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PREFACE

MONG a collection of papyri purchased last summer from a dealer were
some fragments of a life of Christ which at once attracted attention by their
early date (middle of the second century). A closer examination proved them to be
of even greater importance than was at first hoped, containing as they did portions
of an unknown Gospel; and it seemed advisable to publish the text with the mini-
mum of delay. Since the collection included also some other early theological
fragments of considerable interest, it was decided to include them in the volume.
(It may be remarked here that some fragments of 2 were stuck to fragments of 3,
indicating a common origin for at least these two papyri.) The papyri having been
purchased (owing to the suspension of the ordinary purchase grant) out of the
Bridgewater Fund, it was necessary to include them in the Egerton Collection,
and they have therefore been numbered as ‘Egerton Papyri’. When the numbers
were being assigned, it was discovered that one other papyrus, that containing the
Mimes of Herodas (Pap. 135), had also been bought with money taken from the
Bridgewater Fund, though, by a departure from the otherwise unbroken precedent,
it had been numbered in the general series of papyri. It has therefore seemed
better to transfer Pap. 135 also to the new series of Egerton Papyri, and it has
received the inventory number (by which it should henceforward be known) of
Egerton Papyrus 1.

In dealing with papyri of such importance as Nos. 1 and 2, which lie strictly
outside the field of study in which the editors can claim any special competence,
it has been thought advisable to prefer speedy publication to an attempt at a
definitive edition. The aim of the present volume is to make the texts accessible to
scholars and to indicate the nature of the problems which arise, with such sugges-
tions towards a solution as occurred to us. The texts here printed are the joint work
of both editors. The first draft of the commentary on 1, with the translation, was
prepared by myself, those on 2-4 by Mr. Skeat; but since particular problems
have been discussed as they arose, and each editor has read through the other’s
work, making suggestions for his consideration, we are jointly responsible for the
volume as it appears. The method of publication and the system of abbreviated
references employed are explained below. As a method of abbreviated reference
to the papyri here published we would suggest ‘P. Lond. Christ.’

We have to acknowledge our indebtedness to several scholars for valuable
assistance. Mr. H. J. M. Milne has been consulted continually throughout the
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preliminary work of transcription and during the preparation of the volume, and
texts and commentary alike have greatly profited by his suggestions, only some of
which are separately acknowledged. Sir Frederic Kenyon has read the proofs of 1
and made numerous suggestions; it is a great satisfaction to find that he agrees
with the views expressed in the commentary. To Mr. C. W. Brodribb of The
Times we are indebted for a brilliant restoration in 1, which probably clears up a
problem of which we had failed to reach a satisfactory solution. Prof. Schubart
has examined photographs of 1 and 2 and given us an opinion as to dating which
his reputation as a palaeographer makes specially valuable. It should be added
that he emphasizes the uncertainty of the palaeographical factor, which in the
present case is the sole evidence of date. To the Rev. P. L. Hedley we are indebted
for the loan of a photograph of P. Baden 56. Dr. A. E. Brooke kindly supplied
some notes on 3; and Mr. W. E. Crum, Mr. O. Burmester, and the Rev. Gregory
Dix have given most welcome help in connexion with 4. Mr. C. H. Roberts has
been consulted on several points. Lastly, we owe special thanks to Dr. John
Johnson and the staff of the Oxford University Press for the skill and patience
which they have shown in dealing with what we feel to have been, in some respects,
a difficult problem of typography.

H. I. B.
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METHOD OF PUBLICATION
AND LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

HE following rules have been observed throughout this volume. New texts

(1, 2, and 4) are given in modern form, with accents, breathings, &c. In the
case of 1 this is supplemented by a diplomatic transcript, the aim of which is to
reproduce as nearly as possible the original manuscript with all its formal peculiari-
ties. 3, being an extant text, is reproduced exactly as it stands, except for the
division of words.

"The system of editorial conventions is that recommended for editions of papyri
by the International Congress of Orientalists at Leyden, in 1931, and published in
Chronique d’Egypte, vii (1932), pp. 285—7. Square brackets [ ] enclose letters lost
in the original and restored by the editor, round brackets ( ) the extension of an
abbreviation, braces { } superfluous letters in the original, double square brackets
[[ T a deletion in the original. A vertical stroke | marks the division between lines
of the original in passages from the text which are printed continuously.

Dots are placed below letters which are either doubtful or seriously mutilated in
the original ; dots between square brackets indicate the estimated number of letters
lost in a lacuna, dots outside brackets illegible letters or portions thereof. Black-
faced Arabic numerals (1) refer to the papyri published in this volume. In giving
measurements, the first figure indicates the extreme height, the second the extreme
breadth. .

Apart from those which are immediately recognizable, the following abbrevia-
tions have been employed:

B.G.U, = Adegyptische Urkunden aus den Koeniglichen (now Staatlichen) Museen zu
Berlin: Griechische Urkunden, vols, i—viii. Berlin, 1895-1934.

L. and S. = H. G. Liddell and R. Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon. New edition by Sir
H. Stuart Jones. Parts 1-8. Oxford, 1925-34.

P. Baden = Verdffentlichungen aus den badischen Papyrus-Sammlungen, vols. i~v. Heidel-
berg, 1923-34.

P. Beatty = Sir F. G. Kenyon, The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri. Fascc.I-IV. London,
1933—4.

P. Bogx?’iint = P. Collart, Les Papyrus Bouriant. Paris, 1926.

P. Fay. = B.P. Grenfell, A. S. Hunt, and D. G. Hogarth, Faysdm Towns and their Papyri.
London, 1900.

P. Flor. = G. Vitelli and D, Comparetti, Papiri Fiorentini, vols. i-iii. Milano, 1go6-15.

P, Hib. = B, P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt, The Hibeh Papyri. Part I. London, 1906.
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P. Holm. = O. Lagercrantz, Papyrus Graecus Hohniensis. Uppsala, 1913.

P. Oxy. = B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt, The Oxyrkynchus Papyri; vols. i—xvii. London,
1898-1927.

P. Russ.-Georg. = G. Zereteli, O. Krueger, and P. Jernstedt, Papyri russischer und
georgischer Sammlungen, vols. i-iv. Tiflis, 1925—30.

P. Ryl. = J. de M. Johnson, V. Martin, A. S. Hunt, Catalogue of the Greek Papyri in
the John Rylands Library, vols, i-ii. Manchester, 191115,

P. Teb. = B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt, The Tebtunis Papyri, vols. i-ii, iii. 1. London,
1902-33.

von Soden = H. von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments. 4 vols. Berlin, 1go2-13.

Tischendorf = C. Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Graece. Editio octava critica
maior. 3 vols. Lipsiae, 1872-94.

W. Chrest. = L. Mitteis and U. Wilcken, Grundziige und Chrestomathie der Papyrus-
kunde. Erster Band: Historischer Teil. Zweite Hilfte: Chrestomathie. Berlin, 1912,

Wordsworth and White = Ioh. Wordsworth and Hen. Iul. White, Nouum Testamentum
Domini nostri Iesu Christi Latine secundum editionem Sancti Hieronymi. Pars Prior.
Oxford, 1889-98.

Quotations from the Greek of the New Testament are taken throughout from
the text of Tischendorf, referred to above.



1. UNKNOWN GOSPEL

Inv. No. Egerton Papyrus 2. Middle of second century. Portions of three leaves of a
codex, II-5 cm.X 92 cm., II-8 cm.X 97 cm., 6 ¢ém.X 23 cm. One column to the
page. PraTes I anp I1.

OT since the discovery of the Sayings of Jesus at Oxyrhynchus has a Christian

papyrus come to light which raises so many and such interesting problems as
the present fragments. The Chester Beatty papyri are of far greater extent, but in
some respects even they must yield in interest to these, since for the most part they
merely provide new evidence for the text of existing books, whereas these, which
reveal to us an entirely unknown work, open up new vistas altogether.
" Evenin its date the present papyrus (hereafter referred to as 1) possesses a peculiar
importance, for it is unquestionably the earliest specifically Christian manuscript yet
discovered in Egypt. The codex containing Numbers and Deuteronomy, in the Beatty
collection (P. Beatty VI), and (according to the editor, whose view is supported by a
photostat of the papyrus kindly lent by the Rev. P. L. Hedley) P. Baden 56 (Exodus)
are its only rivals in point of age ; and though it is probable enough that those manu-
scripts were used by, and very likely written for, a Christian owner or community, we
cannot be as certain of this as we can of the Christian origin of 1. The papyrus
must of course be dated, like P. Beatty VI, on grounds of script merely, always a
somewhat precarious basis; but the date assigned to it above is highly probable
and is likely to err, if at all, on the side of caution, for there are features in the hand
which might suggest a period yet earlier in the century. The epsilon with its cross-
stroke normally high and sometimes begun on the left side of the semicircle (which
at times seems to have its upper part made separately), the upsilon, the mu, the
flat-bottomed beta with the bottom stroke extended to the left, the delta, can all
be paralleled in literary or documentary papyri which are dated or datable in the
first half of the second century; but it is the general appearance of the hand rather
than the forms of particular letters which gives the impression of early date.
Literary papyri are of course never exactly dated, being datable, if at all, and
that only exceptionally, by cursive annotations or by documents written on the
same sheet of papyrus, while cursive hands are in general not sufficiently close to
literary to be very helpful; but the present hand has cursive affinities, and there
are dated or datable papyri which offer a basis for comparison. Mention may
be made of three, the ‘hands of which have an obvious general resemblance
to that of the present fragments. The first is P. Berol. ined. 6854 (Schubart,
Griechische Palaeographie, figure 34, p. 59), a document written in the reign of
Trajan (died A.D. 117), in a hand sufficiently like the literary script to be usefully

B
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comparable; the second is P. Lond. 130 (Greck Papyri in the British Museum,
i. 132 fl.; Schubart, op. cit., figure 81, p. 122), a horoscope calculated from
1 April A.p. 81 and therefore not likely to be later than the earlier years of the second
century. The third, a letter written in a semi-literary hand, which is perhaps the
most like of the three to the present hand, is P. Fay. 110, dated in A.D. 94. An
attentive comparison of these hands with that of 1 produces a strong impression
of similarity; and though literary hands were in general somewhat more conser-
vative than documentary, it seems extremely improbable, on the basis of this and
other evidence which has been examined, that 1 can be dated later than the middle
of the second century.

Some general arguments might perhaps be adduced against so early a date, but
they have little force. They are: the fact that the manuscript was a codex, not a roll,
the occurrence of the nomina sacra or contractions of the sacred names and certain
other words, the use of the diaeresis over initial v and (once) 1, and the regular
omission of iota adscript. As regards the first point, it is true that for pagan literature
the codex form in papyrus is practically unknown in the second and very rare in
the third century; but for Christian literature, which until recently was unrepre-
sented in papyri of earlier date than the third century, the ratio is reversed, the
codex form being by far the commoner.? In the last few years some Biblical
papyri of earlier date have become available. P. Beatty VI, which is of the second
century, provides a very early example of the codex form; and P. Baden 56, another
codex, containing a portion of Exodus in the Septuagint version, is dated by the editor
in the second century, perhaps even early in that century. It is in fact becoming in-
creasingly probable that the preference for the codex over the roll was characteristic
of the Christian community from quite early in its history, and it may well be that
it was to Christianity that the eventual triumph of the former was mainly due.

It is certainly at first sight surprising to find the nomina sacra so well established
by the middle of the second century, but no weight can be attached to this argument
in the absence of any evidence that such forms were not of early date. As a matter
of fact, all the evidence seems to suggest that the practice was in its origin pre-
Christian. It apparently took its rise (see Traube, Nomina Sacra, 1. i, especially
p- 32) from the Jewish practice of representing the tetragrammaton or sacred
name (i1111") in Greek by the words xUpios or Oeés, with only the first and last letters
written and a stroke above them (KC and ©C). The Christians, not unnaturaly,
took over this practice, and applied it also to the specifically Christian names. The
nomina sacra found in the present fragments are as follows: KC (= xpios), ©C
(= 6es), IH (="Inools), TIPA (= mrarépa), MO (= Mavofs), HICAC (=‘Houias),
TIPO®AC (= poghTas), EMTPOPCEN (= &mpogrteucey); while OY (= feol) is,
with great probability, to be restored in L. 45. Traube, in his fundamental work on

1 See e.g. F. G. Kenyon, Books and Readers in Ancient Greece and Rome, pp. 95 fI.
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the subject, already referred to, had but a limited number of papyrus texts on
which to found his conclusions, and most of the manuscripts then available were
of dates later than the middle of the third century, but even the earliest of them
showed the use of the nomina sacra fully established. We have now a much larger
range of evidence. KC and KN occur in P. Baden 56. The Chester Beatty papyri
supply a mass of material as early as the earliest authorities accessible to Traube,
and some of it even earlier. Here, too, we find the same or similar uses. Even in
the earliest of them, P. Beatty VI, containing Numbers and Deuteronomy, which
is certainly of the second century and probably not later than the middle of it,!
there is a whole series of nomina sacra; and the New Testament papyri, P. Beatty I,
11, and III, all of which are certainly of the third century and probably of the first
half, have the specifically Christian contractions.* So, too, in the papyrus codex
containing the Shepherd of Hermas (second half of the third century) we find KC
and OC and cases, TTNA and TINC (gen.), and YIC and YIN (Campbell Bonner,
A Papyrus Codex of the Shepherd of Hermas, p. 18).

Some of the contractions noted above are unusual. The normal form for the
name Jesus is IC or IHC; here we have consistently the form [H. This is rare but
not unprecedented; and as a matter of fact it appears to be of early origin and to
have been superseded only gradually by the others. It is found in P. Beatty I
(Gospels and Acts, first half of third century); but it can be traced even farther
back. In the sub-Apostolic Epistle of Barnabas we read (Migne, Patr. Gr.
il. 752): “kai Tepiétepey "APpadp &k ToU ofkou olrol dvApas Aéke kod SKTG
Kal Tplakooious.” Tis olv 1) Aobeica ToUTE Yviols; B&BeTe ToUs AeKOKTG
TTpyTOoUs, el ToUs Tprakooious. TO At Aéka ked OkTd, | Mk, H dkTd,  Exers
Incolv. &1 At oTaupds &v TG T EueNAev Exav THY X&pIv, Adyer Kai Tous Tpioo-
olous. AnAcl oliv Tov piv ’Incoly &v Tois Ausl ypdupaot, kal &v &vi Tov oTaupdy.
That is to say, the 18 men circumcised by Abraham represent Jesus, because the
two letters | and H, whose numerical value is respectively 1o and 8, add up to 18;
and the 300 represent the Cross, because the letter T, taken as a symbol of the Cross,
had the numerical value 300. The same idea occurs also in later writers, e.g. Clem.
Alex., Strom. vi. 11 (Migne, Patr. Gr. ix. 305). Itseems probable infact, as observed
by G. B. de Rossi, Bull. di Arch. Cristiana, S. iv, vi. 37, that the sign IH was in
use from the Apostolic age downwards, and it may actually have been the first
to be adopted. It is possible that the forms THC, IHN, THY, all of which occur in
P. Beatty II (Pauline Epistles, third century; according to Wilcken the very begin-
ning of that century), are but [H with the case-endings added. In P. Oxy. 850, 10
(fourth century) THY occurs as apparently a vocative, and thus we get a complete

T See, besides Kenyon’s edition (The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri, fasc. 1, 1933), the
very important remarks of Wilcken, Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung, xi. 113. Wilcken would
favour an even earlier date for several of these papyri than Kenyon assigns to them.

2 See Kenyon, degyptus, xiii (1933), 5-10.
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range of cases, IHC representing the nominative, [HN the accusative, IHY Y the others.
If so, this whole series must be separated from such contractions as IC, XC, &c.,
which were modelled on the Jewish KC, 8C.t It may be that the original method
for the Christian nomina sacra was to give the first two letters of the word, TH,
XP or K (on which see de Rossi, op. cit., pp. 30 ff.; Traube, op. cit., pp. 115 ff.), the
other method, IC, XC, being introduced somewhat later by the analogy of KC, ecC.
Alternatively both systems may have been concurrent from the beginning, as is
suggested by P. Beatty VI (Numbers and Deuteronomy; mid second century),
where, according to Sir Frederic Kenyon, both IHC and IC (for Joshua) occur side
by side.

The abbreviation MO for Mcwuofis is not recorded either by Traube or by
Kenyon and is apparently quite new. It will be observed that it is of the same
type as TH, i.e. abbreviation by suspension, not by contraction, which, as we have
seen, may perhaps be the earlier Christian method. TIPO®AC and ETIPO®CEN
and H[CAC are also strange and apparently unrecorded forms. It may, however,
be remarked that such eccentricities are on the whole more likely to have occurred
at an early period than later, when the system of nomina sacra had become more
regularized. Thus P. Beatty I has the contraction XPANOYC for XpioTiavous;
P. Beatty III (third century; Wilcken ‘die Mitte oder auch den Anfang des Jahrh.”)
has ECTPW (= éoTaupwin); and it is perhaps worth while to add that P. Oxy. 2068
(fourth century) has the unusual BC (= Paotels). It is to be noted that TIPOGAC
and EMTPODCEN are formed on the same principle as [H and M but with the
addition of an ending to mark the case or tense.

We see, then, that the occurrence of the nomina sacra is no argument whatever
against an early date. If they have any bearing on the question, those which occur
seem, in view of the evidence examined, to make for rather than against it.

The two last arguments, which are of a palaeographical nature, have more
weight than the others, for undoubtedly the occurrence of diaeresis and the omission
of iota adscript can be used as criteria of date and, comparatively rare at the beginning
of the second century, were increasing in frequency with each successive decade.
Statistics for these phenomena do not appear to have been collected (a systematic
investigation of the subject might be of some value for palaeography), but such
search as it has been possible to make shows that the date assigned to 1 is not
affected by them. The use of diaeresis over 1 or v was exceedingly rare till the
second century, but it was not entirely unknown before then. Originally introduced
to distinguish as separately pronounced a vowel accompanying another vowel with
which it would otherwise make a diphthong, the usage was soon extended to vowels

1 Traube, op. cit., p. 115, remarks that IH ‘mit den christlichen Kontraktionen nichts zu
tun hat’. It may, on the contrary, be the more specifically Christian form of the nomen
sacrum
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standing alone, and therefore became meaningless. Itis only the latter use which is
relevant to the present case. P. Fay. 110 (A.D. 94) contains in euimepBarov (1. 9) and
Tt iAot (1. 2) instances of diaeresis which, though an extension of the original use,
cannot be regarded as wholly incorrect, since adjoining vowels are being distin-
guished; but v (ibid., 1. 6, 9) is a clear case of the incorrect use, and 2uo1 UAao!
(L. 17) is at best a further extension of the use in euimepPorTov and T TAict,
Systematicsearch might perhaps reveal other early examples, butso far as the statistics
collected are concerned there are none in exactly dated documents before A.D. 110,
and the diaeresis seems to have been used at first for iota and only later for upsilon as
well (see, however, P. Fay. 110, above). P.Ryl. 82 (A.D. 113) shows both the correct
(yaiTos, L. 3) and the incorrect (yeviTas, 1. 77) uses ; P. Oxy. 490 (A.D. 124) has ic12os;
and after this examples of i multiply. In P. Ryl. 157 (a.D. 135) the diaeresis in
To U2parywyeiodal, To UAwp (L. 19) serves to divide the vowels (as against Tou),
but there is no justification for it in TwpoovTos UApaywyov (1. 19). Later instances
are too numetous to be worth collecting. Literary papyri are, as already observed,
hardly ever dated, and are therefore less useful for comparison, but some instances
may be cited. P. S.I. 1088, dated by the editors in the second century, has v at
the beginning of a line; P. Ross.-Georg. 1. 20 (second century, perhaps age of the
Antonines) has Umro (L. 101, 103) at the beginnings of lines, and no. 21 of the same
collection (mid second century) has several examples of both 1 and U and both
correctly and incorrectly used. The same is true of P. Oxy. 1380, which is of the
early second century and, being a text of a semi-literary kind, is specially com-
parable to these Gospel fragments. It may be added that P. Baden 56 (? early
second century) has (l. 51) i2ov after popaw and that, according to information
supplied by Sir Frederic Kenyon, P. Beatty VI makes frequent use of both 1 and U,
alike in correct and in incorrect positions. In the later papyri of this group,
I and II, the use is constant.

