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Translators’ Introduction

The Need for an English Translation

Josef Schmid’s Die alten Stdmme, volume 2 of Studien zur Geschichte des
griechischen Apokalypse-Textes, has stood without an English transla-
tion for over sixty years.! Published in 1955, the work was hailed as a

1. This particular work is isolated for translation because it is the crowning
achievement of all of Schmid’s labors, which include numerous articles and two addi-
tional, preparatory volumes—a critical edition of the Andreas commentary and a
study of the commentary and its accompanying manuscript tradition—in addition
to the current and final one being translated: Josef Schmid, “Zur Textiiberlieferung
des Oikumenios-Kommentars zur Apokalypse;,” BZ 19 (1931): 255-56; Schmid, “Der
Apokalypsetext des Chester Beatty P47 BNJ 11 (1934-1935): 81-108; Schmid, Der
Apokalypsetext des Arethas von Kaisareia und einiger anderer jiingerer Gruppen, vol.
1 of Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypsetextes, TFBNP 17
(Athens: Byzantinische-neugriechischen Jahrbiicher, 1936); Schmid, “Untersuchun-
gen zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypsetextes: Der K-Text,” Bib 17 (1936):
11-44, 167-201, 273-93, 429-60; Schmid, “Unbeachtete Apokalypse-Handschriften,”
TQ 117 (1936): 149-87; Schmid, “Der Apokalypse-Text des Kodex 0207 (Papiri della
Societa Italiana 1166),” BZ 23 (1935-1936): 187-89; Schmid, “Die handschriftliche
Uberlieferung des Apokalypse-Ausleger und Oikumenios der Bischof von Trikka,”
BNJ 14 (1937-1938): 322-30; Schmid, “Die handschriftliche Uberlieferung des Apo-
kalypse-Kommentar des Arethas von Kaisareia,” BNJ 17 (1939-1943): 72-81; Schmid,
“Zur Textkritik der Apokalypse,” ZNW 43 (1950-1951): 112-28; Schmid, Der Apo-
kalypse-Kommentar des Andreas von Kaisareia: Text, vol. 1.1 of Studien zur Geschichte
des griechischen Apokalypse-Textes, MThS 1 (Munich: Zink, 1955); Schmid, Der
Apokalypse-Kommentar des Andreas von Kaisareia: Einleitung, vol. 1.2 of Studien zur
Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypse-Textes, MThS 1 (Munich: Zink, 1956); Schmid,
Die alten Stdmme, vol. 2 of Studien zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypse-Textes,
MThS 2 (Munich: Zink, 1955). Subsequent updates also appeared: Schmid, “Der
Apokalypse-Text des Oikumenios,” Bib 40 (1959): 935-42; Schmid, “Unbeachtete und
unbekannte griechische Apokalypsehandschriften,” ZNW 52 (1961): 82-88; Schmid,
“Neue griechische Apokalypsehandschriften,” ZNW 59 (1968): 250-58.

-XVvii-



xviii The Ancient Stems

groundbreaking achievement that commanded near universal assent.?
The situation remains unchanged today; the passing decades have pro-
duced no rival.? The publication and recognition of the work, however,
are accompanied by a notable irony. Despite universal approval, the field
of textual criticism has shown little (if any) serious engagement with
Schmid’s work. Textual critics appear to have restricted themselves to a
rehearsal of the book’s well-known conclusions; further inquiry was con-
sidered unnecessary.* Schmid’s foundation quickly ossified into ortho-
doxy. Belief was sufficient.

The dangers of such uncritical trust are obvious.> Not only are
researchers deprived of a detailed record of the warrants, methods, the-
ories, and material that make such a work possible (and are therefore
vulnerable to a faulty understanding of the work’s achievement), but the
discipline is also left without an obvious standard or measure against
which to review further text-critical progress. The availability of the work
in German has made little difference; the expectation that scholars would
access it never translated into a comprehensive understanding of the

2. J. Neville Birdsall, “The Text of the Revelation of Saint John: A Review of Its
Materials and Problems with Especial Reference to the Work of Josef Schmid,” EvQ 33
(1961): 228-37; Ernest C. Colwell, “Method in Establishing the Nature of Text-Types
of New Testament Manuscripts,” in Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the
New Testament, NTTS 9 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1969), 45-55; G. D. Kilpatrick,
“Professor J. Schmid on the Greek Text of the Apocalypse,” VC 13 (1959): 1-13; Bruce
M. Metzger, review of Studien zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypse-Textes, by
Josef Schmid, Gn 29 (1957): 285-89.

3. See Darius Miiller, “Der griechische Text der Johannesapokalypse und seine
Uberlieferung: Untersucht an der Teststellenkollation und Auswertungslisten in “Text
und Textwert VI. Die Apokalypse”™ (PhD diss., Kirchliche Hochschule Wuppertal/
Bethel, 2017).

4. This is stated outright by Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland in The Text of the New
Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the Theory and Practice of
Modern Textual Criticism, trans. Erroll E Rhodes, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1986), 107.

5. The sole exception here appears to be Colwell’s penetrating and prescient
review in “Method in Establishing the Nature of Text-Types,” 45-55. For a discus-
sion of Colwell’s anticipation of problems with Schmid’s work that remain relevant
even today, see Juan Hernandez Jr., “The Creation of a Fourth-Century Witness to
the Andreas Text Type: A Misreading in the Apocalypse’s Textual History, NTS 60
(2014): 106-20.
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work.® The truncated history of the Apocalypse’s text-critical research
makes this clear.

The twenty-first century has rendered the need for an English trans-
lation of Schmid’s Die alten Stdmme all the more pressing. The field has
experienced seismic changes in the years since the book’s publication. The
discovery of new manuscripts, the rise of the digital humanities, and con-
tinued refinements in text-critical terminology and perspectives have ush-
ered in a new era; textual critics face a fully transformed landscape today.”
The digital humanities, for example, now furnish new and improved images
for paleographical and codicological observations, deliver a number of
digitization projects, and produce a steady stream of electronic collations
with exacting accuracy.® The development of the Coherence-Based Gene-
alogical Method (CBGM), itself a part of the digital revolution, offers yet
another tool for tracking textual variation, one that plays an increasingly
determinative role in the production of critical editions, most notably the
Editio Critica Maior.® The advances, fast and furious as they are, easily

6. Martin Karrer has recently highlighted the need to reexamine Schmid’s work.
See his “Der Text der Johannesapokalypse,” in Die Johannesapokalypse: Kontexte—
Konzepte—Rezeption / The Revelation of John: Contexts—Concepts—Reception, ed.
Jorg Frey, James A. Kelhoffer, and Franz Toth, WUNT 287 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2012), 43-78; Karrer, Johannesoffenbarung (Offb.1,1-5,14), EKKNT 24.1 (Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2017), 71-79; Karrer, “Der Text der Apokalypse—Text-
kritik und Theologiegeschichte,” in Revelation, Colloquium Biblicum Louvaniense, ed.
Adela Yarbro Collins, BETL 291 (Leuven: Peeters, 2017), 207-43.

7. These new manuscripts would include manuscripts such as P® (Dieter Hage-
dorn, “PIFAO II 31: Johannesappokalypse 1,13-20,” ZPE 92 [1992]: 243-47; Peter
Malik, “Another Look at PIFAO II 31 [P%8]: An Updated Transcription and Textual
Analysis,” NovT 58 [2016]: 204-17), P15 (David C. Parker, “A New Oxyrhynchus
Papyrus of Revelation: pli5 (P.Oxy 4499),” NTS 46 [2000]: 159-74), and 2846 (Markus
Lembke, “Die Apokalypse-Handschrift 2846: Beschreibung, Kollation und Textwert-
bestimmung eines wichtigen neuen Zeugen,” NovT 54 [2012]: 369-95). The latter is
particularly important in its preservation of readings that, with the exception of 02
and 04, are older than any other manuscript of the Apocalypse.

8. For digitization projects, see, e.g., The Center for the Study of New Testa-
ment Manuscripts: http://www.csntm.org/. See the various ECM projects in Miin-
ster, Birmingham, and Wuppertal: http://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/ and http://ntvmr.
uni-muenster.de/web/apokalypse-edition/open/-/blogs/final-transcription-of-
apoc-104. Note also http://egora.uni-muenster.de/intf/projekte/ecm.shtml and
https://tinyurl.com/SBL7011n.

9. Gerd Mink, “Contamination, Coherence, and Coincidence in Textual Trans-
mission: The Coherence-Based Genealogical Method (CBGM) as a Complement and
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overwhelm the senses and can distract from the equally important task
of understanding the implications of such massive changes. The circum-
stances warrant a return to the history of the discipline, and Schmid’s Die
alten Stdmme offers an opportunity for perspective.

The text of the Apocalypse has only now begun to reap the ben-
efits of the aforementioned material, theoretical, and methodological
advances. The newly developed tools and approaches to textual criticism
were initially applied almost exclusively to New Testament books other
than the Apocalypse. The problem with that, of course, is that text-critical
approaches are tailored, by necessity, to the extant manuscript tradition;
approaches limited to books other than the Apocalypse produce yields of
limited usefulness for the Apocalypse. What works for one textual tradi-
tion may not work for another. Now, however, a steady stream of articles
and monographs is beginning to address the imbalance. Most (though
not all) are associated with the production of a new critical edition of the
Apocalypse for the Editio Critica Maior.!° Several volumes have already

Corrective to Existing Approaches,” in The Textual History of the Greek New Testa-
ment: Changing Views in Contemporary Research, ed. Klaus Wachtel and Michael W.
Holmes, TCSt 8 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2011), 141-216; Mink, “Prob-
lems of a Highly Contaminated Tradition: The New Testament; Stemmata of Vari-
ants as a Source of Genealogy for Witnesses,” in Studies in Stemmatology II, ed. Pieter
van Reenen, August de Hollander, and Margot van Mulken (Amsterdam: Benjamins,
2004), 13-85; Mink, “Was verandert sich in der Textkritik durch die Beachtung gene-
alogischer Kohirenz?,” in Recent Developments in Textual Criticism: New Testament,
Other Early Christian and Jewish Literature; Papers Read at a Noster Conference in
Miinster, January 4-6, 2001, ed. Wim Weren and Dietrich-Alex Koch, STR 8 (Assen:
Van Gorcum, 2003), 39-68. For a step-by-step introduction to the method, see http://
www.uni-muenster.de/INTF/cbgm_presentation/download.html. For further infor-
mation, see http://intf.uni-muenster.de/cbgm/GenQ.html. See also Peter J. Gurry,
“How Your Greek NT Is Changing: A Simple Introduction to the Coherence-Based
Genealogical Method (CBGM),” JETS 59 (2016): 675-89.

10. The new Greek critical edition of the Apocalypse, the Editio Critica Maior, has
been under construction at the Institute for Septuagint and Biblical Research (ISBTF)
of the Kirchliche Hochschule Wuppertal/Bethel since 2011. The project includes a
fresh investigation of the Apocalypse’s entire Greek manuscript tradition. As part of
this process, a major step forward in textual research is available in the Text und Tex-
twert (TuT) volume of the Apocalypse; see Markus Lembke et al., Text und Textwert
der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments VI: Die Apokalypse; Teststellen-
kollation und Auswertungen, ANTF 49 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2017). TuT contains the
data of 310 Greek manuscripts that are compared at 123 test passages. The volume
also includes several useful appendices to support further research, providing a more
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appeared, with their findings available for peer review.!! The availability
and proliferation of such research, however, is precisely the reason for
another look at Schmid’s Die alten Stdmme. A comprehensive review of
the history of research can clarify the warrants, progress, and direction
of text-critical projects currently underway. Without it, the production of
a critical edition (any critical edition) could be constructed ex nihilo—
unmoored from the history of text-critical research, unaccountable to
prior advances, and vulnerable to text-critical myopia. A return to the his-
tory of text-critical research justifies our ongoing projects and contextual-
izes their production.

It could be argued, of course, that Schmid’s Die alten Stimme is con-
demned to obsolescence. Advances in the field have only served to cast
the work’s shortcomings into bold relief. Misread data, paleographical
and codicological inadequacies, the lack of terminological clarity, ques-
tionable assumptions and judgments, and other errata threaten to hamper
the work’s usefulness.!? The fact that some manuscripts were unknown or

comprehensive set of data against which Schmid’s conclusions can be evaluated. The
TuT volume of the Apocalypse is a good starting point from which to investigate the
textual development of the Apocalypse and to debate prior findings in a new light.

11. Michael Labahn and Martin Karrer, eds., Die Johannesoffenbarung: Thr Text
und ihre Auslegung, ABG 38 (Leipzig: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 2012); Marcus
Sigismund, Martin Karrer, and Ulrich Schmid, eds., Studien zum Text der Apokalypse,
ANTEF 47 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2015). See also Garrick V. Allen, “Exegetical Reasoning
and Singular Readings in the New Testament Manuscript Tradition: The Apocalypse
in Codex Alexandrinus,” JBL 135 (2016): 859-80. Note also Marcus Sigismund and
Darius Miiller, eds., Studien zum Text der Apokalypse II, ANTF 50 (Berlin: de Gruyter,
2017). See also J. K. Elliott, “Recent Work on the Greek Manuscripts of Revelation and
Their Consequences for the Kurzgefasste Liste,” JTS 66 (2015): 574-84.

12. Chief among the misread data is perhaps Schmid mistaking the Apocalypse’s
postscriptorium corrections in Codex Sinaiticus for corrections contemporaneous
with the book’s fourth-century transcription. See Hernandez, “Creation of a Fourth-
Century Text Type,” 106-20; Juan Hernandez Jr., “The Legacy of Wilhelm Bousset for
the Apocalypse’s Textual History: The Identification of the Andreas Text,” in Sigis-
mund, Karrer, and Schmid, Studien zum Text der Apokalypse, 19-32; Hernandez,
“Nestle-Aland 28 and the Revision of the Apocalypse’s Textual History, in Studies
on the Text of the New Testament and Early Christianity: Essays in Honour of Michael
W. Holmes, ed. Daniel M. Gurtner, Juan Hernandez Jr., and Paul Foster, NTTSD 50
(Leiden: Brill, 2015), 71-81. See also Peter Malik, “The Earliest Corrections in Codex
Sinaiticus: Further Evidence from the Apocalypse,” TC 20 (2015): 1-12; Malik, “Cor-
rections of Codex Sinaiticus and the Textual Transmission of Revelation: Josef Schmid
Revisited,” NTS 61 (2015): 595-614. Regarding paleographical shortcomings, we
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unexamined by Schmid further exacerbates matters.!3 Die alten Stimme
could justifiably be dismissed as an unreliable exemplar of old research.
The work’s undeniable need for revision, however, is not a warrant
for its wholesale dismissal. A dismissal would overlook what is irreplace-
able about Schmid’s magnum opus. Topmost is the fact that Schmid’s Die
alten Stamme is the only work to date to offer a comprehensive history of
text-critical research on the Apocalypse from its earliest beginnings to
1955. Strikingly, not a single text-critical manual or commentary today
has seriously engaged, let alone superseded, the substance of Schmid’s
historical review. This includes handbooks on New Testament textual

note that 2351 has two different hands, not one, as Schmid states (Schmid, Die alten
Stdmme, 34; see also P. Tzamolikos’s recent edition of 2351, a work that has its own
shortcomings: An Ancient Commentary on the Book of Revelation: A Critical Edition of
the Scholia in Apocalypsin [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013]). In addi-
tion, Schmid’s claim that “of the correctors who reviewed the Apocalypse’s text, C?
corrects the first two leaves” and that “C¢ begins with his corrections at 7:16 oxnvwaet”
is incorrect. C* (R°) made corrections throughout the Apocalypse; C¢ (x°) corrects
the first two pages, and C¢* (thus R") begins at 7:16, per Tischendorf and Milne
and Skeat. (See Schmid, Die alten Stidmme, 14; see also Constantin von Tischendorf,
Novum Testamentum Sinaiticum cum Epistula Barnabae et Fragmentis Pastoris, 2
vols. [Leipzig: Brockhaus, 1863]; Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Graece, 3 vols.
[Leipzig: Kohler, 1841], 3:346; H. J. M. Milne and T. C. Skeat, Scribes and Correctors of
the Codex Sinaiticus [London: British Museum, 1938], 50). With respect to codicolog-
ical shortcomings, we note that Schmid’s claim that the Andreas commentary is never
included in manuscripts with other NT texts is erroneous. Several manuscripts appear
where the Andreas commentary is included with other NT writings (e.g., 82 94 250
254 424 632 743 911 1678 1862). See Ulrich Schmid, “Die Apokalypse, tiberliefert mit
anderen neutestamentlichen Schriften—eapr-Handschriften,” in Sigismund, Karrer,
and Schmid, Studien zum Text der Apokalypse, 421-41; cf. Schmid, Die alten Stdmme,
39. Schmid’s unclear terms are itemized below with respect to his use of labels. Chief
among Schmid’s questionable assumptions and judgments, according to Colwell, is his
treatment of the “old text types” as frozen blocks. See Colwell, “Method in Establishing
the Nature of Text-Types,” 51. A preliminary listing of errata that pertains to the cor-
rections of Codex Sinaiticus is found in Hernandez, “Nestle-Aland 28 and the Revi-
sion of the Apocalypse’s Textual History;, 75 n. 16. A full listing of errata in Schmid’s
Die alten Stdmme is included in an appendix in the current volume.

13. 392, for example, was unavailable to Schmid and remains missing today. We
have no information as to its whereabouts or what happened to it, and one cannot
identify this manuscript with any of today’s extant manuscripts. Hoskier also cites
readings from Vallas’s manuscript 5, which is lost or unknown today (Schmid, Die
alten Stamme, 3 n. 1, 17). The TuT volume analyzes twenty-six additional witnesses
that were unknown to Schmid.
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criticism and major critical commentaries on the Apocalypse. Schmid’s
broad and comprehensive review of the history of text-critical research,
a history that grounds and justifies his recensio of the textual tradition,
remains unmatched.

But more important, Schmid’s historical review is not mere report-
age. Schmid, rather, offers a critical assessment of every major text-critical
work that precedes his own. Schmid’s wide-ranging review thus lays the
groundwork for his own approach. His magnum opus is a full participant
in a complex, extensive, and wide-ranging conversation with the upper-
most tier of text-critical practitioners up to his day. Nowhere else will one
find as thorough a scrutiny of the text-critical thinking of trailblazers such
as Brooke Foss Westcott, Fenton John Anthony Hort, Bernard Weiss, Wil-
helm Bousset, Hermann von Soden, and H. C. Hoskier, to name a few.
The fact that most of the works reviewed by Schmid still exist only in
German increases the value of an English edition of Die alten Stimme
exponentially. Generations of sequestered and overlooked text-critical
conversations would instantly become accessible to a broader audience
with an English translation. The boon to text-critical knowledge cannot
be overstated.

Finally, Schmid’s work is noteworthy for its attempt at a systematic
recensio of the Greek text of the Apocalypse. Every detail is made to fit
within a larger scheme of the book’s reconstructed textual history, and
individual decisions are clarified and justified thereby. To have individual
readings cohere within a larger framework, of course, is no guarantee of
accuracy or legitimacy. The approach is easily a liability as well as an asset.
But the attempt to fit the details into a whole discloses Schmid’s larger
interpretive framework with its correlating assumptions. Identifying this
framework is the first step toward understanding Schmid’s individual
text-critical decisions, as well as offering fair and informed criticism and
advancing the conversation meaningfully. No less important, the trans-
lation of the Die alten Stdmme offers a unique opportunity for English
readers to recover a forgotten chapter in the intellectual history of textual
scholarship and witness the stunning individual achievement represented
by Schmid’s landmark work.

Schmid’s Textual Groupings

Basic for understanding Schmid’s work is his use of textual categories;
Schmid’s textual groupings and key terms are itemized below with a
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description of their place in his reconstruction. The description is intro-
ductory and no substitute for firsthand engagement with the work.

Stem (Stamm), Type (Typ), and Text Form (Textform)

The terms stem, type, and text form are used interchangeably throughout
the work. Schmid identifies four of these: AC, P4’ S, Av, and K. The terms
major stems (Hauptstdmme) or major branches (Hauptdste) also surface,
but these are not predominant.!# The division of the entire textual tradi-
tion into four major text forms is not purely descriptive for Schmid; it is
also prescriptive: identifying the Apocalypse’s four major text forms guides
the reconstruction of the Urtext.!> The groupings allow Schmid to make
judgments about individual readings within the context of their particular
traditions. The dangers of circularity notwithstanding, the groupings are
not unequivocally determinative for the value of a specific reading. No
single text form monopolizes the Urtext in Schmid’s reconstruction; the
original may be found in any one of the four stems.!® The terms for these
major textual groupings are not always used consistently, but they offer a
fair representation of Schmid’s major groupings.

