ( monogenh.j qeou/
never appeared as a correction ina manuscript.

Note that N and 1071 read MONOgenou/j (&0lbhn 5:44. N has a lacuna here

at 1:18, but 1071 reads Ui 0,



Hort: " monogenkwy its own primary meaning directly suggested Ui O,jThe
converse substitution is inexplicable by any ordinary motive likely to affect
transcribers."”

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

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

in the earliest writing, which leaves only a b and y to be confused (H=h  eth)."

Normally Q€0.js said to be an apposition to MONOJEn4n only-begotten one,
God". B. Weiss writes that one should understand monogenh.j e jan only
begotten one of godly character/nature”  (ein eingeborener goéttlichen Wesens)
Some prefer toregard MONOgenkhsjsomewhat heightened in meaning in Jo and
1.Jo to only -begotten or begotten of the Only One, in view of the emphasis on
genna/sgai evk ge@u/1:13 al); in this case it would be analogous to
prwto,tokoj (Ro 8:29; Col 1:15 al.).

Metzger notes that some commentators punctuate as follows: monogenh.j(
geo.j( 0" w'n eivj ko,lpon

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

See:

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

Theodor Zahn, Commentary on John, Excursus 3.

Boismard RB 59 (1952) 23 -39

"Joh 1:18 in Textual Variation ..." by P.R. McReynolds in "NT TC - Essays in
Honour of B.M. Metzger, 1981, p. 10 5 ff. (good collection of the evidence)

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



Rating: - (indecisive)

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



TVU 6
5. Difficult variant

NA?" John 1:19 Kai. au[th evstin h" marturi,a tou/ Viwa,nnou( ofte
avpe,steilaipro.j auvto.ndé Vloudai/d¥ evx ~lerosolu,mwn i erei/j kai.
Leui,taj P’ i[na evrwth,swsin audtsin ti,j ei=E

BYZ John 1:19 Kai. au[th evsti.n h" marturia tou/ Vlwa,nnou ofte
avpe,steilan oi’ Vloudai/oi evx ~lerosolu,mwn i erei/j kali.
Leui,taj i[na evrwth,swsin auvto.n Su. ti,j ei=

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

txt position 1: B, C*, 33,892 © 1071, al, it(a, aur, b, ¢), Sy -C, Sy-P, Co
position 2: 1424
position 3: P66 A, Q, P, Y, f13, 157, 579, al,

Lat(e, f, ff 2,1, q,r", vg), Sy-H

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

off.

Lacuna: D, Sy-S

B: no umlaut

No parallel.

Compare:

NAZ" Mark 3:31 Kai. e;rcetai h™ mh,thr auvtou/ kai. oi" avdelfoi. auvtou/ kai.
e;Xw sthghte] avpe,steilan pro.j auvtkatou/ntej auvto,nA

NA% John 5:33 U meifjvpesta,lkate pro.] Viwa,irkan memartu,rhken th/|
avlihgeia|

NA* John 7:32 h;kousan oi° Farisai/oi tou/ o;clou goggu,zontoj peri.
auvtou/ tau/ta( kaavpe,steilanoi” avrcierei/j kai. oi" Farisai/oi
u'phre,taj i[na pia,swsin auvto,nA

NA*" John 11:3 avpe,steilanu=n ai’ avdelfpro.j auvto.le,gousai

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

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 177) notes that the words h ave been omitted, because
they so inconveniently separate the verb from the subject. This also explains

the move to other positions.



Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
= slight preference for omission
(after weighting th e witnesses)



TVU 7

6. Difficult variant . .

NA?" John 1:21 Kai. hvrw,thsan auutainou=nE su. VHIli,aj k&aiEle,gel
ouvk eivmi,A o profh,thj ei= su,E kai. avpejdi,qh

BYZ John 1:21 kai. hvrw,thsan auvtd®jnou=n VHIli,aj ei= &aj. le,gei
Ouvk eivmi, ~O profh,thj ei= su, kai. avpekri,gh Ou;

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

txt P66, P75, C* Y, 33, pc, ff 2,1, Or
WH have SUin brackets, and the marginal punctuation: R
ti, ou=rsu.E VHli,aj

ti, ou=n VHIi,aj ei= o1, L, 0141, a, Tis, Bal
su. ou=n ti, VHIi,aj ei=B, weiss

ti, ou=n su. ei= VHli,ajw?®

su. ti,j ei= VHIi,aj ei= 1071

Sy-C omits the words. It reads: R

kai. le,gei auvivd] profh,thj ei= su,E kai. avpekmgji

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

Lacuna: D, Sy-S

B: no umlaut

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

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 138) notes for the B reading: The SU has been omitted,
because it seemed not to fit to the ti , or it has been connected with the
VHIi,aj The origin of the B reading is just inexplicable.

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 8
NAZ John 1:24 Kai. avpestalme,notsan evk tw/n Farisai,wnA

BYZ John 1:24 Kai. 0i° avpestalme,izsan evk tw/n Farisai,wn

Byz 012 AC, C°3 WS, X, D, Q, 0141, 0234, f1, f13, 33, 565, 579, 1071, Maj,
Latt, Sy -P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bd™, arm, Weiss earlier

txt P66, P75, 01*, A* B, C* L, T, Y, 086, pc, Sy -C, Co, Or, Weiss ™

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

Lacuna: D, Sy-S

B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA? John 3:1 +Hn de. a;nqrwpeyk tw/n Farisai,wriNiko,dhmoj
NA?" John 7:48 mh, tij evk tw/n avrco,ntwn evpi,steusen eivj auvto.n
h'evk tw/n Farisai,wnE
NA?" John 9:16 €;legon ouenk tw/n Farisai,wtine,)\
NA*" John 9:40 h;kousamvkw/n Farisai,wntau/ta oi" metV auvtou/ o;ntej
NA* John 18:3 O ou=n Vlou,daj labw.n th.n spei/fran kai. evk tw/n
avrciere,wn kagvk tw/n Farisai,wn phre,taj

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

The Johannine usage is clear: eVK tw/n Farisai,Wheans "a Pharisee".

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

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

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

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

"EK TWN FARISAIWN as partitive subject of APESTALMENOI HSAN"

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



Rating: 2?7 (NA probably original)

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



TVU 9

NA?" John 1:27 0 0oVpi,SW mou evrco,menoj(

ou-ouvk eivmi. levgw.b a;xioj i[na lu,sw auvtou/
to.n i'ma,nta tou/ upodh,matojA

BYZ John 1:27 auvto,j evstin@vpi,Ssw mou evrco,menoj
0]] e;mprosge,n mou ge)gonasvgw. ouvk eivmi. a;xioj i[na lu,sw auvtou/
to.n i'ma,nta tou/ u podh,matoj

T&T #3

a) auvto,j evstin o’
Byz A, C% N, X, D,Y, f13, 565, Maj, Lat, Sy -P, Sy-H
OU0,j..  G,Y,pc®

txt P53 CE), P66, P75,P119"%(3" CE), P120(4™ CE), 01 C*, L, T, WS,
Q, 083, 0141, f1, 22, 33,579, 1071, 1241, pc®, a, Sy-S, Sy-C, Co

omit:  01* B, pc?, Or
pc = 63, 372(1), 1026

Tregelles reads txt, but has  Oin brackets.

P5: from space considerations almost certain. A possible reconstruction runs:
OYA€ O rer[+H'FHC AJICKJIOH AY T 0IC O

JAD A NN[HC AGIWN Erw BAITTIZW EN Y

AA T M[ECOC YMW®N ECTHKEN ON YMEIC

oYK OJAA[T1e o oucw Moy EpRoME

N]JOC [O]Y O[yk cimi AZIOCINA AyCw AY

TOY TON [IMANT A TOY y1OAHMATOC

P119(POxy 4803) : same as with P5, from space considerations almost certain:
Crw MENBAITTIZW YMAC €N Y AANTI[ mecoc ac

YM®N ECTHKEN ON YMeIc 0] YK OJTAA T [c 0 oiucw

MOY CPXOMENOC 0y 0YK ¢ MI EIM W Afz10c INA Ay

CW AYTOY TONIMANTA TO] Y YnO[AHMA'FOC TAYTA

P120 (POxy 4804):

NTIZW YMAC €N YAATI Mc] COC Y MMDN |
CTHKEN ON YMEIC 0OYK 0IA] AT°E€ O OT1ICW
MOY EJXOMENOC 0y OYK ci] M1 AZJIOC INA



N: T&T and NA note N wrongly. Swanson reads it correctly. This has been
confirmed by Klaus Witte from Muenster from the film:

N* = auvto,j evstimou evrco,menoj

N¢=auvtogvstin oOvVpi,SW mou evrco,meyo|

T&T note N wrongly for the 01*, B reading. NA has N for txt!