It will be seen, then, that the occurrence of the diaeresis does not in itself make
against a date about A.p. 150. In fact the form of diaeresis used suggests an early
rather than a late date, for it is clear that the scribe’s usage was somewhat fluid and
uncertain. He invariably marks initial v but not always in the same manner. The
exact formation of his markings is often a little doubtful, owing to the condition
of the papyrus, and it will be well to take each instance separately. Inl. 8, Uueis, he
appears to have written U with a single long stroke over v. (At present the stroke
is broken in the middle, but this seems to be due to the wearing of the papyrus,
and there is no reason to doubt that originally it was continuous.) In L 13, Upcov,
where the printed text gives U, the ‘diaeresis’ really consists of a short straight
stroke followed by a dash downwards at right angles, which may be accidental
but is more probably intended to complete the sign. In 1 47, Umep, the v has two
short horizontal dashes over it ; in]. 53 the U of Upcovis similar jin . 61, UroreTota[1],
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all that remains is a dash over a small portion of the top of v; in 1. 66, io[p2Ac]you,
there is a dot or dash to the left of 1, but the other, though probably written, has
disappeared; and in 1. 71, U2Awp, two dots are visible. It appears, then, that the
scribe, though he felt that v (and presumably 1) should have the diaeresis, was very
unsystematic in his method of forming it; and this suits an early rather than a late
date after its introduction.

The iota adscript had long ceased to be pronounced, and for some time its use had
been erratic, but it appears with some regularity, often in wrong places (e.g. after
the w of the verb-ending), down to the end of the first century. From then onwards
omission becomes ever more frequent, until in the course of the third century iota
adscript dropped out of use. InP. Oxy. 1380 already referred to (early second century)
it appears, to judge from the published text, to be consistently omitted, as here.

Both the phenomena referred to are more often to be found in documentary
hands or in the less formal literary papyri than in the work of the better class of
scribes; but 1 is in fact written in a hand which is informal and by no means
calligraphic, having indeed distinct affinities to the cursive. This makes its resem-
blance, both generally and in particular details, to certain documents dated eatly
in the second century the more significant.

There is one last point which should be dealt with in connexion with the problem
of date. If the hand, as seen in the facsimile, be compared with that of P, Oxy. 656
(Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Part IV, plate ii), a codex of Genesis (cf., too, P. Ryl. 5), it will
be seen that there is a really striking similarity, both in the general appearance and
in the forms of individual letters, e.g. v, p, 2, o, 0, v, and to some extent  and b,
though the latter shows a tendency to the formation of a lengthened tail to the first
stroke which is characteristic of the second half of the second century and the
following period. Now Grenfell and Hunt, after remarking that the script (of
‘decidedly early appearance’) has ‘in some respects more affinity with types of the
second century than of the third’, conclude: “To the latter, however, the hand is in
all probability to be assigned, though we should be inclined to place it in the earlier
rather than the later part of the century.’” Their authority is certainly high; but
the evidence of an undated text cannot be preferred to that of such dated or roughly
datable ones as have been cited above, and it may be remarked that in 1go4, when
Part IV of the Oxyrhynchus Papyri appeared, Christian texts which could confi-
dently be dated in the second century were unknown. It seemed doubtful whether
Christianity had so early made sufficient headway outside Alexandria to leave
any archaeological traces; and partly for this reason, and partly out of a laudable
anxiety to avoid extravagant claims for new discoveries, there was a tendency to
post-date the earlier Christian papyri. This certainly seems a case in point; and in
the light of later knowledge it is more probable that P. Oxy. 656 is to be put back
definitely into the second century than that 1 should be brought down appreciably
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later than the middle of that century. It may be added in conclusion that Pro-
fessor Schubart, to whom a photograph was sent and whose authority on such
a matter none will question, pronounced the date here assigned ‘as good as certain’,
that is in the degree to which palaeographical datings can ever be certain; and he
remarked that some features of the hand might suggest an even earlier date.r

Something has already been said as to the hand of the papyrus. It is that of a
practised writer but perhaps hardly of a professional literary scribe, and though
fairly regular and of attractive appearance it has an informal air which recalls the
cursive of the earlier part of the second century. There are no accents or breathings;
punctuation is confined to a fairly frequent high point and a small space at the end
of a sentence (or perhaps rather a k&@Aov). There is a tendency to enlarge the
following letter, but this is not specially marked and applies chiefly to & The
papyrus is of medium quality. The orthography, apart from a few itacisms
(cmoTac, 1. 19; npew, 1. 48; suPpsiunoauevos, 1. 51), which are to be expected
everywhere at this period, is very correct. It may be added that there is a tendency
to make two lines instead of one in forming letters, apparently the result of using
a pen too deeply slit. The impression is in general of a manuscript which made
no great pretensions to elegance, still less sumptuousness, but which was wntten
with care and on the whole with a good standard of accuracy.

Unfortunately the provenance of the fragments is unknown. They formed part
of a miscellaneous collection bought from a dealer. Most of the papyri acquired
with them contain no internal evidence of provenance; of those which do (so far
as a preliminary examination goes) one only comes from the Arsinoite nome, five
certainly and one probably from Oxyrhynchus; and an Oxyrhynchite origin is
likely for the rather high proportion of literary texts. Hence Oxyrhynchus is the
most natural place of origin for the Gospel fragments also; but not much weight
can really be attached to these arguments.

The method of publication adopted is as follows. First are printed, in parallel
columns, a diplomatic transcript and a transcript, line for line, with accents and
breathings and with the more obvious restorations of lacunae. A commentary on
particular points of reading, restoration, or interpretation follows, after which are
given, again in parallel, columns, the Greek text and the parallels in the Canonical
Gospels. This is followed by a translation of both; and at the end are discussed
the problems raised by the fragments. It must be emphasized that this discussion
is tentative and provisional only; it seemed more important to make the text
accessible for general study by Biblical experts than to aim at an exhaustive treatment
in this editio princeps.

! Sir Frederic Kenyon fully concurs in the dating of both 1 and P. Oxy. 656.
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Fragment 1 verso]

1.
JTO! . NOMIKO[
JNTATONIIA . ATIPACC
JMONKAIMHEME:" . [ 1AL
s ]. OTICIEINWCTION . [ jjtiele
JA[ JXONTACTOYAAOY[ IPA
JTENTONAOTONTOYTQ[  ]EPAY
JACIPA®AC * ENAICYMEICAO
JZWHNEXEIN EKEINAIEL IN
1o ]YPOYCAITIEPIEMOY- MHA[ ]
JTIEFWHASONKATHIO[ JHCAI
JTPOCTONTIPAMOY* ECTIN
1. OPWNYM®NMW EICON
THATTIKATE: Al JTWNAEAE
15 INE  JOIAAMENOTIMGEA .
100( JCEAEOYKOIAAMEN
1 ATTOKPIOEICOIHE]
JIC: NYNKATHIOPEITAI
JmcTel
20 ne. [
1.0
Fragment 1 recto] S
1.A00 B
JAIOOYCOMO . . . [
c.[ JTON: KAIETIEBAAO . [

4. It is not quite certain that the high point printed after EME is not really the turned-back
end of the cross-stroke of E. 9. No point is visible after EXEIN, but it may have disappeared
owing to the rubbing of the papyrus. 12. The point after MOY is apparently a middle
point, 13. Apparently no point after MG, though the small space is undoubted.
17. The supposed high point might also be the end of the cross-stroke of some letter.



Fragment 1 verso]

Fragment 1 recto]

5

10

15

20

UNKNOWN GOSPEL

il

R ] Tois vouixofis
[. .. m&vre TOV Trapapdoo|ovTa
... Toov kad pr) &ué . [L .o,
[eenn ] . otrote] Tréds ol ] wpds
[2& ous] & plyovTas Tol Acol [oTjpax-
[@els ellrev TOV Adyov ToUTo[V] Epau-
[vére T]&s ypopds' &v ofs Upels Ao-
[xeie] 3wy gxew Exeivad gifohy
[ai popTlupoloon Tepl &uol pfy Ao-]
[Ketre 8]T1 &ydo HABov kaTnyo[plfioal
[Ouésv] Trpds oV T(aTé)pa pout EaTiv
[6 ket ]y opddv Uuédv M (Uoftis) eis &v
[Uuers) fAmricare ofUlTEY Aé Ae-
[YévToolv U] oidapev &T1 Moo(Uoet) EA&-
[Anoev] & 6(ed)s[" ] ot A& ol ofRauey
[wéeév ei] o’mokplGEis 6 ’Ih(cof/g) €l-
[rey afrrofis vUv karTnyopeiTa
[Up&dv 1 &metefa

e . [

I-1

[ .38l . . Jol
| 1 MBous Suol M0&oc-]

olfv clitdy: kol éméPohoy [Tas]

19. 1. &moTia.
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25

30

35

40

Fragment 2 recto]

45

50

31. There is no point after TWN.
44. The space after TIKWC is perhaps accidental rather than intentional.

UNKNOWN GOSPEL
X€l[ JAYTWNETAYTONOI
TEC JATTIACWCIN KAJTTAP[
N JTWOXAW KAIOYK . [
AYTONITIACAIOTIOYTIGE]
AYTOYHWPATHCITAPAAQ[
. . TOCAEOKCEZEAOWN]
TWN ATIENEYCENATT
KA .[ JAOYAETIPOCITIPOCEAQ]
AETEl AIAACKAAEIH g
OAEY WNKAICYNECOI W]
ENTWIT . NAOXEIW EN
KAIAYTOCEr®: €A .[ IYN[
KA©APIZOMAI- OAHKC[
©EA[ 1.ASAPICOHTI [
JTTECTHATTAYTOYHAET][
TToPE
1. TO[
[ X
NOMENOITIPOCAYTON €%[
TIKWC ETTEIPAZONAYTONA[
AIAACKAAEIH OIAAMENOTI{
EAHAYOAC ATAPTIOIEICMA[
YTIEPTO[ CTTPO®ACITANTAC]
HMEIN| JEZONTOICBAAEY(]
NAITAA . [ JKONTATHAPXHATI
TOIC HM[ ] OA€IH EIAWC]

the point see the note below, p. 21.

38. The point after Tl is not certain but probable.

48. On



25

30

35

40

Fragment 2 recto]

45

50

UNKNOWN GOSPEL  ~ 1t
Xei[pas] odTév &’ ertdv of [&pyov-]
Tes [v]a mdowow kod mop]
oo ] T SxAgr kal olk HAvavTo]
otV mdoat 611 oUtred EAnAUDe1]
auTol 1 dpa Tiis TapaAdoecs)
QUTOs A8 6 k(Upto)s E5eAOcv [k péoou od-]
TV &mévevoey &’ [orTédv]
ke [(Jaov Aerpos TpooeAd[dov o]
Abyerr Adoxode ‘In(ool) Agmpois ouv-]
o2elwv kel ouveodicw[v adrrois]
&v 16 TavAoyel EAémpnoa]
kel otrrds 2y By [o]ty [oU 8EAns]
kaapizopcn & Ay k(Up1o)s [Epn otd)
9EA[o0] koBapiodnTi [kad e00ées)
[&]TréoTn &m” ol 1) Aér{pot & 2¢ k(Up1o)s]
[elrev oTéd] Trope[ubels Erider-]

[Eov oecuTOly oIS iepelion

[ X
vépevol Trpos odTdy EgfeToo-]
TIKGdS Emelpogov alTov AléyovTes]
MAdokode *In(ool) ofAcuev &1 [&mwd 6(e0)U]
EANAUBas & ydp Trotels pofpTupEt]
Utrtp To[U]s rpop(T)as évtas [Aéye odv]
fueiv: EEov Tois Pa(or)Aelio[v &mo2ol-]
va T& &y[fJkovTte T} &pX i &Tr{oAduev ow-]
Tots i u[h] & A ’In(ools) eidcos [Ty A

42. The page (or leaf) number. 43. sc. Tapayevdpevorl (Tapaye on the pre-

ceding page).

48. 1. fuiv.
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51 ANOIAN[ . JWN EMBPEIM[
EITIENA] ] TIMEKAAEIT]
MATIY M[ JAACKAAON- M[.
ONTECO[ 1. T KAAWC H[

55 MONEI] ] CENEl. . N- [
TOCTOI( JECINAY . [

ME H[ JAAYT . [
XEIATTE] AT. [
LT

Fragment 2 verso] . . . . .
JTWT .. W[ JATAKAEICAN
61 JYTIOTETAKTA[ JAAHAMC
]....O0BAPO..YTOYACTATO
JATIOPHOENTWNAEEKEI
TIPOCTOZENONEIT . PWTHMA
65 JEPITTATWNOIH] ]. TAGH
IXEIAOYCTOYIO[ ]. NOY
1OY KAIEKTEINA[ 1X€l
TYTHNAEZIAN[ IMICEN
JAIKATECTIEIP] JITON
70 JON- KAITOTE] KATE
JENONYAWP: €N[ ].NTHN
T KAIEm. [ JOHEN®
BHIA[ €. 1..PIIO
THOAN JEICXA
75 JTAL YToyc:
61. Only one of the dots (really a dash) over Y now remains.
letters are smudged ; the first has, perhaps, been corrected.

62. AT. These
71. It is conceivable

that the point is accidental. 75. The point at the end is not certain, but the trace

of ink visible does not appear to be part of C.



Fragment 2 verso]

51

55

61

65

70

75
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&votaw [alriéy 2uPpet[noduevos]
elrev ofUrols] Tl ue xoeiTe 16 oTé-]
portt Up[év AtJAdokeov:  pt) diol-]
ovTes & [Aléyor ko “‘Hlo(al)as mrepi U-]
nédv émfpolp(fitev)oey ey & [Aads ol-]
Tos TOl§ [Xéik]eclv aUT[GV TInGoW]
pe 1 [A& kapAijor alrrdd[v wOppoo &mé-]

X &’ guol ulérn[v ve oéfovTau]

vt [uorra

Loonnn Tt TéTY [Klorardeiocaw-

[.... ] UrorttoxTo(1] &AfAcws

oo 1. .. TS P&pos ol &oTgro(v)
[.... | &ropnBévTeov A Exei-

[veov cs] Trpds T Eévov ErepcdTnpa
[clrroU Trleprraté@y & *In(oois) [EloTddn
[&mr} ToU] xethous Tol *lo[pAldvou
[roToploU kal éxTeivafs THv] Xei-

[pat edrro]G Ty 2e§icw [ . Jmioev

... Klod korréomreipfev &mi Tov

| Jov: xod TéTEL. . . L] KOrTE-
[T Jevoy J2copr ev[. .] . v THY
Lvvvennt, ] xod & . [L.]6n dve-
[miov obrédv €ty oyley [2€] kapTo(v)
| JmoAAl. . ... ] els xo-
[ovennan. e oon JuTous

51. 1. EpPpiunodpevos.
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Fragment 3 verso]

76 1. TTAPH
JCEAN
JAYTOY
JHMENOC

80 JEIAWC
HTT.

Fragment 3 recto] ~ ENECA[
MENWIT
coycelcf

85 KTEINGW[
A€relr O]
L -0

Fragment 4 recto]  Blank
Fragment 4 verso] (o)

82. N possibly corrected to or from T1.
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Fragment 3 verso]

76

8o

Fragment 3 recto]  eveoa(
uéves T
gous &is [

85 Teive[ow

Myer of

(B0

Fragment 4 recto]  Blank

Fragment 4 verso]

]+ mapn
Is &&v

] exrrot
Inuevos

] elacos

Inm.

&ro-]

Jol -

15



(16)
COMMENTARY

2—4. The meaning of this sentence must apparently be that Jesus has committed no crime
which could bring Him within the reach of the laws. He is contrasting Himself in this
respect with those who kave broken the laws, and it is likely that this is an imperative
sentence. The unjust person contrasted with Jesus must be Tév wapanpéooovta, The
word (which does not occur in the N.T.) has more than one sense, but the only one
suitable here is to ‘act unjustly, esp. exact money illegally’ (L. and S). There would be
a point in selecting extortion as typical (cf. Luke iii. 13 un2év mAéov Tapd 1o AtoarteTorypévoy
Upiv Trpdooete; Xviil. XX oUk eipl domep of Aormol TV &vBpdmewy, &pTayes, &Awol, KTA.;
Matt. xxiii. 25 fowlev 2¢ yéuouow 2 &pmayiis kal dxpaoies), but here a more general
sense is preferable. The verb mapampéoow is used absolutely in B.G.U. 340, 25 and
in Plutarch, Agés, 16 (in W. Chrest. 238, 6 it is used in the passive, of the persons
upon whom extortion is practised). Here, too, it is probably absolute, so that we may with
some confidence read after it [kal &voluov. But what of the rest of the sentence? The
idea at first suggested itself that something like ‘kand over (e.g. wap&2ote) the wrong-
doer and transgressor and not me fo the lawyers’ was intended ; for the vowxof (the word
seems to be more or less synonymous with ypomucreis), among their other functions,
acted as judges (see E. Schiirer, Gesch. d. jiidischen Volkess, ii. 318-19). This, however,
seems strained and improbable. It is likelier that the lawyers are the people addressed.
Apart from other considerations this makes an effective antithesis with the &pxovves.
Jesus addresses to the lawyers an observation which concerns a point of law but appeals
to the Pharisees (&pxovres, a word somewhat loosely used in the N.T., probably denotes
in this place some of the leading Pharisees) on the matter of His mission and status.
(It may be objected that since the &pyovtes were probably members of the Sanhedrin, on
which there were also scribes or lawyers, the two classes can hardly be contrasted, but
cof. Acts iv. § ToUs dpxovTas kal ToUs TpeoPuTépous kal Tous ypapporels.) Hence we require
here the idea of punishing or proceeding against. kaTc@w&-|zere w&vra (cf. Matt. xii. 7
ouk &v karTeAkdoaTe Tous dvarrfous) would give a rather long supplement in 1. 2 ; and though
letters are frequently cramped and reduced in size at the ends of lines, koAdgeTe (cf. Acts iv.
21 T Téss koAdowvTan) certainly suits the spacebetter. This would give a text something like
6 24 ’In(ools) [or kai] elmev] Tois vouxo[is* koA&|3eTe Tjvra TdV Troporrpéac]ovTa | Kal &vo]uov
kol pfy 2pé,

4 f. The reading at the end of 1. 4 is quite uncertain and the sense obscure. The sentence
no doubt continues the remark of Jesus which began in 1. 2. The little that remains of the
letter before the lacuna is curved, like ¢, o, or o'; the reading a1 is fairly probable (or ap) ; what
follows might be e (or a), for there is a horizontal stroke extended far into the margin.
In the next line the reading in the middle is by no means certain ; oterTe ws is also possible,
though less likely than ot ews. Not much is left of the first visible letter, but what
remains Milne would take as v, and he suggests, exempli gratia, some such reading as
T6 Epyolv & mouel wés woul; It is, however, difficult to connect this with the context,
and moreover the small relic of a stroke joining the visible hasta of the first letter appears
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to be drawn upwards, as for 4, not downwards, as for v. Usually the last stroke of u is
curved to join the following letter, not almost straight, as here, but compare the u of pov
in L. 4, which is not dissimilar. The only words ending in -pomoiw seem to be dorypomorée,
ToAepoTIOwW, VopoTrolkw, BeopoTrotéw, koopototéw. The first can obviously be ruled out, and
the second and last are quite inappropriate here. The other two are not inconsistent
with the setting, but vopomotéw occurs only in Hesychius, feopotoiées only in Euripides
(and Hesychius). ‘When a law-giver makes laws, how does he make them?’ is con-
ceivable but unlikely, and it would certainly be more satisfactory to read v but for the
palaeographical difficulty. Or perhaps 1linked to a preceding letter might be read. ¢ yd&p
&vopos otk of2ey  Trotel wéds motel (Kenyon) gives a good sense but cannot be fitted in;
6 [w]apafwpéoow]y also gives too long a supplement.

6. ToUs] &plxovTas Tol Acoli: &pxovTes, in the sense here intended, occur several times in
the Gospels, whether in the singular or the plural, but the phrase &pxovres ToU Acol is
found only in Acts iv. 8 (&pxovTes ToU Axol kad TpeoPirtepor; in Acts xxiii. 5 the singular,
dpyovta ToU Acol cou, occurs in a quotation from the O.T.).