Group (Gruppe)

The label group is applied to manuscripts whose text belongs to a particular
text form but whose affinities with other manuscripts (that also fall under
the same text form) are so close that they are assembled under a subor-
dinate grouping. The Av text, for example, is divided (by Schmid) into
twelve subordinate groups of closely related manuscripts, the K text into
nineteen.!” As with Schmid’s use of text forms, there is some inconsistency
in his application of the term. Schmid, for example, simultaneously calls
the Complutensian witnesses a group and a family.!® In such instances, the
witnesses in question should be identified by their placement in Schmid’s

14. Ibid., viii, 13, 24, 29, 44, 111, 148-49.

15. Ibid., 29.

16. Ibid., 147-48.

17. For the Av text, see ibid., 26; Schmid, Einleitung, 1-78. For the K text, see Die
alten Stamme, 27; see also Schmid, “Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des griechischen
Apokalypsetextes,” 11-44, 167-201, 273-93, 429-60.

18. For group, see Schmid, Die alten Stidmme, 5, 22, 28, 41. For family, see Schmid,
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hierarchy of groupings rather than by their labels. By such a standard, the
Complutensian group is a family.!?

Family (Familie)

Schmid’s term family is applied to even smaller groups of witnesses. All
families in Schmid’s recensio appear to be mixed versions of the Av and
K texts. Although the term family is not applied consistently to these
witnesses, their subordination under the Av and K texts renders them
families. Members of this category include the Arethas group, f104/3%, the
Complutensian group, and the O family.?

Schmid’s Terms for Textual Reconstruction
Text(s)

Text is Schmid’s most widely used term, and it is deployed in a variety of
ways. The term is applied to the wording of a particular book or books
(e.g., the text of the Apocalypse), the wording of a particular manuscript
or manuscripts (e.g., the text of Codex Sinaiticus), the wording of a church
father (e.g., the text of Hippolytus), the wording of a particular edition
(e.g., the text of Souter), and the wording of the Vorlage(n). Perhaps the
most prevalent usage of text is for the wording of a particular text form
(e.g., the K text). The usage of text in the context of text forms has impor-
tant implications insofar as such texts are considered identifiable, coher-
ent entities that exist as a whole, although only represented partially (or
imperfectly) in the codices in which they appear; the text of a witness is
an incomplete representation of the text of a stem, group, or family. The
same is true for readings characteristic of particular witnesses. Schmid, for
example, distinguishes between the text of S and the text of Codex Sinaiti-
cus. The two may overlap, but they are not always the same thing. Codex

Die alten Stimme, 20, 24, n. 64; see also Schmid, Der Apokalypsetext des Arethas von
Kaisareia.

19. Specifically, Schmid appears to restrict “group” to closely related manuscripts
under the umbrella of a predominant text form, while family is used to refer to manu-
scripts that are mixed versions of existing text forms. As such, the Complutensian
witnesses are a family.

20. Schmid, Die alten Stimme, 28-29.
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Sinaiticus may or may not preserve the text of S. Sometimes Codex Sinaiti-
cus preserves the text of AC, Av, K, a mixed reading, or a scribal error.?!

Urtext/Original Text

Urtext denotes the text produced by the author. The fact that the author’s
linguistic style can be used to ascertain the Urtext confirms the definition.
The Urtext, however, proves elusive at times. There are instances where the
reading that qualifies as the Urtext is so problematic that a decision must
be made between selecting an inadequate reading and floating a conjec-
ture.?? There are cases when only secondary readings are attested in the
manuscript tradition; here the Urtext is not entirely accessible.

Neutral Text

The neutral text is the label Schmid assigns to the AC-Oec text form. The
label reflects the fact that this particular text form preserves hardly any
deliberate corrections.?> Schmid considers the neutral text form a local
text, not an “actual,” “proper;” or “markedly distinct” recension, as Av and
K clearly are.* The neutral text is a corrected text, but only modestly so;
Av and K, on the other hand, are full-blown recensions characterized by
comprehensive editing.?

The neutral text overlaps with the Urtext but is not identical to it, differ-
ing in varying degrees from the Urtext at several critical junctures. There
are linguistic violations that appear so egregious to Schmid, for example,
that they cannot possibly be the Urtext in his judgment—irrespective of
their support by neutral witnesses (AC Oec).?® In such instances, the neu-
tral text may preserve secondary readings.

The distinction between the neutral text and Urtext, as understood by
Schmid, is important; there is a difference between Schmid’s understand-

21.1Ibid,, 151 n. 2.

22. 1Ibid., 87.

23. 1bid., 97, 147.

24. Here Schmid follows Streeter’s distinction between local texts and recensions.
See B. H. Streeter, “The Caesarean Text of the Gospels,” JTS 26 (1924-1925): 373-78;
see also Schmid, Die alten Stdmme, 118 n. 1. On Av and K as recensions, see 53, 146.

25. Schmid, Die alten Stimme, 250.

26. Ibid., 87, 147; cf. 96-97.
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ing of the neutral text and Hort’s. For Hort, the neutral text preserves a
pure textual stream that flows directly from the original. The authority of
the neutral text (AC) was so great for Hort that sometimes he adopts “clear
errors” where only a non liquet is possible.?” Thus, while the neutral text
represents a separate textual development from the Urtext for both Hort
and Schmid, Schmid’s neutral text deviates from the Urtext with greater
frequency than Hort’s. Schmid concludes that Hort’s neutral text is not
neutral at all.?8

Vorlage

Schmid’s usage of Vorlage appears to conform to general text-critical par-
lance and denotes the exemplar used for copying a given manuscript. As
throughout the rest of the New Testament, the Vorlage(n) of the Apoca-
lypse’s individual manuscripts must be reconstructed from the copied
text in light of the textual tradition and known scribal habits. The only
exceptions are cases where both manuscript and exemplar have survived.
Schmid labels these manuscripts Abschriften and provides a list of eleven.?’
Though considered useless for the goal of recensio (and therefore elimi-
nated from further consideration), these manuscripts offer excellent data
for examining scribal copying practices. Schmid’s itemizing of these thus
preserves valuable data for the further study of scribal habits—an objec-
tive beyond his original work’s concern and well outside the scope of a
recensio.

Archetype

Archetype is nowhere defined by Schmid, though it does surface through-
out the work. His usage of the term is not always clear; it is certainly less
clear than the occasional obscurity that accompanies his other terms. The
archetype of a textual tradition (in classical usage) refers to the lost exem-
plar from which subsequent splits in the tradition emerge and is distinct
from and subsequent to the Urtext. Both the Urtext and the archetype are

27. Ibid., 244, 251; cf. 101, 108, 246; see also Brooke Foss Westcott and Fenton
John Anthony Hort, Introduction to the New Testament in the Original Greek, with
Notes on Selected Readings (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2003), 260-63.

28. Schmid, Die alten Stidmme, 143.

29. Ibid., 20.
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considered lost; both have to be reconstructed.® This understanding holds
in Schmid’s work.

Schmid also appears to distinguish between the Urtext and the arche-
type of the entire textual tradition. The distinction is clearest, for instance,
when he concludes that a particular linguistic error goes back “to the
original or at least to the entire tradition’s archetype”3! The Urtext and the
archetype are thus different in this case. It is also clear that the archetype is
a subsequent textual development to the Urtext.

Several subordinate archetypes also surface alongside the main arche-
type in Schmid’s recensio. Schmid, however, makes no terminological dis-
tinction between the archetype for the whole tradition and the presumably
subordinate archetypes, as classicists traditionally tend to do. The reason
for Schmid’s apparent reluctance is unclear, but it leads to some confusion.
In classical parlance, subordinate archetypes are labeled hyparchetypes (or
subarchetypes) and their descent from the archetype is unambiguous.??
Schmid, however, uses no such clarifying labels. The tradition’s lines of
descent from the archetype to hyparchetypes must be deduced and clari-
fied from the work itself and can only be reconstructed loosely.

The Apocalypse’s hyparchetypes (adopting classical usage for illustra-
tion) branch off into four major text forms, various groups, and several
families. Unlike the hyparchetypes of classical stemmata—which repre-
sent lost exemplars for individual manuscripts—Schmid’s hyparchetypes
represent the lost exemplars for text forms, groups, and families.* Schmid
also expresses varying degrees of confidence in the possibility of recon-
structing the Apocalypse’s individual hyparchetypes. The greatest confi-
dence is reserved for the reconstruction of the hyparchetypes of Av and K
texts.34 In fact, Schmid offers a handful of stemmata of hyparchetypes for
actual manuscripts (as in classical usage) in his reconstruction of the Av
text of the Andreas commentary.®®

30. Paul Maas, Textual Criticism, trans. Barbara Flower (Oxford: Clarendon,
1958), 1-3.

31. Schmid, Die alten Stdmme, 245, emphasis added; cf. 96.

32. Maas, Textual Criticism, 6.

33. See Schmid, Die alten Stamme, 108-9, 127, 135, 138, 147, 151, 251 (text
forms); 15 n. 2, 28 (groups); 29 (families).

34. Ibid., 251.

35. Schmid, Einleitung, 9, 19, 23, 32, 56.
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The reconstructed hierarchy of textual relationships in Schmid’s recen-
sio appears to be:

Urtext/original

Archetype of the entire Greek textual tradition of the Apocalypse

Hyparchetypes of stems/types/text forms, groups, and families

The actual stems/types/text forms, groups, and families repre-

sented in the manuscript tradition

5. Influence/infiltration from other texts, sometimes in various
layers, among the various stems/types/text forms, groups, and
families

6. Varying degrees of scribal activity from witness to witness—these

occur at every level of the hierarchy following the Urtext

Ll e

Schmid offers no global stemma for the major text forms, groups,
and families that make up the Apocalypse’s textual history in his Die alten
Stamme. The reason is straightforward: Schmid considers it impossible
to establish the connections of the major text forms of the Apocalypse’s
Greek textual tradition with complete accuracy and arrange them all in
a stemma.3¢ This may explain Schmid’s reluctance to distinguish between
archetypes and hyparchetypes; the labels may imply greater certainty than
the data warrant.

The Major Text Forms

Alongside Schmid’s major terms and categories, the details of Schmid’s
four major text forms and their places within the Apocalypse’s textual tra-
dition should be clarified. These are itemized and briefly discussed below.

The Two Recensions: Av and K

According to Schmid, the Av and K recensions are the only text forms
that can be established with absolute certainty. This is possible through
their unique readings, most of which are corrections.?” Despite the fact
that the majority of their unique readings are corrections, Av and K alone

36. Schmid, Die alten Stdmme, 148.
37.1bid., 44.
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preserve the Urtext on occasion. Thus, according to Schmid, Av and K are
not merely later revised forms of the old text of AC Oec and P*’ S but go
back to Vorlagen that stand alongside that old text.’® As such, they have
independent value for the reconstruction of the Urtext and for tracking
the Apocalypse’s textual history. And, like the older text forms, their ori-
gins can be traced to the fourth century.®

The Older Text: AC

While the Av and K readings are for the most part corrections, the vast
majority of AC’s readings represent the Urtext. In fact, the AC text form
alone preserves the Urtext in some places. Furthermore, AC’s common
text preserves hardly any corrections, earning it the label neutral.4’ The
AC text form is thus considered superior to the other three by Schmid.
Furthermore, AC’s common inauthentic readings indicate that they form
their own stem and are not solely related to each other by the Apocalypse’s
archetype; A is the more valuable of the AC text form’s witnesses.*! The
generally neutral character of the AC text form, however, should not be
extended to orthography, as the latter often departs from the Urtext.*?

The Older Text: P47 S

P47 S is an old text that stands alongside AC, according to Schmid. The
former, however, differs from the latter through a considerable number of
corrections. In fact, P4’ S’s pattern of corrections sets it apart from the three
remaining text forms in opposite ways. P47 S, for example, has no correc-
tions where Av and K tend to have them. On the other hand, P¥’ S does have
corrections where the AC text form does not—usually in places where AC
preserves the Urtext and agrees with Av and K.#* Strikingly, readings unique
to the P47 S text form preserve the Urtext in only one place.*

38. Ibid., 85.

39. Ibid., 127-29, 135, 150. For problems, see Hernandez, “Creation of a Fourth-
Century Text Type,” 106-20.

40. Schmid, Die alten Stdmme, 97, 250; cf. 11, 53.

41. Ibid., 96-97, 109.

42. Ibid., 250.

43. Ibid., 109-10.

44, Tbid., 112.
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The Western Text?

The characteristic witnesses of the Western Text (as traditionally defined)
fail to surface for the Apocalypse, this despite its status as the most widely
attested New Testament text form in the second century.®° Its existence, of
course, can be postulated on the basis of analogy for the Apocalypse; the
fact remains, however, that no obvious traces of it surface in the extant
manuscript tradition.*® If it were uncovered, it would have to be placed
at the head of the tradition, even before the neutral text, according to
Schmid.*”

An Assessment of Schmid’s Recensio, Examinatio,
and Divinatio of the Greek Apocalypse

Theory and Method

The theory and method that guide Schmid’s text-critical practices in Die
alten Stdmme are never stated in the abstract; their results emerge, fully
formed, from the work itself. The worK’s text-critical principles are there-
fore to be derived from Schmid’s assessment of other projects, his empiri-
cal observations, and analyses of the book’s peculiar idiom. Text-critical
theory appears to follow the data in this particular work; the Apocalypse’s
idiosyncratic dataset dictates Schmid’s text-critical thinking.

No text-critical reconstruction, however, occurs in a vacuum. Every
project, irrespective of its empirical grounding, is informed by a shared

45. Today textual critics speak of Western readings rather than the Western text.
The nomenclature used above merely reflects the state of the question at the time of
Schmid’s writing. Where these do surface for the Apocalypse, they fail to behave as
Western witnesses. For example, Hippolytus of Rome and Irenaeus, usually cited as
Western witnesses, attest to a text that is similar to the neutral text of AC for Johns
Apocalypse. See ibid., 12 n. 2.

46. Schmid denied that P47 S could be identified with the Western text because
they are not supported by the characteristic witnesses of that text form. Colwell coun-
tered, however, that if Western is understood as nonneutral, they could certainly serve
as the equivalent of the traditionally Western text. After all, he adds, “Western has
long since ceased to be a geographic term.” This may be an avenue of promise in future
research. See Colwell, “Method in Establishing Text-Types,” 52-54; cf. Schmid, Die
alten Stamme, 12 n. 2.

47. Schmid, Die alten Stimme, 149-50.
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cultural knowledge. Die alten Stimme is no exception; a web of common
assumptions binds Schmid’s work to others. Furthermore, the disclosure of
the web can clarify what otherwise appears obscure about Schmid’s text-
critical thinking or, better, expose the ways in which Schmid’s thinking
departs, perhaps even in a pioneering way, from that of his contemporaries.

That Schmid’s Die alten Stidmme is a pioneering work is without ques-
tion. The ceding of text-critical ground to it for over six decades substan-
tiates the claim. But the work is innovative in a way that has seldom (if
ever) been recognized, even by those who have reviewed it. The work is
groundbreaking not merely in its oft-rehearsed conclusions but also, and
perhaps more importantly, in its status as a transitional project, a liminal
project caught between two eras. In particular, Die alten Stidmme appears
to be a project that moves us from the confident reconstruction of a recen-
sio typical of the classical works of Schmid’s time, which operated on the
assumption of an uncontaminated, closed tradition, to a more tentatively
reconstructed recensio that is beginning to grapple with the vagaries of an
open tradition showing signs of contamination. Schmid, of course, does
not articulate the problem in such terms; the results of his study, however,
speak volumes.

A Transitional Work

Die alten Stdmme, here and there, appears to bear the hallmarks of a Lach-
mannian or Maasian approach to textual criticism, at least initially; the
conclusions, however, set it apart. Positing direct dependence upon the
works of either Karl Lachmann or Paul Maas is unnecessary; contempo-
rary text-critical practices at the time of Schmid’s research disclose a web
of assumptions that ground the work in that generation of textual scholar-
ship. Die alten Stdmme, nonetheless, becomes untethered from the classi-
cal approach (and its assured results) and wades into the currents of a tur-
bulent textual tradition.*8 The result is a work that ventures into uncharted
terrain with a compass of limited usefulness. The journey discloses the
need for a new compass.

The assumptions of Die alten Stdmme match those of the text-critical
studies of the time. First, it is assumed that there are no autographs or

48. This is clearest, for example, in Schmid’s criticism of his predecessors, many of
whom offer text-critical reconstructions he considers far too confident.
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copies that have been collated from the originals; it is therefore necessary
to reconstruct the constitutio textus—that is, the text as close to the origi-
nal as possible.® Three tasks are necessary for the reconstruction: recensio,
establishing what must be regarded as transmitted; examinatio, examin-
ing the tradition and considering whether it may be regarded as offering
access to the original; and divinatio, reconstructing the tradition by con-
jecture or at least isolating corruption in the textual tradition. Recensio is
the only term to surface explicitly in Schmid’s work; it is nonetheless clear
that Die alten Stdmme executes all three tasks.>

Textual traditions must rest either on a single witness or on several.>!
Schmid’s cursory statements identify only one witness for the Greek text
of the Apocalypse—an archetype for the entire textual tradition. Schmid’s
claim, however, is asserted rather than proven.>? As noted, hyparchetypes
were also theorized by classicists, branches that split from the archetype.>
These similarly appear in Schmid’s work (broadly and in prose rather than
in stemmata). The hyparchetype (or subarchetype) label is bypassed, how-
ever. He speaks only of archetypes, to be distinguished from one another
only by the particular text form, group, or family represented by each.
These are subordinate to the archetype of the entire textual tradition and
descend from it.

Both the archetype and hyparchetypes are lost and must be recon-
structed.>* Establishing the text of the archetype draws the textual critic
closer to establishing the Urtext.>> Schmid’s recensio offers mixed results. He
expresses absolute confidence in the reconstruction of the archetypes (hyp-
archetypes) of the Av and K texts; he claims to know how these archetypes
(hyparchetypes) actually read,”® a claim he never makes about the arche-

49. Schmid, Die alten Stimme, 12.

50. Ibid.

51. Maas, Textual Criticism, 2.

52. Schmid, Die alten Stdmme, 96, 245.

53. Maas, Textual Criticism, 6.

54. Bousset provided his own reconstruction of the Andreas archetype; indeed,
he was the first textual critic to recognize the need for it and attempt it. Schmid offers
a close examination and analysis of Bousset’s reconstruction before providing his own.
See Schmid, Die alten Stimme, 66 n. 3; Wilhelm Bousset, “Zur Textkritik der Apo-
kalypse,” in Textkritische Studien zum Neuen Testament, TU 11.4 (Leipzig: Hinrichs,
1894), 1-44; see also Herndndez, “Legacy of Wilhelm Bousset,” 19-32.

55. Maas, Textual Criticism, 2-3.

56. Schmid, Die alten Stimme, 251.



XXXiV The Ancient Stems

type for the Apocalypse’s entire textual tradition. Furthermore, and con-
sistent with the recensio phase, Schmid eliminates witnesses that depend
exclusively on surviving exemplars. The elimination of these Abschriften (or
apographs) is part of the eliminatio codicum descriptorum phase of recensio,
another hallmark of the classical approach to textual criticism.>”

The confident reconstruction of a stemma for the entire textual tradi-
tion requires two assumptions in the older classical approach: first, that no
contamination has taken place (i.e., no scribe has combined several exem-
plars); second, that each scribe deviates from his exemplar, whether con-
sciously or unconsciously. These assumptions facilitate the construction of
a stemma that (1) “incontestably” demonstrates the interrelationship of all
the surviving witnesses (including the number and position of all interme-
diate splits in the tradition), (2) allows for the certain reconstruction of the
archetype everywhere (with some exceptions) that the primary split is into
at least three branches, and (3) allows for the restoration of the text of the
archetype to a point where there are no more than two readings (variants)
from which to choose, and where the primary split is into two branches.*8

This, however, appears to be where Schmid’s project departs from the
assured results of the older model. Although there is no explicit discussion
of contamination per se in Die alten Stdmme, Schmid disavows the kind of
confident reconstruction of a stemma that recensio within an uncontami-
nated tradition would afford. Schmid concludes his review of the textual
tradition by categorically stating “that it is not possible to determine the
mutual relationships of the old major stems of the Greek text of the Apoca-
lypse tradition completely and to classify them accurately all together in a
stemma.”>® This appears to have been due to the presence of mixture—the
equivalent of the contamination of which Maas speaks—that is attested
nearly everywhere in the tradition.*

57. Maas, Textual Criticism, 2.

58. Ibid., 3.

59. Schmid, Die alten Stdmme, 48, emphasis added.

60. Indeed, multiple terms are used in textual criticism to describe this phe-
nomenon: conflation, text bastardy, hybridization, cross-fertilization, contaminated,
cross-pollinated, mixed, non-mechanical, or open. See Michael W. Holmes, “Working
with an Open Textual Tradition: Challenges in Theory and Practice,” in Wachtel and
Holmes, Textual History of the Greek New Testament, 66.
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Some parts of the tradition, however, are represented by stemmata,
notably a handful of manuscripts within the Av and K groups.®! But this is
a far cry from the entire textual tradition. Further, although it is clear that
Schmid regards the reconstruction of the Av and of K archetypes a success,
no such claim is made for the archetypes (hyparchetypes) of remaining
text forms or for that of the entire textual tradition. Only broad sketches
and approximations are possible (albeit fairly confident ones).®? The data
appear sufficiently varied that only parts of the tradition (very few!) can be
represented by stemmata with their archetypal readings established.

