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OMISSIONS, ADDITIONS, AND CONFLATIONS
IN THE CHESTER BEATTY PAPYRUS

CANON STREETER, In reviewing Prof, Clark’s ¢ Primitive Text of the
Acts’ in the /.7"5. of July 1933, remarks: ‘For more than a century
the maxim brevior lectis potior has been treated as an axiom, so much
so that textual critics have been schooled in the belief that their first
duty is to suspect interpolation.” Hort was so convinced that corrup-
tions by interpolation were more numerous than corruptions by omission
that he held that the nearer a document ‘stands to the autograph, the
more numerous must be the omissions laid to its charge’ by those who
judge it by a *late and degenerate text’. Prof. Clark, as is well known,
arrived at precisely the opposite conclusion : that the commonest error
of copyists is not interpolation, but omission, and that ‘nowhere is the
falsity of the maxim drevior lectio potior more evident than in the New
Testament.’

The Chester Beatty papyrus stands a century nearer to the autographs
than the earliest vellum uncial, and it will be interesting to see whether
it contains more numerous omissions from the Received Text than N
or B, or whether it furnishes any considerable new crop of early *inter-
polations’.

It has been asserted that P** does not support any of the ‘greater
Western interpolations’. This is undoubtedly true as regards Acts.
In the Gospels, however, only two of the passages affected are extant,
namely, Matt. xx 28 and Luke ix 55, 56. In both cases the papyrus
omits the ‘interpolation’, in the first case in company with the great
majority of Greek manuscripts, in the second in 2 much smaller com-’
pany. Here, too, it omits the ‘subsidiary gloss’ in v. 54, and thus
ranges itself with WBLE 71. 157 syrs g'l and the Anglo-Saxon version.
If this is an interpolation, it is clearly from an ‘extraneous source’, but
the additional authority of the papyrus hardly makes it less incredible
that Luke could have related the incident of the Samaritan village
without the saying of Jesus which is the real point of the story.

The papyrus does not invariably follow this group in its omissions.
It probably omitted xai kAwdv in Mark vii 4 with RBLA, and it certainly
omitted SBurricpods feardr etc. in Mark vii 8 and perd Saxplwy in Mark
ix 24 in the same company, and va xkargyopivwow atrev in Luke xi 54
with IRBL. On the other hand it seems, from the space available, to
have read & mpogeuyjj xai imorely in Mark ix 29 against i* and B. In
Luke xi 11 it has a transposition and omission of its own, which help
to explain the omission in B. The question opens: riva yap & Gudv
[wpa ailrjoe W [{x0v xal dvri ixBios Spw emddoe adroe % x[ai] éav
alrjay dprov émbdoe alrde akopmiov;
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The other ‘neutral’ omissions which the papyrus supports are not
very important, unless we except xai orpades eis Tovs pabyras elmev in
Luke x 22 and els 7ov olkov adrijs in Luke x 38. It appears, on the
other hand, to have omitted wps éuod in John x 8 with R*EFGMSUT'A
28. 106. I31. 237. 435 al", supported by most Latin texts, against
ABDW® and others. It also omits the famous ‘neutral’ addition to
Luke x 471, and reads éds 8¢ éoruwv xpefa with the great majority of
manuscripts.  Another place in which it supports a ‘Byzantine’
omission is Luke xiv 3, where it reads feorv 7§ gafBdre fepamedoac
with AW and the majority of manuscripts against RBDL® famm. 1,
13, which add % o6. The omission agrees with the parallel passage in
Matthew.

There are a number of omissions supported by other manuscripts,
but not by ®B. In Mark v 21 P*® appears to have omitted not only év
75 mholy with D® fam. 1. 565. 700 and others, but also eis 76 wépar
without other support. In Mark viii 35 the papyrus omits éuod «xai
before 703 edayyekiov with D 28. 700, some Latin manuscripts and syrs.
In Luke x 14 it omits é& fuépa xploews with D 63. 253, and in Luke
xi 33 098¢ Ymo Tov pddwov with LTE fam. r. In Luke vi 48 the space
left in its mutilated page shows that it must have omitted the words
following olx loyvoer caleboat admjy in company with o0 and syrs. It
does not, however, appear to have joined 700 in omitting «ai éyévero
70 piryua TS olkias éxelvys péya in v. 49 of the same chapter,

There are a few omissions not hitherto supported by any Greek
manuscript, In Luke xii the whole of v. ¢ has dropped out, as in the
Latin e and syr®, which seems an obvious case of homoeoteleuton. In
Jobn xi 25 xal % {w} is omitted after dvdorasis, an omission which
already had the authority of a and 1, syr® and Cyprian. Inv. 51 of the
same chapter rof éviavros éxeivou is omitted after dpyiepeds dv, as in the
Latin e and syrs, but in no Greek manuscript so far collated. Here
the similarity to v. 49 makes omission or repetition equally easy and
natural.