7—10. Cf. John v. 39 Zpauvare T&s ypagds, 81 Unels Aokeite &v alrads 3wy addviov Exew, Kad
gxeivad elow ol papTupolioon epl duol. The verbal differences are interesting, for these very
differences are attested in one form of the ‘Western’ text. In a, b, syr.°®, after the text
as given above, occur the words in quibus putatis vos vitam habere; hae (haec b) sunt quae de
me testificantur; arm, ff, have the first clause only. This ‘doublet’ reading can be accounted
for in one of two different ways. Both readings may have been current in different manu-
scripts of John, and a commentator may have added the second in the margin of the
archetype from which the manuscripts showing the doublet were ultimately derived,
later scribes having unintelligently incorporated it into the text side by side with the rival
reading; or he may have quoted the words from the Gospel represented by 1 as a parallel
to the Johannine version, with a similar result. If the first explanation be adopted, the
presence of the reading in so early a text as 1 gives it a strong claim to preference; but
the second is much more likely, and the interesting conclusion is that the present Gospel
was cutrent in the circle from which the text seen in the manuscripts referred to ultimately
came. Where this circle is to be located can hardly be determined, but the fact that the
doublet reading occurs, on the one hand in Latin, and on the other in Syriac and Armenian
manuscripts, but in no Greek texts, may indicate that it was outside Egypt, perhaps in
Syria. In the version of the saying here found Zpouvére is clearly imperative.

10-14. Cf. John v. 45 ) 2okette 871 &yd Karnyopiiow UGy Tpods Tév arépar EoTv &
Kkeernyopddv Uuédv Meotiodis, els 8v Upeis AAtrikere. The readings fidov karnyopficat and pou
after mortépa are not recorded in the apparatus of Tischendorf, von Soden, or Wordsworth
and White.

15-17. Cf. John ix. 29 (the man born blind) #peis oiAapev 811 MaUoei AeAdnkev & 8eds, TolTov

2t olk ofdapev TéBev 2otiv. A has E\éAncev, as here; see, too, von Soden’s apparatus. The

space between & and orAapev is rather large for v, but n cannot be read for ¢ and there

is certainly not room for pers, so that €7 seems assured. 8[11] cannot be read, as « is certain.
D
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20. Perhaps there occurred here some remark about # Pao]el[ot TV otpavédv.

22~-4. For this attempt to stone Jesus cf. John viii. 59 fipav odv Affous va PéAwer in’ adrrdv,
and X. 31 ¢BdoTacav W&y Abous ol lovddior va Mbdowow atrév. For M, of which only
the bottoms of the letters remain, w could also be read, which would yield W[« MBé&ow-Jai]v,
and thus require a word like ¢pé&oTacav or fipow before Aifous; but A1is the likelier. If it
is correct, we must suppose some such reading as cuveBoudeboavto (Kenyon) 16 8xAey iva
PooTdoavTes MBous Spol kTA. (Spol probably going with Pactéoavtes rather than with
MB&owow). Of the letter read as B in the diplomatic transcript only a horizontal stroke
below the line remains, and the only letters possible are therefore B or € (2 and 3 also have a
horizontal stroke at the foot, but they do not come below the line). To read p[aorédoov]|Tes]
Mbous, however, makes too short a supplement in 1. 23, whereas with placT&|oovTes] we
have too short a supplement in 1. 22. 'To insert Tés before Mous would make the former
division unobjectionable, and though s is not wholly satisfactory it may perhaps be
accepted as a pis aller; the article might be used to suggest ‘the stones which were lying
there’. Or something like Matt. iii. 9, Luke iii. 8 Avoren & 8eds ik Té@v AMboov ToUTww yel-
pot Tékvar 76 *APpadis may even have preceded.

24-9. As at present mounted a small piece of papyrus containing AON in 1. 24, NOI in
L. 25, and ITAP in 1. 26 is crushed up too close to the main fragment, so that A, N, and 1
appear incomplete. For the text of Il. 24—9 cf. the following passages: John vii. 30 &#Tow
oy aUtdy mdoal, kai ov2els miPodey ' alTév ThY Yelpa, 8T1 ot EANAUBer (var. lect.
ENAUBev) ) ddpat alrroll; Vil 44 Tivis 28 fifeov EE aUTév midoa aliTéy, AN’ oURels EBodev Em’
aUTdY TS XeTpas; X. 39 €z3fiTouv obv auTov midoat, kol EEfiAGev & THis Xe1pos adrédov. In all three
passages (except perhaps the last) miézew seems to denote the same action as émPéhAev Tés
¥eipas &l ; here the rulers laid hands on Him as a prelude to (or part of) the action of
midoon. The supplement at the end of 1. 26 and beginning of 1. 27 is difficult. The
natural reading is wopaidéow, and at first this was actually read, but the letter at
the beginning of 1. 277 looks more like A than 2, and prolonged examination with a magnify-
ing glass fails to reveal any trace of the bottom stroke of A or definite evidence that the
ink has disappeared. Besides this, to read mop[a2i2[éov] gives a rather short supplement
at the end of 1. 26 and an awkwardly long one in the lacuna in 1. 27. The visible traces
in L. 27 are not quite at the edge of the column, and A, though not quite impossible, is
not a very likely reading. One would expect airrév to occur; but it is quite impossible to
read map[A&ow oU]|é[v]. It is just possible that the letter is e, written rather large at
the beginning of the line and therefore unlike any other « in formation, and that the
true reading is wop[addow] | doTe], but this is not satisfactory, either palacographically
or in sense. The explanatory use (as it may be called) of dote is common enough in
documentary papyri (e.g. P. Hib. 43, 13 mapx KodAikkéous . . . doe TlpwToudxet; P. Teb.
112, 77 Névoor doe Tijt Umroyp(agfit) ; P. Flor. 223, 3—7 wapdoyes 16 2eiva doTe Tols Todpois
atrrol xépTov), but it does not seem to occur in the N.T., and it is hardly needed here.
On the whole, it is perhaps best to suppose that the ink of the bottom stroke of 2, which
would run along a projecting fibre of papyrus, has been rubbed off. mapcAdéven is
certainly supported by the wapa@éoecs of 1. 29.
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29. Tapadd[oews: the word nowhere occurs in the N.'T. in the sense of ‘betrayal’ but only
in that of ‘tradition’.

30-1. Cf. Luke iv. 30 ortds A AeNdcov A&k péoou alrrésv Emopetero. In John viii. 59 several
manuscripts add the same reading or a variation of it (so, too, the ‘Western’ texts, e.g.
D, et transiens per medium eorum ibat sic), and cf. also John x. 39 xod &fiAGev &k i
Xepds airédv, The verb dmoveleo nowhere occurs in the N.T., but #velw does, John
v. 13.

32 ff. This incident may well be that recorded in Matt. viii. 2—4, Mark i. 404, Luke v.
1214 (not in John), but the details given differ strikingly. From a comparison of the
three Synoptic versions, which are printed below (p. 27), it will be seen that they agree
throughout in substance (apart from the presence or absence of such vivid details as
Mark’s omhayxviofeis or éuBpiunodpeves airgy or Luke’s meocw rl wpdawmov) and largely
in wording. It is clear that they represent but a single tradition, whereas the present
Gospel differs so widely as to suggest a different source entirely, unless, indeed, we are
to suppose that the writer was freely embroidering the story he had found in the Synoptic
writers; but this seems improbable. For a general discussion of the passage see below,
PP- 33—4. Asregards details, the beginning xai 20U Aemrpds pooeAfv adré agrees verbally,
except for the (restored) or®, with Matthew; but in the style of the Gospels there are
only a limited number of ways of beginning an episode such as this, and the agreement
may be accidental; moreover 1 differs in Il. 38— from Matthew, agreeing more nearly,
though only partially, with Luke. Apart from the leper’s statement as to the origin of his
leprosy, which is quite novel, the differences of 1 from the unanimous testimony of the
Synoptists are as follows: nothing is said as to the leper making obeisance to Jesus
(Matt. wpooexiver, Mark yovumerév, Luke meocw &ml wpdowmov); he addresses Jesus by
name, which he does not do in the Synoptic story (Matt. and Luke kpie; Mark noaddress);
it is not stated that Jesus stretched out His hand and touched him; Jesus is at this point
referred to as 6 kUpios (not named in Mark and Luke; Matt. 6 Incois); the concluding
remark of Jesus is clearly different in wording and, if the conjectural restoration here
adopted is at all correct, appears to agree with Luke xvii. 14, the healing of the ten
lepers: mopeuBévTes EmideifaTe tauTols Tofs fepetiow. . In view of the isolation of lepers en-
joined by Jewish law the statement of the leper that he had consorted with lepers is
surprising; but the quarantine regulations were so well known that this detail is an
argument rather for authenticity than for invention on the part of the writer. See the
note on 1. 51.

33. MAdokee “In(oot): Jesus is often enough addressed in the canonical Gospels as
Arddokode, but the present form of address (cf. also 1. 45) is quite unparalleled there. The
words are to be taken together, not separately (A12a&oxede, *Inoot); cf. E. Schiirer, op. cit.,
ii, 315-16. ‘

34. The space hardly admits of a third verb compounded with ouv- in the lacuna, and the
insertion of a¥rois is quite consistent with the style.
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35. &A[tmpnoc]: this verb does not occur in the N.T., but it seems all but certain here;
E\[AvBex Tpds oe] is very unlikely in view of the kol alrros 2yds and is in any case too long.
There is also a form Aempolofau, but it is attested only in the perfect passive participle,
AeAemrpaopévos (4 Kings v. 1, 27; xv. 5), except in P. Holm. 3, 16 (Aemwpotra).

20

39. & A& k(Upo)s]: *In(ools) Aé or & At *In(ools) is of course equally likely.

42. This is the number of the page or leaf or quire. In the Beatty papyri it is always the
page that is numbered (Kenyon). The long horizontal line which is all that remains gives
a choice between o, less likely B, v, ¢, ¢, perhaps 3, 9, k, & There may of course have been
a preceding letter.

43 f. &[erac]rcéds: a dubious reading, and the word does not occur in the N.T., but
the remains certainly suggest it, and it suits the space.

45-7. Cf. John iii. 2 (the &pywv Té@v 'lovdaicwv), paPpel, ofdauey &T1 &md feoli EAAVBas MA&-
okoAos: oU2els y&p AUvartar TalTe T& onueia okl & oU Tolers, &w pi) f & eds uet” alrol;
X. 25 T& fpyct & Bydd oIl &v T dvduartt ToU Tarrpds pov, TalTa uxpTupel Trepl éuol.

47-50. On the restoration of these lines depends the interpretation of the whole passage
and the question whether we are here confronted with a variant version of the temptation
of the Herodians, Before discussing the possibilities it is perhaps well to put down the
various forms of this incident in the three Synoptic Gospels:

Matt. xxii. 16-21. kol &mo-
oTéENovow ot ToUs padn-
T&s alrév [se. TGV Qopt-
oafev] petd Tév ‘HpwlAiowdyv
AdyovTas MAdokaAe, ofAcuey
811 SAnds el xad THY SAOV
Toll Beol &v &AnOelx A1Adakets,
kad ob pédet oot Tepl oU2evds,
ov yd&p PAémers els TpdowTrOV
dulpcdmreov: eimdy olv Ky, Ti
ool Dokel; EfeoTiv  Aolven
kfjivoov Kaioopr fj o¥; yvous
A& & ’Inools Ty movnplav
aUTEV elmev: Ti pe TEIPARETE,
Umokpiral; &m2eiforé por To
vémoue ToU krvoov. of At
TpootfiveyKav aUTd Anvépiov.
kad Adyer errols & *Ingols Ti-
vos 1| elkev alrn Kol 1) &mi-
yeags; Aéyoustv: Kaioapos.
TéTE Méyst alTols &médAoTE
ol T& Kaioapos Kafoapt kai
T& 7ol 650U T Bedd.

Mark xii. 13-17. ol &mwo-
oTéA\Aouotv TTpods alTdY TIVES
6w Daproaticov kal Tév *Hpw-
Aowdv, fva oUTov  dypeld-
owow Adye, kol ENGSvTes
Aéyouow oUT MAdokaAe,
ofdapey 611 GAndhs & xal ol
UéAer oot epl olRevds ol yap
PAémais el mpdowrov  &w-
fpiomaoy, GAN' & SAnGelas
ThHv 62OV ToU 6ol AAdokeis
Egeov kfjvoov Kafoapt 2otven
N ol; Adduev fi piy Aédpev; & Ak
20y U@y THY Umdkpiow
elmrev adrrois Tl pe TeipdgeTe;
PépeTé ot Anvépiov fva 1A,
of At fiveykaw. ad Aéyer ord-
Tols* Tivos 1) elkdov aUTn kad
1| émypagr; ol 2A¢ eimav
alrréy* Kafoapos, 6 2¢ *Inools
gfmev  adrroly T& Kadoopos
&mwddote Kafoopt kol T& ToU
Beol T Oedd.

Luke xx. 20-5. kol moparn-
pfioovTes  &méoTedav  EVKa-
fétous UTrokpivopévous  Eau-
ToUs Atkaious elvat, va mida-
Bovtar olrrol Adyov, doTe
Tapa2olvor aUToy T GpXT
kal i &ovoia ToU fjyeudvos.
kal &rnpomoav ooy Aé-
yovTes: 2AAdkokche, ofAayey
ST1 6pBicds Aéyers Kad A1AdoKers
kal oU AapPévels wpdowirov,
SN én’ &Anbelas TV SAdV
ToU Beol MAdoxelst EEsoTiv
fu&s Kafoapr pdpov Aolvar
ol; karavotfioas Aé alrTédv THY
Tavoupylav elmey Tpds av-
ToUs* 2elfaré pot Anvéprov.
Tivos Exet elkdva kal émrypa-
¢fjv; ol ¢ elwav: Kadoapos.
S 2 efrev pos clrTous* Tolvuy
&wé2ote T& Kadoopos Kai-
oapt kai T& ToU feol 76 Oed).
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Here again the three accounts are essentially the same, differing only in minor details
of wording and arrangement, except that St. Luke does not identify the questioners with
the Herodians and the disciples of the Pharisees. When the Synoptic story is compared
with the incident in 1, however Il. 48 and 49 be restored, the differences are seen to be
great, indeed radical; but there are certain resemblances. In both we get a body of
people ‘tempting’ Jesus with a question ; in both he is addressed as ‘teacher’ (in 1 212dokohe
*Inoot¥); in both the inquirers begin with a compliment and a hypocritical testimony to
His qualifications for giving an answer; in both the question begins ‘is it lawful ?’; in both
it somehow concerns the secular government (in the Synoptists Caesar, in 1 the vaguer
‘kings’); in both Jesus perceives the guile of the question; and in both He begins with a
counter-question indicating His perception (in Luke this is omitted). But in 1, so far as
preserved, no answer is given, and instead Jesus inveighs against the Jews in words of
Isaiah quoted by Matthew and Mark in a quite different context.

"This said by way of preface, the details must be discussed. In the first place, the reading
after nuew is very difficult. What appears is a well-defined loop, like a small omicron
rather above the proper position. It is like no other letter in the papyrus, but most
resembles the top loop of «, which its position also suits, thus suggesting the interrogative
particle &pa, or rather, in view of the space, &’; but nothing can be seen of the lower part
of that letter, and there is no indication that the surface of the papyrus has been seriously
damaged. After considerable hesitation it has seemed best to take it as a point, which has
assumed the present form owing to the peculiarity in the scribe’s pen alluded to above
(p- 7), the point having opened and made two marks (forming a circle) instead of one.
That Podeuo] is Baoielot is certain, and it seems almost equally certain that vea must
be part of the infinitive of a verb. The question therefore arises whether the dative,
Tois Baoidelot, is governed by &ov or by this verb; in other words, whether the question is:
‘is it lawful for kings to . . . ¥’ or, ‘is it lawful to [give?] to kings?’ Only in the second case
is there even a prima facie case for connecting the passage with the temptation of the
Herodians.

The next problem is what is to be read at .he end of 1. 49. Clearly 7Tois is the end of
a word which began in 1. 49; and as o5 is certain and the letters before the lacuna in
1. 49 are clearly not av, we cannot anywhere read oitév. The last letter visible in 1. 49
gave a good deal of trouble at first, till Mr. Milne recognized that the character is the
first half of w, with the end of the preceding « intersecting it and turned almost vertically
upwards. Once seen, the reading o is clear; for similar examples see ayop in 1. 46,
where the « turns up, coalescing with the down-stroke of y, or the aw of 1. 39, where
the « turns upwards through the T as in this case, though the fact is there less obvious
because the up-stroke coincides with the first down-stroke of w. Inll. 47-9 rather more
is preserved on the right edge of the leaf than elsewhere; hence no very long supple-
ment is possible.

Any attempt to restore what is lost or to interpret the passage must start from a recogni-
tion of the fact (1) that the question is intended to embroil Jesus with the secular authorities
(doe TapaRolven airov T &pxd as St. Luke puts it) and (2) that, though general in form
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(Booiheis), it must have some particular reference. The authorities concerned are no doubt
either the Roman governor or Herod. If it be the former, Baoielot is an indirect way of
referring to the Emperor. The analogies already noted with the Synoptic account of the
Herodians’ question favour this; and the form of the question, though more general than
the Synoptic version, may be made to agree with it in essence if, following a brilliant
suggestion by Mr. C. W. Brodribb of The Times, we end the sentence at dpxij and make
ar| part of the verb &moA{awu. In Mark’s version the question is in two parts, the second
being 2&uev f uh 2%pev; In L. 50 here o[t] was at first read; but y[ is really a likelier -
reading than o[, and u[#] suits the space better. Hence the supplement adopted in the
text, which is in substance that of Mr. Brodribb, may be regarded as all but certain.

50 f. M1]évorew: it would be rather more in accordance with ordinary practice to divide
N&|vorav. It is therefore possible that we should read &voiaw, for which see Luke vi. 11
avrrol 28 EmAfjofinoav évoias, kad 2AeAdAouv Tpds dAARAous Tl dv Totoatey T8 *Inool, This
would, however, give a rather short supplement in I. 50.

51. #nuPpep[noduevos] : this passage gives strong support to the interpretation of &uBpiudouat
as ‘to be moved with indignation’; see Moulton and Milligan, Vocab. of the Greek Testa-
ment, s.v. The verb is, however, a somewhat mysterious one; why, for example, was
Jesus tuPprunoduevos in the case of the leper (Mark i. 43)? (D, a, ff2 and the Diatessaron
have dpy1obels for omAayxvioels in v. 41; see A. E. ]J. Rawlinson, The Gospel acc. to St.
Mark, p. 21.) Perhaps it refers to any strong emotional disturbance, whether of indigna-
tion or otherwise (so in John xi. 33, Kenyon); but in Mark i. 43 it may denote indignation,
if it be supposed that Jesus was angry with the man for breaking the law by consorting
with lepers. If this (rather dubious) suggestion be accepted, the case for the authenticity
of the saying recorded in Il. 336 is strengthened. The Marcan version in fact is incom-
plete without the detail which 1 supplies. Since W omits the words kai Zuppisnodpevos . . .
autéy, it looks as if some difficulty were felt.

52—4. For the thought cf. Luke vi. 46 i 2¢ p= xodeite kUpie kUpis, kol ol TToKTTE & Aby;
and see, too, xviili. 19 T pe Aéyeis &yoBév; Neither is an exact parallel. The second is
indeed in reply to a question but is not part of such a reproach as is implied in u dxolovTes
& Myw; the first parallels the thought but occurs in a different context, appearing in St.
Luke’s version of the Sermon on the Mount, as a variant form of Matt. vii. 21 o més
& Aéyawv pot kupie KUpiE, eloeAelioeTa els ThY Pooidelow Tév olpavédv, GAA’ & TTo1&v T BEANa ToU
TwaTpds pou Tol v Tofs olpavois. It is conceivable that the Lucan version, which fits
into its context less smoothly than that of St. Matthew, may be due to contamination
by the saying here recorded. It may be remarked that & 7 ordpcm occurs in Isaiah
xxix. 13 in the clause immediately preceding the passage quoted in the Gospels. The
words here may be a reminiscence of that; hence & should perhaps be supplied, but &
oTéuart alone suits the space better.