The manuscript tradition thus appears to have set limits on Schmid’s
recensio project; the tradition turns out to have been neither closed nor
free of contamination. (The examinatio and divinatio phases of the work
were more successful for Schmid.)®® Although he nowhere discusses an
open tradition per se, the numerous examples of manuscripts that derive
from two or more sources are a textbook example of this phenomenon.
The same applies to the question of contamination; the frequent examples
of mixture, at various levels and junctures of the Apocalypse’s textual tra-
dition, appear to point to that very same phenomenon.%

Schmid, to be sure, is not entirely free of the old assumptions. The
fact that he overrates agreements in readings as evidence of a common
lineage and underrates the possibility of coincidental agreement in errors
shows it; both operate on the assumption of an uncontaminated tradition.®®
But the older model has been taken to its limits and showcases by trial
and error the kind of highly contaminated textual tradition that is widely
recognized in the textual tradition today. Furthermore, by abandoning
the reconstruction of a stemma of text forms, groups, and families, not to
mention of individual manuscripts, Schmid paves the way for an alterna-
tive approach to the problem of contamination in the Apocalypse’s manu-
script tradition, even if he fails to provide an adequate solution for it.

61.Schmid, Einleitung, 9, 19, 23, 32, 56; Schmid, “Untersuchungen zur Geschichte
des griechischen Apokalypsetextes,” 34-35, 182, 185, etc.

62. Schmid, Die alten Stdmme, 146-51, 249-51.

63. To the point that Schmid expressed doubt that future studies will actually
improve the text’s restoration in any significant manner (ibid., 251)!

64. In one instance, Schmid even describes the kind of scenario that resembles
the manner of contamination Maas thought unlikely. Discussing the copying habits
of the scribe of 2973, Schmid notes that the scribe “uses a manuscript of group ! and
another from £19% in addition to his Av-Vorlage” (ibid., 25).

65. Colwell, “Method in Establishing the Nature of Text-Types,” 51.
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The stage is therefore set for newer approaches to the problems disclosed
by Schmid’s work. The application of the CBGM, for example, a method
developed precisely to deal with a highly contaminated tradition, prom-
ises to offer a new and innovative approach to the problem of mixture in
the Apocalypse’s textual tradition. The classical stemmata of manuscripts
or text forms (already partially abandoned by Schmid) are replaced by
local stemmata of readings at the level of variation units, as well as by a
global stemma of texts attested by the manuscript tradition; extant texts
rather than extant manuscripts will be linked in order to trace the lineage
of particular textual variants back to their Ausgangstext, a term that had
no text-critical currency in Schmid’s day. The method itself is purely text
genetic and examines textual relationships apart from their physical trap-
pings. It also presupposes an open and contaminated textual tradition—
the very thing that Schmid had encountered. The CBGM will thus begin
where Schmid had ended and presupposes what Schmid had found.

The promise of the method, of course, awaits full disclosure; the chal-
lenges of the Apocalypse’s textual tradition are unlike those of other books.
The method itself has undergone refinements in its engagement with dif-
ferent traditions; improvements to the CBGM must continue to run
their full course. The introduction of a new text-critical compass for the
Apocalypse’s difficult textual terrain, however, is much welcomed; more
approaches—not fewer—are necessary. Finally, the battery of newer meth-
ods, coupled with the translation of Schmid’s landmark work into English,
promises to broaden the conversation and recontextualize text-critical
trends in a period of concentrated and accelerated development. The clo-
sure of a longstanding gap in textual scholarship, a gap that has persisted
for over six decades, appears imminent.



(x] Foreword

This final part of my investigation into the history of the Apocalypse’s
Greek text builds upon the results of my prior research. Here the Greek
tradition’s major ancient stems are placed side by side in order to shed
light on their shared relationships, an endeavor that turned out to be far
more complicated than it appeared to Hermann von Soden. I have there-
fore compiled a list of all the manuscripts with which I have become well
acquainted in the introduction below, correcting and supplementing the
lists of my predecessors, including that of H. C. Hoskier. I do not doubt
that one or more of the minuscules preserving the Apocalypse will remain
hidden, say, within a collection that includes all sorts of nonbiblical texts.
I am nevertheless convinced that such findings will offer no new infor-
mation about the history of the Apocalypse’s Greek text—provided that
they are only late minuscules. Of course, Hoskier (d. 8 September 1938)
deserves the lions share of the credit for ensuring that the Apocalypse’s
Greek textual tradition has been so exhaustively received. His enormous
and indefatigable labor of thirty years produced a work that leaves every
prior achievement in this field far behind. Hoskier’s material forms an
essential part of my own studies.

As the title of my work indicates, I limit my study to the Greek textual
tradition. Two reasons guide this decision. First, I wanted to live to see the
completion of these studies. Second, I believe that the time for a system-
atic study of the versions has not yet arrived. Only bona fide experts in
these languages can use the versions without risk. Further, we lack reliable
critical editions and specialized studies for most of the versions. The latter
would presumably examine the individual translator’s translation tech-
nique and tackle [xi] fundamental questions about the degree to which
the translator intends to reproduce the Greek Vorlagen with accuracy and
whether the translator was in fact able to achieve it. For these reasons, it
appears to me that we must exercise great caution with Hoskier’s state-
ments about versional readings in the apparatus.

-XXXVii-
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Nearly twenty-five years have passed since I began my studies in
November 1930. The work was essentially complete in 1942, although I
have repeatedly made additions and corrections from manuscripts dis-
covered and made accessible in the meantime. My efforts to find a pub-
lisher for this work were long unsuccessful, so much so that I was resigned
to the idea that the fruit of several years’ labor would never be published.
I would have had to come to terms with that fate had I not found a pub-
lisher of high idealism and selfless valor in H. K. Zink. I cannot overstate
how indebted I am to this publishing house. I would also like to express
my gratitude to the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft for the prestigious
grant to defray the high cost of printing. It would have been impossible
even to consider going to press without their help. I would also like to
thank Mr. G. Maldfeld and Mr. P. Elpidius Pax, OFM, for the fact that
they so selflessly offered their services and sacrificed their time for me in
the arduous editorial work. E. Nestle’s keen interest in these studies was
a special honor. The final part of this work has especially benefited from
his attention.

Munich, June 1955



1] Introduction

In his Critique Textuelle,! Marie-Joseph Lagrange draws attention to the
contradictory facts he observes in the current state of the text-critical
study of the Apocalypse: “There is agreement among editors on a critical
text, with divergences, of course, but relatively minor. On the other hand,
a radical opposition between critics exists when classifying manuscripts
and versions into families” Although the Apocalypse’s text is considered
“extremely uncertain? and “very poorly transmitted,’> modern editions
actually differ little from one another, diverging mainly in purely linguistic
variants that are irrelevant for interpreting the text. In general, different
modern editions select from two (and no more) competing readings of the
questionable ones that remain, and only a relatively small number of these
readings are significant for understanding the text.* If we disregard Con-
stantin von Tischendorf’s preference for the text of his foundling, Codex
Sinaiticus (S), the cases are indeed rare where one of the modern editions
strikes an independent path. In the study that follows, the agreement or

1. Marie-Joseph Lagrange, Critique Textuelle, vol. 2 of Introduction a létude du
Nouveau Testament (Paris: Gabalda, 1935), 579.

2. Bernhard Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse: Textkritische Untersuchungen und
Textherstellung, TU 7.1 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1891), 1. A Bludau (“Die Apokalypse und
Theodotions Danieliibersetzung,” TQ 79 [1897]: 9) also appears to embrace this ver-
dict. Weiss, however, belies his own verdict in the apodictic manner with which he is
able to establish the Urtext almost entirely on the basis of the Greek tradition alone.

3. Adolf Jillicher, review of The Armenian Version of Revelation and Cyril of Alex-
andria’s Scholia on the Incarnation and Epistle on Easter, by Fred C. Conybeare TLZ
33 (1908): 79. For Paul Touilleux’s much less favorable verdict, see pp. 9-10, below.

4. Thus, for example, there is no agreement as to whether Awov or Atbov is the
Urtext in 15:6, whether nxovoa or yxovoav should be read in 11:12, or whether efvwv or
atwvwy is original in 15:3. The textual problem in 13:10 is of far-reaching and substan-
tial importance, where the text of all modern editions, except for Charles’s, is estab-
lished on general exegetical grounds.

-1-
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disagreements of the modern editions’ are repeatedly listed for two rea-
sons: (1) the degree [2] to which the Apocalypse’s text remains uncertain
thereby becomes clear; (2) the practical effect of the individual researcher’s
methodological principles emerges. We will repeatedly see that the texts of
Brooke Foss Westcott and Fenton John Anthony Hort and of R. H. Charles
are on one side and that of Hermann von Soden (with Heinrich Joseph
Vogels and Augustinus Merk frequently going against all other editions)
is on the other, displaying the greatest distance from the text of the three
Englishmen.

Since the goal of the investigation is to research the history of the text
of the Apocalypse further than has been done to date, we begin with a
historical overview of the modern study and criticism of the Apocalypse’s
text. Pride of place, of course, belongs to Karl Lachmann,® since he was
the first to break definitively with the Textus Receptus. Before him, par-
ticularly since John Mill and Johann Jakob Wettstein,” an ever-increasing
collection of variants accompanied the available editions. These variants,
however, exerted no influence upon the texts reconstruction. As is com-
monly known, the manuscript basis of the Textus Receptus consists of the
well-known Codex 1%, a mediocre representative of the Av text.® Not only
was this hastily produced transcription very faulty, but Erasmus even ret-

5. The texts of Tischendorf, Westcott-Hort, Weiss, Bousset, von Soden, Vogels,
Merk, and Charles are taken into account (see the abbreviations list for full citations).
I ignore Swete since he usually follows Westcott-Hort. I only acquired Bover as the
manuscript of this work was essentially completed. Allo does not claim to offer his
own reconstructed text, nor does Nestle. For this reason I ignore their texts.

6. Karl Lachmann, Novum Testamentum Graece (Berlin: Reimer, 1831).

7. Caspar René Gregory (Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes [Leipzig: Hinrichs,
1900], 946-47, 955) lists the manuscripts first used by Mill and Wettstein (see n. 11 for
Mill and Wettstein). These editions have a certain, albeit negligible, value for today’s
textual criticism because some of the manuscripts they used have been lost, such as
39? and the now-lost section of 18:7-20:5 from 69 in the Apocalypse.

8. Not a representative of the K text, as E. Bernard Allo (Saint Jean, LApocalypse,
3rd ed. [Paris: Gabalda, 1933], 187) writes. That the text of the Apocalypse recovered
on this basis surpasses the Textus Receptus of the rest of the New Testament books in
quality (Brooke Foss Westcott and Fenton John Anthony Hort, The New Testament in
the Original Greek, 2 vols. [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1881], 2:262-63;
Lagrange, Critique Textuelle, 597) cannot be granted. The number of unique read-
ings in Av is not far behind that of the K text. In addition, the Textus Receptus of the
Apocalypse suffers from a number of unique errors in 1" and a mass of errors that were
made in the rushed copy.
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roverted a section (22:16 from 6 aotp to 22:21) into Greek from the Vul-
gate because a leaf was missing in the manuscript at this location.’

Lachmann, as a matter of principle, did not reproduce the [3] Urtext
because he considered the task impossible. His text stands much closer to
that of his successors than to the Textus Receptus, although at that time
only A was known of the authoritative manuscripts of the Apocalypse’s
Greek text.

The editions of Samuel Prideaux Tregelles and Constantin von Tisch-
endorf are the next two significant achievements.!? The great value of the
first (besides the large number of manuscripts Tregelles examined and
the reliability of his apparatus) is that Tregelles, for a long time alone in
England, fought for the text of the ancient manuscripts and versions and
against the dominance of the Textus Receptus. Tregelles is Hort’s immedi-
ate precursor in this.!!

9. This text, which is bereft of any manuscript support, is also transmitted in the
later editions of the Textus Receptus until the nineteenth century.

10. Samuel Prideaux Tregelles, Book of Revelation in Greek Edited from Ancient
Authorities (London: Bagster, 1844; 2nd ed., 1872); and Constantin von Tischendorf,
Novum Testamentum Graece (Leipzig: Winter, 1841; 2nd ed., 1849).

11. For the first time since Erasmus, Tregelles compared Codex 1* (which Franz
Delitzsch rediscovered in 1861) and Codex 69 for the Apocalypse. The second edition
is changed in 229 places compared to the first (Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testa-
mentes, 981). Although Tregelles did not know Codex Sinaiticus (S), which Constan-
tin von Tischendorf first discovered, his text is close to Tischendorf’s. The following
information is important for evaluating the earlier editions: of the four authoritative
manuscripts A C P4’ S, A was used for the first time in the Walton Polyglot (Brian
Walton, Biblia sacra polyglotta [London: Roycroft, 1657]) and afterwards by John
Mill (Novum Testamentum Graecum [Oxford: n.p., 1707]), by Johann Jakob Wettstein
(Novum Testamentum Graecum, vol. 2 [Amsterdam: Dommer, 1752]), and especially
by Charles Godfrey Woide (Novum Testamentum Graecum [London: Nichols, 1786]).
Tischendorf first deciphered C and published it in 1843. Tischendorf also first discov-
ered S and published it in 1863. Frederick G. Kenyon first published P*” in 1934 (The
Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri: Descriptions and Texts of Twelve Manuscripts on Papyrus
of the Greek Bible [London: Walker, 1934; facsimile ed., 1936]). Also, Tischendorf was
the first to make available the two late majuscules P and Q, which have always been
regarded as the authoritative representatives of the Av and K texts. Q was published in
1846 (Monumenta sacra inedita [Leipzig: Tauchnitz, 1846]; previously only some of its
readings had stood in Wettstein) and P in 1869 (Monumenta sacra inedita: Nova col-
lectio, vol. 6 [Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1869]). The text of all previous editions was therefore
reconstructed without these important manuscripts, with the exception of A.
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Of Tischendorf’s multiple editions, the Editio Critica Maior Octava
(1869-1872) is important because of the wealth of its apparatus, even to
this day.!? This work was especially significant for the Apocalypse at least
until the appearance of Hoskier’s collection of material. Like subsequent
editions (with the exception of von Soden), Tischendorf prefers the three
ancient majuscules A, C, and S for textual reconstruction. Further, as in
all other parts of the New Testament, he also asserts his unjustified prefer-
ence for Codex Sinaiticus’s text, which he discovered. Tischendorf adopts
unique readings from S into his text of the Apocalypse in thirty-nine
places!? and prefers S’s readings in others.

[4] Westcott-Hort’s extremely influential edition appeared subse-
quently in 1881.!4 They dispense with an apparatus as a matter of principle
and offer preferred readings only where the text does not appear certain
to both editors. The edition is nonetheless extraordinarily important and
has been extremely influential because of Hort’s introduction. For a while,
the edition’s methodological principles, established for the text’s forma-
tion, appeared to be the last word in New Testament textual criticism. Like
the text of S B in the rest of the New Testament, Hort considers AC’s text
in the Apocalypse the authoritative “neutral” text and only abandons it

12. Constantin von Tischendorf, Novum Testamentum Graece: Editio octava crit-
ica maior, 2 vols. (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1872).

13. A list of the locations where Tregelles, Tischendorf, and Westcott-Hort
diverge from one another is in Caspar René Gregory, Prolegomena, vol. 3 of Tischen-
dorf, Novum Testamentum Graece: Editio octava critica maior, 331-34.

14. Westcott and Hort, New Testament in the Original Greek. The value of Fred-
erick Henry Scrivener, who, alongside John William Burgon (The Revision Revised:
Three Articles Reprinted from the Quarterly Review [London: Murray, 1883]; and H.
C. Hoskier, Concerning the Text of the Apocalypse, 2 vols. [London: Quaritch, 1929]),
was the last stalwart defender of the Textus Receptus (and, as such, an opponent of
Tregelles and Westcott-Hort) for the text of the Apocalypse, lies in the initial collation
of thirteen minuscules (Scrivener, A Full and Exact Collation of About Twenty Greek
Manuscripts of the Holy Gospels (Hitherto Unexamined) [Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1853]; Scrivener, An Exact Transcript of the Codex Augiensis: A Graeco-
Latin Manuscript of S. Paul’s Epistles [Cambridge: Deighton, Bell, 1859]). I do not have
firsthand familiarity with the New Testament editions by Thomas Sheldon Green (A
Course of Developed Criticism on Passages of the New Testament Materially Affected
by Various Readings [London: Bagster, 1856]) and William Kelley (Revelation of John:
Edited in Greek with a New English Version, and a Statement of the Chief Authorities
and Various Readings [London: Williams & Norgate, 1860], Apocalypse only). These
have not exerted any influence on further textual research.
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where it exhibits obvious error.!'> Unlike Tischendorf, Hort underscores
the inferiority of S’s text—a text where various text forms are juxtaposed
and superimposed and that also teems with idiosyncratic readings and
scribal oversights. Because the superior quality of AC’s text (especially of
A) is undeniable (and was also recognized by the successors of Westcott-
Hort), the text of their successors understandably does not differ substan-
tially from that of Westcott-Hort.

Bernhard Weiss’s (1891) penetrating investigation of the Apocalypse’s
Greek text appeared after Hort. Like Westcott-Hort, Weiss rejects Tischen-
dorf’s unilateral preference for S. Unlike Westcott-Hort, where the reasons
for their decision remain unclear in some cases, Weiss—in a careful and
detailed work whose results are laid out before the reader—examines the
peculiarity of the individual textual witnesses thereby creating the basis
both for their assessment and for the evaluation of variants. Weiss’s study
uncovers two major text forms: an unrevised “older text” whose witnesses
are AC and S, and a heavily corrected “younger text” upon which the two
later majuscules P and Q depend. Weiss pursues [5] the relationship of the
individual textual witnesses to one another with special care. As testimony
to his method, he almost always arrives at a clear decision, having evalu-
ated each reading with apodictic certainty on the basis of the Apocalypse’s
linguistic style, as well as on the basis of psychological and exegetical con-
siderations. Weiss’s text is also very close to Westcott-Hort’s, since he also
places a high value on AC.

Following a method similar to Weiss’s, Wilhelm Bousset also inves-
tigated the Apocalypse’s textual tradition in a preliminary text-critical
study for his commentary on the Apocalypse (1894), as well as in the com-
mentary itself.!¢ In these studies, Bousset turns decisively against Weiss’s
assertion that P and Q depend upon a later revised text and that they are
related to each other in this way. Rather, Bousset submits evidence that P
and Q (or the two recensions of Av and K) are two entirely independent,
parallel recensions. Their common foundation “is, at least, very narrow”;
“it is so far back, and so few traces of it have survived that it defies fur-
ther investigation.”!” Bousset’s judgment that the two majuscules P and Q
should not be treated in isolation, as Weiss had done, but in conjunction

15. See Westcott and Hort, New Testament in the Original Greek, 2:260-63.

16. Wilhelm Bousset, Textkritische Studien zum Neuen Testament, TU 11.4
(Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1894).