There is a variation from the common text in Mark vi 17, where only
the words airob yu[aika are preserved. 'This implies some such trans-
position as Pukirmov Tod dBeddpod adrod yuvaixa, but the space is hardly
compatible with an omission.

Among the omissions peculiar to P*® I do not, in general, include
omissions of single words, to which I am not inclined to attach the
same importance as the late Mr Hoskier did in his study of P*. The
omission or addition of the pronoun in such expressions as rots pafyrais
adrot is too common a clerical error to have much significance, and the
choice between omission and interpolation in the explanation of such
variants is usually a matter of taste. Of the omissions which seem
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deserving of attention, I doubt if any would have been accepted by
Hort as ‘ non-interpolations’, and all are easily explicable as accidental
omissions. In Mark vi 40 the words dvd éarov xai dva mevriixovra are
omitted after wpaceal wpacal. In v. 48 of the same chapter s vvirds
is omitted after ¢vAaxyv, unless it was placed before it, while the space
suggests that érxi rijs fakdooys was omitted in v. 49. In Luke x 11 the
words 7ov koAAnfévra are omitted after xovioprdy, an obvious error, while
in vv. 27, 28 there were evidently two or more omissions, which Sir
Frederic Kenyon suggests may have included the command ‘thou shalt
love thy neighbour as thyself’. The text is too obliterated here for
certainty, but it is possible to guess at these omissions with some con-
fidence. The first was most probably the word droxpifels. For the
rest, it should be noted that the passage includes the series of phrases
commencing ¢£ SAns (or év 6Ay), and nothing would be more natural
than the omission of one or more of these, One of them is, in fact,
omitted by D, another by U and some minuscules, a third by one of
Scrivener’s MSS., and a fourth by Origen. The omission of two of
these phrases would fully account for the space required and seems
much more likely than the omission of xai rév wAyoiov dov bs aeavrdv.

Luke x 21 has an omission which confirms Epiphanius and Ter-
tullian wdrep xipte Tob odpavod without «ai s yfs. In Luke xi 19 74
Sarpovia is omitted after é&kBdAlw. In Luke xii z the words xal xpvrrov
b ob yvewobioerar have dropped out after droxarvgpbrjoerar, and in John
X 35 mpds obs 6 Adyos éyévero Tob eot and 7 ypadj are omitted. Finally,
there is an omisston in Luke xii 47 which introduces a new complica-
tion into a series of variants in which B appear as supporters of
a ‘conflate’ reading. The papyrus reads xai woujras wpos 7o GéAnua
against xai w1 érondoas % woujaas in B 33, kal pi) éroyudoas upde woujoas
of A and the Textus Receptus, xai g3 éroudoas of LW fam. 13 and xal
py wovjoas of D 6g. The accidental omission of uy éroipdoas 7 (or
un8¢) seems the most natural explanation of this variant.

Among the additions to the Received Text there are a few of
‘ Western ’ attestation. Mark vi 2 appears from the space to have read
émt 1y Sidayy adrod with D® 118. 565. 700, Mark vi 47 has wdAe: after
7w with D fam. 1. 22. 28. Mark viii 14 has of pafnyral adrod after
érerdfovro with DW fam. 13,

More numerous are the additions attested in company with members
of the W® family. In Mark vi 24 airjoa: followed efrev as in W. In
Mark vi 37 the space would leave room for va ékaaros Bpaxy Adfy
after payeiv, as in W and fam. r3. In Mark viil 17 Sadoyifeate is fol-
lowed by év éuvrols dAtydmioror, as in W and fam. 13. Mark ix 2, which
is somewhat mutilated, must have read é& 76 wposeixeabor adrods with
W and fam. 13. ® 28. 472 and 365 have the same addition, but with
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abrdv. In Luke xiv 5 the addition of 7 before vids suggests the possi-
bility that the archetype of the papyrus read évos 3 vids 3 So¥s. © reads
-évos vids, while the Curetonian Syriac has ¢ son or ox or ass’, and Hort
quotes from Wetstein a translation from the Mishna S¢ i putenm ind-
dat bos aul asinus . , . filius aut filia, servus aut ancilla, which, with its
echo of Exodus, seems to give the clue to the conflict of readings in
this passage.