54-9. This passage is quoted in Matt. xv. 7—g, Mark vii. 6~7 in a different context
(the eating with unwashen hands); see below, p. 34. Here the tmoxprrai is omitted, the
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wording of the preface to the quotation is different, and the quotation itself differs from
the Synoptic version: yefAeow oirév Tindow pe replaces yefAeoiv ye Tw& (the former is the
LXX version; Tiuidow seems necessitated by the space); it seems probable that pérmy pe
oéBovrat, which suits the space better, was written for uérnv 2¢ oéBovrad ue; and dvrédpora
was certainly placed in a different order.

60—75. This is the only passage to which no even possible parallel can be found in the
canonical Gospels, which therefore supply no help towards filling up the lacunae; and
unfortunately this is the page in which the surface of the papyrus is in the worst con-
dition. Consequently there is considerable doubt as to both the nature of the incident
recorded and several of the individual readings. The question is discussed in the
note on I. 62.

6o. TéTep: the w is certain, but the other letters are all extremely dubious. If the down-
stroke read as 7 is correct (it is perhaps rather too far from the preceding w) the space for

o is none too big. [Klerexieioav is hardly to be avoided, and the participle, in view of the
highly probable Urrotérarcra(it], is perhaps more likely to be a genitive absolute than a nomi-
native. It may be either singular or plural; it is hardly possible to say which until a
clearer understanding of the context has been reached.

61. UrorétarTe(1]: though very little of the v remains, it is rendered all but certain by a
stroke above it, which must be patt of the diaeresis. The following T is highly probable,
and the Toft] at the end is suggested by the traces.

62. This seems likely to be the Evov Emepdomnuc of 1. 64. The traces at the beginning are
not unsuitable to 2r)& 7f, though the space is a little large for amiro. Mr. Milne and
Sir Frederic Kenyon have suggested some restorations and interpretations, here and in
what follows, which, while they must be regarded with scepticism as they stand, do
certainly make excellent sense of the passage and may lead to the final solution. Milne
would compare the incident with Christ’s saying in John xii. 24 & dufy Ay Gpiv, ddv
uty & kbkkos ToU oftou e els THY yfiv &moBdvn), alrrds pdvos péverr &w At darobdvy), oAy
xapmov oéper, The word Bépos may, he suggests, have the sense ‘abundance’ (see L. and
S., 5.0., and cf. 2 Cor. iv. 17 cidwviov Pépos 26€ns); and in 1. 63 ylveron may perhaps be
restored, while in 1. 62 he proposes, e.g., Ti yii. We thus get some such sense as ‘[When
they (or ye, Kenyon)] have shut [the seed in a hidden] place, [when] it is put out of sight
[in the earth], what causes its abundance to become too great to measure?’ What follows
is an illustration of this. Inl. 68 either [¢y&]woev (Milne) or [ixé]moev (Kenyon) is probable,
and in 1. 69 aitov (or ofra) might perhaps be restored (omépua seems too long), and perhaps
[otou]éy in L. 0. Later on Milne suggests [AaPdwv] kate[omapulévoy Gawe® ¢l T[iw yiiv
[keeréBaiev] (or Eomepev) kol EWA[Hc)en (‘germinated’, ‘was quickened’).

Attractive as the idea is,several of the actual readings proposed do not inspire confidence.
The relation of karakieioav- to UmrotéraxTan is not very happy and the sense given to the
latter, especially in conjunction with Tij yij (there is not room for #), is unsatisfactory.

1 So too Kenyon.
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The sowing of the corn on the river is at least unexpected ; and the phrase AoBdw kerreaep-
pévov Uwp is highly objectionable. omelpw, like our ‘sow’, can be used of either the seed or
the earth in which it is sown, and kareoappévn or domrappévn is awell-known category of land
in Egyptian land-registers; but it is a very different thing to apply the participle to water.
Moreover, the sense postulated seems to require either the partitive genitive (or an equi-
valent) or at the very least the article 6. Could a Greek ever have expressed ‘he took
(some of) the water on which seed had been sown’ by E\aBev xareoraputvov 02wp? Again.
while the passive of mipmAnut could mean ‘to conceive’ when used of a female animal, it
does not seem clear that it could be applied to seed-corn or to land; and everywhere in
the N.T. it means either ‘to be fulfilled’ or ‘to be filled with’ something. Lastly, the
reading #7[i T]iv yfv, though at first adopted, is considerably less probable than that
printed in the text. Nevertheless, Milne’s and Kenyon’s suggestions may be on the right
lines as regards the general interpretation of the incident.

64. vev is inadequate to fill the space. wévreov would be too long after it, and hence ¢,
which suits the space, is read, with some hesitation.

66. °lo[pa}dvou: the certain jo and vou (of « only a mere speck remains) put the reading
beyond reasonable doubt. [motap]oU, which just suits the space, follows naturally; cf.
Matt. iii. 6, Mark i. 5 & 78 ’lopAdvy TroToméd.

71. ev[. .]. v Thv: if the first word is a verb it must be very short, e.g. &v[fik]ev. Whatever
supplements may be adopted it seems impossible to end a clause with 02wp as the
point suggests. If not accidental (see critical note) it may be stichometrical; Milne
suggests that the punctuation is by x&@Aa. But if so, it does not seem to be carried out
consistently.

72, &w.[..]on: presumably a verb. The trace of ink after w, which rather suggests 1
(difficult here), would well suit Milne’s A. Kenyon suggests &nf[p]on.

73. EJ€hyaly]ev: not certain, for the § is not very good and there is little space for y, but
palaeographically possible, and it seems to be imposed by the letters which are certain.

kep1ré(v) : palacographically likely, but by no means certain.

74. Cf. John xvi. 20 &N 1) Abmn Updv els Xapdw yevfioetou, but it is too hazardous to
connect this passage with that. els xap&v is, however, likely enough. If so, this may be
part of a speech of Jesus, e.g. woAA[ois éoren] els xapdv (cf. Luke ii. 10 sboryyshizopon Upiv
Xopaw peydhny, fitis foroan ovtl TG Aad).

76-87. It is just possible that this fragment should be placed above fragment 1, giving
the upper right portion of the first page, the upper left portion of the second. The con-
tents suit this position fairly well. In 1l. 76-81 we should then have the preliminaries
to the conversation recorded on page 1: Jesus is apparently conversing with his inter-
locutors, and knowing (ei2ds, 1. 80) their intentions against him, we may suppose, he
addresses to them (the vopikof) the remark recorded in l. 2-5. Ll 827 well suit the
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transition to page 2: the rulers, infuriated by what Jesus has said (for this see also the
note on 1. 83), resolve to kill Him (1. 85). Jesus makes a further (short) remark (Aéye1, 1. 86),
which further angers them, and they urge the multitude to stone Him (li. 22 ff.). The
general appearance of the papyrus on the two sides is also not unfavourable to this position;
but unfortunately a close examination of the fibres makes it very doubtful. The two
fragments are indeed not continuous, but down the right portion of fragm. 3 verso runs a
line where the vertical fibres were displaced in manufacture, leaving a narrow space of
varying width where only the horizontal fibres appear. There is in fragm. 1 verso no
similar derangement of fibres in a position so related to fragment 3 that to place the fibres
of the latter in the right position with regard to the former would not throw the margin
of the text out of relation. It is always a little unsatisfactory to compare fibres on pieces
which are not continuous, and the position suggested for fragment 3 cannot be definitely
ruled out, but it is certainly improbable on the evidence of the papyrus, and it seems more
likely that this fragment formed part of a third leaf.

83. Perhaps ptveo fap’ tuiv; cf. John xiv. 25 Todrar AehéAnka Yuiv ap’ Yuiv uéveov. Possibly
oUKETL péves op® Upiv, which might follow on Jesus’ reproach of want of faith in 1l. 18 ff.

84. &-Jxolaeis is also possible.

84 f. &molktelvwoot; probably preceded by Wa or 8mws and followed by oirév; cf.
John xi. §3 &’ elvns obv Tiis Aipépas EPovdeloavTo va &mokTelvmow adrédy,

Below are printed in parallel columns (1) the Greek text in modern form (brackets
being inserted only in the case of the more speculative restorations) and arranged in
numbered sections for reference, without regard to the line-divisions of the manuscript,
(2) parallels from the canonical Gospels. Translations of both follow, those of the Gospel
parallel being quoted from the Revised Version. Difficulties of printing have made it
necessary to omit in the English the conclusion of the parallel quotations from the Synoptic
version of the healing of the leper.
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THE GREEK TEXT IN MODERN FORM

.o (1) 26 28 ’Inools eirev (or elmey A¢) | Tols vouikols: [? KoA&ETE] TdvTa TOV
Topampdooovta [Kod &voJuov kad mfy Epé . L Lt ... ... omotel s TrolEl;
(2) pds A& Tous &pyovTas Tol Acol [oT]pa( pels] elmev TdV Adyov TolUTov" Epoauvdte
Ta&s ypopds, &v ol Upels Aokeite ety Exev' kelvad elot of uopTUpolaas Trepl éuod.
(3) uf) Qokeite 811 Eydd fiAbov karTnyopfioon Yuddv mpds TOHV Tratépa pou* EoTv O
KaTyopddv Upddy Mawiaifis, els 6v Upels AAmikere. (4) oUT®Y A¢ AeydvTov: U
oldauev &1 MwUoel EAdAnoey & Beds, of A¢ oUk oidapev Tobev &, &mrokpibels &
*Inools efmev adrrols: viv katrnyopeitar Yuddy fj &moTia . . .

... (5) ? ouvePoudelocavTo 6] SxAw [ ? v BaoTdoavTes Tés | AlBous dpol Abdowov
oalrév. (6) Ko EméBodov TS Yeipas alTédv &’ aUTdv of &pyovTes va midowo K
Tap[cQidéow ! 1@ ExAw kol olk BAUvavto otdv midoon, 8Tt olme EARAUGeL
ool ) dpa Tiis Tapaddoews. (7) alrds Ak & KUplos EEeABY A& pEoou alTéV
dmévevoey &’ aUT@v. (8) kol iAol Aetrpds rpoceABav aTd Aéyer AIAGOKaAs
*Inool, Aewpois ouvoletwv xal ouveoBicov alrois év 16 TawAoysiw EAémpnon Kai
oaUTos Eyw. Eav oly au 08Ans, kabopizopar. (9) & Afy xiplos Eon ol GeAc:
kabaplodnTi, xod eUBécs &mréorn &’ orol 1) Aémpar. (10) [6 Ak kUpros elrey oUTR]:
Trope[uBels ErfAeifov ceauTd] Toi[s fepelot . . .

-+ . (11) Taparyevdpevol Tpos ooy ffeTao]TIKGS Emelpazov oUTdy, AfyovTest
i2dokoike *Incol, oidapey &t &rd Beol EANAUBas & Ydp Trotels papTupel Umép
ToUs TpogrTas TavTas. (12) Aéye o fiuiv: &5dv Tois PaoiAelow [dmroAoU]ven T&
vnkovTa T &pxf; dmoAdpev ov]Tols fj un; (13) 6 A¢ "InooUs eiddss TV Aidworaw
UtV EpPprunodpevos eltrev atroist T pe kKoAeiTe TG oTdporTl Upddy A1AdoKohov,
uf &xolUovTss & Myw; (14) koAdds ‘Hoolas mepl Updv Empogritevoey, elmdy: &
Acds oros Tols Yeideo alrrédv Tipddoly pg, 1) 28 KapAia aUTdY TTOppw &Tréxer &’
Epol. pérny pe ofPovral, EvtédpoTa . . .

« oo (15) Tt TéTE KorTarAeioawT L L. L UTIOTETOKTON GATAGOS .+ v vttt TO B&pos
orro¥ &oTaTov .. . . . ; (16) &mropnfévTeov At Exelvoov [¢s] Trpds TO §évov EmepdTnua
oUTol, Teprratédy 6 *Incols éoTéln &l ToU yeidous Tol *lopAdvou ToTawol, kal
Extelvas TV Xelpa arrol T 2e§idv . . . pioev . . . . . kad KoTéoTrelpev Eml TOV
...... ov. (17) xal TéTE . . . . KaTe[? omopulévov VAwp eV L L VTV L
kol &, ., On dvdd[miov odrrév] EEfyoryey Ak kapTdy . . .
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PARALLELS FROM THE CANONICAL GOSPELS

John v. 39. #pauvdTe Tds ypapds, &T1 Upels 2okeite &v adrrads 30fv aldwiov Exew, kal ixeivad dow
of popTupotioan Trept Buol. John v. 45. i) Aokeite 11 &yds KT yopriow Upédy Tpds TOV TrorTépar
EoTiv & KaTNYopddv Upddv MwUoTis, els 8v Uuels fATikore.

John ix. 29. fpeis ofdapev 511 Mootasi AeAdAnkev & Beds, ToUTov At ol ofAauey Tdlev EoTiv,

John viii, 59. fipav oliv Aifous fva P&Awow
i’ oTov.

John vii. 30. £3fTow olv alrTdv mdow Ked
ol2els éméfadey Em’ aUTOV TV Xelpx, 6T1
oUmed EAnAUEer 1] dpa arroU (cf. vii. 32).
Luke iv. 30. oUtds 2¢ MeAbov ik péoov

John x. 31. #B&oTacav AW AlBous of *lou-
2Adtiol {va AiB&owoty alrTov.

John vii, 44. Twis At fifedov i€ arT&V mdow
aUtédy, GAN olZels EBadev &m’ alTéV TaS
Xelpas. John x. 39. #3fTouv olv olrrov
m&oat, ki E§fjAGey &k THis Xe1pds cTddv.

alrTédv EmopeleTo,

Matt, viii. 2—4. kad 120U Ae-
TMpds TrpaceNddov  Tpooexivel
QUTE Abywv: kipie, &av BEATS,
Avaoal pe kaBapioar, Kol &x-
Telvag T Xeipa fiyaTo adrrol
Ayoov: 08w, kabapiobni. kal
eUBéws Ekabeplobn altol 1
Abmpa. kol Adym o O
’Incols:  Spa pn2evl e,
&AA& Umraye ceouTdv Aeifov
16 fepsi kTA.

Luke xvii. 14. Topeubéves &m-
2eifoarte EauToUs Tols iepelow.
Matt. xxii. 16 (cf. Mark xii.
14, Luke xx. 21) 22dokaid,

ofAapey &1 dAndns €l kTA.

Luke vi, 46. i 2é pe koeiTe:
KUpie kUpig, kol o morsite &
Abyw;

Mark i, 40—4. kal Epyeren Tpos
aUTOV  AeTpds,  TTapOKGAGY
aUTéY Kol yovuneTy Afywv
arrd 8Tt #&w 6EATS Advaoal
ue xoBapfoar. kal oAayyvi-
abels txTeivas TV Xelpa arTol
fiyoro kad Adyer OfAw, xa-
OaplodnTi. Kol eUBUs &rijAey
&’ aUrol 1] Afmpa, Ko éka-
Beplotn. xal 2uPpruncduevos
Ut eUBUs EEEPoAey oirTéy,
ked Adysl ordy Spa pnlevi
undéy  eimms, SAA&  Umaye
oeautdV 2Aeifov T6) Tepel kA,

Johniii. 2. poPpel, oiAauey &T1
&md Be0U EAAVO0s AtAdoka-
Aos' oU2Els ydp AvarTat TalTa
T& onueia TolElV & oU Trolels,
2w pf 7 & Beds peT’ ool

Luke xviii. 19. 7f pe Aéyeig
&yadov;

Luke v. 12-14. Kol &yéveto év
T eiven ooV dv & TV
woAewy, kad {AoU dvhp TAR-
pns Aémpost {Adv At Tov
*Incolv, meocov énrl wpdowmov
enifn ocrol Adyowr kipie,
tw OEAns, Abvaoal pe koba-
ploat. kol éxTelves THY yeipa
fiyaro orol elwcy BéAw,
kofaplobnTi. Kkod edfws 1
Mwpa &mijA8ev &’ alTol.
xad aTds Tapfyyeiey ot
un2evi elmely, SAA& &eAOcov
2eifov ceauTdV TE fepel KTA.

John x. 25. T& foyax & Eyd
mod &v TR Svbpart Tol
woerpds pov, Talta pepTUpE]
Trepl Epol,

Matt. xv. 7-8. Umokptrad, koA&s émwpogri-
Tevoey Tepl Upddv ‘Hoalas Aéywv: 6 Aads
olrtos Tois Xelheolv pe mug, N 28 kopAlx
aUTdv Téppw &mixel &m’ Euolr pdrny 2Ad
atfovral pe Addokovtes AdcokoAias EvTeh-
poTa GvBpaoTreov,

Mark vii. 6—7. xaAés EmpogfiTevocey ‘Hoalas
Trepl Uuédv TG UrokprTév, dos ykypamTar 811
olTos 6 Axds kTA. as in Matt.
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TRANSLATION

... (1) ? And Jesus said] unto the lawyers, [? Punish] every wrongdoer and trans-
gessor, and not me; . . . .. (2) And turning to the rulers of the people he spake
this saying, Search the scriptures, in which ye think that ye have life; these are
they which bear witness of me. (3) Think not that I came to accuse you to my
Father; there is one that accuseth you, even Moses, on whom ye have set your
hope. (4) And when they said, We know well that God spake unto Moses, but
as for thee, we know not whence thou art, Jesus answered and said unto them,
Now is your unbelief accused . . .

.+ .. (5) ? they gave counsel to] the multitude to [? carry the] stones together and
stone him. (6) And the rulers sought to lay their hands on him that they might take
him and [? hand him over] to the multitude; and they could not take him, because
the hour of his betrayal was not yet come. (7) But he himself, even the Lord, going
out through the midst of them, departed from them. (8) And behold, there cometh’
unto him a leper and saith, Master Jesus, journeying with lepers and eating with
them in the inn I myself also became a leper. If therefore thou wilt, I am made
clean. (g) The Lord then said unto him, I will; be thou made clean. And straight-
way the leprosy departed from him. (10) [And the Lord said unto him], Go [and
shew thyself] unto the [priests . . .

.+« (11) coming unto him began to tempt him with a question, saying, Master
Jesus, we know that thou art come from God, for the things which thou doest
testify above all the prophets. (12) Tell us therefore: Is it lawful [? to render] unto
kings that which pertaineth unto their rule? [Shall we render unto them], or not?
(23) But Jesus, knowing their thought, being moved with indignation, said unto
them, Why call ye me with your mouth Master, when ye hear not what I say?
(14) Well did Isaiah prophesy of you, saying, This people honour me with their
lips, but their heart is far from me. In vain do they worship me, [teaching as their
doctrines the] precepts [of men]. . .

...(15)shutup . . .in. .. place . . . its weight unweighed? (16) And when
they were perplexed at his strange question, Jesus, as he walked, stood still on the
edge of the river Jordan, and stretching forth his right hand he . . . and sprinkled
it upon the . .. (17) And then. .. water that had been sprinkled . . . before them
and sent forth fruit . . .
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R.V.

John v. 39. Ye search the scriptures [or, Search the scriptures], because ye think that in
them ye have eternal life; and these are they which bear witness of me. John v. 45. Think

not that I will accuse you to the Father: there is one that accuseth you, ever Moses, on whom
ye have set your hope.

John ix. 29. We know that God hath spoken unto Moses: but as for this man, we know not
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whence he is.

John viii. 59. They took up stones therefore

to cast at him.

John vii. 36. They sought therefore to take
him: and no man laid his hand on him,
because his hour was not yet come.

Luke iv. 30. But he passing through the
midst of them went his way.

Matt. viii. 2—3. And behold,
there came to him a leper
and worshipped him, say-
ing, Lord, if thou wilt, thou
canst make me clean. And
he stretched forth his hand,
and touched him, saying, I
will; be thou made clean.
And straightway his leprosy
was cleansed.

Luke xvii, 14. Go and shew
yourselves unto the priests.

Matt. xxii. 16 (cf. Mark xii.
14, Luke xx. 21). Master,
we know that thou art true,
and teachest the way of
God in truth, &c.

Luke vi. 46, And why call
ve me, Lord, Lord, and do
not the things which I say?