17. Ibid., 10-11.
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with all the minuscules that form a stem of the Apocalypse’s textual tradi-
tion with P and Q is well founded. Bousset examines the Av text!® in his
Textkritische Studien zum Neuen Testament. However, what he establishes
as the Av text is often wrong because he relies on Tischendorf’s material.
In particular, Bousset is mistaken—due to gaps in Tischendort’s data—in
claiming that the Complutensian group was the most reliable witness for
Av."? Bousset’s studies nevertheless signal an advance over Weiss’s, par-
ticularly in their use of the versions alongside Greek manuscripts. Bous-
set also applies the principle that the author’s linguistic style is decisive
for reproducing the original text with greater consistency than Weiss.
Bousset’s text differs at many locations from Weiss’s (and Westcott-Horts)
and is founded on the assumption—and here he is the forerunner of von
Soden—(6] that Av and K should be considered two entirely independent
text forms and that their common text is usually also the original. Bous-
set’s judgment about AC’s value is also necessarily less favorable than that
of Westcott-Hort and Weiss.

Of the subsequent critical editions, those of Henry Barclay Swete and
Alexander Souter are less important.?’ Swete usually follows Westcott-
Hort, and Souter offers the Greek text behind the English Revised Version
of 1881. Souter’s text is thus not actually his work.

The value of von Sodens work (1910 and 1913) lies primarily in the
substantial increase of manuscript material over Tischendorf.?! Von Soden
also believed he could demonstrate the existence of his three recensions
H (= ACS), I (= Av), and K in the Apocalypse, which he assumed were
fully independent of one another, as he thought was the case in all of the
New Testament’s other books.?? This system results in a significantly lower

18. Called K by Bousset.

19. Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 12-13.

20. Henry Barclay Swete, Apocalypse of St. John; Alexander Souter, Novum Testa-
mentum Graece, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Clarendon, 1947).

21. Hermann von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ihrer dltesten
erreichbaren Textgestalt, 2 vols. (Berlin: Duncker, 1902-1913)

22. “Just as between Av and K no relationship likely exists, neither does one
between H and one of the other two; the three texts are independent in stature over
one another. There is no reason to doubt that a unique reading, represented only by
one of these strands, is secondary every time” (von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen
Testaments, 1:2075).

Particularly important is §543 (1:2079-84), where von Soden discusses the places
where it is difficult to decide on which side the unique reading lies. Here he explains
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rating of the text of H (= AC S) for the Apocalypse than his predecessors,
including Westcott-Hort and Weiss.

[7] In contrast to his predecessors, Charles’s edition (1920) is a com-
pletely independent achievement.?* Charles also collated many manu-
scripts himself, yet he failed to examine the recensions of Av, K, and the
Complutensian. As such, Charles’s method is a step back from von Soden
and Bousset to Weiss.?* Like Bousset, however, Charles applies the prin-
ciple that the author’s linguistic style is decisive for reconstructing the text.
However, he overemphasizes this correct principle when he dismisses any
verses or parts of a verse where a unanimous or mostly attested expres-
sion contradicts the author’s linguistic style as glosses of a later redactor.
By considering the author’ linguistic style, Charles concludes that AC are
the authoritative textual witnesses for the Apocalypse, and with that he
returns to Westcott-Hort.?

that often the reading offered by two recensions is suspicious because of the parallel.
“The idea that reminiscences have coincidentally affected two recensions in the same
place is more likely than the argument that the third reading is supported by parallels.
This is especially likely if H alone offers the unique reading; K and Av together provide
agreements in other places, since Av and K owe most of their unique readings to the
influence of reminiscences. Every now and then, however, K or Av alone could have
preserved the original reading. These judgments are important because they express
that even where two recensions have the same correction, von Soden maintains their
mutual independence and because they show that he does not apply the principle
cited at the beginning of this note consistently. We should observe, however, that
almost all of the decisions von Soden makes in §543 are overturned in the edition. In
an extremely high number of places discussed in the mentioned section, one stands
before a real riddle.

23. R. H. Charles, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation of St.
John, 2 vols. (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1920).

24. Charles considers P and Q, though not in the same exclusive way as Weiss, for
his study without all the corresponding minuscules. According to the total stemma
that Charles establishes for the tradition of the Apocalypse’s text (Critical and Exe-
getical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:clxxxi), P and Q are not related to each other
exclusively by their shared relationship with the original. However, nowhere does
Charles come closer to the question of their mutual relationship.

25. The edition of John Oman, The Text of Revelation: Theory of the Text, Rear-
ranged Text and Translation (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1923); 2nd rev.
ed. under the title The Text of Revelation: A Revised Theory (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1928), is irrelevant. This work is an attempt to rearrange the Apoca-
lypse’s textual sequence. Oman holds—apart from minor changes and different verses
or words that should be removed as interpolations of a redactor—the following textual
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The text-critical principles of the hand editions of Heinrich Joseph
Vogels (1920, 1949), Augustinus Merk (1933, 1951), and José Maria
Bover (1943, 1953) are not as clear.2 Their texts stand relatively close to
von Sodenss.

Hoskier’s Concerning the Text of the Apocalypse appeared in 1929, a
work that took thirty years to complete. Here the most complete collection
of material is presented for the Apocalypse’s text, [8] a collection that even
far surpasses von Soden’s. Only a few manuscripts were unknown or inac-
cessible to Hoskier, and he collated independently and with great accuracy
most of the manuscripts that were already known. Therein lies the value
of Hoskier’s work. However, his data for the patristic citations and ver-
sions must be used with caution.?” Hoskier also did not undertake his own
reconstruction of the Urtext. This is not a loss for scholarship, however.
Hoskier’s views concerning the New Testament’s textual history deviate
radically from what is otherwise considered the reliable results of modern
textual criticism.?® This great work was preceded by the much more prob-

arrangement as correct: 1:9-3:21; 10:1-19:21; 4:1-9:21; 21:9-22:20; 20:11-21:6. Oman
believes that 1:1-8 and 22:21 are insertions by the editor of the book, which had been
left behind by its author in the form of a bundle of imprecisely ordered loose leaves.

26. Heinrich Joseph Vogels, Novum Testamentum Graece (Diisseldorf: Schwann,
1920; 3rd ed., 1949); Augustinus Merk, Novum Testamentum Graece et Latine (Rome:
Sumptibus Pontificii Instituti Biblici, 1933; 7th ed., 1951); José Maria Bover, Novi
Testamenti Biblia graeca et Latina (Madrid: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones
Cientificas, 1943; 3rd ed., 1953). Augustinus Merk outlines his own text-critical prin-
ciples in “Nova editio Novi Testamenti graece et latine,” Bib 24 (1943): 182-84; José
Maria Bover outlines his in the prolegomena (Novi Testamenti Biblia graeca et Latina,
lvi-Ixv). Because of these principles, Bover arrives at an unwarranted overestimation
of the minuscule 1841, which he describes as “sincerissimi archetypi fidelissima et
quasi photographica translatio.” Bover deals with it more thoroughly in “3El cddice
1841 (= 127) es el mejor representante del Apocalipsis?,” EstEcl 18 (1944): 165-85.

27. The data for Hippolytus’s text are quite useless. Hoskier ignores Achelis and
Bonwetsch’s authoritative edition here (Exegetische und homiletische Schriften, vol. 1 of
Hippolytus Werke, GCS 1.2. [Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1897]).

28. See Bousset’s judgment (“Neues Testament: Textkritik,” TRu 17 [1914]: 199-
200): “He is a textual critic who charts his own path, working entirely alone and away
from the traditional tracks.” Also, the first volume of Hoskier’s great work (Concerning
the Text of the Apocalypse, which, alongside some useful material, contains much that
is useless) repeatedly delivers new samples of his idiosyncratic opinions. The paleo-
graphical description of the manuscripts is quite inadequate.
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lematic Concerning the Date of the Bohairic Version, which is also limited
on the whole to the Apocalypse.?®

Paul Touilleux outlined his view of the Apocalypse’s textual tradi-
tion and the contemporary state of its text-critical study in an introduc-
tory chapter (pp. 11-24) of his LApocalypse et les Cultes de Domitien et de
Cybéle.’® Touilleux believes that the textual criticism of the Apocalypse is
still very much in its infancy.?! Everything that has been done to date only
serves to demonstrate how the existing problems cannot be solved. Touil-
leux, however, makes no mention of one of the most unassailable crite-
ria for evaluating textual witnesses: the author’s linguistic style. Touilleux
believes that the Greek tradition has to be approached with great suspicion,
since the majority of its witnesses only produce a text that was standard-
ized in the fourth century. With this approach, however, Touilleux ignores
the weighty testimony of the third-century P¥’. Further, the claim that the
Apocalypse’s Greek text was standardized in the fourth century not only
lacks any compelling evidence but is also extremely unlikely, since from the
third century the Apocalypse had been disputed in the Greek Church for
hundreds of years. [9] On the contrary, the Greek tradition does not bear
witness to an ecclesiastical standard text (= K), which displaces all other
text forms on Greek soil, but to four text forms, AC, P*’ S, Ay, and K, all
four of which demonstrably reach back to the fourth century. In line with
his perspective, Touilleux considers the versions more reliable witnesses.
He nonetheless must concede that the older of the two Syriac versions does
not predate the sixth century and that the oldest Armenian version does
not precede the fifth. And should the two Coptic versions be considered
much older at all? Touilleux then claims that the study of the versions led to
the conclusion that a common text type existed for the Latin and Oriental
versions.>? According to Touilleux, the common readings of the versions

29. H. C. Hoskier, Concerning the Date of the Bohairic Version Covering a Detailed
Examination of the Text of the Apocalypse and a Review of Some Writings of the Egyp-
tian Monks (London: Quaritch, 1911).

30. Touilleux, LApocalypse et les Cultes de Domitien et de Cybéle (Paris: Geunther,
1935), 11-24.

31. If the textual problem in the Gospels and Paul’s letters is not yet solved, “it has
not been fully discussed, so far as we are aware, for the Apocalypse.”

32. Touilleux refers to Charles’s judgment (Critical and Exegetical Commentary
on the Revelation, 1:clxxix): “The presence of a common Latin (?) element in sy! arm
sa aeth calls for investigation. Most of this element, no doubt, goes back to lost Greek
MSS, but there appears to be a residuum of Latin readings which made their way
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against the Greek tradition ought to compel this conclusion because of
their number, their character, and their constantly changing testimony: “At
an early date—just like other texts from the Greek world—the collection
of manuscripts included readings that are now found only in versions and
accidentally in a few minuscules”?? Touilleux believes that the disappear-
ance of these very readings from nearly the entire Greek tradition shows
that perhaps one ecclesiastical standard text displaced all other text forms
in the Greek tradition from the fourth century. Touilleux then points out
that the oldest majuscule manuscript, S, stands closest among all Greek
manuscripts to the old Latin and Coptic versions.?* Touilleux overlooks,
however, that we now have in P#’ an older sister manuscript to S, which
allows us to evaluate S’s text with even greater certainty than before and
to establish its secondary character vis-a-vis AC, as well as the expressed
mixed character of the text of S. Furthermore, Touilleux completely over-
looks that many of S’s readings can be shown—by exegetical means and by
comparison with AC, Av, and K—to be corrections or errors. The minus-
cules 2329, 1854, and 1611, which he calls witnesses of an old [10] text
existing alongside or rather before the “ecclesiastical standard text,” are
related to P4 S and AC precisely where they differ from K, and where
they agree with the versions against K, there they have the support (set-
ting aside isolated exceptions) of AC or P4’ S or all of these together at the
same time. Touilleux then explains that P4’ agrees with those manuscripts
that are most closely related to the versions and thereby confirms the great
antiquity of this text.?> But this text is just AC’s text, and more recent text
critics—perhaps with the exception of Frederick Henry Scrivener and H.
C. Hoskier—have never thought to prefer the ecclesiastical text offered
“by the majority of the Greek manuscripts.” Furthermore, closer examina-
tion does not confirm the claim that the citations in Origen, Eusebius (=
Dionysius of Alexandria), and Methodius would prove the existence of the
Syro-Latin text type in the Greek-speaking region in the third and fourth
centuries.36

into sy! and other versions” See also Hoskier, Concerning the Text of the Apocalypse,
1:xx—-xxi.

33. Touilleux, LApocalypse et les Cultes de Domitien, 20.

34. Ibid.

35.Ibid,, 21.

36. Ibid., 22. The places that Touilleux quotes from Clement of Alexandria turn
out, without exception, to be unimportant upon closer inspection.
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Lastly, we mention the section that deals with the Apocalypse in
Lagrange’s Critique Textuelle (1935). That section offers a critical presenta-
tion of prior research illustrated with various examples. Lagrange grants
that Bousset is correct (against Weiss) in claiming that the texts of P and
Q are two independent “quasi-recensions” that stand next to each other,?”
but then he identifies—paradoxically—only two major text forms of the
Apocalypse: the “great uncials” (AC S), which is also confirmed by P47 and
Hippolytus’s citations, and the group that became the ecclesiastical text
type. Lagrange also emphasizes: “There is no Greek text that can be said to
be Western, either for the Gospels and the Acts or for St. Paul”*8 Lagrange
appears to prefer von Soden’s text to Westcott-Hort’s textual reconstruc-
tion, which is closely aligned with AC. Lagrange himself deals most thor-
oughly with the Latin versions and with the results of Vogels’s investiga-
tion of them.

The studies of the Apocalypse’s versions are these: the critical edition
of the Latin commentary of Victorinus in its various forms by Johannis
Haussleiter, the edition accompanied by valuable studies of the older of the
two Syrian versions of the Apocalypse by John Gwynn, [11] Fred C. Cony-
beare’s The Armenian Version of Revelation, the editions (with English
translation) of the two Coptic versions (Sahidic and Bohairic) translated
by George William Horner), and the studies on the history of the Apoca-
lypse’s Latin versions by Heinrich Joseph Vogels, including as a supple-
ment the somewhat unsuccessful critical edition of Beatus’s commentary
by Henry A. Sanders and the correction of Sanders’s important work by
Wilhelm Neuss.>

37. Lagrange, Critique Textuelle, 595.

38. Ibid., 589.

39. Johannis Haussleiter, Victorini Episcopi Petavionensis Opera, CSEL 49 (Vienna:
Tempsky, 1916); John Gwynn, The Apocalypse of John in a Syriac Version Hitherto
Unknown [Dublin: Academy House, 1897); Fred C. Conybeare, The Armenian Ver-
sion of Revelation and Cyril of Alexandria’s Scholia on the Incarnation and Epistle on
Easter (London: Text and Translation Society, 1907); George William Horner, The
Coptic Version of the New Testament in the Northern Dialect, 4 vols. (Oxford: Claren-
don, 1898); Horner, The Coptic Version of the New Testament in the Southern Dialect, 7
vols. (Oxford: Clarendon, 1911); Heinrich Joseph Vogels, Novum Testamentum Graece
(Dusseldorf: Schwann, 1920); Henry A. Sanders, Beati in Apocalipsin libri duodecim
(Rome: American Academy in Rome, 1930); Wilhelm Neuss, Die Apokalypse des hl.
Johannes in der altspanischen und altchristlichen Bibel-Illustration, 2 vols. (Miinster:
Aschendorff, 1931).
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Here are the goals of the following investigation:

(1) To ascertain and detail the characteristics of the two recensions,
Av and K, by completely enumerating their unique readings. With the
material available today, we can improve upon not just the work of Weiss
and Bousset but also that of von Soden and Charles. Apart from a few
exceptional cases, determining the original K text is a relatively simple
task. Determining the Av text with precision, however, is much more
difficult. Here we eliminate the first of several mixed forms of Av + K,
which von Soden classified together under the I stem with the actual text:
Compl., f104/336 £172/250 (= O) and Ap. Next, we use Andreas’s commentary
to determine the Andreas text that the ancient commentator actually read.
With the help of the commentary, we can generally determine the original
Av text without relying on the kind of subjective criteria von Soden uses.
Because this work has already been carried out in a previous part of my
studies,* those results can be used here. Also, P and Q are no longer iso-
lated from the minuscules and used as the authoritative witnesses of the
two text forms Av and K—which they in no way are, P much less so than
Q—but the entire manuscript tradition is taken into account.

(2) We must investigate the relationship between Av and K (which
Weiss and Bousset do not actually complete and their successors only
skim) and especially the [12] relationship of each of the individual major
text forms to each other with the most complete and accurate representa-
tion of the facts.*!

(3) Bousset had already noticed that the “older text” represented by
AC S is not uniform when he observed the close relationship between S
and Origen’s text. With the discovery of P47, however, we can now distin-
guish P47 S as its own text type opposite AC and the two recensions of Av
and K as well as determine its individual character. P4 also allows us to

40. See Josef Schmid, “Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des griechischen Apo-
kalypsetextes: Der K-Text,” Bib 17 (1936): 11-14, 167-201, 273-93, 429-40; Schmid,
Der Apokalypsetext des Arethas von Kaisareia und einiger anderer jiingerer Gruppen,
vol. 1 of Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypsetextes, TFBNP 17
(Athens: Byzantinische-neugriechischen Jahrbiicher, 1936).

41. Von Soden’s assumption that the three text types H I K stood alongside
each other independently suffers from the outset of internal improbability. If we can
observe a strong mutual influence of the different text forms in a later period, then it is
hardly imaginable that at the beginning the texts would have been hermetically sealed
off from each other for a long time.
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capture the well-known character of S as a mixed text with greater accu-
racy and certainty.

(4) We will also examine the places where AC stand against the rest of
the tradition (first of the Greek tradition). Here we will address one of the
fundamental questions of the criticism of the Apocalypse’s text, namely,
whether the assessment of this text form as neutral is entirely correct.

(5) The foundation upon which the two recensions were created
should be examined; that is, the relationship of Av and K to AC and P#’ S
must be studied.

Therefore, the tradition is broken down into its different and demon-
strable branches and shoots, and their mutual relationships are examined
in the first major section of this study.

(6) The second major section examines the value of this tradition’s
witnesses and its individual branches by providing data that illustrate the
author’s linguistic style. The use of the manuscript tradition and the con-
sideration of the author’ linguistic style are the two factors that must be
used for the recensio of each written work (of which the original is no
longer available).#?

42. Two more problems no longer belong to the scope of the task that I have set
for myself: (1) How did the ancient versions (Lat., Syr.l'z, Sah., Boh., old Arm.) relate
to those demonstrable text forms in the Greek tradition? Von Soden’s contention that
they would all represent the same text lying before the recension is in much need of
investigation. (2) Does the Apocalypse have a “Western text?” Wilhelm Bousset (Die
Offenbarung Johannis [Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1896], 156-57) answers
this question affirmatively; Lagrange (Critique Textuelle, 589, 591-93) denies it, cor-
rectly in my view, at least when the Greek textual tradition alone is taken into account.
The fact that Hippolytus of Rome, who comes into consideration mainly as a witness
to the Western text and from whom we receive extensive citations of the Apocalypse,
bears witness to AC’s “neutral text” is particularly important. Neither do Irenaeus’s
citations depart noticeably from this text. See also Hort’s judgment on the matter (New
Testament in the Original Greek, 2:260): “Probable traces of a Western and perhaps
an Alexandrian text may be discerned, with analogous relation to the extant uncials
which contain other books; but they are not distinct enough to give much help” Must
we assume that the Apocalypse’s textual history developed differently than that of the
other New Testament writings? In any case, this cannot be connected with concerns
over the Apocalypse’s place in the canon because the fight against it only begins after
Origen. The Apocalypse’s “Origen text” (P47 S), however, cannot be identified with the
Western text because the characteristic witnesses of the latter are missing. This most
important question can only be based on a careful examination of those versions, if it
is to be solved at all.
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[13] Before turning to the actual subject matter of this investigation
into the history of the Apocalypse’s Greek text, that is, to a discussion of
the Apocalypse’s ancient major stems and linguistic style, I offer (§1.1)
a broad overview of the manuscript tradition and then deal with (§1.2)
the Apocalypse’s place within the New Testament textual tradition. I also
relate the citations of the Greek ecclesiastical writers, as well as the ancient
papyrus and parchment fragments (except P4’), to the discussion of the
ancient major stems.

1.1. Witnesses for the Greek Text of the Apocalypse

All the material for the witnesses of the Apocalypse’s Greek text*3 can be
grouped properly into manuscripts (§1.1.1) and patristic citations (§1.1.2).