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

b) 0]] €;mprosge,n Mou ge,gonen
Byz A, C% X, D,(Q), f13, 565, Maj, Lat, Sy -P, Sy-H, bo™*
e;mprosge,n mou ge,goen
o]j e;mprosqge,n mou ge,@fn@enw/toj mou h=n 28

txt  P5(3" CE), P66, P75,P119'%3"™ CE), P120" (4™ CE), 01, B, C*, L, N*, T,
WS, Y, 083, 0141, 1, 22, 33, 579, 1071, 1241, al, b, I, Sy -S, Sy-C, Co, Or

o]j 063

Lacuna: D
B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA?" Matthew 3:11 VEgw. me.n u ma/j bapti,zw evn u[dati eivji meta,noian( 0" ¢
OVpIi,SW mMou evrco,menoj ivscuro,tero,j mou,-exstin€igmi. i'kano.j ta.

u podh,mata basta,sai

NA?" Luke 3:16 evgw. me.n u[dati bapti,zw @mcafai . 0" ivscuro,tero,]

mou( owuvk eivmi. i"'kano.j lu/sai to.n i’ ma,nta tw/n u'podhma,twn auvtou/

Compare context:

NA* John 1:15 VIwa,nnhj marturei/ peri. auvtou/ kai. ke ,kragen leigwn
toj h=n o]n ei=pa ovpi,sw mou evrco,eemmosge,n ngagonéo|ti
prw/to,j mou h=nA

NA*" John 1:30 OUO,] evstinu'pe.r eevgw. eifporpi,sw mou e;rcetai
avnh.o]j e;mprosge,n mou ge(gaftigarw/to,j mou h=nA




Clearly a harmonization to immediate context. There is no reason for an

omission.
The omission of the O‘by 01*, B is probably accidental (OOPISW).

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 10

Minority reading: ~

NA*" John 1:27 O  OVPI,SW mMou evrco,menoj(vRLeivrii@ygwaXxioj i[na
lu,sw auvtou/ to.n i'ma,nta tou/ u'podh,matojA

T&T #4
i'kano.] Pes, P75, 472, al®®, Heracleon '

omit eVQW. P66*, P75, P120(4™ CE), 01, C, L, 063, 346, 826, 983, 33,
565. 1071 a|145 aur* q Or citing Heracleon

ouvk eiveNgw. Pe6c, P119(3™ CE),B, N, TV, WS, X, Y, 083, 0141, 118, 205,
209, f13, 579, 1010, 2786, pc®®, Or

evgwuvk eivmia, D, Q, f1, 124, 157, 892, 1241, Maj

T reads : ouoluvk eivmi. evb
gw. a;xioj i[na

Heracleon: Rome, ca. 170 CE!

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

P119: The line in question reads in the ed. pr. :

MOY € XOMENOC 0y oYK €] M1 ET" W Alzi0c iINA Ay

On the published image nothing can be seen of the A, since some fibres
obscure it at the broken edge. The editor writes: "The Alpha in the
papyrus is damaged, but the remains of a curve rule out lota.”

P120: The line in question reads in the ed. pr.:

MOY CJXOMENOC 0y oYK ¢l MI AZIOC INA
From the image this is certain.

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

Lacuna: D

B: no umlaut

Parallels:

NA%" Matthew 3:11 VEgw. me.n u ma/j bapti,zw evn u[dati eivji meta,noian( 0" ¢
OVpIi,SW mMou evrco,menoj ivscuro,tero,j mou,-evstinéiginkano. ta.

u podh,mata basta,sai



NAZ Mark 1:7 Kai. evkh,russen le,§werrcetai o ivscuro,tero,j mou ovpi,sw
mou( owuvk eivmkano.jku,yaj lu/sai to.n i'ma,nta tw/n u podhma,twn
auvtou/A

NA? Luke 3:16 evgw. me.n u[dati bapti,zw\ @mtafai de. o ivscuro,tero,j
mou( owuvk eivimkano.jlu/sai to.n i'ma,nta tw/n u podhma,twn\auvtou/

Compare:
NA* Acts 13:25 ¢ avllV ivdou. e;rcetai metV exouek @iviniXiojto.
u'po,dhma tw/n podw/n lu/saiA i'kano.j Y, pc’

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

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

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 11
Minority reading: ~

NA*" John 1:27 O  OVpi,SW mou evrco,menoj(viieivmi. levgw.D a;xioj i[na
lu,sw auvtou/ to.n i'ma,nta tou/ u'podhibnfatoj

T&T #5

P evkei/noj u'ma/j bapti,sei evn pneu,mati a'gi,w| kai. puri,
E,F, G, H,2*% al

p auvto.j u'ma/j bapti,sei evn pneu,mati a gi,w| Rai. puri,
N, pc*

Lacuna: D
B: umlaut! (1350 B 18 R)
27 ...tou/ u”podiatojAs tau/ta evn Blagi,a|

It is not clear if this umlaut indicates this variant or the next one ( Bhgani,g|

Parallels:

NA* Matthew 3:11 O de. OVpi,SW mou evrco,menoj ivscuro,tero,j mou, evstin(
ouvk eivmi. i'’kano.j ta. u'podh,mata basta/gaj u ma/j bapti,sei evn
pneu,mati a gi,w| kai. puri,

NA* Mark 1:8 evgw. evba,ptisa u ma/j aakt(j de. bapti,seialj ravn
pneu,mati a'gi,w|A add kai. puri; P, 1241, pc, Sy-H** , sa™*

NA* Luke 3:16 e;rcetai de. o ivscuro,tero,j mou@uk eivmi. i'kano.j
lu/sai to.n i'ma,nta tw/n u podhma,twn\aawutda/ u"ma/j bapti,sei evn
pneu,mati a gi,w| kai. puri,

Compare also verse 33:
NA?" John 1:33 OUO,] evstin o baptl,zvm/n pneu,mati a\gl,W|A
add kal. puri;  P75°9 C* sa

Probably a harmonization to Mt/LKk.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 12
Minority reading:

NA?" John 1:28 tau/ta eviBhqgani,agvge,neto pe,ran tou/ Vlorda,nou( o[pou h=n
0" Vlwa,nnhj bapti,zwnA

Bhqgani,a] Pee, P75, 01%, A, B, C* L, N, X, D,Q, Y*, WS, 047, 0211, 2*, 28,
118, 124, 157, 565, 579, 700, 892*, 1071, 1241, 1424,
Maj-part[E, F, G, H, M, S, V, Y, D, WRobinson,
Latt, Sy -P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal™s, bo, Or ™, Eus, Heracleon ®'
evge,neto Blgani,a| pes, 01*, H®

Bhgabara/ c* Kk, P, T, Y€, 083, 0141, f1, f13, 2 € 33, Maj -part[U, G,L],
Sy-S, Sy-C, Sy-Pal™, sa, arm, geo, Or®™"¢ Eus®m
Madaba-map, KJV

evge,neto Bligaaba/ 01 892™, pc, Sy-H™, sa™

Lacuna: D
T: NA has T correctly for ~ Bhgabaral/amelineau (ed.pr.) has it wrongly for
Bhqgani,a). schmid IGNTP John) confirms the reading BHQABARA].

B: umlaut! (1350 B 18 R)

27 ...tou/ u”podigtojAs tau/ta evn Blagi,a|

It is not clear if this umlaut indicates this variant or the previous one (insertion
after U podh,matoj

Bhqabaradppears on the Madaba mosaic map (ca. 560 CE), which is located on
the floor of the Greek Orthodox church in Madaba near Amman. It mentions the
St. John monastery t0. tou/ avgi,ou Viwa,nnou tou/ bapti,anaat@jve it
(next to the Western bank of the J  ordan) in smaller letters: Bhqabara/
It is noteworthy that the excellent manuscripts 029 and 083 support

Bhgabara/

Eusebius writes in his Onomastikon (58:18):

Bhgaabarasic!): "o[pou h=n Viwa,nnhj bapti,zeeran tou/ Vlorda,nou
Kai. dei,knutaio” to,poj( evr} wai. plei,ouj tw/n avdelfw/n eivj e;ti nu/n
to. loutro.n filotimou/ntai lamba,neinjpossibly the double @ represents

the semitic “ayin, C))

Jerome repeats this with the following words:



"Bethabara trans lordanem, ubi loannis in paenitentiam baptizabat, unde et
usque hodie plurimi de fratribus, hoc est de numero credentium, ibi renasci
cupientes vitali gurgite baptizantur.” (De situ et nominibus), but Jerome leaves
Bhgani,&{ his vulgate .