Matt. xv. 7-9. Ye hypocrites, well did
Isaiah prophesy of you, saying, This people
honoureth me with their lips; But their

Mark i. 40-2. And there
cometh to him a leper, be-
seeching him, and kneeling
down to him, and saying
unto him, If thou wilt, thou
canst make me clean. And
being moved with com-
passion, he stretched forth
his hand, and touched him,
and saith unto him, I will;
be thou made clean. And
straightway the leprosy de-
parted from him, and he
was made clean.

John iii. 2. Rabbi, we know
that thou art a teacher come
from God: for no man can
do these signs that thou
doest, except God be with
him.

Luke xviii. 19. Why callest
thou me good?

people, &c.

heart is far from me. But in vain do they
worship me, teaching as their doctrines the

precepts of men.

John x. 31. The Jews took up stones again
to stone him.

John vii. 44. And some of them would have
taken him; but no man laid hands on him.

John x. 39. They sought again to take him:
and he went forth out of their hand.

Luke v. 12-13. And it came
to pass, while he was in one
of the cities, behold, a man
full of leprosy: and when he
saw Jesus, he fell on his face,
and besought him, saying,
Lord, if thou wilt, thou
canst make me clean. And
he stretched forth his hand,
and touched him, saying, I
will; be thou made clean.
And straightway the leprosy
departed from him.

John x. 25. The works that
I do in my Father’s name,
these bear witness of me.

Mark vii. 6—7. Well did Isaiah prophesy of
you hypocrites, as it is written, This
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The question must now be discussed: what is the character of the text and in what
relation does it stand to the canonical Gospels? It is clear beyond possibility of cavil that
we have here neither a collection of sayings, like the Oxyrhynchus Logia, nor a series of
excerpts. Not less clear is it that this is not a harmony of the canonical Gospels; for it
contains matter which is not in any of them, and where, as in Il. 32—41 and probably
in Il. 43-59, the incidents may be the same as are recorded by the Synoptists they are
told in an entirely different way. It is, in fact, indubitably a real Gospel; but it is easier
to establish this than to decide whether it can be connected with any known uncanonical
Gospel, and, if so, with which. Most of the known New Testament Apocrypha can indeed
be ruled out at once. Some of them are ‘Passions’ merely, some are ‘Infancy Gospels’,
whereas 1 is obviously part of a work designed on much the same lines as the canonical
Gospels. It may perhaps seem rash to affirm this so positively on the basis of two leaves
and a small fragment; but the whole scale of the narrative, the variety of incidents re-
corded, the mixture of sayings and miracles, irresistibly suggest this conclusion; and it is
strengthened by 1l. 28—9, which seem to point forward to the Passion. Again, the majority
of the Apocrypha are more or less heretical in tendency; several were, in fact, written in
the interest of some particular heretical sect, and the heretical intention is usually plain
enough, Here, however, there is not the slightest suspicion of any heretical doctrine or
any of that obvious embroidering and sensational exaggeration of traditional matter so
characteristic of the apocryphal writer. The writer’s interest seems, like that of the
Synoptists, to be primarily historical, in the sayings and doings of Christ, the style is
sober and matter-of-fact, and there appears to be, so far as these fragments are concerned,
a complete absence of any merely thaumaturgic element. The only possible exception
is fragment 2 verso, where an incident is related which has no Gospel parallel and which
certainly makes a somewhat strange impression. Here supplements can be imagined
(and one is suggested in the note ad loc.) which would give a rather thaumaturgic turn
to the narrative; but the mutilation of the text makes them too hazardous to support any
positive conclusions, and in any case, so far as any interpretation of the passage can be
essayed, it would appear that the incident is more likely to have a symbolic and illustrative
significance than to be a piece of mere wonder-working.

As a matter of fact, the Gospel here preserved, the original composition of which can
hardly be later than the early years of the second century, is probably too early for a
definitely heretical intention to be at all likely. Heretical elements and tendencies there
were no doubt in the thought of the early second century, but it may be questioned
whether any of the great heresies had sufficiently crystallized at the period which we must
presumably postulate for the composition of this text to permit of its identification with
any of the really heretical Apocrypha. Some uncanonical Gospels are known, however, of
which a fully heretical purpose cannot be asserted, and we must consider whether 1 may
belong to one of these. The recorded works which most obviously suggest themselves
on the discovery of such fragments as these are the Gospel according to the Hebrews,
the Gospel according to the Egyptians, and the Gospel of Peter. The first is ruled out
by the fact that it stood in a specially close relation to St. Matthew’s Gospel, so much so
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that some have regarded it as a sort of proto-Matthew, whereas 1, if it can be connected
with Matthew at all, has only the slightest points of contact with it. Moreover, it is very
doubtful whether a Greek version of the Gospel according to the Hebrews existed as
early as the first half of the second century.

There is less superficial difficulty in connecting 1 with the Gospel of Peter, but 2 weigh-
ing of all the evidence makes very strongly against this also. The Gospel of Peter has
frequently been described as Docetic in character; and though L. Vaganay, who has
recently devoted to it a very careful and comprehensive study (L’'Evangile de Pierre,
Paris, 1930), concludes (pp. 118-22) that it is a product of popular Christianity rather
than a really Docetic work, he admits, what indeed is evident, that it shows Docetic
tendencies. The entire absence of any such phenomena from 1 cannot be regarded as a
very serious argument, the fragments being so small, but it must certainly be reckoned
with, More weighty is the relation of the two works to the canonical Gospels. It seems
to be generally agreed that the author of the Gospel of Peter used the Synoptic Gospels,
though he handled very freely the material they offered, but it has been disputed whether
or not he knew St. John. Vaganay concludes that he probably did; but at least we may
say that the connexion is slight. Now the connexion between 1 and John is obvious and
palpable, whereas it is far less certain that its author made any direct use of the Synoptists.
Again, the Gospel of Peter appears to have had but a restricted circulation. Serapion,
Bishop of Antioch (a.D. 190—211),did not know of it till he found it circulating in the church
of Rhossos; and such little evidence as we have suggests that its early use was in the main
confined to Syria and Palestine; Vaganay concludes (p. 179) that it originated in the former.
Egypt has indeed been considered as a possible provenance, and certainly the fragment
to which we owe most of our knowledge of it was found there; but that fragment is of
late date, and the arguments for an Egyptian origin of the Gospel are flimsy. One would
hardly expect, therefore, to find it in an Egyptian papyrus of about the middle of the second
century. Furthermore, the very date of 1 is against identification with the Gospel of
Peter. The composition of the latter has indeed by some critics been put back as
early as the end of the first century, but this seems on the whole unlikely. M. R. James
(The Apocryphal New Testament, Oxford, 1924, p. 9o) thinks it ‘not safe to date the book
much earlier than A.p. 150’; Vaganay (p. 163) inclines to a date shortly after A.p. 120.
In either case it is at least unexpected to find it circulating in Middle Egypt by the middle
of the century.

There are, however, other and perhaps even stronger arguments. The tone of 1 is
sober, concise, and matter-of-fact ; that of the Gospel of Peter is inclined to the marvellous,
to wordiness, and to occasional extravagance. More important, the actual structure of the
style differs considerably. That of the Gospel of Peter is definitely more vulgar than that
of 1, as is obvious from even a hasty comparison of the two. The following among many
other points of difference may be noted : the Gospel of Peter is notably syntactic in style,
clause following clause connected by x«l in a manner characteristic of the naive Greek
of the uneducated classes; 1 shows a far more developed construction. In the Gospel of
Peter & is several times inserted before reported speech, as so often in St. Mark’s Gospel
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(§§ 2, 11, 28); in 1 it is never so used. Asyndeton occurs in the Gospel of Peter seven times
(8§ 22, ToTe fjdios BAamype; 25, ToTE of loudaior; 29, poPriBnoav of wpeoPuTepor; 45, TaUTa
iadvTes; 46, &mokpifeis & TleiAdTos; 47, Elta wpooeNBSvTes; 57, ToTe af yuvaikes),! but not
once in 1 (cf. L. 7o, kai Té7e, as contrasted with the abrupt Téte characteristic of the Gospel
of Peter). In the Gospel of Peter Jesus is never once referred to by name (this is indeed
one of the phenomena which have been taken as an indication of Docetic tendencies) but
only as é kipios; in 1 & kUptos occurs in narrative passages twice (Il. 30, 37),% "Inaols three
times (IL. 17, 50, 65).

Each of these points is perhaps but slight evidence in itself when 1 is so small in compass,
but taken together they constitute 2 weighty argument; and the general tone and character
of the style are quite different in the two texts. The fact that the Gospel of Peter is put
into the mouth of the Apostle, so that portions of it are narrated in the first person, is not
of much importance as evidence, since what remains of 1 contains no incident in which
the presence of St. Peter needed to be emphasized. Nor is it safe to rely too much on a
comparison of 1 with the Apocalypse of Peter; for though there is much to be said for
the view (cf. M. R. James, Apocr. N.T., p. 505) that the Apocalypse is really part of the
Gospel, this view is necessarily conjectural. Certainly, if the Apocalypse actually did form
part of the Gospel, the idea of identifying 1 with the latter may be ruled out decisively, since
the differences of style and temper between 1 and the Apocalypse are even more marked.

It seems, then, that an identification with either the Gospel according to the Hebrews
or that of Peter must be rejected. What of the Gospel according to the Egyptians?
There is some initial prejudice in its favour when we are dealing with a Gospel found in
Egypt, and there are fewer positive arguments against it than against the others, but
that is mainly because so little is known about this Gospel. Certainly what we do know
does not suggest that 1 is in any way connected with it. The three principal assertions
to which the scanty available evidence concerning the Gospel according to the Egyptians
have seemed to some scholars (e.g. Dr. M. R. James) to point are: (1) that it had a definite
doctrinal (Gnostic) tendency; (2) that the female disciples occupied a prominent place
in it; (3) that it contained a number of somewhat riddling and esoteric sayings; but all
these conclusions are necessarily somewhat hazardous. Neither of the first two can be
made about 1 so far as it is preserved. As regards the third, which is the best attested
of the three, there is nothing of a strange or esoteric kind in fragment 1 or in fragment
2 recto. Fragment 2 verso does, however, contain a §évov émepdtnpa, and it is possible
that some emphasis should be laid on this; but it is not apparently in the least of the same
kind as the sayings quoted by Clement of Alexandria from the Gospel according to the
Egyptians. All we can say, then, is that préma facie there is no case for identifying the two.

Neither is there much to be said for identifying 1 with any of the Gospels or similar
works of which fragments have been found among Egyptian papyri. The Logia (P. Oxy.
1 and 654) can no doubt be ruled out at once, on every ground. Of P. Oxy. 655 too little

T Words like 16T, eite, ToUTet were no doubt treated by the writer as equivalent to a
connecting particle, but this use has no parallel in 1.,
2 In 1. 39 6 kUpios is restored, but ’Incols is of course equally possible.
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remains to justify any confident assertion one way or the other; but what survives offers
no point of contact with 1, though it does with the Gospel dccording to the Egyptians,
and the somewhat staccato style (Aéyovow orréd of pa@nTal arol* Téve Auiv Eupoviys oe
Kad ToTE o dpopeda; Abyerr STav ikAUonole kTA.) is not close enough to that of 1 to afford
any evidence of identity. There is even less to be said for P. Oxy. 840; indeed, it is definitely
unlikely that any connexion exists between 1 and the Gospel there represented. Among
other points of difference Christ is twice’ referred to in the 45 lines of Oxy. 840 as é cwTp
and is nowhere mentioned by name,.

It is in fact easier to say what 1 is not than to say what it is; but an attempt must be
made to determine its affinities with the canonical Gospels; and since it stands in a
different relation to St. John and to the Synoptists they must be considered separately.
It is at least clear that 1 is not a mere réchauffé of elements derived from the canonical
Gospels. This is proved conclusively by fragment 2 verso; for whatever restorations
may there be adopted it is quite impossible to relate the incident recorded to anything
which occurs in either John or the Synoptists. A similar conclusion is suggested by the
incidents to which possible parallels may be found in the Synoptic Gospels. It is difficult
to believe that the healing of the leper in 1. 3241 is not the same incident as that which is
related by the three Synoptists (Matt. viii. 2—4, &c.). It is, however, so differently told
that it is by no means certain that the author of 1 was using the Synoptic Gospels at all
and not rather drawing on an independent source, oral or written. The only passage
which shows a significantly close verbal agreement with the Synoptic versions is precisely
that where such agreement would be expected in any narrative of the incident. If we ask
ourselves what feature of the miracle would be most likely to impress itself on the popular
memory and so to appear unchanged or with but trifling variation in any account, the
answer will certainly be that it was the simple affirmation of faith by the leper and Christ’s
equally simple reply. And as a matter of fact, though the former is identical in form in all
the Synoptists, it appears in 1 somewhat differently worded (2&v olv [o¥ 8éns], kabaxpizopat
against &&w 8é\ns, Avaoal pe kabapioar). The other verbal similarities are either slight or
of a not very significant kind; the only one which is at all important, the concluding
injunction (largely restored), is with a different, purely Lucan context.? It is indeed
hardly rash to say that there is no conclusive evidence in this section of any use by 1 of
the Synoptists. Even if the verbal coincidences betray a knowledge of them it is preferable
to believe that the writer used them from a memory of the Synoptic version rather than
with a copy of it before him. For his narrative nowhere suggests the work of a mere
embellisher of the Synoptic account, and moreover his only substantial addition to the
Synoptic version is quite pointless if it is a mere invention. If he were merely embellishing
the Synoptic narrative it would hardly be explicable that he omits the ‘worshipping’ of
Jesus which, with differences of wording, all the Synoptists record. Nor is there any
apparent reason why he should ignore the stretching out of Christ’s hand and touching

! Excluding the restoration in 1. 2x.
2 For such transfer of phrases from one incident in one Gospel to a different incident
in another, see B. H. Streeter, The Four Gospels, p. 398.
F
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of the leper. The obvious interpretation of the facts is really this: that while the appeal
of the leper and the reply of Jesus impressed themselves so strongly on the hearers’ minds
that they became a fixed part of any narrative of the incident, other details left varying
impressions on various people. One tradition, that represented by the Synoptists,
remembered the prostration of the leper before Jesus and the touching of him by the
latter; another, that represented by 1, while dropping these points, retained (what the
other ignored) the account given by the leper of the way in which he contracted the disease.

Even more definitely may we say that there is no clear sign of Synoptic influence in
1L. 43-59. If the supplements adopted in the text are correct, the question here asked is
clearly of the same type and asked with the same purpose as that of the Herodians, and
the incident may probably be the same, though it is just possible (see p. 40) that it is
a similar but earlier attempt of Jesus’ enemies to entrap Him. If the latter, it is obviously
independent of the Synoptists; if the former, since there is no apparent reason for
changing the form of the question and Jesus’ reply so drastically, it would appear to
represent an independent tradition. The verbal parallels which can be found in the
canonical Gospels (Luke and John) to 1. 52—4 (f pe koeite 6 aTdparTt Upédy AAdoKcdoy, pi)
drovovTes 8 Aéyw) are so slight as to be irrelevant; the quotation from Isaiah in Il 549 is
reported by Matthew and Mark in a totally different context and with verbal differences
which make it probable that the author of 1 was not ‘lifting’ it from there, a conclusion
supported by the fact that his version agrees more nearly with the LXX than theirs.
Moreover, the words 7@ oréucri, which seem to point forward to the quotation from
Isaiah, give that quotation an intimacy of connexion with the context which it hardly
possesses in Matthew and Mark. The question is not answered so far as the fragment
extends, but it is impossible to say whether or not a reply to it is lost in the lacuna.

So far, then, as the Synoptists are concerned, wemay conclude that 1 appears to represent
a quite independent tradition. It is not even certain that its author knew those Gospels
at all; if he did, it is in the last degree improbable that he was copying from and em-
broidering them with the text of one or all of them before him; the most that can be
conceded is that he had read them and that words and phrases from them had remained
in his memory and found their way into his text.!

The relation of 1 to St. John is on a quite different footing and must be discussed
separately. It is indeed of a varying degree of closeness. The leper incident is not found
in John, where in fact no healing of lepers is recorded. Nor is the temptation of the
Herodians a Johannine tradition. It is worthy of mention that, though the opening remark
of the ‘tempters’ is paralleled in spirit in the Synoptic versions of the Herodian question,
a far closer parallel in sense and actual wording is to be found, from a totally different con-
text, in the opening remark of Nicodemus (John iii. 2); but the parallel is general rather
than very close in detail, and it is very doubtful whether we should be correct in supposing
that the author of 1 had borrowed directly from John (or John from 1), though a recollection
of either by the other may have influenced the phrasing. This is perhaps likely in view

* ‘He’ and ‘his’ may perhaps be applicable not to the author of 1 but to a written source
which he was using; but this is less likely in view of the early date of the papyrus.
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of the fact that the second part of the remark is paralleled not by John iii. 2 but by
Jobn x. 25, where the words in question (tatTa papTupel Tepl ¢uol) are put into the mouth
of Jesus, not as here into that of the questioners (& y&p oieis uxpTUpsl Urrép ToUs TrpogrTas
mévres). In fact a general recollection, by one writer or the other, rather than actual
copying best accounts for the phenomena. The incident in fragment 2 verso, as already
remarked, has no parallel in any canonical Gospel, but in the mutilated concluding lines
it is possible (though very hazardous) to discover an echo of John xvi. 20.

When, however, we turn to IL. 1~—29 we find a quite different state of affairs. Whatever
view may ultimately be taken of the relationship, there can be no dispute that there is
here a close connexion between 1 and John. The only question is what is the nature of
this connexion. On the discovery of a new and non-canonical Gospel showing close
verbal coincidences with John the assumption which naturally occurs first is that its
author was using the existing Gospel of St. John as one of his sources; but a careful
consideration of the evidence leads at least to some hesitation about this conclusion.
The narrative in 1 makes no impression of being a mosaic of extracts from an earlier
work. There is a logical progression in the thought, so far as this can be determined from
what remains. First Jesus (if the suggested restorations can be taken as indicating the
general sense of the passage) addresses to the lawyers the exhortation to direct their
attention to the law-breaker, not to Him, Then, turning to the rulers of the people, who
no doubt represented more especially the Pharisaic party, He appeals to their knowledge
of the Scriptures to confirm His mission; and He adds to the force of this by saying in
effect: ‘Do not mistake me; it is not I who accuse you but your own law-giver Moses, who,
you will find, bears testimony to me and thereby convicts you of want of faith.” The
Pharisees, quite naturally, reply that they know that God spoke to Moses, but as for
Jesus, they have no knowledge of His credentials; whereupon Jesus proceeds to a further
demonstration (now lost) of their want of faith. The development is perfectly smooth
and self-consistent; yet when we turn to the Johannine parallels we find that the words
&pauvére . , . Tepl Epol are preceded by no such remark as that which 1 records immediately
before them but form part of a long speech which began twenty verses earlier; that they
are separated by five verses from the words which follow, uf) 2okeite . . . fATrikorre; that in
John these words are followed by two more verses not found in 1, after which the Evan-
gelist proceeds to a new episode, whereas in 1 the rulers of the people make a reply which,
with the necessary change of person, is found in John in an entirely different context,
being addressed by the Pharisees to the man born blind; and that this reply is in 1 followed
by a further speech of Jesus, which, though only the beginning of it remains, is clearly
not found anywhere in John or the other canonical Gospels. Here this page ends, but
the episode is clearly continued on the verso; and here the relationship to John is even
more curious. Once again, the narrative, so far as preserved, is quite continuous and well
fitted together, and once again it recalls John at every turn. The attempt to stone Jesus
is no part of John v, with which the two first sentences addressed by Him on the recto
to the rulers of the people find their parallel. There are two separate passages in John
(viii and x) where stones are taken up against Jesus, the second containing a reminiscence
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(w&Aw) of the first, but in neither case does the context agree with that of 1; the wording
of the latter seems to agree more closely with the second, x. 31. On three different occa-
sions, none of them agreeing with the context here, St. John records in language generally
recalling 1, unsuccessful attempts to seize (Tié3w) Jesus, and in one of them (vii. 30) he
adds &7t obie EANAUGer 1) dpax adTol; in 1 we find a similar phrase, 811 oo ANAUGE] odTol
1) dpa Tfis Tapeddoews. The concluding sentence of this episode in 1 has partial parallels
with John x. 39 and Luke iv. 30 (1 aUTds A¢ & kiptos EEeABDY [Aik pécov al]Tidv
&mévevoey &m’ oty y John, kel 2EfAGev &k Tiis Xepds arésv; Luke, adtds A AeAboov Ak
péoou alT@v éwopeleto), but in neither case is the context the same.