1.1.1. The Apocalypse’s Greek Manuscripts

These are divided into the papyri (§1.1.1.1), the majuscules (§1.1.1.2), and
the minuscules (§1.1.1.3)

1.1.1.1. The Papyri
¢ P18 = POxy. 1079 (London, Brit. Mus. 2053"), third/fourth cen-
tury, contains Rev 1:4-7. See A. S. Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri:
Part VIII (London: Egypt Exploration Society, 1911), 13-14.
¢ [14] P = POxy. 1230 (Newton Centre, MA, USA, Andover
Newton Theological School), early fourth century, contains Rev
5:5-8; 6:5-8. See Bernard P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt, eds., The
Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part X (London: Egypt Exploration Fund,
1914), 18-19.
The text of both is printed in Charles, Critical and Exegetical Commentary
on the Revelation, 2:447-51.
¢ P% =TLondon, Brit. Mus. pap 2241, contains Rev 2:12-13; 15:8 to
16:2 (seventh century?). See W. E. Crum and H. J. Bell, eds., Wadi
Sarga: Coptic and Greek Texts from the Excavations Undertaken by
the Byzantine Research Account, Coptica 3 (Hauniae: Gyldenalske
Boghandel-Nordisk, 1922), 43-45.

43. I refer to the texts available in the Greek language. I do not deny that the ver-
sions are also indirect witnesses of the Greek texts.
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P4 = Dublin, Chester Beatty, consists of ten leaves of a third-cen-
tury papyrus codex, containing Rev 9:10-17:2 with minor gaps.
See Kenyon, Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri, fasc. 3. P4 towers over
the rest of the papyri in age and scale. It is the oldest Greek manu-
script containing extensive parts of the Apocalypse.

1.1.1.2. The Majuscules**

*

S = London, Brit. Mus. Add. MS 43725, the well-known Codex
Sinaiticus, fourth century. Of the three scribes who copy Codex
Sinaiticus, D and A transcribe the text of the Apocalypse. D copies
1:1-5 to vexpwy; A copies the rest.*> The portion copied by A is
much more defective than D’s. Above all €1 and t are constantly
confused, and scribe A frequently writes -av and -nv (for -a and
-1) in the accusative singular of the third declension.*® Of the cor-
rectors who reviewed the Apocalypse’s text, C* corrects the first
two leaves; C* begins with his corrections at 7:16 oxnvwoeL.

A = London, Brit. Mus. Reg. I D V-VIII, the well-known Codex
Alexandrinus, fifth century.

C = Paris, B. N. Gr. 9, the Codex Ephraemi rescriptus, fifth cen-
tury. [15] The following portions are missing from the Apocalypse:
1:1; 3:20 init.—5:14 mpog [exvwnoay, 7:14 ot epyopevol-7:17 Beog ma,
8:5 init.-9:16 avtwy, 10:11 e]dayov avto-11:3 nuepag, 16:13 ws
Batpayot-18:2 dudaxn?, 19:5 xat ot ueyarot-22:21.

P (025) = Leningrad, Off. Bibl. 225, the Codex Porphyrianus, is
a palimpsest. The first layer of the palimpsest’s text is the Praxa-

44. Of the ancient majuscules, B (the Codex Vaticanus) is missing, from which a
number of leaves has been lost at the end (from Heb 9:15 onward), as is well known.
We may well suspect that the Apocalypse was also once preserved in B. Sixty-six leaves
are missing between Mark and last verses preserved in John 3 in Codex Bezae (D).
John Chapman (“The Original Contents of Codex Bezae,” Expositor, 6th ser., 12 [1905]:
46-53; Chapman, “The Order of the Gospels in the Parent of Codex Bezae,” ZNW 6
[1905]: 341 n. 1) tried to demonstrate which lost leaves had preserved the Apocalypse
and John’s three epistles. The loss of precisely this witness would be especially sensitive
to the problem of the Apocalypse’s Western text, if Chapman were correct.

45. See the detailed study by H. J. M. Milne and T. C. Skeat, Scribes and Correctors
of the Codex Sinaiticus (London: British Museum, 1938), 29.

46. See ibid, 54.
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postolos and Revelation, tenth (not the eighth or ninth) century.*’
The Apocalypse is missing the following sections: 16:12 % 0dog—
17:1 Twv emta, 19:21 avtwy-20:9 aywy xat Ty, 22:6 Taye-22:21,
and several words in 5:6-11; 11:13; and 22:2.

P cannot be placed alongside the old majuscules S AC—as has cus-
tomarily been done—since it comes from a time when the minuscule had
long become predominant and the readings that give it its value are only a
secondary layer over the Av textual foundation.*8

+ Q (046, Tischendorf and Hoskier mislabel it B) = Vatic. gr. 2066,
fols. 259-278, is a ninth-century parchment*’ that contains the
Apocalypse among writings of Basil and Gregory of Nyssa.>

¢ 051 (Hoskier E) = Athos, Pantokrator 44, is a tenth-century parch-
ment, of which ninety-two leaves are preserved. The manuscript
contains the Apocalypse with Andreas of Caesarea’s commen-
tary, and fols. 89-92 contain John of Damascus, mepl T@v év mioTel
xexolunuévwy. The text begins in the middle of the commentary to
Rev 11:14. A leaf is missing between fols. 10 and 11 and between
fols. 81 and 82. Two leaves are missing between fols. 83 and 84.
The Apocalypse’s text is copied in a majuscule script and the com-
mentary is copied in a minuscule.

¢ 052 (Hoskier F) = Athos, Panteleimon 99,2, consists of four
leaves of a tenth-century parchment that contains Rev 7:11-8:12
with Andreas of Caesarea’s commentary. The Apocalypse’s text
is, exactly as in the previous manuscript, copied in a majuscule
script. The commentary is copied in a minuscule.

¢ 0163 = P.Oxy. 848, University of Chicago, Oriental Institute 9351,
is a leaf of a fifth-century parchment codex that contains Rev
16:17-19. [16] See Grenfell and Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri:
Part VI, 6.

47. The pinax to Arethas of Caesarea’s commentary precedes the Apocalypse’s
text, providing a clear terminus post quem.

48. Just as in Av group 052 - 1678 — 1778 - 2020 - 2080, whose archetype is prob-
ably older than P. There is therefore no ancient text revised toward Av in P, as Bous-
set (Textkritische Studien, 8) considers likely and von Soden (Die Schriften des Neuen
Testaments, 1:2072) claims as certain.

49. Dating according to a personal note from Mons. R. Devreesse.

50. See Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes, 120-21; Schmid, “Untersu-
chungen zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypsetextes,” 429-30.
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¢ 0169 = P.Oxy. 1080, now Princeton Theological Seminary Pap 5,
is a leaf of a fourth-century parchment manuscript that contains
Rev 3:19-4:3. See Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part VIII, 14-15.
See also the illustration of George Milligan, The New Testament
Documents: Their Origin and Early History (London: Macmillan,
1913), table VIII (at the bottom of p. 196).

The two fragments 0163 and 0169 are printed and discussed in Charles,
Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 2:448-51 (frags. II
and IV).

¢ 0207 = Florenz, Papiri della Societa Italiana 1166, is a leaf of a

fourth-century parchment manuscript with Rev 9:2-15, edited by
Girolamo Vitelli (Papiri Greci e Latini, vol. 10 [Florence: Ariani,
1932], 118-20).>!

1.1.1.3. The Minuscules
The minuscules that preserve the Apocalypse are now listed, relatively
completely, and (with few exceptions) collated in Hoskier’s Concerning the
Text of the Apocalypse, which surpasses all prior compilations. Unfortu-
nately, Hoskier does not keep Caspar René Gregory and Ernst von Dob-
schiitz’s “official” recognized numbers for designating manuscripts. Rather,
he adopts Scrivener’s old numbers and supplements this sequence with
his own numbers in order to achieve a consecutive series for the Apoca-
lypse’s Greek manuscripts. The compilation here follows Gregory-von
Dobschiitz’s designations, grouping manuscripts according to families,
and also makes corrections and additions to Hoskier’s edition. The reader
should consult my earlier studies for the rationale for the groupings.>
First, Hoskier’s list, which retains his manuscript designations for
now, should be reviewed. Hoskier’s list of minuscules includes 252 num-
bers. But 79 and 230 are used for two manuscripts each, and 155 is used for
three, so that the total number initially increases to 256 minuscules. But
230% ought to be removed from the list because the manuscript it denotes

51. See also Josef Schmid, “Der Apokalypse-Text des Kodex 0207 (Papiri della
Societa Italiana 1166),” BZ 23 (1935-1936): 187-89.

52. Schmid, Der Apokalypsetext des Arethas von Kaisareia; Schmid, “Untersuc-
hungen zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypsetextes”; Schmid, Der Apokalypse-
Kommentar des Andreas von Kaisarea: Text, vol. 1.1 of Studien zur Geschichte des
griechischen Apokalypse-Textes, MThS 1 (Munich: Zink, 1955).
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(Athos, Lawra Q 177) does not exist; rather, Lawra E 177 is meant. 2302 is
therefore identical with 224.53

(17] Similarly, the following three numbers should be omitted because
the manuscripts they denote are identical with others:>* 183 (allegedly
Thessaloniki, EMyvixol yvuvaasiov 10) is identical with 052 (Athos, Pan-
teleimon 99,2).5> 225 (Athos, Lawra I" 179) never existed but refers instead
to Lawra 138 (formerly B 18); 225 is therefore identical with 222. 2920
(Athos, Batopedi 659, formerly 532, Gregory 2305) is identical with 166.
Hoskier reserves 252 on the basis of a statement by Bolides for a man-
uscript from Elasson, whose existence is questionable. Neither Gregory
nor von Soden is aware of a second manuscript from this library (besides
Hoskier 245) that contains the Apocalypse.

Hoskier labels the following ten numbers as “vacat™ 5 54 60 66 71 76
85 86 105 115. Most stem from lapses in the manuscript lists of Johann
Martin Augustin Scholz, Frederick Henry Scrivener, and Caspar René
Gregory,*® so 54 (= Gregory 263, does not have the Apocalypse); 60 (Paris,
suppl. gr. 136, has nothing from the New Testament); 66 (in Scholz and
Gregory = 131, which contains only the Gospels); 71 (= Gregory 390, con-
tains the New Testament without Apocalypse); 76 (is identical with 75);
85 (is identical with 142); 86 (is left blank by Hoskier, since in Gregory
= Jerusalem, S. Saba 10, which has nothing from the New Testament,
by Frederick Henry Scrivener and Edward Miller®” = Athens, National
Library 490 [= Hoskier 251], or Berlin, MS gr. Quart. 57 = Gregory 1525,
which does not have the Apocalypse); 105 (left blank by Hoskier, since
in Scrivener = Vallicell. E. 17, which does not contain the Apocalypse,
in Scrivener-Miller = Jerusalem, S. Saba 20, which contains nothing
from the New Testament). Hoskier left 115 blank because the designated
number of leaves (fols. 93-96) of Cod. Vatic. gr. 1182 belong to 39. Finally,

53. See Josef Schmid, “Zur Liste der neutestamentlichen Handschriften,” ZNW
34 (1935): 309.

54. See ibid, 308-9.

55. See above under the majuscules.

56. Johann Martin Augustin Scholz, Novum Testamentum Graece: Textum ad
fidem Testium Criticorum recensuit, Lectionum Familias subject, 2 vols. (Leipzig:
Fleischer, 1830-1836); Scrivener, A Plain Introduction to the Criticism of the New Tes-
tament (Cambridge: Deighton, Bell, 1861); Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes.

57. Frederick Henry Scrivener and Edward Miller, A Plain Introduction to the
Criticism of the New Testament, 4th ed. (London: Bell, 1894).
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manuscript 5 once referred to readings that L. Valla had collected from
unknown manuscripts.

The following manuscripts should also be deleted from the list:

¢ 185 (contains the Praxapostolos without the Apocalypse),

¢ 249 (also contains Praxapostolos without the Apocalypse),

¢ 117 (contains the New Testament without the Catholic Epistles

and the Apocalypse),

¢ 116 (contains the Andreas commentary without the Apocalypse’s

text).

Hoskier designates 3 11 2920 and 230? as lost.

2920, however, as noted above, is identical with 166, and 2302 is identi-
cal to 224. 3 is Estienne 1'.>® Estienne quotes from [18] its seventy-seven
readings, which Wettstein also preserves in his apparatus. That the text of
this no longer identifiable manuscript was purely of the K text emerges
clearly. The only exception is the coincidence at 3:4 ad\ exelg oArya ovopata
(cum P f2014al. pc.>). 11 (= von Dobschiitz 397)%° must also be considered
definitively lost. From Mill, we at least know a number of their readings,
which Tischendorf also adds to his apparatus. It shows that their copies
of the Apocalypse were of Arethas of Caesarea and therefore the K text
(revised toward the Av text in the last chapters).6!

58. Robert Estienne, Novum Testamentum, 2 vols. (Paris: n.p., 1546).

59. Two other unidentifiable manuscripts from French libraries Wettstein named
under numbers 21 and 22. R. Bentley used it in his advanced notice of a new edition
of the New Testament for Rev 22 (see Gregory, Prolegomena, 2341t.).

60. See Ernst von Dobschiitz, “Zur Liste der NTlichen Handschriften,” ZNW 32
(1933): 193; Schmid, Der Apokalypsetext des Arethas von Kaisareia, 6.

61. Here we should also mention 1757 (Mytilene, povn To¥ Aetuéivog 132). Accord-
ing to Gregory, the manuscript also contains the Apocalypse in addition to the Praxa-
postolos; von Soden says nothing about the latter. Hoskier (Concerning the Text of
the Apocalypse, 1:435) writes in addition: “The Apc Ms. numbered 132 in that library
has disappeared in 1912, torn from the volume.” Also considered lost since Frederick
Henry Scrivener (Exact Transcript of Codex Augiensis, Ixiii) is Gregory manuscript
483 (von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 0 376), which Hoskier does not
mention, a parchment copied by Theodoros Hagiopetrites in 1295 that contained the
entire New Testament including the Apocalypse. Scrivener himself (A Supplement to
the Authorised English Version of the New Testament [London: Pickering, 1845]) col-
lated the Gospels and the Praxapostolos, as the manuscript was still in the possession
of William Pickering’s (the London book dealer) complete inventory. In reality it is not
lost. It belonged to Lord Vernon for a time. The Chapin library in Willamstown (Mas-
sachusetts) acquired it in 1923, and it remains there today. The manuscript contains
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83 (Turin B. V. 8) was almost completely destroyed in the fire of the
library in 1904.% In 1864, Hort collated five chapters of the Apocalypse
and explains the text as related to B (= Q) (thus K text).

175 (Athos, Iwiron 661) is described in the catalog of Athos manu-
scripts by S. Lampros (1895-1903) but has since disappeared.

205 (Sumela 41)% disappeared after the Greco-Turkish War of 1922.
Of the five manuscripts with the Apocalypse’s text from two Macedonian
monasteries Kosinitza in Drama (Hoskier 195-197) [19] and Prodromos
at Serrai (Hoskier 198 and 199), Hoskier never even saw a photograph.®*
Three of them, however, have now resurfaced: 197 (Kosinitza 124) was
purchased by L. Franklin Gruber in Maywood, Illinois (MS no. 152¢°), and
after his death (1944) was transferred into the possession of the Theologi-
cal Seminary of the Evangelical Lutheran Church, Maywood, retaining the
old signature.%6 196 (Kosinitza 53) has now been clearly divided into two

the New Testament without the Apocalypse. See the detailed description by Kenneth
W. Clark, A Descriptive Catalogue of Greek New Testament Manuscripts in America
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1937), 17-20.

62. According to Ettore Stampini et al. (“Inventario dei codici superstiti greci e
latini antichi della Biblioteca Nazionale di Torino,” RFIC 32 [1904]: 584), three of the
original two hundred leaves of the manuscript containing the entire New Testament
are still preserved in severely damaged condition.

63. Itis not mentioned in the catalog of manuscripts from Anatolia in Ankara and
Izmit of Adolf Deissmann (“Handschriften aus Anatolien in Ankara und Izmit,” ZNW
34 [1935]: 262-84), so it is really lost.

64. Regarding the fate of these two libraries, see Albert Ehrhard, Uberlieferung
und Bestand der hagiographischen und homiletischen Literatur der griechischen Kirche
von den Anfangen bis zum Ende des 16. Jahrhunderts, 3 vols., TU 50-52 (Leipzig:
Hinrichs, 1937-1952), 1:xxxix, lii; Marcel Richard, Répertoire des Bibliothéques et des
Catalogues de Manuscrits Grecs (Paris: Centre national de la recherche scientifique,
1948), 43, 98; L. N. Politis, “Ta éx Zeppiv yepbypada év tf "Ebvixf] BifAiobnxn” [Ser-
bian Manuscripts in the National Library], Hellenikd 4 (1931): 525-26. The Bulgar-
ians robbed the manuscripts of the two monasteries in 1916 or 1917, and since then,
these manuscripts, especially those from Kosinitza, have partially disappeared. They
must have been shipped to Greece in 1924. But only 4 manuscripts of Kosinitza and
the majority of the 261 manuscripts of Prodromos have come to Athens. 247 of them
are currently in the Greek National Library in Athens, and some are in the Byzantine
Museum. Ten of the one hundred parchment manuscripts of Prodromos are missing.

65. See Clark, Descriptive Catalogue of Greek New Testament Manuscripts, 104-6.

66. See William H. P. Hatch, Facsimiles and Descriptions of Minuscule Manuscripts
of the New Testament (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1951), 86 (up to table
VII) (by personal note from Herr Prof. Aland).
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parts. Hoskier himself purchased the second half with Hebrews and the
Apocalypse in 1919 and bequeathed it to the Pierpont Morgan Library
in New York (now no. M 714 of this library) in 1926. This is no. 129 in
Hoskier’s list (von Dobschiitz-Aland 2349).67 It forms a family (K text)
with 29 — 30 — 98 - 128. The third manuscript of Kosinitza (208, Hoskier
195) is currently lost (perhaps located in Sofia).%® Of the two manuscripts
from Prodromos, one (y' 6, Hoskier 198) has come into the possession of
the Byzantine Museum in Athens (belonging to the Av group 7). The other
is missing.

The following also remained inaccessible to Hoskier: 131 (Iwiron 60),
133 and 134 (both Chalki in Istanbul), 213 (contains only Rev 13:14-14:15
with the Andreas commentary), and 248. Of these, von Soden demon-
strates that 134 is of the K text. 213 is a sister of 152 and 179. 248 is, at least
at the beginning, a copy of the edition of Arethas’s commentary, edited by
Donatus of Verona, and therefore useless. 131 is [20] a sister of 9 — 27 — 75
(i.e., K text).® 133 belongs to the family 153 - 211 - 222 (K text).

The following manuscripts should be withdrawn from the list of wit-
nesses for the Apocalypse’s Greek text for various reasons.

57, 141, 235, and 247 are copies of the printed Textus Receptus.”’ The
Apocalypse’s text in 118 is copied from a printed edition, while its Andreas
commentary is copied from a manuscript. 243 is a copy of Aldina in the
first four and a half chapters. The rest of it belongs to the large Complu-
tensian family.

The following three manuscripts contain a vernacular Greek transla-
tion of Andreas’s commentary with a vernacular Greek text of the Apoca-
lypse by Maximos the Peloponnesian: 173, 234, and 239.7!

67. See Kurt Aland, “Zur Liste der griechischen neutestamentliche Hand-
schriften,” TLZ 78 (1953): 473.

68. A fourth manuscript of Kosinitza (60, Gregory 1780), which also contains
the Apocalypse and which remained entirely unknown to Hoskier, will be mentioned
below.

69. The Apocalypse’s text is not incomplete, as Gregory claims, but fols. 199-206
belong between fols. 214 and 215.

70. It is even certain at 141, despite Hoskier’s vacillation.

71. A fourth manuscript with this commentary that von Dobschiitz gives the
number 2402 is now in Chicago, edited by Harold R. Willoughby and Ernest Cadman
Colwell (The Elizabeth Day McCormick Apocalypse, 2 vols. [Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1940]).
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The following manuscripts should also be eliminated as completely
useless:
¢ 5(3:3-4:8, inserted by a late hand in a Gospel manuscript between
the text)
231 (contains only 1:1-3, Compl. type)
236 (contains 1:1-13; 4:4-7; and 19:19-21 with commentary,
copied in 1847)
237 (contains only 1:1-13 with commentary, copied 1791)
238 (contains part of the Apocalypse with commentary, eigh-
teenth or nineteenth century)
+ 168 (Apocalypse with commentary, copied in 1798; the text of the
Apocalypse appears to be a copy of the Textus Receptus).
Finally, we come to the following eleven numbers, which are useless as
copies of manuscripts that are still extant:
¢ 41 and 53 (copies of 42)
63 (copy of 62)
73 and 792 (copies of 79)
81 (copy of 204)
112 (copy of 103)
155 (copy of 155)
176 (copy of 206)
216 (copy of 169)
217 (copy of 172)72
[21] On the basis of the above list, once the currently lost and destroyed
number 83 is counted, 52 of the 256 manuscripts Hoskier mentions drop
out (or with no. 172: 53), so that the actual number of minuscules useful
for textual criticism is 204. In the course of this survey, numerous other
manuscripts will be mentioned that are useless for the textual criticism
of the Apocalypse. They are inadequate not only for the recovery of the
Urtext but also for the representation of the Apocalypse’s entire textual
history.