Chrysostom notes that thabaraaé found in "the more accurate of the copies”
(in loann Hom XVIII, 1).

Compare:

LXX Judges 7:24 Kkai. avgge,louj avpe,steilen Gedewn evn panti. o;rei
Efraim le,gwn kata,bhte eivj suna,nthsin Madiam kai. katala,bete

e atoi/] to. u[dwr e[wBaighra kai. to.n lorda,nhn kai. evbo,hsen pal/|
avnh.r Efraim kai. prokatela,bonto to. u[dwr eBajghra kai. to.n
lorda,nhn

LXX Joshua 13:27 kai. evh Emek Baigaram Kzaigqanabrakai. Sokcwga
kai. Safan kai. th.n loiph.n basileija Shwn basile,wj Esebwn kai. o
lorda,nhj o'riei/ e[wj me,rouj th/j qala,sshj Cenereq pe,ran tou/
lorda,nou avpV avnatolw/n

LXX Joshua 15:6 evpibai,nei ta. o[ria evpi. Baigagla kai. paraporeu,etai
avpo. borra/ evpaigaraba kai. prosanabai,nei ta. o[riavpi. li,gon
Baiwn ui ou/ Roubhn

LXX Joshua (A) 15:61 Baddargij kai. Bhgarabakai. Madwn kai. Sococa

LXX Joshua 18:18 Kali. dieleu,setai kata. nw,toBaigaraba avpo. borra/
kai. katabh,setai

LXX Joshua 18:22 kai. Baigabarakai. Sara kai. Bhsana

LXX Joshua 19:11 Gwla ofria auvtw/n h™ ga,lassa Ksliaragella kai.
suna,yei evpBaigaraba eivj th.n fa,ragga h[ evstin kata. pro,swpon
lekman

Compare also:
NA* John 3:23 +Hn de. kai. 0" Vlwa,nnhj bapti,zwn evn Aivhw.n evggu.j tot
Salei,m( ofti u[data polla. h=n evkei/( kai. paregi,nonto kai. evbapti,zonto

NA* John 10:40 Kai. avph/lgen pa,lin pe,ran tou/ Vlorda,nou eivj to.n to,pon
o[pou h=n VIwa,nnhj to. prw/ton bapti,zwn kai. e;meinen evkei/A

Origen (Jo Comm. book 6), who was under the probably mistaken notion that the

only Bethany was that near Jerusalem (he couldn't find a Bethany near the
Jordan in his travels), opted for ~Bhgabaradhich he apparently found in some
copies (thani,a|s found in "nearly all the manuscripts”). He explained it



(wrongly) allegorically as  0i=k0j kataskeuh/house of the preparation”),  but it
actually means "house of passing over". It has been suggested that Origen

actually created this reading, but this is not clear. Note that Origen once writes
the curious ta. Bhqgabarade writes:

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

on the banks of the Jordan, and that John is said to have baptized there.
The etymology of the name, too, corresponds with the baptism of him who made ready for the

Lord a people prepared for Him; for it yields the meaning "House of preparation,” (Oi:kOj

kataskeuhyjwhile Bethany means "House of obedience” (0i=K0j U pakgQhyhere else
was it fitting that he should baptize, who was sent as a messenger before the face of the Christ,
to pre pare His way before Him, but at the House of preparation (kataskeua,sau And what
more fitting home for Mary, who chose the good part, which was not taken away from her, and
for Martha, who was cumbered for the reception of Jesus, and for their brother, who is called the
friend of the Saviour, than Bethany, the House of obedience? Thus we see that he who aims at
a complete understanding of the Holy Scriptures must not neglect the careful examination of the
proper names in it. In the matter of proper names the Greek copies are often incorrect, and in
the Gospels one might be misled by their authority."

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

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

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

It Bhqgabaraivas original, there would have been no reason for a change. It is
not clear if Origen made this reading up, it is possible. The "but they say" seems

to point to a local tradition, which Origen  ascertains.

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



It is also interesting to note that Livias, the place of Herod Antipas' summer
residence, which is across the Jordan, has originally been called =~ Bhqgaramaga,
(Josephus, Bell 11 59, Ant XVII 277, XVIII 27).

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

Burkitt thinks that because both Sy -S and Origen have thabara/this
indicates a common source: "This source seems to have been not documentary
evidence, but | ocal identification. [ é]
Fourth Gospel wrote 'Bethany beyond Jordan.' On the other hand we have the

cult of 'Bethabara’, developed before t he time of Origen, perhaps at a pre -
Christian holy place. The cult led to the identification of '‘Bethany' with
'‘Bethabara’ and finally it influenced some texts of the Gospels." (Evangelion

Intro, p. 308 -9).

Pierson Parker suggests that pPe,ran tou/ Vlorgudoes not refer to
Bhgani,aput to o[pou h=n o~ Viwa,nnhj baptawes the translation:
"These things took place in Bethany, which is across from the point of the
Jordan where John had been baptizing." (This has already been suggested by
E.G. Paulus in 1828!) It is quite unlikely that John would have described Bethany
this way though.

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

Rainer Riesner argues for Bhgani,af Batane,a( Batanai,ahe region
Batanaea). This identification is as early as J. Lightfoot (1658). There are two
places that are relevant. One, called Bhqgabarais the place of Jesus' baptism,
which is at the traditional place. The other is the place where John is questioned

by the Pharisees in Jo 1:19 -28. This is the Batanaea in the north. Here John
worked, too. The problem arose (according to Riesner) due to the
misunderstanding that in the following verses Jesus' baptism is reported. This is

not the case, John only gives a n account of what happened at an unknown time
earlier. The time table and circumstances in Jo 1 fit much better if everything
happens in the north (compare Riesner, Bethanien, p. 73ff.). It also fits good to

the time table of Jo 11 (p. 71 ff.).

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

We



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

S.G. Brown notes that the most common position today is Wadi Kharrar  / Gharrar
(Tell el-Kharrar ), "a site in Jordan across from Jericho, where four springs
merge into a stream that flows into the Jordan river." [...] "a site opposite (and

just over 1 km south of) Jericho, 7.3 km north of the Dead Sea and 1.5 km east

of the river. It is be  tween the two fords across from Jericho, a little closer to

the Makhadat Hajla ford. The ongoing excavation of the site has 'uncovered a

15" CE settlement with plastered pools and water systems that were used almost
certainly for baptism, and a5 "-6" CE late Byzantine settlement with churches,

a monastery, and other structures probably catering to religious pilgrims.’ This

site has been the traditional location of Jesus' baptism since at least the early

4™ CE (the pilgrim of Bordeaux, 333 CE)."

Starting 1997, excavations took place for several years in the region of the
Jordan north of the Dead Sea. The Jordanian team has identified nearly 20
related sites within an area stretching some four kilometers east of the Jordan
River, mostly along the south bank of Wadi el -Kharrar, including the above
mentioned 1% CE settlement . More sites remain to be discovered through
systematic surveying. The excavators believe that the village of Bethany beyond
the Jordan was located at or around the natural hill at Tell el -Kharrar. The main
complex, still being excavated and investigated , comprises structures on and
around a small natural hill located two kilometer s east of the Jordan River,
adjacent to the spring and small oasis at the head of th e Wadi Kharrar. The
recent excavations have identified a settlement that was inhabited from the

time of Christ and John the Baptist (early Roman era), throughout most of the

Byzantine period, into the early Islamic era, and again in Ottoman centuries.
"Bethany/Bethabara may also have referred to a region, rather than only a spe cific settlement.
Western trave lers to the region at the turn of the century reported that the Greek Orthodox

clerics and monks who lived in the south Jordan Valley, and the native va lley residents
themselves, referred to the whole area around the river and east along the Wadi el -Kharrar as
Bethabara. Thus the original settlement was known as Bethany beyond the Jordan during and
immediately following the days of Jesus and John the Bapt st in the 1 % Century AD; after the
3" Century AD it was more commonly known as Bethabara, and by the 6 ™ Century AD it had
become known as Aenon and Safsafa. The general area from the river eastwards associated with
the ministry of John the Baptist and the baptism of Jesus is known as el -Maghtas today in
Arabic." ( Jordanian Department of Antiquities )

In the end there are several good arguments , but none is so far completely
convincing. A settlement and baptism site has been found beyond the Jordan |,
and it makes perfectly good sense that this was the main area where John was



baptizing, but we don't know (from external sources ) if this site was named
"Bethany".

Wher ever Bethany was located, b oth external arguments and internal arguments
favor the r eading Bethany at Jo 1:28.