Of the additions peculiar to the papyrus there are none which could

. be regarded as ‘interpolations from extraneous sources’. In Matt.
xxv 43 we read xai yvuvds funv for yvurds. In Luke ix 36 the phrase
opens with éyévero, and in Luke xii 55 there is an addition of a single
word, Srav véroy mvéovra i8yre, which looks rather like a not very happy
conjectural emendation. The repetition of the verb only emphasizes
its inappropriateness.

In Luke xi 15 there is a curious case of substitution with an addition.
Most texts read rives 8t ¢ airév elmov. The papyrus reads rives 8¢ &
obréy eAdAnoav dxupol Aéyorres. The parallel passage in Matt. ix 33
reads é\dAnoer & xoPds' kal éfadpacav obf Syloi Aéyovres. 'EldAnoer
has clearly suggested éAdAncav, and the scribe, with Matthew’s words
in his mind, has finished the sentence in Matthew’s form. ’Oywvpoi
looks like a mistake in writing SxAot from dictation. There is a repe-
tition in Luke ix 57, which has been corrected, but which shows that
the writer was liable to a common form of error. He repeated efwév 1is
mpos adTov dxolovliow aof before elmev adre 6 "Inoovs.

The other additions are all of the kind which produce the appearance
of ‘conflation’. P** supports the ‘conflation’ of fam. 13 in Mark
vii 5, where it reads xowals yepoiv xai dvimrors, which may very well be
the true reading, and the ‘conflation’ of ® 565 in Mark viil 19 ofrw
voelre o8¢ pmpovelere, where N3 read olmoe voetre, D o8 pvnuovedere,
and most other manuscripts xai od prypovedere, and where the influence
of context and parallel passages is to be suspected. In Luke xii 24 it
has an even more interesting reading, which is probably really a con-
flation of two parallel passages. Here D reads xeravofjoare Ta mérerva
101 odpavot with Matthew against the common reading xaravorjoare Tovs
xépuxas. The papyrus reads xatavoijoare 7& mérewa rot obpavod xai Tols
KOPO.KAS.

There are finally a number of variants in which the papyrus con-
tributes to a ‘conflation’ by other manuscripts. In Luke xi 42, for
example, it reads dvpfov against the mijyavor of most other manuscripts
and 76 dvyflov kal 76 mijyavor of fam. 13. Here, too, the parallel pas-
sage in Matthew has probably produced confusion. In John x 31 the
papyrus reads éBdoracar with ®, where D and fam. 13 read ¢Bdoracay
otv, RBLW ¢Bdoragar wdhw and A fam. 1 and the Textus Receptus
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éBdioracay olv wéw. Finally, in John xi 30 it reads éri r§ rémo with
@, against év 1@ 7éme in ADLS, & & 73 Téme in RBCW fam, 1, and
& ¢t 16 7émw in fam. 13. The one singular reading of the papyrus
which materially affects the meaning of the text is also of this character.
In Luke ix 50 it reads ob ydp éorwv kel pdv ofSt bmep dudv. It is
interesting to compare this with the reading of LE 33 al' cop syrp c*,
which prefixes ob ydp éorw xaf’ $piv to the B reading.

Altogether the behaviour of the papyrus in these matters does not
encourage the belief in extensive interpolation, either at an early or a
later date. Its text rather favours the conclusion that accidental omis-
sion was easy and common, assimilative additions not uncommon, and
interpolations from extraneous sources extremely rare. This is really
quite in keeping with the evidence of the manuscripts of the Gospels
previously known to us. The variants which have been explained,
rightly or wrongly, as interpolations from extraneous sources are very
few. The notion that they are common is derived from the phenomena
of the ¢ Western’ text of Acts, of which Prof. Clark has given an en-
tirely different explanation, and which, indeed, present a somewhat
special problem.