*
*
*
*
L 4
*
*
*

72.172 itself is a copy of 169 from 11:18 onward. The first half of the text is a copy
of a manuscript of the group 51 — 90 — 246. The number of copies, whose Vorlagen
are still available in the Apocalypse’s Greek textual tradition is, on the whole, as low
as in the Greek Bible generally, compared to other writings with a richer manuscript
tradition.
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On the other hand, Hoskier’s list should be expanded to include the
following manuscripts:”?

A fragment of an Arethas manuscript—which Hoskier inexplicably
did not recognize as such’4—is Paris, B. N. suppl. gr. 159, fols. 8-11 (von
Dobschiitz 2419). The manuscript is only valuable as a source for a pos-
sible critical edition of the Arethas commentary.

The two following fragments are more trivial: Oxford, Barocc. 48, fol.
18 (Aland 2408), a fourteenth-century leaf of a paper manuscript with the
text of Rev 5:1-5—which can be inserted into no other preserved manu-
script—and Vatic. gr. 1205, fols. 144-145 with the text of Rev 4:10-5:6
and 6:14-17 together with Andreas’s commentary that belongs to it (von
Dobschiitz 2361).

Also, the three following fragments offer no real enrichment of valu-
able material for textual criticism:”> Oxford, Barocc. gr. 212, fols. 108-120.
The thirteen leaves that originate from the sixteenth century contain chap-
ters 1-9 of Andreas’s commentary without the Apocalypse’s text.

[22] Madrid, former Royal Palace Library Cod. 46 (Aland 2435), a
paper manuscript copied by Antonio Kalosynas in the sixteenth century
with the text of Rev 1:1-8:6 and Andreas’s commentary.

A sister manuscript related to 55 and 1552, which as such is unimport-
ant alongside these, is Madrid, Bibl. Nac. O 2 (4592), a sixteenth-century
paper manuscript, which contains Rev 1-3 and 15-22 with Oecumenius’s
commentary (Aland 2403) among the writings of Pseudo-Dionysius, inter
alia, fols. 111-139.

Athos, oxnty T@v xavooxaluPiwy 4 (Aland 2431), is a fourteenth-cen-
tury paper manuscript (copied in 1332) that contains the Praxapostolos
and the Apocalypse, increasing the numerous but useless Complutensian

73. See Josef Schmid, “Unbeachtete Apokalypse-Handschriften,” TQ 117 (1936):
149-87 about some previously unnoticed manuscripts.

74. Hoskier has already collated and published this fragment’s text of the Apoca-
lypse (under no. 123). He writes in addition (Concerning the Text of the Apocalypse,
1:423): “For a brief space (3:3 to 4:8) another exemplar was used for 123” But this
information is not accurate. The leaves taken over from an Arethas manuscript con-
tain Rev 3:1-4:11 with the commentary, while the filled-in gap extends only from 3:3
(Totay wpav) to 4:8 (eowbev yepovta).

75. Still less useful is Cod. Paris B. N. suppl. gr. 475, a paper manuscript copied in
1643, which (fols. 1-40") contains the Apocalypse with an excerpt from the Andreas
commentary. The manuscript begins in its present condition with the commentary on
16:20. It is a copy of the printed edition of Sylburg.
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group by another member. A fifteenth-century paper manuscript, which
Professor Adolf Deissmann once owned, containing the entire New Testa-
ment including the Apocalypse, also seems to belong to the same group.”®

I acquired photographs of the three following manuscripts from
Professor L. N. Politis: (1) Stadtbibliothek Zagora Cod. 9 (Aland 2433),
a paper manuscript copied in 1736 with 134 leaves, which contains the
Apocalypse with a catena composed from the commentaries of Andreas
and Oecumenius. The Apocalypse’s text is usually reproduced only in
an abridged form. (2) Stadtbibliothek Zagora Cod. 12 (Aland 2434), a
thirteenth-century paper manuscript with 368 leaves, which contains the
Apocalypse (fols. 332-368) following the Historia Lausiaca of Palladius
and the monastic biographies of Theodoret of Cyrus. The manuscript
belongs to the large Complutensian family. (3) Finally, Athens, Byzantine
Museum Cod. 117 (5487) (Aland 2377), which is included in leaves 2-10
of a fourteenth-century paper collection with a total of 256 leaves. The
leaves measure 12.5 x 9.5 cm and contain various mainly patristic writ-
ings.”” The nine leaves contain the following parts of the Apocalypse: fol.
2:19:21 immov to 20:6 pet autou yiAwa; fols. 3-6: 20:14 efAn]bnoav to 22:6
aindwoy; fols. 7-8: 13:10 umopow to 14:4 axorovfouvtes T[w].; fols. 9-10:
22:6 xat xuplog to 22:21. Folios 9-10 are accordingly the continuation of
fol. 6, and a leaf is missing between fols. 2 and 3. The [23] text in 13:10-14:4
is a pure K text. On the other hand, from 19:21 to the end it is identical
with that of 2030 (Hoskier 65, Moscow, Univ.-Bibl. 25, fols. 203-209).78
2377, however, cannot be a copy of 2030 because it is missing a few unique
readings from 2030. Because 2030 is also incomplete and only contains
the text from 16:20 (epuyev) to the end, it is uncertain whether 2377 was
initially copied from two different Vorlagen or from the common Vorlage
of two manuscripts.

76. See Nikos A. Bees, “Kepbypadov ¢ woviis Ietpirlovitioons-MmaoxéPou:
Ipaxtixa Xpiotiaving Apxatodoyiys Etaipeias” [Manuscript of the Monastery of
Petrizontissis-Mpaskobo: Proceedings of the Christian Archaeological Society] BNJ
14 (1937-1938): 457. The manuscript is currently missing, perhaps burned in Leipzig.

77. See the description of Demetrios I. Pallas, “KataAoyos twv yetpoypadwy Tou
Bulavtivot Mougeiou Abyeny” [Catalog of Manuscripts of the Byzantine Museum of
Athens], BNJ 11 (1934-1935): Ae'-A{’; Aland, “Zur Liste der griechischen neutesta-
mentliche Handschriften,” 476 under no. 2377. The manuscript’s first two leaves are
greatly damaged with a loss of text at the outer edge.

78. See also Hoskier, Concerning the Text of the Apocalypse, 1:209-11.
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Hoskier overlooks the following three manuscripts (already recorded
by Gregory).

Athos, Esphigmenu 67 (Gregory 2922, von Soden « 371), a fourteenth-
century parchment manuscript with 230 leaves, which contains the Praxa-
postolos and the Apocalypse (to 22:19 mohews) inserted by another hand.
The Apocalypse’s text is a pure K text.

Kosinitza 60, now Durham, North Carolina, Duke University MS gr.
1 (Gregory 1780), a thirteenth-century parchment manuscript with 198
leaves, which contains the entire New Testament (in the order Gospels,
Acts, James, Paul, Catholic Epistles, Apocalypse) with commentary to all
parts except the Apocalypse, all copied by one hand. It belongs to the best
witnesses of the K text in the Apocalypse.””

Athos, Batopedi 17 (Gregory 1773), a very beautifully copied and
excellently preserved eleventh-century parchment manuscript with the
Apocalypse’s text and Andreas’s commentary.

New are: Paris, B. N. gr. 746 (Aland 2428), a fifteenth-century paper
manuscript with 307 leaves, copied by one hand, which contains the
thirty-four homilies of St. John Chrysostom on Hebrews and (fols. 239—
307) the Apocalypse with Andreas’s commentary. The manuscript breaks
off at Rev 17:12.

Paris, B. N. gr. 1002 (Aland 2429), a fourteenth-century paper manu-
script with 227 leaves, all copied by the same hand, which contains the fif-
teen homilies of St. Gregory of Nyssa on the Song of Songs and the eight
homilies on Ecclesiastes, a catena on Prov 1:1-9:4, and (fols. 179-227)
the Apocalypse with Andreas’s commentary. The manuscript breaks oft
at Rev 12:12.

A sister manuscript to 2065 (Hoskier 159) is Cod. Vatic. Ross. gr. 766
(Aland 2432), which contains Apocalypse with Andreas’s commentary.

[24] Paris, B. N. Coisl. gr. 18 (von Dobschiitz 2344), is an eleventh-cen-
tury parchment manuscript with 230 leaves, containing the Praxapostolos
and the Apocalypse as well as parts of the Old Testament. The last leaves
are in disarray, and the last two are completely destroyed by water. The
manuscript provides an excellent text in the Apocalypse and is among the
most valuable minuscules to preserve the book.

79. See the description of Clark, Descriptive Catalogue of Greek New Testament
Manuscripts, 51-53. Also, three of the New Testament manuscripts have migrated
from Kosinitza to America since 1919 (Gregory 1424, 1780, and the second part from
1795 [now 2349]).
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With that the entirety of the currently known manuscript material
witnesses for the Apocalypse’s Greek text is identified. There are 204 + 8 =
212 minuscules, after the exclusion of utterly useless manuscripts.

A detailed overview of the manuscript tradition of the Apocalypse’s
Greek text in line with their major stems and families now follows. The
useless manuscripts identified above will be ignored.

The Apocalypse’s entire Greek textual tradition falls into four major
stems.

AC and the text of Oecumenius (2053) form the first and most impor-
tant.

P4 and S rank second in importance next to AC and Oecumenius
(2053).

A few minuscules belong to these two stems, which stand closer to
one another than to the following two, including the degree to which the
following two relate to each other. They are:

2053 — 2062 (= Oecumenius). Of these, 2053, next to 2344, is the

80. At the last minute, as it were, I was made aware of four other manuscripts. I
therefore must be satisfied with a provisional indication of their existence. I owe the
reference to the first three of them to Herr Prof. Aland. All three belong to the library
of the Great Lawra on Mount Athos and contain the entire Apocalypse among patris-
tic writings. One of them certainly comes with a commentary. There are the following:

(1) Lawra 671 (H 16), copied in 1602 by a Metrophanes, is a paper manuscript
with 181 leaves in the small format 15 x 10 cm. The first leaves are lost. The Apoca-
lypse begins after the catalog of Spyridon and Sophronius Eustratiades fol. 82". It is
also missing twenty leaves. There is a misprint in the catalog because the next section
ought to begin again on fol. 82".

(2) Lawra 860 (H 205), a fragmentary fourteenth-century paper manuscript with
137 leaves 31 x 22 cm, in fols. 119ff. has the Apocalypse with a commentary.

(3) Lawra 1564 (A 74) is a seventeenth-century paper manuscript copied by the
scribe Nikephoros with 369 leaves 27 x 21 cm. Therein fol. 331" begins amoxdaAuig Tol
aylov Twdwou Tol dmooTélov xal edayyediotol Beoddyou. Because this superscription
accurately corresponds to the fifteen manuscripts of the Complutensian family, whose
text is included among others in thirteen other manuscripts of the Great Lawra, we
ought to presume that the text of the available manuscript also belongs to this late type
of the Apocalypse’s Greek text.

(4) Regarding a fourth manuscript that to the best of my knowledge is missing
from all New Testament manuscript lists, I follow Ehrhard, Uberlieferung und Bestand
der hagiographischen und homiletischen Literatur, 3.2:852, n. 1. It is the Codex Sinaiticus
gr. 1692, a paper manuscript of the fourteenth-fifteenth centuries containing a non-
menological collection of hagiographic texts and the Apocalypse to 13:5 (Aland 2493).
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most valuable of all the minuscules to preserve the Apocalypse both
because of the quality of its text, which is identical to AC’s text in all
respects, and because Oecumenius’s commentary contains the Apoca-
lypse’s complete text, which allows for greater controls in establishing its
text. [25] Revelation 4-14 and the corresponding parts of the commen-
tary are missing in 2062.

1006 — 1841 - 911. Of these three manuscripts, 911 belongs to this
group from 11:9 onward. It corresponds to the K group, f°%, from 1:1 to
11:7. 911 can be ignored along with the other two but is of great impor-
tance for evaluating Andreas group n.

1611, 1854, 2329, 2050, and 2344 stand on their own. Of these, 2344 is
by far the most valuable despite its severe damage.

2351 and 2030 - 2377 are less valuable. A layer of K readings covers
the “old” valuable text in 792 almost entirely.

Also, among the groups and manuscripts that belong to Av and K, there
are several that contain a layer of “old” readings in addition to the Av or K
text, especially of Av: P, 94, f2073, and the two groups / and n; from K: 203 -
506, 61 - 69, and 469.8! In most of them, however, the immediate Vorlagen
from which these “old” readings were taken are still clearly visible, and for
this reason, the dependent groups and manuscripts (in addition to their
Vorlagen) are useless. The scribe of f2973 uses a manuscript of group / and
another from 190 in addition to his Av Vorlage.®? The details are analogous
in the Av group n. The layer of old readings in # comes from a manuscript
with an identical Vorlage to the text type of 911, therefore, again from f100°,
The K group 203 - 506 also adopts some old readings from a manuscript of
190 The influence of f19% is significantly stronger in 469.

[26] The vast majority of minuscules belong to one of the two other
stems, Av and K, or to one of the various mixed texts from Av and K.
Approximately eighty manuscripts belong to Av and K.

Av (i.e., the text of the Apocalypse upon which Andreas of Caesarea’s
commentary is based) includes the following, arranged here according to
groups of manuscripts.3

81. For 203 - 506, see Schmid, “Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des griechischen
Apokalypsetextes,” 177-79; for 61 - 69, see 284-93; for 469, see 433-36.

82. A portion of these ancient readings from £2973 are passed on to 2017 (and
from 2017 to its copy 2258).

83. Manuscripts that are expendable, and therefore useless for reconstructing the
text, and closely related to the others of their group are provided in parentheses.
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a=2814 - 2186 - 2428
b = 2059 — 2081 (- 2259)
¢ =2028 (- 2029 - 2033) - 2044 (- 2052 - 2054 — 2068) - 2069
(- 2083 - 2361)
d = (743 -)2051 (- 2055) — 2064 (-2067 - 2435)
e=2026 - 2057 (- 2091)
f=1(0518%) (- 35-2023) - 2031 — 2056 - 2073 (- 2254) (also 2063
and Barocc. 212, which only contain the commentary without the
Apocalypse’s text)

¢ g=205-2886- 2920 - 2045 (- 2071) (also 632, which contains
Andreas’s commentary in the margins, but the Apocalypse’s text
belongs to K)
h =2060 - 2286 - 2302
i=(88-1384)-1685(-1732-1876 —2014 - 2015 - 2034) - 2036
~ (2891 =) — 2042 — 2043 (- 2047) - 2074 (- 2082) (also 2066, of
which the Apocalypse’s text is a copy of the printed Textus Recep-
tus)

o [=(052%) - 1678 — 1778 (- 2020) — 2080 (- 2433)

¢ m=2037-2046

o n=2065-2429 - 2432

The following stand-alone manuscripts can be added to this list: 94
2919 254 2595 (with its copy 2038) 1773 (with 911¢mm- which does not
belong to Av in the text of the Apocalypse) 2019 and P, of which 2919 and
254 are useless.

All of the groups presented are important for reconstructing the Av
text, with the exception of m, which is nothing but a mixed text of ¢ and i.
Within each group, however, especially in ¢ and i, some of their members
can be ignored, so that in the end only thirty-nine out of a total of seventy-
five manuscripts remain valuable.

The K text’s witnesses are discussed in my article “Untersuchungen zur
Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypsetextes” [27] 2922, 1424 (related
to 141 - 1719), 2923 (related to 325 — 456 — 517), and 1780, of which I
have now received photographs, have not yet been added to the eighty-
three manuscripts mentioned. The compilation and groupings above are
repeated here in order to present the entirety of the manuscript material.

84. See above regarding the majuscules.
85. See above regarding the majuscules.
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920 - 1859 - 1872 - 2027 - 2256 — (- 911)
18 - 2039 - 2138 919 2004 2200
385 -2921 - 522 - 1849 - 1955 - 2349
141 - 1424 - 1719
808 - 1893
218 - 2824
2024 - 2079
177 - 2918 - 337
203 - 452 - 467 - 506 - 2021
935-1728 - 1734 - 1870
149 - 201 - 368 - 386 — 1597 - 1948 - 2025
110 - 627 - 2048
498 - 1704 - 2058
325 -456 - 517 - 2923
42 - 367 - 468
61 -69Q
82, 93, 699, 2922, 1780, 1852, 469, 632, 241, 2436 - 2078 (and 3,
8386)

¢ 91-175-242-256-617-1934 -2017

e 394-314-664 - 1094 - 2016 - 2075 - 2077 - 2419
This list includes eighty-seven manuscripts (without 911, 3, and 83).

In light of the K tradition’s exceptional and extensive unity, a large part
of it may be ignored (in addition to 467 and 2021, which are copies of 452
and 2078, which is a copy of 2436), especially 469, 632, 241, 2436, and the
double group 325 - 456 - 517 — 2923 and 42 - 367 — 468, all of which offer
the K text in a low level of purity. We can also ignore the fifteen manu-
scripts of the Arethas group since their text is revised toward Av in the last
five chapters and the group as a whole is sufficiently closed.8” 61 - 69 are
of far less interest as witnesses for K than for their relationships with P47 §,
AC, and 2351. The remaining groups and individual manuscripts [28] are
roughly equivalent to each other in terms of value.3® Yet 110, 627, 2048, as
well as 82 and 1780, deserve special mention because of the purity of their
text, while Q, the only majuscule among the K witnesses, is considerably
less valuable. The first five groups of the above list (f°2° 920 to 808 — 1893)

L R R R R 2R 2R JER 2R R R R R R SR R K 4

Arethas Text

86. Both lost; see pp. 19-20.

87. See Schmid, Der Apokalypsetext des Arethas von Kaisareia, 4-26.

88. See also the observation in Schmid, “Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des
griechischen Apokalypsetextes,” 444 n. 2.
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also form a close family within the K stem, whose common archetype is
later than K. In the groups that consist of several manuscripts (similar to
the Av tradition), two or three are sufficient to determine the archetype in
each case.
Regarding mixed texts from Av and K, four groups should be men-
tioned:
1. The Arethas group; see above under K.
2. The f104/336 group consists of the following ten manuscripts:
o 104 -459 - 680 - 922 - 2493
¢ 336-582-620-628-1918
The second series of five manuscripts within these ten is once more
revised toward a K manuscript.?® Since the text of the whole group is noth-
ing but a mixture of Av and K, it is completely useless beside Av and K.
3. The Complutensian group of Hoskier,”! so-called because its text
is identical to the Complutensian polyglot’s Greek text of the Apocalypse,
includes thirty-six manuscripts,”> most of which are on Mount Athos or
come from there, and only a few of which offer the family’s text impurely.
They are the following:
+ 35,60, 432, 757, 824, 986, 1072, 1075, 1248, 1328, 1384, 1503,
1551, 1617, 1637, 1652, 1732, 1733, 1740, 1745, 1746, 1771, 1774,
1864, 1865, 2926, 1903, 1957, 2023, 2035, 2041, 2061, 2196, 2352,
2431, 2434
The text of 35 and 2023 is composed of f%! (Av) and Compl., where
Compl. is the later layer. 1384 and 1732 provide the text of the f20%¢ (Av),
heavily revised toward Compl. [29] 1903 is a copy of the Aldina edition
from the year 1518 in 1:1-5:11 and a Compl. text from 5:12 onward. The
Compl. text is itself a mixed text from Av and K and has very few unique
readings.
(4) The O family. The following thirteen manuscripts make up the O
family:

89. Regarding this group, see Schmid, Der Apokalypsetext des Arethas von Kaisa-
reia, 59-78.

90. The fact that very occasionally an “old” reading appears in it that is not from
Av or K, as ot mvvavteg Tag oTohas autwy instead of the spurious ot motouvTeg Tag
€VToAag auTov in 22:14, does not annul this judgment.