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

Literature :

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Rating: 2?7 (NA probably original)



TVU 13
Minority reading:
NA? John 1:28 tau/ta evn Bhgani,a] evge,neto pe,ran tou/ Vlorda,nou( o[pc

h=n 0" Viwa,nodpti,zwnA
Not in NA but in SQE!

prw/ton bapti,zwn f13®° 1071
to. prw/ton bapti,zwn 1241
bapti,zwn to. prw/ton c

f13® omits prw/ton
Lacuna: D
B: no umlaut

Compare:
NA% John 10:40 Kai. avph/lgen pa,lin pe,ran tou/ Vlorda,nou eivj to.n to,pon
o[pou h=n VIwa,nahprw/ton bapti,zwRai. e;meinen evkei/A

Probably a harmonization to 10:40.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 14

7. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" John 1:34

kavgw. e'w,raka kai. memartu,rhkato[fiemstino” ui‘o.j tou/ geou/A

T&T #7

0" evklektadu/ geou/Ar106™(3™ CE), 01*, 187, 218, 228, 1784,
electus Dei b*4 e, 11A, ff **, Sy-S, Sy-C,
Ambrose(4 ™ CE), Aug, Bois, Blass
01* is corrected by 01 ©2

electus filius _Dei a, 35* 4 48 § vg™>®, Sy-Pal™® sa
(from Vetus Latina lohannes)

P75: a correction appears here, see below.

Tischendorf adds: 77, 218 (repeated by Harnack, Ehrman and also Fee "01 in John")
Lat(aur, bS c, f, ff 2 1,q, r', vg) read txt.

Lacuna: D

B: no umlaut

D: Since 01 is Western (and very close to D) in the beginning of Jo and D has a
lacuna here, it is quite probable that D had this reading, too.
P5 has been claimed to have this reading. but only ...] C T OY 97 is
visible. Space considerations clearly prefer Ui 0,jeVklektoappears too long. NA
now also considers P5 to be "too doubtful" to be listed. B. Aland: "Die Angabe
P5" aus frilheren Auflagen des Novum Testamentum Graece muss als eine zu
unsichere Lesung gestrichen werden" ("has to be canceled as too insecure",
reference see below). Reconstruction:
ACMEBATTITIZEINENYAATIEKE]
NOCMOIENTIENEPONANIAHCT OTINA
KAT ARAINONKAITMENONCETIAY T ON
OYT‘OCGCT‘INOBATIT‘]Z(DNGNflﬁlA
F‘l(DKAF‘(_DG(_DJ’AKAKAIMGMAJ’T‘Y]’HKAO
TIOYTOCECTINOYCTOYOY THE
TIOY T OCECTINOYIOCTOYOY THE
TIOY TOCECTINOEKAEKTOCTOYOY THE
TIAY]’IONGICT‘HKG]O](DANNHCKA]GK
T WONMAOHT WNAYTOYAYOKAIEM

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


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

P106 (POxy 4445) has more value. The editor W.E.H. Cockle reconstructs:
CANIAHCTOJNK KA T ABAINOND
|I<E)JMCNONCTIAY T'ONOYT‘OC|CCT‘1ND
ToBarmiZzon eBy i’y ariwlk arwb
COp A K AKA]IMCBAAr TyrHIKAOTlD
oy TocecTiNoletkaexlTOCT OYO YD
TTHETIAY | Hown

The (online) image is not very good. Nevertheless one can say that the above
reconstruction is probably correct, but rather optimistic. Whenever there are

the slightest remains of ink, they are given as letter s (with a dot). Judging from
the image alone, only the following can be made out:

ANIAHCTOTINA KATABAlINOND

I<xBmen, Y TONOYTOC|CCT]ND
loBarnT | TeBynii ariwlkarwb
Of AKA ... IMCEIAAT TYT. Ikro 11D

. TocecTIN leb ¢ lTocToyeyb
TTLUETIAY ] Hown

of evklektoip the second last line only an € can be seen. It is pretty clearly
visible, but | have placed a dot under it, because it could be a g also (of 97).
But it looks more like an €& Compare with the ( 10 lines above. With a (
theoretically the line could also be reconstructed as:

. TOCECTINOYCTOY®OY
But, clearly, this line is too short , and Y CT OY is slightly too long to fit the
space. So, the reconstruction with ~ €VKIlektofjts best. It is not completely sure
though. It could be possible that the line ended short, b  ecause a new pericope
begins. B. Aland accepts the eVKlektorgading.

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

P75: An unidentifiable correction appears here.  The reading was first noted in
the online "NT transcripts”  from Munster (Nov. 2008) . They note that P75* had
0 ui'0.j 0" evklekte,p" ui 0. tou/ geauo Flink mentions it in his article
(see below). This is very doubtful though. After discussion, Klaus Wachtel
confirmed that it is too unsecure and that they will simply indicate the number
of letters [4 -5] for P75*.

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


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

Parallels:
NAZ” Matthew 3:17 OUO,j €vstin 0" ui’0,j mou 0" avgaphto jleamdaykhsal
NAZ” Mark 1:11 SU. €i= 0" ui’0,j mou 0" avgaphto,j( evn soi. euvdo,khsaA

NA?" Luke 3:22 SU. ei= 0 ui’0,j mou 0" avgaphto,j( evn soi. euvdo,khsaA
O Ui 0, mou ei= su. evgw. sh,meron gege,nnhka, se
D, it, Justin, (Cl), Meth, Hil, Aug

NAZ’ Luke 9:35 OUO,j evstino™ ui'0,j mou 0" evklelegreyrtpu/ avkou,eteA
BYZ Luke 9:35 OUO0,j evstino” ui 0,] mou o avgaphtoiou/ avkou,ete
Byz A, C,D,R,W,Y, f13, 33, 157, 565, 700, 1424, Maj,
it, Sy -C, Sy-P, Sy-H, Marcion " ©
txt P45, P75,01,B, L, Q, X 1, 579, 892, 1241, pc,
some Lat, Sy-S, Sy-H™9, Co
0" evklekto@, f1, 22*, pc

NAZ Luke 23:35 Kai. ei’sth,kei 0 lao.j gewrw/nA evxemukth,rizon de. kai. oi’
a;rcontej le,gontdja;llouj e;swsen( swsa,tw e auto,n( &j @rstino’
cristo.j tou/ geou/ o evklekto,jA

omit 0" evklektm#7, e

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

in their English translations.

0" evklekt@agpears nowhere else in the NT, except in Lk 9:35 and 23:35.

Overall it is difficult to imagine that someone changed O™ Ui Gijto 0" evklekto,j
Why? In an adoptionistic climate? The only reason could be that it is a
conformation to Lk 23:35. Especially if Jo was copied after Lk.

It is interesting to note that the Latin e omits omit O evklektmjLk 23:35.

Harnack thinks that the reading O ui‘O.jarose as a harmonization to the
Synoptics:

NA*" Matthew 3:17 OUO,j evstino™ ui'0,] mau avgaphto,j(

NA* Mark 1:11 SU. €i®" Ui 0,] mau avgaphto,j

NAZ Luke 3:22 SU. €i®’ ui'0,j ma avgaphto,j( evn soi. euvdo,khsaA
Later in anti -adoptionistic struggles it became widely accepted.




The expression O  eVKklektagj Christ is very rare in the earliest literature. It

can be found with Clement I, 64: 0O evklexa,menoj to,n ku,rion VlIhsou/n
Cristo,n kai. h'ma/j diV auvtou/

Also with Hermas, Sim. V, 2,2: evklexa,menoj dou/lo,n tina pisto.n Kai.
euva,reston( e;ntimon prosekale,sato auvto.n

Another suggestion is that John is alluding to Isaiah:

LXX lIsaiah 42:1 lakwb o pai/j mou avntilh,myomai aul@il o
evklekto,] mgorosede,xato auvto.n h™ yuch, mou e;dwka to. pneu/ma, m
evpV auvto,n kri,sin toi/j e;gnesin evxoi,sei

"Jacob is my servant, | will help him: Israel is my chosen, my soul has accepted him; | have put my
Spirit upon him; he shall bring forth judgement to the Gentiles."

This parallels quite closely the Spirit descending on Jesus.

It is interesting that the T&T analyses found four Byzantine minuscules ( 187°%
218%%, 22887% 1784%""), whichread O  eVklektago. 187 and 218 form a group,
they agree 91%.

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

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

Compare:

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

e Timo Flink "Son and Chosen. A text -critical study of John 1:34."  Filologia
Neotestamentaria 18 (2005) 87 -111.He actually argues for O Ui 0.] O
evkleld,j without tou/ qeout the original reading.

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

Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 15

Minority reading:

NAZ" John 1:36 kai. evmble,yaj tw/| Vlhsou/ peripatou/nth ledgeil* o
avmno.j tou/ gedti/

Dl ) Cristo.] G,L,f13°", pc, Sy-C, sa, arm, Epiph (not in NA, but in SQE!)