Of these phenomena there appear to be only three reasonable explanations. (1) The
writer of 1 was directly using John and picking isolated sentences from various contexts,
which, with great skill and some small changes of wording, he fitted into a continuous
narrative, a narrative which on this hypothesis can claim no real authority. (2) John
used 1 as one of the sources on which he based his own Gospel. (3) John and the writer
of 1 were drawing, in different degrees, on a common source. Neglecting for the moment
the last possibility, we must ask whether the first or the second is in itself the more likely.
There are certainly some weighty objections to the first. We have seen that elsewhere 1
shows such slight agreements with the canonical Gospels that it seems doubtful whether
its author used them directly at all; yet here, on this supposition, he incorporates whole
sentences of John, arbitrarily torn from their context, into an episode which he either
invented for his own purposes or derived from some other, presumably non-Johannine,
source. Why is it that in this portion of his work he adopts a procedure so different
from his usual practice? There is no apparent purpose in inventing the episode; so
far as the extant text goes it contains no doctrinal and no important biographical addition
to what might have been found in the canonical sources; and if the episode was found
by the writer elsewhere in a non-Johannine form why did he take the trouble to
interpolate Johannine sentences into it? Moreover, these borrowings are not verbally
identical with the Johannine parallels. The first sentence, gpouvdTe . . . Tepl 2uo0, is
indeed paralleled by a ‘doublet’ reading in certain manuscripts; but as pointed out in the
note, it is more likely that it found its way into these as the result of a gloss quoting the
present Gospel (or its source) than that it was the original form of John v. 39. So, too, in
the second sentence 1 differs from the text of John v. 45 in two respects (fiAov
xeernyopfioat for karnyopriow, and pou inserted after worépa). These alterations seem quite
pointless. Furthermore, the passage does not at all give the impression of padding or,
as already said, of a mere mosaic. When taken by itself, without any reference to any other
Gospel, it reads in no essential respect differently from the episodes which follow. It
would probably be true to say that in style it has little, if any, of the characteristic Johannine
ring. St. John’s style is admittedly individual to the last degree; it is given to repetition
and the sometimes almost painfully meticulous hammering out of a point. In 1 there is
nothing of this; each point is made crisply and succinctly, and the text passes at once to
another. If the writer was borrowing he certainly possessed a marked gift for fitting his
borrowed matter harmoniously and imperceptibly into the structure of his style.
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Let it be supposed, on the other hand, that John was using 1 (or its source). It is
easy enough to imagine a highly individual writer like St. John expanding and combining
material which he found in an earlier text to develop his interpretative record of Christ’s
teaching and personality. As Canon Streeter well puts it (The Four Gospels, p. 397),
‘John, the preacher, the thinker, the mystic, aiming avowedly at writing, not a biography,
but a message meant to burn . . . , was not likely to write, like the other Evangelists, with
a copy of Mark or any other document in front of him. The materials he uses have all
been fused in the crucible of his creative imagination, and it is from the image in his
mind’s eye, far more vivid than the written page, that he paints his picture.’ In the
present case, if he used 1, the verbal coincidences are perhaps sufficiently close to require
more than a recollection of a previous reading of the text, but the free handling of his
material is certainly characteristic, and the differences in wording noted above are more
easily explicable in a writer with the characteristics of St. John than in the author of 1.

Between these two hypotheses the choice is not perhaps easy; but it would be rash to
reject off-hand the dependence of John on 1 in favour of the reverse theory, involving
such difficulties as those pointed out above. Little help is got from the vocabulary of the
Johannine parallels in 1, but some observations must be made on them. The word
Epauvée nowhere oceurs in the Synoptic Gospels. It occurs once in John (vii. 52) over and
above the passage (v. 39) quoted as a parallel; but it is also Pauline and occurs once each in
1 Peter and Revelation. popTtupte doesnot occur in Mark ; it is found once each in Matthew
(xxiii. 31) and Luke (iv. 22); and it is extremely common in John, besides occurring in
Acts and in various Epistles, especially Hebrews, 1 and 3 John, and Revelation. &mizeo,
found in Matthew and Luke, occurs nowhere else in St. John’s Gospel, but it occurs
(once each) in 2 John and 3 John. Achéw is common throughout the N.T., but is specially
so in John. mézw, which occurs eight times in John, is not found in the Synoptists,
though it occurs in Acts.

These statistics show that the passages which are paralleled in John exhibit a somewhat
Johannine phraseology, though, as already remarked, the style is not characteristically
Johannine. On the other hand, this is not true of the remainder of the text, where, so
far as linguistic affinities can be found at all, the words employed are perhaps more
characteristic of the Synoptists (e.g. &ploTnm and wavdoyeiov occur only in Luke of
the canonical Gospels). It is, however, doubtful whether these facts can be pressed as
indicating in ll. 1-29 a dependence of 1 on John. If they have any evidential value they
would perhaps better suit the third hypothesis indicated above, the independent use by
John and 1 of a common source; and this would also help to explain the verbal differences
in the sentences common to both.® Of this third hypothesis it may be said that it is of
subsidiary importance only. If 1, 1-29, is a mere rehash of miscellaneous excerpts from

! In this connexion it may be pointed out that the construction seen in fiAfov korrnyopfioat
(John karnyoptiow) is nowhere found in John, though it is common enough in the Synoptists ;
when John wishes to use fiA€ov he says fjA8ov fva kpiveo (xii. 47). It also occurs in the Gospel
according to the Egyptians (fiABov koot T& Epya Tiis OnAsias, Cl. Alex. Strom. iii. 9, 63)
and that according to the Hebrews (fA8ov karcAlioan Té&s uoias, Epiph. Haer. xxx. 16).
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John it lacks all independent authority, and the employment of such a method here might
even shake our faith in the independence of the remainder of 1; but if this hypothesis be
rejected, it is not vitally necessary to decide whether John used 1 or a source also used by 1,
for in either case 1 puts us in touch, at first or second hand, with one of St. John’s sources.
In that case, the papyrus, highly interesting as it is already, becomes of the first importance.

So important indeed is the issue involved that it would be rash and ill-advised in the
present editors, neither of whom can claim any wide acquaintance with this field of study,
to attempt a positive solution. It is sufficient to state the relevant considerations and the
reasons which induced them to question their first assumption that the author of 1 was
in Il. 1-29 drawing directly on the existing text of John. It may be added that the un-
Johannine character of most of the other material in 1 makes it quite impossible to regard
the work as a sort of ‘Proto-John’.

Of the other Gospels, Luke is perhaps that to which 1 shows most affinity. As already
remarked, &pfornw and mavAoyeiov occur onlyin Luke of the Evangelists. In the leperstory,
where the words occur, though the main portion is nearest to Matthew, the last extant
sentence is Lucan, and the sentence which introduces it, airds ¢ é xUpios kTA., has a
rather striking resemblance to Luke iv. 30. In 1 Jesus is twice referred to, in narrative,
as 6 wptos. This is not found at all in the best text of Matthew or Mark, but there are
14 (or 15) examples in Luke, and 5 in John (Streeter, Four Gospels, p. 212 £.). Mark
never uses 2oV in narrative; in Matthew it occurs 32 times, in Luke 16, in John not at
all. In 1 itis found once, in the leper story. The strange word éuBpidopea (1, 51) occurs
once in Matthew, twice in Mark, twice in John, and not at all in Luke. In the episode
of the Herodians (?) the question, with its double interrogative, in Il. 48-50 is nearest in
form to St. Mark’s version. It will be seen that the linguistic evidence is fluctuating,
but the most important is perhaps the use of & xUpios in narrative, which is specially
characteristic of St. Luke.

To sum up: it is very doubtful whether 1 can be identified with any known uncanonical
Gospel, with the possible (but very improbable) exception of the Gospel according to
the Egyptians. The evidence indicates rather strongly that it represents a source or
sources independent of those used by the Synoptic Gospels, and very likely, in part at
least, authentic. Its relation to John is such as to suggest for serious consideration the
question whether it may be, or derive from, a source used by that Gospel. It is now
fairly well accepted (see, e.g., Streeter, Four Gospels, p. 12) that each of the four
canonical Gospels was associated with a particular church, Mark with Rome, Luke with
Achaea, Matthew perhaps with Antioch (Streeter, op. cit., pp. 500 ff.), and John with
Ephesus. The importance of these churches, it may be supposed, secured general
acceptance for the Gospels associated with them, but there is no improbability, indeed
there is considerable likelihood, in the supposition that other churches had also their
Gospels," which were not so received, and 1 may well be one of these. Its discovery in
Egypt may suggest that it was written for the Christian community of Alexandria; but

t Cf. Luke i. 1 émeidimep ToAA ol émexelpnoay dvardEaobat Aifjynow mepl Tév memAnpogopn-
péveov &v fpiv Tparyp&Toov.
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this supposition is rendered a little doubtful by its connexion with John, which was
pretty certainly the Ephesian Gospel. Perhaps, then, 1 originated in Asia and was later
introduced into Alexandria and so into Egypt generally.! In any case it seems probable that
it was of comparatively early composition, most likely before the end of the first century.
It remains to discuss the order of the fragments and the position in Christ’s ministry
which is to be assigned to the incidents recorded. There is unfortunately no external
evidence on this point. One numeral only occurs, on fragment 2 recto, and of this, which
may be the number of the page, the folio, or the quire, too little remains for any reading.
There is, however, some internal evidence as regards fragment 1. The first eight lines of
the recto follow so naturally on the verso that it seems safe to take them as the continuation
of the incidents there related. Thus we can assume that the verso page of this leaf preceded
the recto. There were three possible ways of making up a papyrus codex, all of which
involved a single folding of the papyrus sheets which composed it, as contrasted with the
successive foldings of a sheet of vellum or paper:? several sheets might be laid flat, one
above another to the requisite number, and then folded once, forming one large quire
for the whole volume; or single sheets might be folded separately so as to form a succession
of quires, each consisting of only two leaves; or, finally, a small number of sheets, five,
ten, twelve, &c., might be folded together to form quires of ten, twenty, or twenty-four
leaves. The papyrus was ordinarily laid before folding with the recto uppermost, so that
a folded sheet of two leaves showed the succession verso, recto, recto, verso. The available
evidence, to which a valuable addition has lately been made by the Chester Beatty papyri,
" suggests that the two first methods were the earlier ones and that in very early times the
single-quire method was the commoner, though the fact that P. Beatty 1 (early third
century) consists of two-leaf quires is a warning against hasty generalization. If we may
assume that 1 was formed of a single quire, then, since the verso of fragment 1 precedes
the recto, it would appear that this leaf at least belonged to the first half of the Gospel—
or to the first half of the codex if it contained more than one work. Such a position well
suits the context, at least so far as the leper incident is concerned. It is notoriously
difficult to find in the Gospels any secure basis for a chronology of Christ’s ministry, but
the position of the leper story in the three Synoptic Gospels certainly indicates for
it a comparatively early date, and it is quite certain that the Synoptists placed it in
Galilee. In Mark it follows the sentence ‘And he went into their synagogues throughout
all Galilee, preaching and casting out devils’, which suggests that the incident occurred
in a city; and this is confirmed by Luke, who says explicitly ‘while he was in one of the
cities’. Now the incident which in 1 precedes it, the controversy with the lawyers and the
rulers of the people, also points to a city of some size rather than a country place. Here,
however, a difficulty arises. As already said, the Johannine parallels in Il. 1—29 are found
in various passages of John; but all these passages occur in portions of the narrative
located by John at Jerusalem. Yet in 1 the passage which contains them is immediately

1 Cf. the note on 1, 7-10 above,
2 See F. G. Kenyon, Books and Readers in Ancient Greece and Rome, pp. 100-7; The

Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri, fasc. 1, pp. 9-13.
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followed by one relating an incident elsewhere recorded as occurring in Galilee. These
facts may be interpreted differently according to the view taken of the relation between
1 and the canonical Gospels, especially John. If the author of 1 was excerpting John,
we must suppose him to have culled isolated sentences from incidents at Jerusalem and
woven them into a narrative which, from its position, should refer to Galilee; or,
alternatively, that he transferred the leper incident from Galilee to Jerusalem. In the
second case one cannot but feel some doubts as to the authority of 1 even in that incident.
On the other hand, if John was using 1 (or its source) and incorporating into speeches
at Jerusalem sentences which originally belonged to an incident in Galilee, this fact may
seem to reinforce the doubts which many scholars have expressed as to the historicity of
the earlier visits to Jerusalem which John alone records, though this is not a necessary
inference. :

The position of fragment 2 is yet more uncertain than that of 1, and it is impossible
even to decide with any certainty which side should be placed first. If indeed 1 and 2
originally formed part of the same sheet, then 2 must follow 1 and its recto side must
precede the verso, but there is no evidence for or against this. As 2 comes from the top of
the leaf, 1 from lower down, it is difficult to compare the fibres, and in any case the
fragments, even if from the same sheet, may have been parts of different koAMpara. Even
if they were originally combined this would not prove that 2 recto followed 1 recto
immediately, for if the codex was composed of a single quire many sheets may have lain
above that which formed the two fragments preserved. Nor does internal evidence help
in determining the order of the two sides of 2, for the text of the recto bears no relation
to that of the verso, and it is clear that between the two there was a transition from one
episode to another. There is indeed one point which is perhaps worth making. If the
episode on the recto is a different version of the question of the Herodians, it should
propetly be placed at Jerusalem and late in the Gospel, since the Synoptists agree in
assigning this incident to the days before the Passion.! There is, however, another
possibility which is worth considering. St. Mark, after relating a series of conflicts with
the scribes and Pharisees in Galilee, states (iii. 6; cf. Matt. xii. 14; Luke vi. 11) that
‘the Pharisees went out, and straightway with the Herodians took counsel against him,
how they might destroy him’. There must be something at the back of this statement,
Did the Pharisees and Herodians actually go to the length of attempting, in an encounter
unrecorded by the Synoptists, to entrap Jesus? And is the episode in fragment z recto
a record of this, the subject of mapayevépevor being the Herodians, or, more probably,
the Herodians and Pharisees combined? If so, a plausible arrangement suggests itself.
Fragment 2 verso (by the Jordan) may have come first. Jesus may then have proceeded
to some Galilaean city, where the question about of PaotAeis was put to him; this may
have been followed by the conflict with the lawyers and rulers of the people recorded in

T M. Goguel denies that this can have occurred at Jerusalem, owing to the part played
by the Herodians (Life of Fesus, Engl. ed., p. 401). But surely there is nothing improbable
in the presence of Herodians at Jetusalem just before the Passover; and they would be just
the people whom the Pharisees would naturally think of calling in for this purpose.
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fragment 1; and finally came the leper incident. We should thus have the order: fragm. 2
verso, fragm. 2 recto; fragm. 1 verso, fragm. 1 recto (it would not follow of course that
1 came tmmediately after 2). It is hardly necessary to emphasize the highly conjectural
character of this suggestion; but it is at least worth considering. If, on the other hand,
the question in fragment 2 recto was asked at Jerusalem, verso is more likely to precede
recto, since Jesus should, if we follow the Synoptic account, proceed from the Jordan
to Jerusalem rather than vice versa. It is not necessarily an argument against this that,
since the episode at Jerusalem should come late in the Gospel, recto ought to precede
verso in this half, for (1) the manuscript may not have been a single-quire codex, (2) the
codex may have contained more than one work, our Gospel occupying the first half of it.

There is no means of locating fragment 3. As pointed out in the notes, it is not, on the
whole, likely that it formed part of fragment 1, and it is certain that it does not come from
fragment 2. .

The net result of this long discussion is, it is to be feared, a harvest of unsolved prob-
lems. Some of these are likely to prove insoluble unless further evidence comes to light,
but it may be hoped that others will at least be brought nearer to a solution by the labours
of scholars more competent in the field of Biblical studies, to whose attention the frag-
ments must now be left.
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2. FRAGMENTS OF A GOSPEL COMMENTARY (?)

Inv. No. Egerton Papyrus 3. Early third century. Fifteen small fragments, all but
two combining to form two larger ones, 15-3 cm. X 85 cm. and 75 cm. X 4°I cm., from
two leaves of a papyrus codex written with two columns to the page. PLATE III (recto).

"HEN complete each page of this codex must have measured some 15-2 cm.

in breadth, and exceeded 15'5 cm. in height. The crease between the two
columns of writing on fragment 1 indicates that it comes from the centre of a folded
sheet (two pages), though the margins between the fold and the writing on either
side are uncomfortably small, unless this was the central sheet of a quire. In any
case, the sequence of the four columns is thus fixed as: verso col. ii, recto col. i,
recto col. ii, verso col. i. Unfortunately the sequence of columns in fragment 2 is
not so easily determined ; but the ragged edge of the small portion of outer margin
preserved more probably represents a tear between two conjoint leaves than a
mutilated fore-edge; thus recto cols. i, ii probably precede verso cols. i, ii.

The main interest of these sadly mutilated fragments lies in their early date.
The neat, sloping, oval uncial hand is of a2 well-known type, which can be dated
with considerable certainty.? Very similar examples are P. Oxy. 2082 and P. Ryl. 57,
the former dated by the editors to the late second, the latter to the late second or
early third century. The present fragments are therefore likely to have been written
well before A.p. 250; and Professor Schubart, to whom a photograph was submitted,
is probably right in regarding them as dating from quite early in the third century.
They may accordingly be regarded as one of the earliest surviving manuscripts of
Christian theological literature.

Before turning to the question of authorship, something must be said of the
nature of the work. Though tentatively described as a commentary, it is really too
fragmentary to justify such an identification; all the intelligible passages seem to
be concerned- solely with exegesis, but the whole work may well have been of
a different nature—homiletic, dogmatic, apologetic, or polemical. For this publi-
cation, however, the assumption will be made that it is in fact a commentary.

The only clue to the date at which the work was composed lies in the manuscript
itself. If this was written not very long after A.D, 200 the date of composition must

1 See Campbell Bonner, 4 Papyrus Codex of the Shepherd of Hermas, p. 15; the Berlin
fragment of Hermas, P. 5513, is very similar (Wilcken, Tafeln z. dlt. gr. Paliographie, Taf. iii).
The Harris Homer (Kenyon, Class. Texts in the Brit. Mus., P1. VI) and P. Beatty I are also
of the same general type. See also P. Oxy. 655, introduction.
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presumably be placed before the end of the second century. This goes far towards
disposing of the possibility, so attractive at first sight, that the author was Origen
himself; for his great commentary on John, from one of the lost books of which
the fragments might otherwise well have come, was not begun till about a.p. 218-
19,T while the bulk of his work on the rest of the New Testament (e.g. his Com-
mentaries and Homilies on Luke and Matthew) was subsequent to his flight from
Alexandria in 232. If the date of the manuscript is to be brought down towards
the middle of the century there is the further objection that, as Schubart has
pointed out,* ‘nach dem Vorgehen des Bischofs Demetrios wie fiir Origenes selbst
so auch fiir seine Schriften in Agypten kein Raum mehr war’. And that, after his
condemnation and flight, copies of his works would have been introduced from
Caesarea into Upper or Middle Egypt is in the highest degree improbable.

Nor do other Christian writers at the beginning of the third century seem to
have any better claim; the only two exegetists of note are Hippolytus of Rome
and Clement of Alexandria; but neither seems to have worked much on the New
Testament, while Hippolytus’ writings at least must be allowed a considerable time
to spread to the interior of Egypt.

The claims of second-century writers must therefore be considered. It is not
at first easy to suggest a possible author, for Origen was in truth the father of
Catholic exegesis on a scientific basis; there are, however, exegetic passages of
considerable length in Irenaeus, and it is by no means improbable that these
fragments may actually be from his pen. A slight additional probability is furnished
by the fact that among the extraordinarily meagre fragments of patristic literature
on papyrus, two are from third-century MSS. of Irenaeus, one of which rivals the
present papyrus in antiquity.? But it is clear from B. Kraft’s study of New
Testament quotations in Irenaeust that the fragments cannot be identified with
any of Irenaeus’ extant works, whether in the original Greek or in translation; and
there are no passages sufficiently long or intelligible to enable any arguments to be
founded on points of style or doctrine. The lost commentary on the Gospels by
Theophilus of Antioch (ca. 180 A.D.) is perhaps another possibility.