The papyrus, like the great majority of manuscripts, is in general
a witness for the shorter text in Acts, or, as Prof. Tasker expresses it
in his detailed analysis in /.7.S. xxxviii r52, has ‘a distinctive “ non-
Western” text’. It omits all the  Western interpolations’ for which it
is extant, and supports all the readings which Prof, Clark attributes to
other manuscripts having modified the construction after omitting a
passage contained in a stichos or stichoi of D. It has, however, a cer-
tain number of omissions and other variants which seem to have some
bearing on Prof. Clark’s theory, inasmuch as they coincide with stichoi
in D. This is the case, for example, with an omission in v 13 dA\’
éueydhvver atrods 6 Aads, peculiar to P**, and an omission in vii 18 é&r'
Alyvmrrov, shared with D itself EHP and others, and the Textus Re-
ceptus, where the words, if they had appeared in D, must either have
ended a stichos or formed a new one. In vii 37 it omits adrod
dxovoesfe in company with NAB against CDE and the Textus Re-
ceptus, which represents a stichos in D. In x 11, where D is lacking
in the Greek, the papyrus agrees with the Latin d in placing the words
xai Téooapow dpxais dedepévov, which correspond to a stichos, before
axevés 1. It has, however, two omissions in the same passage which
do not correspond with stichoi. Again, in x 32, it omits the words ds
mapayevdperos Aaljoe ooy, which occur in CDEHLP and the Textus
Receptus, and which form a stichos in D. In xi 12 it joins D in
omitting pundév Siaxpivavra (Or Scaxpwipevor), which again corresponds to
a stichos. In xiv 18 it omits the words dAAd wopeverfar éxaarov els Td
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i8ia added by C and others, which would also represent a stichos in D.
Finally, in xv 7, there is an addition after {y[rjoews yevouév]ns, com-
mencing with the words r&. avXwt «ai +&¢ BapvdBal: mplos ad]rods, but
too much mutilated for complete restoration, which locks, however, as
if it must have been 2 repetition of the passage inv. z r¢ TlavAo xai 7§
Bapvd g mpos atrols Erafav dvafaivew Ilavdov xai BapydBav. Sir Frederic
Kenyon reads veta wavAdy, but the v and the « are marked as not clear.
The addition comes between two stichoi of D, and the words added
correspond to a longer passage at v. 2 in D, commencing and ending
with the same words, and constituting five stichoi.

All these examples are quite remarkably consistent with Prof. Clark’s
conclusion in regard to Acts that ‘a large number of important variants
are at once explicable on the hypothesis that the Greek manuscripts in
general were drawn from a single ancestor written in stichoi, such as
those found in D, and had in a number of cases omitted lines of their
original’. The variants in P certainly seem to fit with extraordinary
exactness into this hypothesis, so far at least, as regards the ancestor
written in stichoi. It is further remarkable that, allowing for the
difference of text, the punctuation of the papyrus corresponds fairly
closely with the stichoi. This is also the case in Mark, the Gospel in
which the siichometry of D is most regular. It is also only in Mark
and Acts that P** has the punctuating stroke above the line which
Sir Frederic Kenyon attributes to a later hand.

The papyrus, therefore, testifies to the antiquity of the D stichometry
in Mark and Acts. As regards the variants themselves, however, it
should be observed that three of them are omissions shared with D and
three omissions against D and other manuscripts, while one is an
agreement with a ‘ Western’ transposition. It cannot, therefore, be said
that the evidence of P* supports the theory of an abridgement of the
text which has affected all Greek manuscripts other than the * Western'’
ones. C. C. TarRELLL

THE GOTHIC VERSION AND THE GREEK TEXT

.G. W, S. FrIEDRICHSEN's article in /. 7°.S. xxxix 42—44 on The
Gothic Version and the fourth century Byzantine text raises a number
of interesting points, and incidentally reproaches me with making an
unjustified use of Gothic readings in my article on Historical Greek
Grammar and Textual Criticism in J.T.S. xxxviii 238~242. I freely
admit my error.  Obviously I should not have cited two Gothic readings
as fourth-century evidence for the equivalent Greek, as a matier of course.
I leave it to more competent judges to decide whether it would not be
equally wrong to assume, as @ matter of course, that agreements of the