T&T #8

B 0" ai:rwn th.n a'marti,an tou/ ko,smou
P66*, C*, W>, 892* 1241, 1819, 2129, al*!, a, aur, ff 2, 11A
w*S has ta.j a martija

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

Compare immediate context:
NA*" John 1:29 Th/| evpau,rion ble,pei to.n VIhsou/n evrco,menon pro.j auvic
kai. le,gdi i;:de 0” avmno.j tou/ @éa@ifwn th.n a’marti,an tou/ ko,smouA

A clear conformation to immediate context.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 16

8. Difficult variant

NA* John 1:37 kai. h;kousan oi° du,0 magh#aivtoulalou/ntoj kai.
hvkolou,ghsan tw/| Vihsou/A

BYZ John 1:37 kai. h;kousarauvtou6i’ du,0 maghtai. lalou/ntoj kai.
hvkolou,ghsan tw/| Vlihsou/

T&T #9

auvtowi  du,o0 maghtaia, c* N, P,D, Q, f1, f13, 565, 1241, Maj,
Lat, Sy-H, Trg

oi" du,0 maghtauvtou/pss(6™ CE), 01, B,397, 1071, 2718, pc?,
b, WH, NA?°

oi" du,@uvtoumaghtai. pes, P75, C*, L, WS, X, Y, 083, 0141, 33, 213, 579,
597, 821, 865, pc®, WH™?, Trg™

auvtowi  du,0 maghtauvtou/ 28, pc*”
auviw/pi® du,0 maghtaiuvt 69 (sic!)

oi" du,0 maghtai P5" 157, pc®
oi" du,0 maghtai. lalou/ntajvtou/s92, 1344

P5(3" CE): NA does not list P5. The reading is in part within a lacuna, but space
considerations make it quite probable that it omits auvtawo also IGNTP and
Comfort in his book. Reconstruction:
NIAYJIONEICTHKEIOIWANNDHCK A IEK
TWNMAOHT WNAYTOYADyokaicMm
B)\e~I/AC']"(DlﬁYﬂG]’lTlAT‘ODYNT‘I)\GFG]
JAGOAMNOCTOYOYKAIHKODYyCANOIAYO
MAOHT AIAAAOYNTOCKAIHDkOAOYOH

CANT‘(D]ﬁYCT‘]’A(j)GICAEbOlﬁCKAlee
There is an extra file with images on this pateographic problem, click here .

P55(6" CE): only the tOU of auVvtod visible, but this is enough to make the
reading basically certain.
HKOYCANO[JAYOMAOHT AIAY
TOYAAAOYN[TOCKAIHKOAOY



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

P120(4™ CE) reads:

[TT1€EC OI AYO MIAOHT AJ

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

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

Lacuna: D
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verses:

NA?" John 1:35-36 Th/| evpau,rion pa,lin ei'sth,kei 0™ Viwa,nnhj kai. evk tw/n
maghtw/n auvtdu/es kai. evmble,yaj tw/| VIhsou/ peripatou/nti le,gei
i:de 0° avmno.j tou/ geou/A

Compare also:

NA*" Mark 14:58 O[ti h"meifjvkou,samen auvtou/ le,gontoj

NA* John 7:32 h;kousaroi® Farisai/oi tou/ o;clou goggu,zontoj

NA?" John 8:30 Tau/taauvtou/ lalou/ntqolloi. evpi,steusan eivj auvto,nA
NA?" John 9:27 mh. kai. u mei/j ge,@tetou/ maghigene,sqaik

GcP = Genitivus cum Participio

"and the two disciples heard him speaking"

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

The P66, P75 version actually fixes the wrong understanding, probably inspired
from the previous verse 35, where maghtw/n auvtagpears. In this reading
the auviouéfers back to John ("his disciples” = John's), who speaks in the
previous verse 36. This construction is grammatically very awkward, because now
lalou/ntoj has no explicit subject anymore, which is unusual. Why have so many
good witnesses such a peculiar text?

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

Zahn (Comm. Jo) even thinks that perhaps the reading without aUVtOlS/originaI.

Difficult.


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

Rating: - (indecisive)

External Rating: 1? (NA probably wrong)
= prefer P66, P75 reading
(after weighting the  witnesses)



TVU 17
9. Difficult variant

NA?" John 1:41 eu ri,skei doj prw/tonto.n avdelfo.n to.n i;dion Si,mwna

kai. Ie,gei auvingpu rh,kamen to.n Messi,an( o[ evstin megermhneuo,ment
cristo,j

BYZ John 1:41 eu ri,skei doj prw/toj to.n avdelfo.n to.ndion Si,mwna
kai. le,gei auvtw/| Eurh,kamen to.n Mesi,an o[ evstin megermhneuo,me
Cristo,j\

Byz 01* K, L, WS, D, 0141, 124, 157, 565, 579, 700, 1071, 1241, Maj , Tis, Bal

txt P66, P75, 01%% A, B, M, X, Q, P, Y, 083, 0211, 0233, f1, f13, 22, 892, al,
Lat, Sy -P, Sy-H, Co

prwi< b, e, jrt

mane

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

Lacuna: C, D,33
B: no umlaut

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

Compare verse 43:
NA? John 1:43 Th/| evpau,ribuge,lhsen evxelgei/n eivj th.n Galilai,an kai.
eu'ri,skei Fi,lipponkai. le,gei auvtw/| 0* VIhsukplou,gei moid

The pl’W/tOhmakes good sense with respect to verse 43. First he finds Simon,
the other day Philip.

On the other hand the Byzantine reading "this, the first (nominated apostle)"
also makes sense and could be seen as the harder reading (so Zahn). But it is
also quite probable that the Prw/t0j has been adjusted to the case of the
OUOj (so Weiss).

Prwi<is probably a misreading of Prw/tonor prw/to} Note that we have a
possible h.t. case here: prvvt@ {0.nif one tON has been omitted, pI’Wi<NouId
be a possible reconstruction. It makes very good sense.



Rating: - (indecisive)



TVU 18

NAZ John 1:42 h;gagen auvto.n pro.j to.n VIhsou/nA evmble,yaj auvtwi/|
Vihsou/j ei=pesu. ei= Si,mwen ui 0.j Viwa,n(nsw. klhgh,sh| Khfa/j( o]
e'rmhneu,etai Pe,trojA

BYZ John 1:42 kai. h;gagen auvto.njpgmn VIhsou/n evmbleaw@aitw/| o
Vlhsou/j ei=pen Su. ei= Signhwino.] Viwna/su. klhgh,sh| Khfa/j o]
e rmhneu,etai Pe,troj

T&T #11

Byz A, B% X, D,Y,f1,f13, 579, Maj, (aur), c, g, 11A, vg™s, Sy, Trq™
txt P66, P75, P106, 01, B*, L, W=, 33, pc, it(a, b, f, ff 2,1, r%), Co

Viwa,nna Q, 0141, L890, pc, vg
Viwa,na 1241, pc®

filius Bar lona aur
frater Andreae e

1241 reads VIwa,Nahis has been confirmed by Klaus Witte from Muenster
from the film: T&T has 1241 for VIWnadA has it for VIwa,nniaake's collation
has correctly lwana Witte writes: "The first ad is very blurred and should be
given with an underdot."

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

Lacuna: C, D

B: umlaut! (1351 A 6 R) Viwa,nou( su. klhgh,sh|

The A and the OU in  VIwa,N@kk not enhanced and a (minuscule) A is written on
top of the O, giving VIwna/

Note that B alway s writes VIwa,N@lith one Nu only.