Apart from Irenaeus, there is very little’exegesis to be found in second-century
Catholic writers, who in this branch of theology were completely overshadowed
by their Gnostic contemporaries. That the present fragments come from some
Gnostic treatise would not therefore be at all surprising; the earliest New

I E. Preuschen, Die gr. christl. Schriftsteller d. ersten 3 Fhrdte: Origenes, iv, p. lxxix.

2 Mitt. d. deutschen Inst. f. dg. Altertumskunde in Kairo, i (1930), 103.

3 P. Oxy. 405 (iv. 264) and a papyrus at Jena, published by H. Lietzmann in Nachrichten
d. Ges. d. Wiss. zu Gétlingen, 1912, pp. 291-320.

+ Die Evangelienzitate des heil. Irendus, in Bardenhewer’s Biblische Studien, Bd. 21, Heft 4.
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Testament commentary of any kind was perhaps the *E§nynTik& on the
Gospel, in twenty-four books, of the Alexandrian Gnostic Basilides, who flourished
in the reign of Hadrian. Against Basilides himself, however, there is a serious objec-
tion, for according to Jerome he, like Marcion and other heretics, rejected the Epistles
to Timothy,? a quotation from the second of which can be recognized with practical
certainty in 1. 132-3. A more attractive possibility is Heracleon, the intimate
(yvdopipos) of Valentinus, and author of the first scientifically constructed com-
mentary on any part of the New Testament ; his commentary on John is only known
to us by hostile notices in Catholic writers, above all Origen, who devoted a large
part of his own gigantic commentary on the same Gospel to the refutation of
Heracleon’s views. Though the present fragments reveal no trace of Gnosticism,
their very imperfect nature must be borne in mind ; many of the existing fragments
of Heracleon? as little betray their origin, and much he says is acute and sensible.

On the whole, then, these fragments might well emanate from some more sober-
minded member of the Valentinian school, which took a special interest in John,
while accepting as scripture the whole of the Catholic New Testament. On the
Catholic side Irenaeus, who we know was read in Egypt, seems the most likely
candidate. For any more definite conclusions the verdict of theological scholars
must be awaited.

The scribe’s hand is clear and regular and his orthography good. Of nomina sacra
he uses KCand OC and their inflexional forms, and once (1. 68) IN. The diaeresis is
inserted above initial 1 but apparently not on initial u (uTrapycov, 1. 85, but the surface
of the papyrus is damaged above this letter). No accents or punctuation marks
are used, but the rough breathing occurs several times. The only abbreviation
besides the nomina sacra is the stroke for v over a vowel at the ends of lines. In
this transcript the text is printed in modern form, with accents, breathings, and
punctuation marks.

The following Biblical quotations are recognizable: Matt. iv. 5 (. 4—8); Matt.
xxvil. 52—3 (1L g—12); Matt. v. 8 (Il. 44-6); Ps. xi. 7 (Il. 54-8); Johni. 14 (Il. 64-5);
John i. 29 (1. 68—71); John vi. 55 (Il. 75—7); Phil. ii. 6 (Il. 84—%); 2z Tim. ii. 19
(ll. 132-3). Only that from Matt. xxvii. 52 is of any textual importance.

1 Whether this means the Gospels as a whole, one particular Gospel, or a harmony or
redaction by Basilides himself, is uncertain.

2 Zahn, Gesch. d. neutestamentlichen Kanons, i. 2662,

3 Collected by A. E. Brooke in Texts and Studies, i. 4.
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Fragment 2 verso]
Col. 1. Col. 2.
1.+
10
1 defaced |
elé[AJaogay [rfis]
[FedAJexiofs o v v o e Jvovo[

1.+, Jtnl
Joul. ... Jde. . [

Jukol. Jeonel

Je o[JAL .. ]2 toTv
1.0..[ ]o[.]ev
1.[1..

1.0]. T
1...w€T.

Jol].amro. ..

102 Jox 16 Zaya-
1. v [pioas ] errol
Jyns xad [ Iy mwap’ -

105 Jov ToU [. . . TlalAos] 2¢ év
Joo 4} [P Tpds Tiwdbeloy Aéyeli]:
Jermio Eyv[w k(Upto)s Tous SviTa(s] od-
Jyar- 7ol of Juepol.]
Iref Ked[ 1.owm[

III

115

I20

125

130

103. The v is deleted by a stroke through it. Two dots above it and U may also be intended

as marks of deletion.
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Col. 1. Col. 2.
109 it [ Inlstfis 135
1.1 uey[ ]..mp
. . Kad | Juowug [
Ko In Tis
Ins oy
. 1.1 140

o[
Jox

2. Perhaps &Jvéyo[v, agreeing with mveluc.

4-8. Apparently a free quotation of Matt. iv. 5 TéTe TrapehapPévet orrdv & Mi&Bohos els Ty
&ylov woAW, ko EoTnoey alrTdv Emri 1o wTepUytov ToU fepol. In lines 4-5 there is not space
enough to restore mo-]|[pohauPéver airélv, though Aap-]|[Béver airdly would suit; in that
case, however, it becomes difficult to fill up the lacuna in line 6, for {eis T ] is quite
insufficient for the space (cf. 1. 12 where the lacuna is if anything a little shorter, but still
must have contained [6ev eis v oy]). The most likely solution is that Jesus had not been
previously mentioned, so that the author substituted Tév *Incolv for Matthew’s airév,
at the same time changing the order.

9-12. Taken from Matt. xxvii. §2—3 kod T& ponpeia dvedynoav kal TOAAK odpaTa T@Y
Kexotpnpévoov dylfev fyfpdnoav kol EEeAedTes &k T@Y wnuelov perd Ty Fyepa almol elofiMboy
els T &ylav wOAV ki vepowiofnoav ToAdois, The papyrus agrees with SACWIA
against NBDGLO famm. 1, 13, in reading the singular fyyépn for Ayépénocv. The
omission of §eA86vTes . . . ot makes it necessary to restore the singular, elofiA[fev.
Clearly the whole of this passage centres upon some mystical interpretation of the
Holy City ; consequently TU]mos is a very plausible conjecture in . 14, and perhaps kric]ews
kéopov in L 15 (cf. Rom. i. 20 é&md wrioews kéouou). It is worth noting that fanciful
interpretations of Jerusalem and the Temple are especially prominent in Heracleon, as
may be seen from the following quotations (the numbers are those given by Brooke):

Fr. 13. &5 (sc. Heracleon) gnot Thv els ‘lepoocdiupa dvoRov onpatvaw THy &md Tév VAIKGY
el TOV Yuykov TéTrov, TUyXdvovTa elkéva Tiis ‘lepovaainp, dvéPaotv Tol kupiou. ... fyeitan
Ya&p T& pEv &yt TGV &ylwv elvon TO epov, els & pdvos & &pyiepeus elofet, Evla ofpatl alrov Adyew
ToUS TIVEVHACTIKOUS Xeopeiv. T& Ak Tol Tpovdov, &mou kai ol Aeviten, aUuBolov elvar Tév E§w 1ol
TATPOUCTOS YuXikédv eUpiokopévev &v acTnpia.

Fr. 20 (On the Woman of Samaria). eiwdw (sc. Heracleon) Spos piv Tdv 2ié&Bodov
Atyeofa, 1} TOV kéopov avrrol, Emelmrep pépos &v & AikBoros EAns Tiis UANS, enoiv, v, & At kdopos
TO oUpmay Tiis Kokias Spos, Epnpov olknThpiov Bnplwv, @ Tpooexkivouy wévTes of Tpd vouou kal

H
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of &8virof* ‘lepoodAupa At Ty xrlow f) Tov krfaTny: & Tpooexivouv of *lovAcion. SAAE kai AsuTépeos
8pos pév dvdwoey elvon Ty xtiow 7 of vikol Tpocekivouy ‘lepocdAvpa Ak Tov kTioTny, @ ol
’lovAcior EAGrrpevov.

If this explanation be accepted, I. 13 probably contains some reference to # wap’ fiuiv
oA, i.e. the earthly Jerusalem.

41. Possibly uow]op|
42—4. E.g. flmoxo[mnréov oftivés el]j[ow o]f noxd(pror oo E2er]|[E]ev 6 k(Upro)s elf v kTA,
44-6, = Matt. v. 8.

47. The delta stands some way further in than the initial delta of I. 51, consequently it
was probably preceded by one letter. Possibly [6] 2¢. .. agreeing with the masculine noun
qualified by dp6s in 1. 49. é&py[uplou is suitable.

49. Possibly Tros (e.g. 0-]jmos); or poxd]|[p]ies would not be too much for the space.
50. &7, or perhaps ¢ Te[, a proper name.

54. The seventh letter is much more like v than 7, so e.g. &t[e Aéyet is improbable.
Perhaps something like wepl 16v]] Aoylwv x(upio)u [& Aéyer & wod]|uewdds odfk &yvoeis: T&
Ad]lyrex kA,

54-8. = Ps. xi. 7. There is perhaps no need to correct 2ékiov, for in papyri Adkipos is
much commoner than 2okfyios, and may have been a genuine variant in this passage.

63—4. meplocwux does not occur in either the Old or New Testament. ¢[ncjv or ¢[épe|w
would be rather short for the lacuna. ¢[eby]eov would suit.

64-5. = John i. 14.

66. Possibly 1a[cw.

67. oUrofs? But &AM« in 1. 68 suggests o¥ Td[v 2eiva GAJAG Tov *Inootiv.
68-71. = John i. 29.

72. &1 6 &u]vd[s is possible.

73. o 0ub[. Probably fva 8u6[#, i.e. Tuéfi. The spelling ¢608n is found in P. Bouriant 3,
col. ii, lines 62 and 64, which, curiously enough, also refer to the Paschal Lamb. Possibly
the papyrus had some paraphrase of Jeremiah xi. 19 (&pviov &ydpevov Tol BUecten).

74. &epyoufev . . suggests a reference to the Exodus and the first Passover.
75-7. == John vi. s55.
78. No doubt wéoy[«; cf. xad yap 76 wéoxa Audv &Tvén Xpiotss, 1 Cor. v. 7.

79-88. ‘. .. the beginning (?) of all things (?), God beside God. This is the True
Light, a Sun shining above our sun. And to those for whom the Word, who, being in
the form of God, thought it not robbery to be equal with God, became flesh, even to
them is he the True Light . ...
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79-80. ]| dpxii to(lv wpds T8]v 8(ed)v looks at first sight an obvious restoration, but
John i. 1 has & &pxi fiv, and it is difficult to believe that such a passage could have been
misquoted, especially since critics devoted much space to the use of the imperfect in this
very verse. Furthermore, if this reconstruction is accepted it becomes exceedingly
difficult, if not indeed impossible, to construe 8eés in 1. 8x. It is perhaps on the whole
better to treat &pyr as nominative and place a comma after o, e.g. 1) mév]r[w]y &pxh
got{w, Tpds To)v Bedv 6eds. Cf, Origen, Comm. in Ioann. i, 22 (p. 21) &y 2¢ ZploTnwm & xod
Eomv elmelv Gpxiy TGV Svteov elvan Tov Yiov Toll Oeol Aéyovtar Eydd sl f) &pxd kal TO Téhos
KTA.

82-3. Cf. Ecclesiasticus xlii. 16 fiAlos pwTizeov karr& waw éwéﬁhxpev.

84-7. = Phil. ii. 6.

8g. Cf. Genesis i. 16 eis &pxds Tijs finépas, where, however, dpxal means ‘rule’.
92. It is not certain whether this was the last line of the page or not.

130-3. = 2 Tim. ii. 19 (= Numbers xvi. 5).
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3. 2 CHRONICLES XXIV. 17-27

Inv. No. Egerton Papyrus 4. Third century. Two fragments (each made up of several
smaller ones), together forming the upper and lower portions of a single leaf of a
codex, complete at top and bottom, except for the margins. Present size about
II.2 cm. X I0 cm. One column to the page. PLATE IV (verso).

HESE exiguous remains of a codex of 2 Chronicles, in which verso precedes

recto (so that the leaf comes from the first half of a single-quire codex or
of a quire in a codex composed of several quires, more probably the latter), offer
little of interest. As regards text, the papyrus stands about midway between A
and B, perhaps nearer to B; but in v. 27 (l. 48) it carries back by two centuries
the history of a glaring corruption in A. The scribe was apparently careful as
a rule, but in 1l. 45-6 he has skipped a whole line of the text.

The hand is a regular but not calligraphic uncial of the third century, perhaps
about the middle rather than the later part of the century. There are no accents,
but the rough breathing occurs several times. The diaeresis is used on initial 1
(but not on 1epouscdny, 1. 26), and the apostrophe after ouk. The high point is
frequent. Nomina sacra which occur are KC and ©C and cases (TTNA is restored
in 1. 10).

The lacunae have been filled up from the text of A. E. Brooke and N, McLean,
The O.T. in Greek acc. to the . . . . Codex Vaticanus. Where B has the general
support of the MSS. the fact is not specially noted. Professor Rahlfs has assigned
to this leaf the number g71 in his list of MSS. of the Old Testament.

Verso. 2 Chronicles, xxiv]
Top of page.

() foula kot T pooekuvnioav Tov Boot]

Aea ToTe emnoUcEY auTols o PactAeus’]
(18) ka1 gyKaTeiTov Tov Kv 8v Tv ]

TEPGV QUTWY [ Kot EACVAEUOV Tals of

5 OTOPTAlS Kot T[OIS E1AWAOIS' KX EYEVE]

To opyT €Ml io[UAx Kol 1EpOUTTATM |

(19) €V TT) TBEPA T[QUTT)" KO OTTECTEIAEY Trpos |

OUTOUS TTPOP[TTAS ETICTPEWYI! TTPOS KV]
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ko ouk’ nro[ucay ko AtepapTupa]
(20) 10 [0 CWTOIS KO OUY’ UTIKOUGQW* Kol TIVex]
[6_\1- EVEAUCEV TOV Q30PIAV TOV TOU icoAcE]
[Tov 1epeat Ko aveoTn eTTAVK Tou A
[ov kot ermey: Toe Agyet K§* T1 TTApQ]
[Tropeuecbe Tas evTOAas KU* K&l OUK £U]
15 [0Awbnoecfe OT! eyKXTEAITIETE TOV KV]
(21) [k eyxolTedenpelt vuas xou gTrleQe[v]
[To auTw kat] eA[1]6[oB]oAn[oav] quTov g
[evToAns iw]afs] Tov Po(olidecos ey l[o(\l?\f]]
(22) [o]oy Ky* ka1 ouk’ epv[n]odn icoas [Tou]
20 eheous Su emroinoey [ulet’ auTou [iw]
2ce o Tatnp ay[Tou] kot sbavafTwoey]
[Tlov yiov autou* kan ws amebu{nokey]
(23) = amev' 2ol ks Ko Kpwore* Kol eYE]
VETO UET TNV guyTeAsiay [Tov]
25 [elviowTou avePn et [afuTov Aufvapis]

Bottom of page.

Recto}]
Top of page.

[oupias xon AGev T Tou]Aa kot el 1e
[poucodnu kou karefletpev TavTas
[Tous apyovTas Tou Adjou ev Tw Acw*
[koa TravTa Ta oKUAX OUTWV CrTTECTTEL
(24) 30 [Aow Tw PoorAel AQpOCTKOV OTL €V OAL
[yors avhpaoiv TapsyjeveTo Auvaps
[oupics kot o B5 TraipeA]wKev gis Tas Xel
[pos auTewov Auvapiv] TOAANY oo
[2pat o1 eykaTeArTov] KY By Tov Tt

35 [TEpwv auTwy Ko peTe ieos] gfroin]



54 2 CHRONICLES XXIV. 17-27
(25) [oev KplporTar Kot PeTor To armeABey au]
[Tous o cwTov eV Tw eykarToAITTEV]
[ouToV eV POACKICIS HEYCAQIS” Ko
[emefevTo auTw O TIAAES XUTOV €V]

40 [a1paov viou JeACE ToU iepeads Kat)
gfcw]arrawo{ow afyTov e[ Tns KAwng]
auTou: ko amrefawvey Kon eBonpav]
[ouTo]v ev Tr{oA]et Actouel[A* Kol ouK]
[eBay]av auTov v T Tapw Twy Pot

(26) 45 [oM]ecov' ko gm]Bepevor e cuToy 3
(27) [BeA] 6 Tou oamar. [. wleoBiiTns Ko Ot
[uio]r cwTou TawTes K1 TPooNABOY
[aulTeo 61 revTE: KO T Aot T Tou[Ac]
[yeypodufuelve [em Ty ypapny Teov
Bottom of page.

3. eykorehimov: evkareMimov Brooke-McLean (B). eyxoaredsrmov ANage,. Presumably the
papyrus read eyk. in other places where the word occurs.

6. xou 1epouoodnu: possibly kot em epovocinp with BaPAN rell., but the length of the lines
is not sufficiently regular to decide the point.

11~15. These lines are of course merely printed exempli gratia, as it is impossible to be
sure how the text was divided.

15. sykaTeMmeTe: see note on L. 3.

17. A1 A0 all MSS.

20. €Aeous: é\atous A.

23. kpwarw: so Brooke-McLean (B). xpewerreo B¥. kperw Aa,

23. 2o1: the second 1 is an addition, probably by the same scribe.

26. iovAa: so Brooke-McLean (B). 1ouacv ANabd (v ex corr.) efjnp-e,.
27. worepfeipev: so Agm. kerrepfeipav Brooke-McLean (B).

31. mapeyeveto: so Brooke-McLean (B). mapeyero Ac,.

36—40. See note on Il. 11-15.

41. «]urov: it is difficult to see what else can have occurred here, and the v seems certain,
but the remaining letters can hardly be reconciled with the traces.
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43. 2coverd: if correctly read, the spelling is unique. *
45. emfeuevor: the omission of o1 before emiepevor is only found in a.
45-6. 30PEA o Tou copa O GUUOVEITNS Kot 3030Ped o Tou copaiwd o pwaPertns Brooke-
McLean (B). 3aPed o Tou oapa® o aupaviTns kot 1w3aPed o Tou aapapi® o pwaPrrs A.
There are countless discrepancies in the proper names, and the papyrus has apparently

" telescoped them into something like 30(Re8] o Tou oauaf [o n]wap(i]ts, omitting a whole
line of text.

48. t®. The beginning of Twv PaotAewv, i.e. the scribe ‘dtopped another line of text, but
noted the error in time and cancelled the two letters he had written.
toua: s0 A only. 12ou all other MSS.

49. Tnv: om. A only.
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4. LEAF FROM A LITURGICAL BOOK

Inv. No. Egerton Papyrus 5. Fourth—fifth century. Leaf of a codex, 19 cm. X 168 cm.
PLATE V (recto).

ONSIDERING how scanty is our knowledge of the primitive liturgies of the

Church, the recovery of a complete page from a liturgical book written in the
fourth or fifth century is an event of considerable interest. Most of the liturgical
fragments on papyrus previously discovered,® even when of very late date, reveal
only slight points of contact with extant liturgies, and the present document is no
exception; in fact it is if anything more difficult than most of the earlier finds to
identify.

In the upper margins of verso and recto respectively appear what at first sight
would seem to be page-numbers, A, B. But the occurrence of what is certainly the
numeral B at the end of 1. 13 shows that these numbers must refer to a succession
of prayers; the verso might well have been headed A for the reason that Prayer A
is continued at the top of this page, and occupies the greater part of it. Similarly
B at the top of the recto indicates that Prayer B is continued at the top of this page,
and, as no further numeral occurs, occupies the whole of it. The lectional signs
in lines 26—7 cannot be read as marking the beginning of a third prayer, and
certainly neither can be taken for I'.

This numeration might perhaps suggest that we have here a collection of prayers
like those attributed to Serapion of Thmuis; but the intimate connexion of
A and B, and the lack of any titles, are against this, and it is far more probable
that this is a definite service-book, possibly indeed something corresponding to
the modern Euchologion. That it is not a complete text of the liturgy is abundantly
clear from the abrupt ending of A, not to mention the absence of rubrics.