91. Hoskier’s f1°.

92. Probably Lawra 1564 (see 26 n. 80) and a manuscript Prof. Adolf Deissman
once owned but that is now lost (probably burned) belong to this group also.
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¢ 250-424-616-2084

s 172 -1828 - 1862 - 1888 — 2018 - 2032

s 2070 - 23052022
2070 and 2305 are heavily revised toward the K group, f°2°. And this text
is again revised toward K in 2305. The subgroup 172 - 1828 - 1862 - 1888
- 2018 - 2032 has been heavily revised from 17:3 to the end toward an
Arethas manuscript. 250 — 424 - 616 — 2084, on the other hand, provides
the text of the O archetype unchanged. Also, as mentioned, O is a mixed
text from Av and K. But the Av Vorlage of O belongs to group [ (f°2), and O
has kept this text type more faithfully in some places than the manuscripts
of the group itself. There is also a thick layer of “old” readings, which is
otherwise present only in AC or P¥’ S and the few minuscules related to
these under the components of the text of 1.9

In this collection of the Apocalypse’s Greek manuscripts, the entire
database of witnesses, comprising over two hundred manuscripts, leads
back to a relatively small number of groups® that can be summarized again
in four chief branches. In this way, the entire manuscript tradition can be
used for the Urtext’s reconstruction and what is useless can be eliminated.

1.1.2. Citations of the Apocalypse in Early Christian Writers

Only five Greek authors offer citations that are useful for textual criticism:
Irenaeus, Origen, Hippolytus of Rome, Eusebius (= Dionysius of Alex-
andria), and [30] Methodius. The citations of Hippolytus and Origen are
the most important. Irenaeus’ citations survive almost without exception
only in the Latin and Armenian versions and should therefore be used
with caution. Some citations in Clement of Alexandria are completely
useless for textual criticism. Oecumenius’s later commentary is extremely
important because of the quality of the text of the Apocalypse he uses and

93. See also in Schmid, Der Apokalypse-Kommentar des Andreas von Kaisarea:
Einleitung, vol. 1.2 of Studien zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypse-Textes, MThS
1 (Munich: Zink, 1956), §2.2.6.

94. Of course, Hoskier observes these smallest subgroups and correctly estab-
lishes them. His larger groups (“Egyptian family,” “Coptic family;” etc.), however, are
quite fantastic and lie outside the realm of possibility. The major determining factor is
his polyglot theory. Examining more closely this weakest side of his great contribution
is unnecessary. Indeed, Hoskier’s idiosyncratic opinions do not damage the immense
value of the second volume of his gigantic work.
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because he reproduces that text, for the most part, literally in the com-
mentary.

[31] 1.2. The Place of the Apocalypse within
the Tradition of the New Testament

The Apocalypse’s peculiar fate in the Greek Church is well known. None of
the great Greek exegetes—neither Alexandrian nor Antiochene—wrote a
commentary on it. The book was also excluded from liturgical usage.®> The
manuscript tradition reflects this fate. The number of manuscripts that pre-
serve the Apocalypse lags behind that of the rest of the New Testament sig-
nificantly. Only six ancient majuscules from the fourth and fifth centuries
(S, A, C, 0163, 0169, 0207) hand it down to us alongside some third- and
fourth-century papyri (P!8, P24, P43, P47) 9 Then, after a lapse of about four
centuries (at the frontier of the transition from majuscule to minuscule
script), the next witness, Codex Q, surfaces in the ninth century, preserv-
ing the Apocalypse’s text among the writings of the Cappadocian brothers
Basil and Gregory of Nyssa. The three majuscules P, 051, and 052 belong
to the tenth century, alongside some minuscules (93, 456, 627, 1424, 1841,
1870, 2004, 2074, 2329, 2351). The eleventh century is represented by
thirty-one manuscripts, the eleventh/twelfth centuries by eight, the twelfth
century by twenty-three, the thirteenth century by twenty, the thirteenth/
fourteenth centuries by thirteen, the fourteenth century by twenty-eight,
the fourteenth/fifteenth centuries by sixteen, the fifteenth century by
thirty-eight, fifteenth/sixteenth centuries by eight, and the sixteenth cen-
tury by twenty-eight. This means that the number of manuscripts for the
Apocalypse increases exponentially from the eleventh century onward.”
The combinations in which the Apocalypse surfaces in the manuscript
tradition are also instructive and worth considering. According to von

95. Apart from Cappadocia and Coptic Egypt, the Apocalypse remained under
suspicion in the East until the time of Palaiologos. See Adolf Jiilicher, Einleitung in das
Neue Testament, 7th ed., GTW 3.1 (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1931), 53-36; Eugéne Jacquier,
Le Nouveau Testament dans I'Eglise chrétienne, 2nd ed., 2 vols. (Paris: Gabalda, 1911),
1:735-44.

96. Whether B preserved it cannot be determined.

97. 1t should also be noted, however, that in the following centuries (until the
sixteenth century) the number of diaf%x» and Praxapostolos manuscripts without the
Apocalypse still surpasses significantly those with the Apocalypse, as von Soden’s and
von Dobschiitz’s lists make clear (see 33 nn. 98-99).
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Soden’s collection,’® [32] we have 167 dwaf9xn manuscripts, 50 of which
preserve the Apocalypse. Only 62 of 279 Paraxapostolos (Acts, Catholic
Epistles, Pauline Epistles) manuscripts also contain the Apocalypse.” The
numerical ratio is therefore even less favorable for the Apocalypse in the
Praxapostolos manuscripts (approximately 1:4.65) than in the diwf9xn
manuscripts (1:3.34). In other words, the Apocalypse is present in only
one out of four Praxapostolos manuscripts, while it is present in only one
out of three diaf%xn manuscripts.

Nine manuscripts preserve the Gospels and the Apocalypse (without
the Praxapostolos):

¢ 60 (Gregory, 10 Hoskier). The Apocalypse inserted by a later

hand?

¢ 792 (113) the Apocalypse supplemented in this manuscript
according to von Soden
1006 (215)

1328 (140) bound together
1551 (212) from a single hand
1685 (198) from a single hand

In 2087 (15), a fifteenth-century scribe crammed Rev 3:3-4:8 into
two separate locations between the text of an eighth-century Gospel
majuscule.

In 866 (115), a bookbinder bound a few leaves with the Apocalypse’s
text to Matt 7:24-10:40 and other texts. The leaves of the Apocalypse (fols.
93-96) belong to 1918 (39).100

In 2595 (204), an excerpt from the St. Luke catena of Nicetas and the
Apocalypse with Andreas’s commentary stand among various patristic

* o o o

98. Von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 1:289-90 with supplement
2141-47.

99. The numbers, which Ernst von Dobschiitz mentions (von Dobschiitz, ed.,
Eberhard Nestle’s Einfiithrung in das griechische Neue Testament, 4th ed. [Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 1923], 103), are higher by a trifle: fifty-five dief7x»n manu-
scripts with the Apocalypse, of which two (920 and 1859) are without Paul. Praxa-
postolos manuscripts with Rev sixty-seven, Acts-Catholic Epistles (without Pauline
Epistles) with Rev three, Paul-Rev seven, Gospels and Rev nine. 1704 and a manu-
script in the possession of Deissmann should supplement von Soden’s fifty dta6%xn
manuscripts. 392, 2922, 1864, 1903, 2344, 2349, and 2431 should supplement the sixty-
two Praxapostolos manuscripts with the Apocalypse.

100. In the meantime, the library administration removed leaves 93-96 from 866
(Cod. Vatic. gr. 1882) and inserted them into 1918 (Cod. Vatic. gr. 1136).
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writings. Here the main interest is the commentary in the transcription of
both books.

Six manuscripts contain Paul and the Apocalypse, that is, the last part
of the New Testament or the Praxapostolos: 1771 (227), 1918 (39), 1934
(64, with commentary for both), 1948 (78), 1955 (93), and 2349 (129,
Hebrews and Apocalypse).!0!

Other combinations are exceptions:

¢ 325(9): 3 John, Revelation, Pauline Epistles (eleventh century). A

thirteenth-century hand supplemented it with Acts 15:29-2 John.

+ [33] 2926 (187): Revelation and, inserted by another hand, Paul

and Catholic Epistles.

¢ 743 (123): Revelation with Andreas commentary, 1-3 John

attached without commentary, John with Nicetas’s catena.

¢ 368 (84): John, Revelation, 1-3 John, so again a Johannine corpus.

The total number of previously mentioned manuscripts that contain
the Apocalypse along with the rest of New Testament or parts of it is 141,
that is, less than three-fifths of the total stock of the Apocalypse’s manu-
scripts.

Many manuscripts contain only the Apocalypse with the commentary
of Oecumenius, Andreas, or Arethas: 17, 1773, 1678 (catena from Andreas
and Oecumenius), 2026, 2028, 2029, 2031 - 2034, 2035 (translation of the
Italian commentary of Federigo da Venezia), 2036, 2891, 2037, 2043, 2044,
2046, 2047, 2053, 2058 (catena from Andreas and Oecumenius in a col-
lection compiled by the bookbinder), 2065, 2066 - 2068, 2072, 2075, 2077,
2081, 2302; further, 052 (fragment), 2361 (two leaves from the Andreas
commentary, inserted by the bookbinder in a collection), 2432, 2435, and
2433 (catena from Andreas and Oecumenius).

In many other cases, the Apocalypse with commentary is combined
with a variety of other writings, either with homilies to other biblical
books to form a volume (thus 2060, 2083, 2186, 2259, 2286, 2428) or with
other texts (thus 051, 2595, 1775, 1776, 1777, 2018, 2022, 2023, 2026, 2038,
2042, 2045, 2051, 2054, 2056, 2059, 2062, 2064, 2069, 2070, 2073, 2074,
2082, 2091, 2116, 2254, 2305, 2350, 2403, 2428, 2429).

The main interest is the commentary rather than the Apocalypse’s text
in these two classes of manuscripts.!0?

101. See also p. 21.
102. This is particularly clear in 2063 and Barocc. 212, fols. 108-120. Both con-
tain the Andreas commentary without the Apocalypse’s text (similar also in 2433).
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The observation that the Apocalypse frequently appears (without
commentary) in the midst of all sorts of nonbiblical writings is particularly
revealing for the evaluation of the Apocalypse in the Byzantine Church.!%?
This is the case in the following manuscripts:

*

Q: preserves the Apocalypse’s text along with the writings of Basil
and Gregory of Nyssa.

920 (61): the Apocalypse precedes the writings of Basil, Theodoret
and Maximos.

[34] 1774 (232): the Apocalypse is followed by treatises against the
Paulicians and against the Messalians; after these, a text entitled:
&vBog Tév xapLTiv.

2076 (172): the Apocalypse is in the first position; patristic writ-
ings follow.

2258 (217): the Apocalypse is together with patristic writings (a
copy of 2076 in the Apocalypse).

1806 (205): the Apocalypse precedes the writings of Theodore of
Gaza.

2015 (28): the Apocalypse is among the writings of the fathers.
2016 (31): preceding the writings of Pseudo-Dionysius Aeropagite
2017 (32): a Logos of Theodore Prodromos on the Mother of God
inserted by a later hand

2024 (50): the Apocalypse among the Lives of the Saints

2025 (58): preceding the book of Job and Justin’s Cohortatio ad
Graecos

2048 (140): the Apocalypse appended to the Panadect of Antio-
chus, etc.

2049 (141): the Apocalypse (copy of the Textus Receptus) among
the Lives of the Saints and other theological writings

2050 (143): the Apocalypse among biographies and writings of
the holy fathers

2057 (121): the Apocalypse among liturgical, homiletical, and
dogmatic texts

2061 (154): the Apocalypse (in a three-volume codex) amidst a
collection of hagiographic texts for the entire church year

2079 (177): the Apocalypse preceding the Psalms

103. In addition to the aforementioned fact that it is missing in the majority of
Bible manuscripts.
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2084 (188): the Apocalypse among the writings of the fathers
2196 (233): the Apocalypse in a collection copied by one hand
with the writings of John of Damascus, Ephraem, Andrew of
Crete, John Chrysostom, Theodore the Studite, et al. uéfodog mept
7ol xOxAov Tig aeAnyg follows after the Apocalypse as a last text.
2329 (200): and 2351 (201) are in immediate succession (2351
with a commentary) in a codex that contains twenty-four differ-
ent writings, all of which are copied by the same hand.

2436: the Apocalypse among the homilies of John Chrysostom,
Gregory of Nyssa, Gregory Palamas, John of Damascus, et al.
(total of thirty-four works)

[35] 2078 (176): the Apocalypse is among the writings of John
Chrysostom and John of Damascus (a copy of the previous manu-
script in the Apocalypse; the remaining content of the two manu-
scripts is not identical).

2377: patristic writings follow the Apocalypse.

2434: the Apocalypse precedes the monastic lives of Palladius and
Theodoret.

This situation, witnessed in these twenty manuscripts,'% is rarely opera-
tive for other New Testament books.

Manuscripts that contain the Apocalypse alone are rare and are some-
times fragments of manuscripts that were originally larger.!%> The follow-
ing are singled out:

*

911 (95): the Apocalypse with Andreas’s commentary in the mar-
gins; originally formed one manuscript with 911 (Praxapostolos)

2017 (32): seems originally to have contained only the Apoca-
lypse.

2256 (218): also seems to have contained no more than the Apoc-
alypse, but this claim needs to be examined more closely.

2039 (90): was stolen by Matthaei in the Moscow Synodal Libray
and sold in 1788 to the Dresden library. He probably took these
leaves from a larger manuscript.

2021 (41): copied by Georgios Hermonymos from 452 (42); con-
tains only the Apocalypse

2352 (202): lacks an accurate description.

104. Also, the four manuscripts mentioned here are classified on p. 26 n. 80.
105. The oldest papyrus fragments are disregarded here.



1. Introduction 37

¢ 2408 is a single leaf of a lost manuscript, which was inserted into
1215 (28).

In some manuscripts, mainly Codices Vaticani, the Apocalypse was
bound together with other texts by the bookbinder. This is the case in 2020
(38), 2361 (two leaves of an Andreas codex), 866 (115) (see p. 33), and
2030 (65, here is a quaternio of a manuscript of the Apocalypse inserted
in a volume with the writings of the fathers). In 2419, four leaves of an
Arethas manuscript were used to fill a gap in an Andreas codex (743).
Also, in 2259 (213), 2022 (43), 2032 (68), 2004 (142), 1328 (190), and
apparently also in 792 (113), the bookbinder combines the Apocalypse
with other writings.

[36] We can summarize the findings as follows: fifty-two manuscripts
contain the entire New Testament including the Apocalypse; seventy
manuscripts contain the Praxapostolos and the Apocalypse; and six man-
uscripts contain Paul and the Apocalypse. Only a few manuscripts con-
tain the Apocalypse alone. In twenty-three cases, the Apocalypse surfaces
among nonbiblical writings. Seventy-one manuscripts contain the Apoca-
lypse with a commentary, combined for the most part with nonbiblical
material. In a way, these two latter classes of manuscripts do not belong to
the New Testament’s manuscript tradition.

If only a much smaller portion of New Testament manuscripts also
contains the Apocalypse, then we can make another observation (which
diminishes the ratio of the Apocalypse to the rest of the New Testament
books even further): even where the Apocalypse is included in manuscripts
with the rest of New Testament or its second half (the Praxapostolos), the
book is simply treated as a kind of appendix. We repeatedly find clear traces
of this. In a number of manuscripts, the Apocalypse was added only subse-
quently by a later hand. This is the case in the following manuscripts:

¢ 2919 (12): the Praxapostolos is from the eleventh century, and

the Apocalypse appears on the remaining empty leaves from a
fifteenth-century hand, attached from a Vorlage with the Andreas
commentary.
¢ 35(17): a homily of John Chrysostom lies between Paul and the
Apocalypse, evidence that Paul was placed at the end of the New
Testament in the Vorlage.

+ 61 (92): with the infamous Codex Montfortianus, the fourth of
the manuscript’s four scribes added the Apocalypse in 1580, after
a great interval of time from the three former ones.

¢ 632 (22): two scribes (twelfth and thirteenth centuries) copied the
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Praxapostolos; a third scribe added the Apocalypse’s text in the
fourteenth century, and a fourth scribe added the marginal scho-
lia in the sixteenth century.
¢ 2920 (46): again, someone added the Apocalypse later, but soon
after the preceding New Testament parts.
¢ 1957 (91): a fifteenth-century scribe restored the lost leaves of this
most famous of all the Greek Bible manuscripts (B), Heb 9:14 to
the end and the Apocalypse in minuscule script.
¢ [37] 385 (29): a later hand added the Apocalypse to the Praxapos-
tolos; some of John Chrysostom’s writings are between Hebrews
and the Apocalypse.
Also in 88, (99) a later scribe appeared to add the Apocalypse.
2921 (30): a fifteenth-century hand added the Apocalypse to the
Praxapostolos (fourteenth century) on different paper; there are
again all sorts of additions to the Apostolos at the end of Hebrews.
¢ 2923 (131): a fifteenth-century scribe added the Apocalypse on
paper to a thirteenth-century parchment manuscript with the
Praxapostolos.
¢ 172 (87): three hands copied the Praxapostolos and the Apoca-
lypse; the third hand copied the Apocalypse.
¢ 1728(211): the Praxapostolos and the Apocalypse; the Erotapokri-
seis lies between Hebrews and the Apocalypse (fols. 353V-356").
¢ 2926 (187): the scribe of the Apocalypse (sixteenth century)
inserted the book at the beginning of a manuscript containing the
Praxapostolos (eleventh century).
¢ 757 (150): contains the entire New Testament, the Apocalypse by
a later hand (von Soden)
¢ 2922 (missing in Hoskier): the Praxapostolos and, inserted by a
later hand, the Apocalypse
The fact that this situation surfaces so frequently suggests that the
same circumstances persist in other cases, going back only one or a few
stages in the textual transmission. It is also not difficult to see in a few
cases. For instance, the Martyrdoms of Peter and Paul are between Paul
and the Apocalypse in P. The Apocalypse’s text, moreover, comes from a
Vorlage with the Andreas commentary. In 1780 (missing in Hoskier), there
is “a short account of ecumenical councils” between the end of the Catho-
lic Epistles and the Apocalypse (fols. 1707-1917).106

106. Clark, Descriptive Catalogue of Greek New Testament Manuscripts.
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An examination of the text forms discloses the same phenomenon in
a number of other manuscripts. In the more than eighty manuscripts that
comprise the K group, sister manuscripts in the text of the Apocalypse are
rarely ever sisters in the Praxapostolos,!?” and sister manuscripts in the
Praxapostolos are almost never immediate sisters in the [38] Apocalypse.
Thus, for example, 61 — 69 are related to each other only in the Apocalypse.
Of the family 177 - 2918 - 337, 177 forms a closer group in the Praxapos-
tolos with 460 — 1245, two manuscripts without the Apocalypse. Indeed,
337 in the Praxapostolos belongs, as 177, to von Soden’s I* Text. However,
there it is not a direct sister to 177 as in the Apocalypse. Of the group 935
- 1728 - 1734 - 1870, 935 in the text of Paul is closely related to 216 and
440, two manuscripts without the Apocalypse. Of the group 920 - 1859
- 1872 - 2027 - 2256, 920 in the Praxapostolos belongs to von Soden’s I*
text. On the other hand, 1872 belongs to I® and is closely related to 1149,
which contains the New Testament without the Apocalypse. 1859 has not
been investigated yet in other New Testament books, only 2027 and 2256,
however, contain the Apocalypse. 1611 is part of the I¢ text in the Praxa-
postolos and a sister to 1108, 1518, and 2138, of which 1108 and 1518 only
have the Praxapostolos; 2138 also preserves the Apocalypse but contains a
different text than 1611. 2344 is of the I?* type in the Praxapostolos, most
closely related with 69 — 492 and 436, of which only 69 contains the Apoc-
alypse, but again in line with another text type.

The fact that often only one of the numerous sister manuscripts in the
Praxapostolos preserves the Apocalypse shows that the latter was copied
from another Vorlage. This observation confirms that manuscripts that
only contain the Apocalypse are related in this way with those that contain
either the Praxapostolos or the rest of the New Testament.! That is to say,
the Apocalypse is always copied from another Vorlage.

We can place these findings on an even broader foundation if all man-
uscripts, whose text of the Apocalypse is known, were also examined for
the rest of their New Testament books. The nearly identical observations
that can be made about the manuscripts investigated in all the New Testa-

107. 919, 2004 form one of the very rare exceptions. However, although manu-
scripts 18 and 2138 belong to the same group in their text of the Apocalypse, they
belong to quite different groups in the Praxapostolos. In the Praxapostolos, 2138 is
closely related to 1611 1108 and 1518, of which only 1611 also contains the Apocalypse.

108. See also the comments in Schmid, “Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des
griechischen Apokalypsetextes,” 174, 186-87, 192-93, and 194-95, especially 167.
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ment books allow us to extend the conclusions reached here to the entire
manuscript material.