Compare:

NA?" Matthew 16:17 avpokrigei.j de. o~ Vlhsou/j ei=peh rmakayrioj ei=(
Si,mwn Bariwna/Q[ti sa.rx kai. ama ouvk avpeka,luye,n soi avllV o
path,r mou 0" evn toi/j ouvranoi/jA




Compare ch. 21:
NA”" John 21:15 {Ote ou=n hvri,sthsan le,gei tw/| Si,mwni Pe,trw| o
VlIhsol/Si,mwn Viwa,nhawgapa/|j me ple,on tou,twnkE
BYZ John 21:15 {Ote ou=n hvri,sthsan le,gei tw/| Si,mwni Pe,trw| 0" VIhsou/
Si,mwn Viwna¥gapa/|j me plei/o,n tou,twn

same in verses 16 and 17. In verse 17: VIwa, s, 1071

The Byzantine reading is possibly a harmonization to Mt ( Bariwnal On the
other hand VIwnab the more rare word and it is possible that scribes
erroneously took itas VIwa,nnou

The reading VIwa,nnia interesting. Note that it's also the reading of the
Vulgate! VIwa,NN@ppears only twice in Lk:

NA? Luke 8:3 kai. Viwa,nngunh. Couza/

NA* Luke 24:10 h=san de. h" Magdalhnh. Mari,aXbia,nniai.
VIwa,nn&possibly also a scribal error by scribes reading the rare Viwnahd
changing itto VIwa,nna

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

Rating: 2?7 (NA probably original)

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



TVU 19
Minority reading:

NA?" John 1:50 avpekri,gh Vlhsou/j kai. ei=pen alimwﬁ:po n soi ofti
ei=do,n se u'poka,tw th/j sukh/j( pistemeijBtou,twn o;yh|A

mel,Zwn P75, M, X, Y, D, 063, 0211, 0233, 346, 983, 2%, 28, 579, 1071, 1424,
al, L2211

mei,zona P66, 01, 0141, pc, Epiph, Chrys (D lacuna)

mei,zon P pc, ¢, vg ("maius”)

mei,zw A, B, L, Q, Y, WS, f1, f13, 33, 565, Maj, it ("maiora")

WS reads: tou,twnmi,zwo;yh|A

Swanson has f13 for mei,ZWIagainst NA and Geerlings (who has 346 and 983
for mei,zwn

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

B: no umlaut

Mmei,ZWominative masculine singular

Mei/z0,mominative neuter singular

Mei,ZzONa&ccusative neuter plural

MeI,ZW accusative neuter plural (sic!)

The masculine/feminine plural form of ~Mei,ZWB mei,zonaj

Compare:
NA* John 5:20 kai. mei,zontou,twn dei,xei auvtw/| e;rga(
safe!

NA% John 5:36 VEgQw. de. e;cw th.n martumanzwou/ Viwa,niou
me!,zwn P66, A,B,E,G,M,N, W, L, Y, 063, f13, 33, 157,579, 1071, 1241, al
mel,Zzon 69
mel,zo_na D, 1424, pc
txt MelL,zZwW1, L, K, P, Q, f1, 124, 565, Maj, WH

here: Mei,Z\Wccusative feminine singular !

NA? John 14:12 Kkai. mei,zontou,twn poih,sei(
safel



mei,ZWih singular and does not agree with the plural  tOU,tWRbut it agrees in
the ending dWNand it is thus probably a conformation error. Metzger suggests

(at 5:36) that mei,ZV\Mﬂight be an incorrect form of the accusative.
Mel,Zongpears several times wit hout variants. It is thus the normal accusative
neuter plural and there would be no reason to change it.

mei,Z\appears only here and in Jo 5:36 in the NT. It is a rarer form derived by
contraction from Mei,zea = mei,zv&tomparative infix 6iOS-).

InJo 5:36 (and 1 Ki. 11:19; 4 Ma. 15:9) Mei,zW also derived from Mei,z8a but
here as masc/fem. singular.

It is quite probable that the rare form Mei,ZWas been changed in various ways.
See also the discussion at 5:36 below.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly or iginal)
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10. Difficult variant

NA* John 1:51 kai. le,gei auvinvdvmh.n avmh.n le,gw u 'mi/n(o;yesge

to.n ouvrano.n avnew|go,ta kai. tou.j avgge,louj tou/ geou/ avnabai,nonta;
katabai,nontaj evpi. to.n ui'o.n tou/ avngrw,poul

BYZ John 1:51 kai. le,gei auvtw/| VAmh.n avmh.n le gvp\V eqii;yesge
to.n ouvrano.n avnew|go,ta kai. tou.j avgge,louj tou/ geou/ avnabai,nonta;
katabai,nontaj evpi. to.n ui'0.n tou/ avngrw,pou

T&T #13
Byz A, X, D,Q,Y,f1,f13, 33,565, 1071, 1241, Maj, e, q,r % Sy

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

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

avpV a;rtirom this time, henceforth, from now on"

Compare:

NA*" Matthew 26:64 avpV a;rti o;yestgen ui o.n tou/ avngrw,pou kagh,menon
evk dexiw/n th/j duna,mewj kai. evrco,menon evpi. tw/n nefelw/n tc
ouvranou/A

anV a;l‘ztbpears two more times in Jo:

NA%" John 13:19 avpV a;rte,gw u mi/n pro. tou/ gene,sqai( i[na pisteu,shte
o[tan ge,nhtab[ti evgw, eivmiA

NA* John 14:7 eiv evgnw,kate, me( kai. to.n pate,ra mou %nw,sesqu

kai. avpV a;riinw,skete auvto.n kai. e wra,kate auvto,n

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

Rating: - (indecisive)

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

Minority reading:

NA%" John 2:3 Kali. U sterh,santoj oi;nole,gei h™ mh,thr tou/ Vihsou/ pro.j
auvto,mi=non ouvk e;cousinA

kai. oi=non ouvk ei=con o]ti sunetele,sgh 0" oi=noj tdigEmou
01* it(a, b, ff 2,j,r Y, Sy-H™ aeth, Tis

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

et factum est per multam turbam vocitorum vinum consummairi.
e, l, 11A

txt P66, P75, B, W ... Lat(aur, c, f, q, vg)

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

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

A strange, slightly redundant paraphrase.

Zahn sees the reading as a "true semitic text" and "original without doubt".

Since 01 is Western in the beginning of Jo and D has a lacuna here, it is quite
probable that D had this reading, too.

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

Rating: - (indecisive)
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12. Difficult variant

Minority reading:

NA?" John 2:12 Meta. tou/to kate,bh eivj Kafarnaou.m al&d.h™ mh,thr
auvtou/ kai. oi" avdelfoi. lauvtou/P kai. oI’ maghtdianevikei/ e;meinan
ouv polla.j h'me,rajA

B: no umlaut

T&T #15

1 kai. h™ mh,thr auvtou/ kai. oi" avdelfoi kai. oi" maghtai. auvtou/
2 kai. h” mh,thr auvtou/ kai. oi" avdelfoi. kai. oi" maghtai
3 kai. h” mh,thr auvtou/ kai. oi" maghtai. auvtou/
4 kai. h” mh,thr auvtkai. oI’ maghtaauvtoutal. oi’ avdelfoi.

5 kai. h™ mh,thr auvtou/ kai. oi" avdalfeidukai. oi’ maghtai. auvtou/
6 kai. h™ mh,thr auvtou/ kai. oi" avdaifetou/
7 kai. oi° maghtai. auvtou/ kai. h™ mh,thr kai. oi" avdelfoauvtou/

8 kai. oi" maghtai. auvtou/ kai. oi" avdelfoauvtou/

1 P66*, P75, B, Y, 0162, 397, 1071, pc, c, vg™, NA?*, WH, Gre, Weiss, Trg

2 L, 0141, 821, Or

3 0211, 579, al*®, g, bo™

4 K, P, 13, 28, al*®

5 P66° A, X, D, Q, f1, f13, 33, 565, 892, 1241, Maj, = txt
Lat(f, r *, vg), Sy, Co, Bois, Tis, Bal

6 01, al*?, it(aur, b, e, ff 2, 1), ac?, arm, geo', Jerome

7 W=, 2718, pc®,

8 1241, pc?
Lacuna: C, D,Sy-S and Sy-C

1241 reads 8. This has been confirmed by Klaus Witte from Muenster from the
film. T&T have 1241 wrongly for Byz. NA does not list it. Lake's collation
correctly notes the omission of Kai. h™ mh,thr auvtou/
083: According to Tischendorf it reads 2, IGNTP has it for 1.

IGNTP: " VvV t kaunuf " Vv Z

t dv e " a d Xa "__ixdaz

a da "ovY'dv~ s * a
Not sure. T&T: "unleserlich” (unreadable).

L]

e



mh,thr WS, pc’, j
- 1241, pc®
mh,thr auvtou/ all others

avdelfol. auvtowee®, 01, A, WS, Q, f1, 13, 33, 565, 892, 1241, Maj, Lat, Sy

avdelfol. P66*, P75, B, K, P, L, Y, 083, 0141, 0162, f13, 28, 821, 1071,
2718, al*®, a, ¢, Or

- 0211,579, al®, q, bo™

Compare also:
NAZ John 20:17 poreu,ou de. pro.j tou.j avdelfmgjkai. eivpe. auvtoi/j

omit MOU 01* D, W, pc, e, bo ™S, Ir -

The omissions in 3, 6 and 8 are probably due to h.t.
A very strong group of witnesses omits the  auvtodfter avdelfoi.The idea of

Jesus having brothers cannot be the problem really, it is clearly accepted with
James the Just. It is possible though that by omitting auvtquhe avdelfoi.

becomes a more general term, including various followers.
Weiss (Jo Com.) thinks that the auvtolhs been added to conform it to the

other terms.