The most obvious parallel for this numbering of prayers is the Prayers of the
Faithful in the Byzantine Rite (EUxcd mioTédv o', B'), and that the papyrus contains
some part of the Mass of the Faithful is likely enough. It must, however, be
admitted that it is impossible to point to the slightest resemblance with the extant
Prayers of the Faithful in any Byzantine Liturgy; not only are phraseology and
vocabulary entirely different, but the papyrus makes no direct reference to the

1 Convenient though very incomplete collection by C. del Grande, Liturgiae Preces
Hymmni Christianorum e papyris collecti?, Neapoli, 1934. Subsequent finds include P.
Wiirzb. 3, and G. Ghedini, ‘Frammenti liturgici in un papiro milanese’ (Aegyptus, xiii,
1933, pp. 667-73).
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Oblation such as is normal in the extant prayers. At the same time it is even more
difficult to fit the papyrus into the Egyptian Rite; for the “Three Great Prayers’
which there follow the Prayers of the Faithful, and to which the numeration of
the papyrus might be held to refer, are for very definite objects, viz. the Church,
the Patriarch, and the Congregations. That Prayers A and B of the papyrus
cannot be identified with the first and second of the “Three’ is sufficiently obvious.

The phraseology and vocabulary of the papyrus are equally far removed from
those of the extant liturgies. Though using for the most part the Biblical vocabulary,
the composer of these prayers made little use of direct quotation from the Bible,
indeed the only phrase which can be called a quotation is four words from Ps. Ixxviii.
13 (L 8). The result is thus very different from the centos of Biblical phrases
which make up so large a part of extant liturgies; and the appearance of originality
is enhanced by the use of unusual words, such as &2extos (I 12), &pbiTos
(L. 20), ®otéew (l. 20), émixnpios (I 20), Tékos (1. 26), ebmpios (L. 33), several
of them drawn, as is characteristic of the Byzantine period, from the Epic
vocabulary,

In the upper and lower margins of the recto is some Coptic writing in red ink,
for the interpretation of which we are indebted to Mr. W. E. Crum. According
to him it is a list of ‘sprigs’, vep (Middle-Egyptian for 7ap) of various kinds,
possibly an extract from some magical recipe, and certainly having no connexion
with the text of the papyrus. Mr. Crum compares A. M. Kropp, Ausgewdhlte
koptische Zaubertexte, i, p. 49 ==1ii, pp. 59-60, and (for the number seven)
K. Preisendanz, Papyri Graecae Magicae, ii, No. X1I, 1. 15-39.

g Tvepi ... ... 7 firep fuge bl
4 Warypes(n) 4 fiTep Mapreseiciac
7 fitope g frep Haadmns

HTep fnass

ayY €] . mjoy ROYY igaAaraAat

Translation :
Seven sprigs of . . . .. Seven sprigs of wood? of [
Seven of myrtle Seven sprigs of wormwood
Seven of willow Seven sprigs of laurel
Seven sprigs of tamarisk
..... a little rue

I = Greek &puaAa, with the common metathesis of p and A. Cf. L. and S., s. v.
2 ‘Wood of’ sometimes forms part of the name of a particular tree, cf. Crum, 4 Coptic
Dictionary, p. 546 a infra.
1
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Verso.

Recto.

5. 1. TeAeteaoov.

Io

15

20

25

LEAF FROM A LITURGICAL BOOK
~_
Ja(
>

&ylaaov, 2iddpeyov, Emolvagov, Alofknooy
oThploov, AdEaoov, BePaiwoov, Toinavoy,
&v&gnoov, edT[ic]ov, epfiveudov, oike-
véunoov, TeMwgov )}———  {ov] Acd[V]
8v exriow, Toy Aadv Tov [lepioloiov,
TV Aadv Sv ENVlTpadow, [T]dv Acdv &v
EdAeoas, TOV Aadv oov, [T&] TpdBarTa Tiis
voufis gov. [Wluxiis fiudy voJoolons larpos
pévos €l 0¥, gf) &yoANi&koet . Jpei, vootovTag
fipd&s Bepdrmevooy, uf fipds &nlolpiyns
s &Aékt{olys ofis Oeparrel]as. ool &md
oTéuaTos Adyfols Uytelas [EloTiv AoThp. T_S
ToUT odToUpedy Tap[& ool,] Mooy, Trapts
8o fludpTopey, K&Tlexe] el T1 GpapTavElY
[@lépt, kad u [fi]udsy Koralypdyns Soe Tro-
pawonws Empapey. [o]fis dveSxaxtas

.
~—

2B

—~~
.

~N~

Epyov &peots duapTIV. 5\’1‘1'rpe1-rov £oTIV,
&pBite, BunyTols pf Kitéew Emiknpiols,
SAryoPiots, &miyoxfov [yijv &xovow. el-
[eplyeTév ob Niceimers, Ggbovos yop el oy,
&V AlAcws, oUbtv AcuPdvooy, &vev-

2ens yap €, T8y &yabov [Eo]Tv odv, Koxdv

2t pdvov o¥ odv, patiddy oy & pi)

14. TauT pap. 16. 1. oepel 19, 1. edmpemes,

20. 1. koTéew.
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BéAe1s, TéKos Evwolddv TPETEPGV)

T TpocAéfan Tap® fudY TS Wohuelas,
T&s Upveplas, Tas b ds, TS Topaich-
otls, TAs Aefjaets, T &Eidoets, Tas {Tds}

30 &Eoporoynoets, T&s alThoes, Tas sixaploTias,
THY TrpoBupiav, THy oTrouRny, T&s &y puTvi-
as, TS . . . . L Jelas, Tas Yopeuvias, Tds
edkTnpious paovds. giAdvBpcoTrov Exfov-]

Tes AeoOTNY, of TOV afddvicov BoaoiAée,

35 ixeteUopey T& Ko fluds oikTou &bix

28, Uwwlias pap. " 34. L. cldviov. 35. iKETEVOUEV pap.

TRANSLATION

. . sanctify, sustain, gather, govern, establish, glorify, confirm, pasture, raise
up(?), enlighten, pacify, administer, perfect—the people which Thou hast established,
the peculiar people, the people which Thou hast ransomed, the people which Thou
hast called, Thy people, the sheep of Thy pasture. Thou art the only physician
of our ailing souls, keep us in Thy joy (?), heal us in sickness, cast us not away as
unfit to receive Thy healing. The word of Thy mouth is the giver of health.

II. These things we beg of Thee, Master; remit whatever we have done amiss,
check(?) whatever leads(?) us to sin, neither record against us all that we have done
unlawfully. Forgiveness of sin is the expression of Thy long-suffering; it is a fair
thing, O Immortal, not to be wroth with mortals, doomed to destruction, short-
lived, inhabiting a toilsome world. Never dost Thou cease to do good, for Thou art
bountiful; Thou givest all, taking nought, for Thou lackest nothing ; every righteous
thing is Thine, unrighteousness alone is not Thine. Evil is that which Thou
wouldest not, the child of our imaginations.—Receive from us these psalmodies,
these hymnodies, these prayers, these supplications, these entreaties, these requests,
these confessions, these petitions, these thanksgivings, this readiness, this earnest-
ness, these vigils, these...... , these couchings upon the earth, these prayerful
utterances. Having a kindly master in Thee, the eternal King, we beseech Thee
[to behold ?] our pitiful state . . . .

5. The stroke in the centre of the line apparently serves to mark the end of the long suc-
cession of imperatives, and is intended to give help in reading.

8-9. Cf. Ps. Ixxviii, 13 el y&p Aads aou kal mpéPara Tiis voudis cou. See also Ps. Xciv. 7,
XCiX. 3.
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9-10. For this very common metaphor see Wilcken, P. Wiirzb. 3 verso, l. 18 note;
Brightman, Liturgies Eastern and Western, i. 340, &c. ofj &yadNidoer tn]pei is a possible
restoration.

16. [9]épr is not very satisfactory, but an alternative reading is not obvious.
27. The purpose of the sign in the margin is obscure, unless it is to mark the main verb.

31-2. Cf. Const. Apost. ii. 56 &ypumviais, dortiats, Xaueuvias, Alwyuols, TAnyads, puAckais
xTA. Both are of course ultimately based upon 2 Cor. xi. 23, 27. In line 32 the letters
after t&s might be read ig{, but there seems no obvious restoration.
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INDEX TO THE NEW TEXTS

ArLL words completely preserved, or partially preserved but restored with absolute cer-
tainty, are included here. Words completely restored by the editors are disregarded,
those doubtfully restored or read are followed by a query. 3, being a known text, is not

indexed.

&yalids, 4, 24.
&yaMAlaots, 4, 1o (7).
&yidgow, 4, 2.

&ytos, 2, 6, 12.
&ypumvia, 4, 31.
&2exros, 4, 12.
dAfAes, 1, 61,

opa, 2, 76.

aipw, 2, 0.

odTéw, 4, 14.

aitnots, 4, 3o.
aldwvios, 4, 34.

droUw, 1, 53 (?).
&Anos, 2, 77.
&Anwds, 2, 78, 82.
&G, 2, 68 (?).
SpapTaVR, 4, 15 bis.
apaptia, 2, 70; 4, 19,
&uvds, 2, 69,

duevderis, 4, 23.
SveSikakic, 4, 17,
&VﬁKc‘)l lv 49.
dvioTnm, 4, 4 (7).
&voie, 1, 50 (2).
&vouos, 1, 4 (7).

&Elos, 4, 35.

&iwots, 4, 29,

dméxew, 1, 57.
&moia, 1, 19 (7).
&mé, 1, 31, 39, 58; 4, 12.
GmoAidcow, 1, 48 (?), 49 (7).
&mokpivouat, 1, 17,
&mokTeives, 1, 84 (7).
&movevew, 1, 31,
&mopéw, 1, 63.
&roppiTrTed, 4, 11.
&pyvpiov, 2, s55.
dpmayds, 2, 85.
épxil, 1, 49; 2, 80, 8g.
Spxwv, 1, 6, 25 (2).

&oTaros, 1, 62.

ourds, 1, 14, 18 (2), 24 (), 25
bis, 28, 29, 30bis(?), 36,
39, 43, 44, 49 (), 51, 52,
56, 57, 62, 68 (?), 78; 2, ¥,
46, 69, 128 (?), 129, 132.

&peots, 4, 19.

&pbiTos, 4, 20.

&oplovos, 4, 22.

agioTnpy, 1, 39.

Bé&pos, 1, 62.
BaoAels, 1, 48; 4, 34.
BePaud, 4, 3.

Bpéoais, 2, 76.

FaAiAaie, 2, 115 (7).
Yép: 1, 465 4, 22, 24.
Y, 4, 21.

yiyvoua, 2, 65, 87 (D).
YIYVeoK®, 2, 132.
ypoet, 1, 8.

Ypéow, 2, 4, 9 (), 74 ().

2¢, 1, 14, 16, 30, 50, 63; 2,
47 (9), 84, 130; 4, 25.

2Aénots, 4, 29.

2AtEiog, 1, 68. .

2eoTSTNS, 4, 14, 34

M, 1, 37.

Afidov, 2, 71 (?).

Ai&Bodos, 2, 5,

AcheiTre, 4, 22.

Aidvote, 1, 50 (7).

ANaTpéw, 4, 2.

Addokados, 1, 33, 45, 53.

Adwp, 4, 23.

Aoikéw, 4, 2.

2oréw, 1, 8, 10.

Aowiuds, 2, 56.

20830, 4, 3.
2oThp, 4, 13.
Avapa, 1, 277 (2).

&, 1, 36, 77.

tyelpw, 2, 11.

tyd, 1, 4, 1o, 11, 12, 36, 52,
57, 58.

aglzw, 2, 50.

e, 4, 15,

gul, 1, 9, 12; 2, 8o, 86, 88,
121, 132; 4, I0, 13, 19, 22,
24 bis, 23.

sipnvedo, 4, 4.

els, 1, 13, 743 2, 89.

eloépyouat, 2, 11.

ieivos, 1, 9, 63; 2, 14.

txTelven, 1, 64,

ATz, 1, 14.

éupptudopat, 1, 51,

v, 1, 8, 35; 2, 130.

Ewoig, 4, 26,

tvtodua, 1, 59 (7).

dvcriov, 1, 72 (?).

&yw, 1, 73.

Eépyouar, 1, 30; 2, 74.

EetooTikds, 1, 43 (7).

£Efis, 2, 66.

ESopordynots, 4, 30.

&Edv, 1, 48.

EmepdTNp, 1, 64.

¢, 1, 25, 69 (?); 2, 7.

tmPdAAw, 1, 24.

tmnpios, 4, 20.

trripoyfos, 4, 21,

gmiouwvéyw, 4, 2.

trrramAaocios, 2, 58.

Epowvaw, 1, 7,

Epyov, 4, 19.

gpxona, 1,11,28(?), 46;2,68.
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Y, 1, 15 (7).
evepyeETE®, 4, 21,
EC’KTTI\PIOSI 4, 33.
eUmpenrs, 4, 19.
evxapiotia, 4, 30.
Uy, 4, 28.

&, 1, 9; 4, 21, 33.

Zayoplas, 2, 127,
301, 1, 9.

1, 1, 50.

fytopa, 2, 86.

fijAtos, 2, 83.

fuets, 1, 48; 2, 13, 83; 4, 9,
11 bis, 16, 27, 35.

- Tivépe, 2, 89 (7).

fipéTepos, 4, 26.

‘Hoadas, 1, 54.

8draooa, 2, 114.

08w, 1, 38 (?); 4, 26.

eds, 1, 16; 2, ¥o, 8o, 81, 8s,
84.

Oepacrrela, 4, 12,

Beparmredeo, 4, 11.

fvnTds, 4, 20.

U, 2, 73 (2).

iGTP!’)S, 4, 9.

o, 2, 63 (?).

2oy, 1, 32.

{epdv, 2, 8.

*Inools, 1, 17, 33, 45, 59, 65;
2, 68.

fkeTevw, 4, 35.

ve, 1, 265 2, 73 (7).

*lop2dvns, 1, 66.

foos, 2, 87.

TGTT]F“: 1, 65-

’lwdwvns, 2, 67.

kafaplze, 1, 37, 38; 2, 57.

kaBapds, 2, 45, 48.

KC‘({, 1’4) 24, 267 27,32, 36) 67:
69, 70, 72; 2, 8, 11, 59, 76,
129, 134, 137; 4, 16.

KaKos, 4, 24.

keMéw, 1, 52; 4, 8,

KOG, 1, 54.

kopia, 1, 57; 2, 47 (7).

kopds, 1, 73,

KoTé, 4, 35.

KTy pdpw, 4, 16.

KorverkAeiw, 1, 6o.

ketaoeipw, 1, 69.

KaTEYw, 4, 15.

kortnyopéw, 1, 11, 13, 18,

kodouat, 2, 10.

kouizw, 2, 52.

kéayos, 2, 15, 71.

KoTéw, 4, 20.

kTiz0, 4, 6.

ktlos, 2, 15 (7).

xupios, 1, 30, 37 (?), 44, 53,
55.

Achéw, 1, 15 (7).

AouPdve, 4, 23.

Aads, 1, 65 4, 5, 6, 7 bis, 8.

Myow, 1, 7, 14, 17, 33, 44 (),
52, 54, 55, 86; 2, 44, 69,
131.

AMéwpg, 1, 39.

Aeméw, 1, 35 (7).

Aempds, 1, 32, 33 (7).

Mg, 1, 23 (7).

Meos, 1, 23.

Adytov, 2, 53, 54, 55.

Adyos, 1, 7; 2, 64, 84; 4, 13.

AuTpéw, 4, 7.

pakdpios, 2, 43.

uopTUp®, 1, 10, 46 (2).

udrny, 1, 58.

wn, 1, 4, 10, 53; 4, 11, 16, 20,
25.

pévos, 4, 10, 25.

popet, 2, 84.

Maootofs, 1, 13, 15.

voud, 4, 9.
vopIkes, 1, 2.
vootw, 4, 9, 10,
viv, 1, 18.
vig, 2, 125 (7).

Etvos, 1, 64.

6,1, 76,1,2,3,6,7,8, 12, 16,

INDEX TO THE NEW TEXTS

17, 25 (%), 27, 29 bis, 30,
35, 37, 39, 41, 47, 48, 49
bis, 50, 55, 56, 57, 60 (),
62 (?), 64, 65, 66, 68, 69,
71 ()5 2, 5, 7, 8, 44, 45,
46, 47, 57, 66, 68, 70 bis,
71, 75, 76, 80, 82 bis, 84,
88, 127, 131, 135, 138; 4,
5, 6 bis, 77 bis, 8 ter, 27, 28
ter, 29 guater, 30 bis, 31 ter,
32 ter, 34, 35.

oide, 1, 135, 16, 45, 50, 80.

olkovouéw, 4, 4.

ofkros, 4, 35.

SAryopios, 4, 21,

Spol, 1, 23.

&p0s, 2, 49.

&, fi, 8, 1, 8, 13, 46, 54 (?);
2, 84; 4, 6, 7 bis, 25.

8oos, 4, 15, 16.

&t 1, 11, 15, 28, 45; 2, 72.

oy, ok, 1, 16, 27; 4, 22, 25.

oUbels, 4, 23.

olv, 1, 36 (7).

olma, 1, 28.

obros, 1, 7, 55; 2, 81, 87; 4,

14.
Sxhos, 1, 22 (?), 27.

TovAoyeiov, 1, 35.

wapd, 2, 13 (2), 129; 4, 14,
27.

wapaylyvopat, 1, 43 (2).

TapaAidcp, 1, 26 (?).

Twap&Roots, 1, 29.

TapdkAnois, 4, 28.

Tapavéuws, 4, 16.

Treparpéoow®, 1, 3.

Topinu, 4, 14.

s, 1, 3, 47; 45 23, 24.

mw&oya, 2, 78.

Tarnp, 1, 12.

wepdgw, 1, 44.

wepl, 1, ro.

Trepiovaios, 4, 6.

TepraTé®, 1, 65.

wepioowpa, 2, 63 (?).

mégw, 1, 26, 28.

Tvelipe, 2, 3 (7).

Toiéw, 1, 5 (), 46.
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Toéve, 4, 3,

oM, 2, 6, 12, 13 (?), 16.
moAs, 1, 74 (1); 2, 9.
ovnpess, 2, 3 (7).
Tropevopay, 1, 40 (7).
ToTauds, 1, 67 (7).
Tpdoow, 4, 17.

TpdBarrov, 4, 8.

wpobupia, 4, 31.

wpds, 1, 5, 12, 43, 64; 2, 69.
TpocAEXopat, 4, 27,
TrpocEpXoua, 1, 32.
TpognTele, 1, 55.
mpogiyTas, 1, 47; 2, 92 ().
Tupbw, 2, 56.

wéds, 1, 5 (2).

adpt, 2, 6, 75, 87.

aeoutéy, 1, 41 ().

ods, 4, 10 (?), 12, 17, 24, 25.
oToudn, 4, 31,

ampizw, 4, 3.

otéue, 1,52 (7); 4, 13.

oTpégw, 1, 6 (7).

ol, 1, 16; 4, 8, 9, 10, 12, 14,
22, 34.

owveobiow, 1, 34.

ouvodedw, 1, 33.

o, 2, 9.

TEkoS, 4, 26.
TeAESwW, 4, §.

T, 1, 52.

T, 4, 15.

TipdBeos, 2, 131 (?).
Téwos, 1, 60 ().
TéTE, 1, 0.

Tpeis, 2, go (7).

fnyElOt, 4, 13.

YAwp, 1, 71.

Opets, 1, 8, 13, 53, 54
Upvepdia, 4, 28.
uépyw, 2, 8s.

Uriép, 1, 47; 2, 82.
Utrotéoow, 1, 61.

atAos, 4, 25,
ptpw, 4, 16 (7).
PIAGVOpwTToS, 4, 33.
Qowoviy, 4, 33.

@éds, 2, 81, 88.
pawTizw, 2, 83; 4, 4.

Xauewvia, 4, 32.
XeiAos, 1, 56, 66.
xelp, 1, 25, 67.

WoApAic, 4, 27.
WaAUWASS, 2, 53.
yuxn, 4, 9.

opg, 1, 20.
(:OSI 4, 12.
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