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

Minority reading:

NA* John 2:15 kai. poih,sajfrage,llion evk scoini,wn pa,ntaj evxe,balen
evk tou/ i"erou/ ta, te pro,bata kai. tou.j bo,aj( kai. tw/n kollubistw/n
evxe,ceen to. ke,rma kai. ta.j trape,zaj avne,treyen(

T&T #16

w’jfrage,llion P66, P75, G, L, N, WS, X, 083?, 0141, 0162, f1, 22, 33, 397,
565, 821, 865, 892, 1010, 1241, 1293, 1819, 2129, al®®,
Lat, Sy-H™9, Sy-Pal, Or °"®

quasi flagellum de sparto  Olat 11A©28%9CE) Chromatius of Aquileia (4" <&
("broom, besom")

txt 01,A, B, D,Q,Y,f13, 579, 1071, Maj, |, Sy -P, Sy-H, Co, Or®"m*

L]

083: koimowy[ "' x h
YeEMoy X_'€ d a u agcc.tho KGNTP.

CTACKAOHMCE

KAIﬂOlHCAC(DC%
IFEAAIONCEKCXOI] r(DN

This reconstruction makesa W~ jqwte probable.

But T&T have it for txt , without note ! 083 is not noted in NA.

Lacuna: C, D,Sy-S and Sy-C
B:umlaut! (1351 C 34R) 14 .. kaghmmguj(15 kai. poih,saj frage,llion

frage,llion Iat. "flagellum", a whip

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

An interesting mixture of witnesses.

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

Chromatius notes it in one of his sermons:

"Cum ingressus fuisset in templo Iudaeorum Dominus et Salvator noster ut uidisset
negotiatio nem illicitam exerceri, id est u endentes oues et boues et columbas et nhummularios
sedentes, ut audiuit in praesenti lectione dilectio uestra, flagellum fecit quasi de sparto et




eiecit eos omnes, et cathedras uendentium euertit, dicens as eos: Domus mea domus orationis
uocabitur;uosautem f eci stis il lam domum negot(Valt9 oni s. l udaei

Compare:

N. Clayton Croy, "The Messianic Whippersnapper: Did Jesus Use a Whip on
People in the Temple (John 2:15)?", JBL 128 (2009) 555368

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

Rating: - (indecisive)
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NA* John 2:24 auvto.] de. VIhsou/j ouvk evpistetemuvtoi/j dia.
auvto.n ginw,skein pa,ntaj

BYZ John 2:24 auvto.j de. o° Vlhsou/j ouvk evpestateauvtoi/j dia.
auvto.n ginw,skein pa,ntaj

Byz P66, 01°% A, P,W*, D,Q, Y, 050, 083, 0141, f1, f13, 33, 565, Maj,
Lat(aur, c, f, ff 2, 1, vg), Sy, Or P, Weiss
e auto.n e autoi/j 33

txt 01* A* B, L, Y* W, 700, 1071, al, it(a, b, e,j, q,r"), Or™
au to.nwH (note accent!)
omit: P75, 579, pc

omit auvtodate ginw,skeiro
Lacuna: C, D, Sy-C
B: no umlaut

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

e autoif more clear than auvtofote WH: au tO)NThere is no reason for a
change from € autoté auvta.n

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

Zahn (Comm. Jo) notes: "piSteu,einalready, with dative of person and

to.

to.

accusative of case, is rare (Lk 16:11), but pisteu,eine auto.n tinis almost

never heard of."

Compare 13:32 below for a similar case.

Rating: 2? (NA probably original)
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Minority reading:

NA* John 3:5 avpekri,gh VIhsowdymh.n avmh.n le,gw soi( eva.n mh, tij
gennhgh/| evx u[datoj kai. pneu,matoj( ouv du,natai eivselgei/n eivj tt
basilei,an tou/ geou/A

T&T #22

basilei,an tw/n ouvranw/ro1*, 0141, 472, 821, pc*,
regnum caelorum e, Justin (Apol. 61 :4), Tis

01 corrected by 01 ©2.
Lacuna: C, D

B: no umlaut

Compare verse 3:
NA? John 3:3 avpekri,gh VIhsou/j kai. ei=pen anmiv/h avmh.n le,gw soi(
eva.n mh, tij gennhgh/| a;nwqgen( ouv du,natai ibdsileitamtou/

qeou/A

Compare: Justin Apol 61:4
kai. ga.r o Cristo.j ei=pea;n mh, avhagennhgh/te ouv mh. eivse,lge eivj th
basilei,an tw/n ouvranw/nA

Probably derived from the baptismal liturgy.  basilei,an tw/n ouvranvgdems
to be the earlier form. Probably John modified his source.

basilei,an tw/n ouvranvefipears only(!) in Mt. It is possible that scribes
simply remembered the familiar term.  The terms appear only here (verse 3 and
5) in John. It would be strange for John to use two different terms.

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NAZ" John 3:6 t0. gegennhme,non evk th/j sarko.j sa,rx Evétkai. to.
gegennhme,non eukineu,matoj pneu/ma, gvgkin

P ofti evk th/j sarko.j evgennh,gh
161%, it(a, b, e, ff 2,j, 1, r % 11A), vg™s, Sy-C

I ofti evk tou/ pneu,mategtin 161*
B quia Deus spiritus est it@ur, e, ff % rt 11A), vg™s, Sy-S
= quia Deus spiritus_est et ex Deus natus est _ a, j, vg™*, Sy-C

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

Compare:

NA* John 4:24 pneu/ma o de&gi. tou.] proskunou/ntaj auvto.n evn

pneu,mati kai. avihgei,a|megkunei/nA

NA% John 1:13 0i] ouvk evx ai ma,twn ouvde. evk gedinkmatmjvde. evk

gelh,matoj avndrayllV evk geou/ evgennh,ghsanA

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

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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Minority reading:

NA* John 3:8 t0. pneu/ma o[pou ge,lei pnei/ kai. th.n fwnh.n auvtou/
avkou,eij( avllV ouvk oi=daj po,gen &aietmu/ u pageu[tw] evsti.n

pa/j 0’ gegennhme,ndp ¢ol/ pneu,matojA

P tou/ u[datoj kai. 01, it(a, aur, b, e, ff 2, r% 11a), Sy-S, Sy-C

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

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

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

Compare:

NA* John 3:5 avpekri,gh VIhso@ymh.n avmh.n le,gw soi( eva.n mh, tij
gennhghgvx u[dato] kai. pneu,matajy du,natai eivselgei/n eivj th.n
basilei,an tou/ geou/A

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)
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14. Difficult variant

NA?" John 3:13 kai. ouvdei.j avhabe,bhken eivj to.n ouvranoe.nesik toiy
ouvranou/ kataba,j( 0" ui'0.j tou/ avngrw,poul

BYZ John 3:13 kai. ouvdei.j avhabe,bhken eivj to.n ouvrano.n eiv mh. o™ evk
ouvranou/ kataba,j 0" ui 0.j tou/ avhgowgawevn tw/| ouvranw/|

T&T #23

Byz A, N, D,Q,Y,050,f1, 13, 565, 579, 892, 1071, Maj,
Latt, Sy -P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, bo™, Tis, Trg, Bal
0 Ww;n evk tou/ ouvranauhsi, pc, some Lect, Sy-S
0]j h=evn tw/| ouvranwh, sy-c
qui erat in caelis

txt P66, P75, 01, B, L, T, W®, 083, 086, 33, 1010, 1241, 1293, pc®, Co, Eus
omit W;Al A*

Lacuna: C, D, X
B: no umlaut

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

The whole section Jo 3:11 ff. looks strange, because in verse 11 there is a change
from "I"to "we":  0]oi;damen lalou/men

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

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

What we have here is a clear case of external against internal evidence.
Internally the longer reading is clearly the harder reading and there is no reason

why the words should have been added. Metzger says it could be an
"interpretative gloss, reflecting later Christological development”, but is this
probable? It seems more probable that scribes omitted the difficult words or
changed them as 0141, Sy-S and e, Sy-C did. The evln 0141 et al. probably
comes from the previous eVvk the verse.



Hort writes: "it may have been inserted to correct any misunderstanding arising

out of the position of ~@avnabe,bhker@oming before kataba,j

Weiss (Textkritik, p. 131) notes that the words have been added to emphasize
the having -been-in-heaven of Jesus in contrast to the ~ kataba,j

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

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

What we have here is a typical J ohannine Oxymoron.

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

External Rating: - (indecisive)
(after weighting the witnesses)
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NAZ John 3:15 i[na pa/j 0" pisteu,wavn auvtw/| ewh|n aivw,nionA

BYZ John 3:15 i[na pa/j 0" pisteu,waivj auvto.n mh. avpo,lhtai( avllV e;ch|
zwh.n aivw,nion

T&T #24 (in part)

eivj auvto.n mh. avpo,lhtai avilV e;peY, f13, 1071, 1241, Maj,
Lat, Sy -S, Sy-P, Sy-H
eivj auvto.n mh. avpo,lhtai avllV e;esd(c.500), G, K, P, U, D, Q, 1582°¢
evp auvto.n mh. avpo,lhtai avllV exhhso
auvtw/| mh. avpo,lhtai avllV e;ceir9

The reading of 579 seems to imply an  €VIbefore the auvtw/|

evn auvtw/| e;ch| P75, B, T, WS, 083, 0141, 821
evpV auviw/| e;ch| P66, L, pc®

eivj auvto.n e;ch| 01, 086, f1, 22, 33, 565

eivj auvto.n e;cei 124

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

P36 rea 09$Chi\l\d’l.ﬂ$pace considerations make it impossible to read the
long text.

Lacuna: C, D, X

B: no umlaut

Compare next verse:

NA?" John 3:16 ou[twj ga.r hvga,phsen o™ geo.j to.n ko,smon( w[ste to.n ui o.|
to.n monogenh/ e;dwken(

i[na pa/j opisteu,wn eivuvto.n mh. avpo,lhtai avllV e;ch| zwh.n aivw,nionA

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

John uses pisteu,w+ eivj34 times, but never €VRisewhere. In the Gospels it

only appears in Mk 1:15:

NA* Mark 1:15 Kkai. le,gwn ofti peplh,rwtai 0" kairo.j kai. h;ggiken h
basilei,a tou/ qeduhetanoei/te kajisteu,ete evw/| euvaggeli,w|A

There is no reason for an omission, except possibly a change to avoid repetition.



It is possible that the use  of €VRere also changes the meaning, that it does not
mean "who believes in him, has eternal life", but "who believes, in him has eternal
life".

Rating: 2?7 (NA probably original)

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

NA*" John 3:16 ou[twj ga.r hvga,phsen o geo.j to.n ko,smon( w[ste to.n ui 0.
to.n monogenh/ e;dwkdn ( i[na pal/j o pisteu,wn eivj auvto.n mh.
avpo,lhtai avllV e;ch| zwh.n aivw,nionA

Not in NA and not in SQE butin  Tis!

P eivj to.n ko,smonpPé3 (ca. 500), N, 33, 1071, pc, e
in hunc mundum

01* omits €;dwkeebrrected by 01 €%
N is listed in IGNTP John.

Lacuna: C, D, X

B: no umlaut

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

Compare context.

NA*" John 3:17 OUV ga.r avpe,steilen 0" geo.j to.neinvjdon ko,smina
kri,nh| to.n ko,smon( avllV i[na swgh/| 0> ko,smoj diV auvtou/A
NA?" John 3:19 au[th de, evstin h kri,sij o[ti to. fw/] evih,luegav to.n
ko,smokai. hvga,phsan oi" a;ngrwpoi ma/llon to. sko,toj h' to.hfwi]
ga.r auvtw/n ponhra. ta. e;rgal

It is possible that it's a harmonization to immediate context. Additionally there

is the problem that €;dwKketbuld be interpreted as "gave the Jife of his only
son", but this past tense is not really suitable here, because Jesus is still alive.

See also Jo 10:18: ai;rei / h=ren

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 31
Minority reading:

NA%" John 3:20 pal/j ga.r o fau/la pra,sswn misei/ to. fw/j kai. ouvk
e;rcetai pro.j to. fw/j( ifna mh. evlegcgh/| ta. e;rga duvtou/

T&T #26

P ofti ponhra, evstin P66, L, N, Q, L, Y, f132 33, 213, 397, 597, 892°€,

"quoniam mala sunt" 1010, 1071, 1241,1293, al*®, r? 35,47,48 , Co
P de luce d (D has a lacuna, U pO. tou/ fwt@jevn tw/| fwip)
P et videantur si in deo sunt gesta Or (acc. to Tis)
132 omit!
Lacuna: C, D, X
B: no umlaut

Compare previous verse 19:

NA*" John 3:19 au[th de, evstin h™ kri,sij ofti to. fw/j evlh,lugen eivj to.n
ko,smon kai. hvga,phsan oi" a;ngrwpoi ma/llon to. sko,toj h\ to=ifw/j
ga.r auvtwfronhra. ta. e;rgaA

Compare also:
NA?" John 7:7 ouv du,natai o° ko,smoj misei/n u ma/j( evimeo[tiecvgisei/
marturw/ peri. auvtajti ta. e;rga auvtou/ ponhra, evstinA

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

Rating: 2 (NA clearly original)



TVU 32

Minority reading:

NA? John 3:25 VEge,neto ou=n zh,thsij evk tw/n maghtw/n Viwa,nnou met
Vloudai,queri. kagarismou/A

T&T #27

txt  P75,01°% A, B, L, N, WS, D, Y, 070, 086, 33, 157, 213, 397, 579, 799 |,
892, 1010, 1241, 1293, 1424, 1819, 2129, 2561, 2718, 2786, Maj,
Sy-S, Sy-P, Sy-H, Sy-Pal, s&', arm, WH, NA®

Vlioudai,ouj 0211

Vloudai,wn P66, 01*, F, G, Y, Q, L, 0141, f1, f13, 565, 597, 821, 1071, aP®,
Latt(incl. d), Sy -C, s&, bo, Or, WH™

Vlhsou/ ¢j. (R.Bentley 1662-1742)

tou/ VIhsou/cj. (Baldensperger 1856-1936)

tw/n VIhsoukj. (3. Markland 1693-1776, O. Holtzmann 1859 -1934)
A. Pallis accepts this, too.

D _has a lacuna here, but d is present and reads "l[UDAEOS" = plural, same as 01.

So it is quite probable that D reads so, too.

083 reads metaVlduac. in IGNTP, but T&T have it for txt.

Sy-S: Burkitt writes (Evangelion Intro, p. 311): "The plural points are not legible

in Sy-S, so that it is impossible to discover whether Sy -S reads Mmeta.
Vloudai,with Sy -C or meta. VIioudai@bl Sy -vg and the majo rity of Greek
manuscripts ."

Lacuna: C, D, X
B: no umlaut

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

(VIhsoukKu,rioj).

The singular VIoudai,mu/ery unusual and does not appear in the other Gospels.
It would be only natural to change it to the plural. ~ Weiss thinks that VIoudai,wn
is a conformation to the plural of  tw/nmaghtw/n



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

1. original reading: MGTA'I?Y(problem: this nomen sacrum is unknown)

2. dittography: MET AIOYIOY

3. correction: MET AJOYAA

This scenario is quite improbable.

As already pointed out by Markland, t he conjecture VthOI(l[/ithout article) is
equivocal. tou/tw/n VIhsowéans "a discussion arose between the disciples of
John and those of Jesus.” VIhSOwfthout the article can mean the same, but

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

It has been suggested by the commentators that VIhsoutas the original
reading, but that its intended meaning (= tw/n VI$0U/was not understood. A
dispute between the disciples of John and Jesus was considered 'insolent' and
the change has been made to VIoudai,euVIoudai,wn

Pryor suggests that the sources of the evangelist "did refer to Jesus, and that

for his own theological reasons he decided to change  VIhsotd VIoudai,ou.]
the evangelist wanted to avoid the merest hint of controversy between even the
disciples of John and (disciples) of Jesus. [... There is] similarity between our
verse and the synoptic tradition found in Mk 2:18 and Mt 9:14 [the question
about fasting] . Lindlars drew our attention to the fact that in both the synoptic

(Mk 2:19/Mt 9:15) and the Johan nine narratives (3:29) the answer includes the
bridal imagery. All of this makes it tempting to believe that we are dealing here

with some common tradition."

T. Nicklas asks the interesting question, why, if  tou/tw/n VIhsSowués original,
the article has been omitted in the modification (= txt). He has no explanation.
In John "the Jews" is the normal term and appears 65 times, always with the
article!  Pryor writes: "Returning to the question of whether the evangelist had
before him VIhsouf tw/n VIhsQuhat possibly tips the balance in favor of
VIhsouw the likelihood that if he had found tw/n VIhsSow the inherited
tradition, the evangelist would have inserted his favorite tw/n Vloudai,vits
place."

Nicklas also notes the geographical problem. Jesus is baptizing  €ivj th.n
Vloudai,an ghihereas Johnis evn Aivhw.n evggu.j tou/ Salei,m