Therefore, all of the Apocalypse’s Greek manuscripts are examined
and grouped from the perspective of the combinations in which the book
occurs. We can now relate the above grouping of the Apocalypse’s textual
tradition according to text families with the list given here and ask: In
what kind of manuscripts do the various text forms occur? Moreover, we
need to establish whether or not certain text forms also have a peculiar
kind of tradition. I begin with that class [39] of manuscripts where the
Apocalypse’s text only forms a part of the commentary and for which the
primary interest (i.e., the reason the manuscripts in question were really
copied) was the commentary.

By far, Andreas of Caesarea’s commentary on the Apocalypse is the one
most frequently handed down in manuscripts. It is present in fifty-four
manuscripts in its original form.1% These fifty-four manuscripts contain
(1) the same type of text of the Apocalypse, virtually without exception.!!0
This text might often be more or less heavily influenced by other text
forms, especially the K text. (2) This commentary is never included in any
manuscript with other New Testament texts.

The Andreas Text was rarely copied without the commentary and
therefore rarely surfaces in d1a8%xn or Praxapostolos manuscripts. The fol-
lowing are exceptions:

¢  P: the Praxapostolos and the Apocalypse

¢ 35(17): the Apocalypse added only by a later hand to the Praxa-

postolos

+ 205 - 2886 — 2920 (46 — 88 — 101): three copied on the order of

Bessarion, identical manuscripts of the whole New Testament in

the text

¢ 88 (99): the Praxapostolos and the Apocalypse (Apocalypse by a
later hand?)

¢ 2919 (12): the Apocalypse appended by a later hand in the Praxa-
postolos

109. In addition, 2063, 2433, and Barocc. 212 contain the commentary without
the Apocalypse, as well as the now-lost manuscript 175 (old number Iwiron = 661).

110. In 2066, the Apocalypse’s appended text was copied from the printed Textus
Receptus. In 82, 911, and 632 the Andreas commentary was added only in the margins
(in 632 by a much later hand). These three manuscripts do not belong to Av in the text
of the Apocalypse.
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1384 (191): the whole New Testament with the Apocalypse
1732 (220): the Praxapostolos with the Apocalypse

1876 (135): the Praxapostolos and the Apocalypse by one hand
2080 (178): the Praxapostolos and the Apocalypse

1678 (240) contains (in addition to liturgical writings) the whole New
Testament with a commentary to all parts and a catena from Andreas and
Oecumenius in the Apocalypse.

This list clearly shows that manuscripts used to supplement the
New Testament or the Praxapostolos with the Apocalypse preserved the
Andreas text several times. It is still evident in the majority of these manu-
scripts that their text of the Apocalypse comes from a Vorlage with the
commentary. [40] The tradition of the Av text forms only a part of the tra-
dition of the Andreas commentary. The minor influence of the Av text on
the other forms of the Apocalypse’s text, as well as the rare instances where
this text was used to supplement Bible manuscripts (a text first lifted from
the commentary), explains this influence.

An abridged form of this commentary, which J. A. Cramer edited
according to the Cod. Paris. Coisl. 224,!!! resides in a group of manu-
scripts that also forms a special textual family (O) in the Apocalypse’s text.

These are 250, 424, 1862, 1888, 2018, 2032, 2070, 2305, and 2022. The
same text of the Apocalypse is available but without commentary in sev-
eral other manuscripts, namely, 172, 616, 1828, and 2084. In 172, 616, and
1828, this text is appended to the Praxapostolos. In 2084, it is in the midst
of a collection of nonbiblical writings. In 250, 424, 1862, and 1888, this
commentary supplements the Praxapostolos, which is likewise accompa-
nied by a commentary. In 2018, 2070, and 2305, it stands in the midst
of nonbiblical writings. 2022 and 2032 are collections assembled by the
bookbinder. It is therefore no longer possible to discern in what combina-
tion this commentary originally stood. The impression is that this excerpt
of Andreas’s commentary was created because someone wanted to com-
plete the Praxapostolos manuscripts (which were supplemented with a
commentary or a catena) in the same manner that the Apocalypse was
completed. None of these manuscripts predates the eleventh century.

Oecumenius’s commentary, which has a very narrow tradition, stands
once (2053) on its own. In four other closely related manuscripts (2062,

* & o o

111. John Anthony Cramer, In Epistolas Catholicas et Apocalypsin, vol. 8 of Cat-
enae Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum (Oxford: Typographeo Academico,
1844), 498-582. See also p. 30-31.
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20624, 20628, and 2403), it stands in a collection of manuscripts with
Pseudo-Dionysius Aeropagite, as well as in three!!? catena manuscripts,
only one of which (Codex 1678 mentioned above) contains other New
Testament texts. The Apocalypse’s text never surfaces outside of this com-
bination with the commentary and has exerted no influence on the other
forms of the Apocalypse’s text.

The Arethas commentary tradition is slightly broader. It surfaces in
seven manuscripts, one of which (2419) is a small [41] but extensive frag-
ment of four leaves. Four times (91, 314, 617, 1934) the Arethas commen-
tary is combined with the Pseudo-Oecumenius commentary to the Praxa-
postolos (in 1934 with Paul). It stands alone in the two sister manuscripts,
2075 and 2077. Also noteworthy is the fact that 314 is the only manuscript
to provide this commentary in its complete form. In 91, 617, and 1934,
however, we encounter an abridged version by mechanical omissions,
which forms a counterpart to the previously mentioned abridged form of
the Andreas commentary. One of these two abridged commentaries was
used to supplement the annotated Praxapostolos.

Eight manuscripts contain the Arethas text of the Apocalypse with-
out the commentary, and six of them are combined with the rest of the
New Testament (175, 242, 664, 1094) or the Praxapostolos (256, 39?). The
Arethas text bound with nonbiblical writings (Pseudo-Dionysius Aeropa-
gite) surfaces only in 2016. In 2017, the Apocalypse originally stood alone.

Eight of the ten manuscripts of 194336 contain either the whole New
Testament or the Praxapostolos. Of the other two that remain, one is a
nonbiblical writing, and one is preserved fragmentarily.

Of the thirty-six manuscripts of the Complutensian group, fourteen
contain the entire New Testament, ten contain the Praxapostolos, two (60
and 1551) contain the Gospels and the Apocalypse, one (1771) contains
Paul and the Apocalypse, and one (2041)—and probably also a second
(2352)—contains the Apocalypse alone. 1957 is the well-known supple-
ment of Cod. Vatic. gr. 1209 (B). The Apocalypse is bound with nonbiblical
writings in five manuscripts (1328, 1774, 2061, 2196, 2434). Only in two is
this text combined with a commentary (2023, Av text revised toward the
Compl; 2035, a Compl. text bound with the Greek translation of the Ital-
ian commentary of Federigo da Venezia).

112.1678, 1778, 2433.
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Twenty-six of the seventy-two K text manuscripts!!3 contain the entire
New Testament, twenty-seven contain the Praxapostolos (920 and 1859
without Paul), and three (1948, 1955, 2349 [Hebrews and the Apoca-
lypse]) contain Paul and the Apocalypse. 325 contains (all from one hand)
3 John, Paul, and the Apocalypse, and 368 contains John, 1-3 John, and
the Apocalypse. Three (2021, 2039,!'* and 2256) contain only the Apoca-
lypse. Finally, the Apocalypse surfaces nine times (2027, 2076, 2258, 2024,
2025, 2048, 2079, 2436, Q) in the midst of nonbiblical writings. 2058 [42] is
a collection compiled by the bookbinder that also contains the Apocalypse
with a catena.

Of the few minuscules that provide an old, valuable text, 1006, 1611,
1841, 1854, and 2344 contain the Apocalypse with the Praxapostolos. 2329
and 2351 are juxtaposed in the same collection. Also, the fragment 2050
is in a collection with nonbiblical writings, and 2030 was inserted by the
bookbinder in a similar collection.

This statistical compilation leads to clear results.

(1) To supplement the New Testament or the Praxapostolos, some
readily available and arbitrary manuscript of the Apocalypse was usu-
ally copied. This emerges with perfect clarity from the fact that manu-
scripts, which in other parts of the New Testament are sisters, are also
almost never sisters in the Apocalypse and that these same manuscripts
are not sisters in the text of the Apocalypse with the books that precede
it.!!> Different text forms of the Apocalypse stand side by side arbitrarily
in the d1af%x»n and Praxapostolos manuscripts—if they contain the Apoc-
alypse at all. Only Oecumenius’s text is completely missing from actual
Bible manuscripts. The same is almost as true for the Av text, despite its
rich manuscript tradition. The reason for this—and one only has to look
for this fact—is that scribes avoided the necessary effort to extract the
Apocalypse’s text from a commentary. Without question, an actual barrier
stands between the two forms of tradition.!!¢ This emerges from the fact
that the Av text was heavily influenced by the K text (and in a few cases by

113. After the elimination of the fifteen Arethas manuscripts. Contrarily, 2076
and its copy 2258 belong to K up to 1:13.

114. Probably originally a part of a more extensive manuscript; see p. 34.

115. See p. 34.

116. Against Hoskier (Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 1:xi). See, in addi-
tion, already Schmid, “Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalyp-
setextes,” 459-60; von Dobschiitz, “Zur Liste der NTlichen Handschriften,” 198-99.
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the Compl. text; in one case—subgroup 2% of the Av text—by the type of
£336) and also that several forms of mixed texts were created for the most
part without commentary, which then have also been introduced into the
actual Bible manuscripts. That the clear influence of the Av text upon the
K text tradition is limited to two cases (f42/32° and 2436) is not due to an
aversion to texts considered “noncanonical” but for the same practical
reason that explains why the Av text is rarely found in the manuscripts of
the Bible.

[43] (2) The Andreas text forms a branch of the Apocalypse’s textual
tradition that departs from the ecclesiastical tradition as seldom as those
manuscripts that appear to preserve the Apocalypse in the midst of non-
biblical texts. For here again, only text forms represented in the actual
“biblical” tradition appear.

(3) In some cases, the Apocalypse, accompanied by a commentary;, is
added to the Praxapostolos, which already had a commentary. Just as the
so-called Oecumenius commentary appears in the Praxapostolos, so also
are the abridged Andreas commentary or the similarly abridged Arethas
commentary used for the Apocalypse. Only in three exceptional cases (82,
632, 911) is the original Andreas commentary appended, but again, in an
independent, abridged form. And only once (1678) was a catenae for the
Apocalypse with the complete commentaries of Andreas and Oecumenius
used in order to produce a completely annotated New Testament.



[44] First Section
2. The Major Stems of the Greek Text of the
Apocalypse and Their Interrelationships

All the minuscules that preserve the Apocalypse! were examined on the
basis of their text form in previous studies. The bulk of these minuscules
can be traced back to the two recensions Av and K or are texts that demon-
strably emanate from these. These studies have led to the elimination of
many useless manuscripts, as well as to the classification of the Apoca-
lypse’s entire Greek tradition into four ancient major stems. We now place
these stems alongside each other and examine their interrelationships.

We can establish the entirety of the text of the Av and K recensions
with absolute certainty. In the first place, the recensions are presented by
listing each of their unique readings.? Their special readings will be cited
by chapter and verse in order to demonstrate clearly the degree to which
their respective texts of the Apocalypse are revised. We bypass grouping
these readings according to kind (e.g., error, linguistic corrections, clar-
ifications, parallel influence, etc.), since Weiss, Bousset, and von Soden
already classify them accordingly. Clearly, most of these unique readings
are corrections.

2.1. The Text of the Apocalypse of Andreas of Caesarea (= Av)
1:22  a@de] + xat atva &0t xat ativa Xpy yeveobal peta tavta (influ-

enced by 1:19) cum Arm.a-
1:4 o] + eotw (likewise 5:13 for Twv S A)

1. Only the currently lost manuscripts, 1760, 1785, and 1806, and the three named
manuscripts of the Great Lawra (26 n. 80) have not been investigated yet.

2. The Textus Receptus, as it is reprinted in Hoskier, was chosen as the Vorlage of
the collation.

-45-
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[45] 1:5

1:6
1:9

1:12
1:17
1:18
1:20
2:2
2:3

2:5
2:7
2:9
2:13

2:14
2:15
2:17
2:20
3:2
3:4

3.7

39

3:18
4:1

The Ancient Stems

+ ex ante Twv vexpwy (influenced by Col 1:18) cum Syr.! Sah.
Boh. Arm.

ayamwytt] ayamnoavtt (harmonization to the following AvoavTt)
Baoireiav] Pacidews xal (see 5:10) cum Arm.a23**

+ ev ) ante Pactlea (stylistic improvement) cum Syr.! h ev
1gou] moov XpLaTou

+ EYw UL TO adda xal TO W 0 TPWTOS XAl 0 ETYATOS XAl ante

o BAemeig (harmonization to 1:8; see 21:6; 22:13) cum Arm.a
eladet] eanoe (stylistic improvement; likewise 2:14 K)
avtov?] + xetpa (clarification) cum Syr.!? Sah. Boh.

~ adov ... Bavatou

at Auyviat at ente] at emta Avyviat ag eideg cum Syr.! Boh.
Baotaoa] -fa

~ efacTacag xar umopovyy exels (correction “since efaotacag is
influenced by 2:2 for the improvement of the tense and mood”:
Bousset)

MEMTWXAS ] EXTEMTwWXAS cum Syr.!2 Sah.

Tw Tapadelow] wesw Tou Tapadelaou (see Gen 3:3)

om. ex (likewise 13:3; 21:9)

nuepais] + ev aig (correction of the anacoluthon)

mMaToS] + 0Tl Tag waptug maTos cum Syr.! (perhaps originally a
marginal note)

Tw Barax] ev Tw Paraap Tov Parax

opotws] + 0 uow cum Arm.a (see 2:6)

+ dayew amo ante Tov pavva cum Gig. Ambr. Tyc.2 Arm.a

1 Aeyovoa] THV Aeyovaay

om. pov cum Arm.a!?

om. aMa A cum Apr. Arm.a

a] ot (constructio ad sensum; qualifies as the Urtext, as Bousset
also recognized; see p. 250)

xhew] xheda (see 20:1 and K to 1:18)3

xAetoel] wAetet (harmonization to avoryet)

100u?] xau (stylistic improvement)

gyxploat] -oov

Agywy] Aeyovga cum S?* (correction relating to ¢wvn; likewise
9:14 PY7Av)

3. Av is not consistent here; see 1:18 x\eig (accusative plural) and 20:1 xAew.
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[46] 4:7
4:11
5:2

5:3
5:4
5:6
5:8
5:13
6:1

6:8
6:10

6:11
6:12

6:13

6:15

7:1
7:4

79
7:16
8:5
8:7

8:11
8:12
8:13
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+ xat ante evbews cum Vulg. Beat. Ps.-Ambr. Syr.! Boh. Arm.
Aeth.

(emt) Tov Bpovov] Tou Bpovou

w¢ avlpwmou] wg avbpwmog

noav] elot

om. ev ante ¢wwy (likewise 18:2 S Av K; vice versa + ev 19:17 S
K; 21:16 Av)

oude ter

avotéat] + xat avaryvawvel cum Arm.a

QTETTAAYEVOL] T -vaL

xibapav] -as (see 11:9)

o] + eoTw et + a ante ot

om. emta (likewise 15:8; 16:1; 5:6 A Ay; 10:4 P¥ C)

Pwvy] duwng

nxorouBet] axoroubet

expagav] expalov (likewise 18:18, 19 Av K)

ex] amo (likewise 1:5 K; on the other hand, 19:2 ex all)

ews] + ol (analogue 7:3 K)

+ xot ante ote (harmonization to 6:3, 5, 7, 9; however, see also
19:1; 20:3; 21:19; 22:12, 16; also 3:9)

om. oAy cum Latt.part

~ neyaou avepou (von Soden™'; however, ueyas always follows
nouns in the Apocalypse)

~ 0L TTAOUGIOL Xal 0L LALpXOL

om. xat ot toyupot AvPart (whether this is true for Av itself is
questionable)

+ mag ante eAevdepog

touto] Tauta (harmonization to other usage in the Apocalypse)
xMades] -ag AvPart (whether this is true for Av itself is question-
able)

meptBeAnuevous] -ot cum S?

om. eTt? (stylistic improvement)

~ dwvat xat Bpovral xat actpamal

mpwTog] + ayyeros cum Gig. Vulg. Boh. Sah.?? Arm.*c 4 (see
8:8)

om. gv ante apat

eyeveto] ywetat (harmonization to the previous Aeyetat)

davn] dawy (analogue 20:3 K)

aetou] ayyehou cum Vict. Arm.a Arab.
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9:4
9:10
9:11
9:12
[47] 9:18

9:19
10:1

10:2
10:4

10:7
10:9
10:11
11:4
11:5

11:6

11:7
11:9

11:18
12:1
12:5
12:8

12:9
12:10
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om. Tov feov cum Arm.a

om. xat post xevtpa et + xat ante v efovata (misunderstands text)
+ xat ante gyouat APt (see 9:10 and 6:12 above)

epxetat] epxovtan cum S? 0207 (correction; ovat is feminine; see
19:14)

om. €Tt

om. mAnywy AP (whether this is correct for Av itself cannot
be established)

om. xat ev Taig ovpals avtwy (homoioteleuton)

om. 7 ante tpig (see the omission of the article before 1pig in the
entire tradition of 4:3)

exwv] etyev or exet (original Av reading cannot be established)
un avta ypagns] pete Tavta ypadels cum Aeth. (misunder-
standing)

etelealy] Tedeadi (misunderstanding of the syntax)

douvat] dog (easing of the syntax)

Agyouaty] Aeyet cum Latt. Syr.'2 Arm. Aeth. (harmonization to
Aeyet pot 10:9).

xuplov] Beov

eoTwtes| eotwoat (see 4:1 and 9:14 above; likewise 11:15 P47 S
CAy)

~ qutoug Berer> AvPlur (probably Av)

om. auta AvPlUr (whether it is the original Av text cannot be
established)

om. xat amoxtevel autous (homoioteleuton)

To mTwpa] Ta mtwpate (harmonization to 11:9b; the same cor-
rection 11:8 P47 S Ay; see also 5:8 above, as well as 13:16 To
petwmov] Twy petwrwy P47 Av and 17:8 To ovopa] Ta ovopata S
Av)

om. xat ante Totg doPoupevols AvPart (alters the meaning)
dtadbetpovtag] dbepovrag

om. 7 ante geAnyy AvPat (whether this is an original Av text is
doubtful)

om. gv (non C, errat Hoskier)

om. Tpog ante Tov Bpovov (stylistic improvement)

oude] oute (see 20:4 below)

om. pet avtou (homoioteleuton)

b | xateBAndy

om. Nuwy® Aypart
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12:14 metyten] metatal (See on the other hand 4:7; 8:13; 14:16; 19:17;
scribal error? métatat, not metdtal is to be read.)

12:15 avtny] Tavtyy (likewise 14:8 K)

13:3  om. ex (likewise 2:9; 21:9)
oM 1 yn] ev oAy ) Y7 (correction)

13:4  fypiewl ™2

13:6  + xat ante Toig cum S? Syr.? Sah. Boh. Latt. Arab.

14:2 7 dwwn Hv] dwvyy (dwwmy et ws] + dwvny P47 2053)
om. wg ante xfapwdwv (see 19:1, 6 below)

[48] 14:6  xabnuevous] + Toug xatowxouvtas (mixed text; xafyu.]

xatotxovvtas A al. pc.)
om. emt ante mav (em! om. Av K; only Av has completed the
correction)

14:12 + w0t ante ot Tnpovvteg (missed the correction of the misunder-
stood apposition)

14:13 Aeyouayg] + pot (see 17:1 and 18:6 below)
om. QUTwWY?

14:14 xafnuevov opotov] -og bis (-0 ... ov P¥)

14:15 vaov] ovpavov cum Arm.a-l? (correction or reading error?)
nAbe] + gou

15:2  autov!] + ex Tou xapaypaTos auTov xat

15:8 om. emta? (see 6:1 above)

16:1  om. xet? (correction)
om. emta ante dlaag
om. Tou feov AvPat (whether this reading is original to Av
cannot be established)

1622 eig ™Y ynv ... em Tous avBpwmous] em TV yny ... €15 TOUg
avBpwmougt

16:4  TpiTog] + ayyerog cum Arm.a'? (see 16:10, 12, 17 belows; like-
wise 16:3 AvK; 16:8 S Av)

16:10 mepmtog] + ayyerog cum Arm.al?

16:12 extog] + ayyeAos cum Latt.
om. QUToU?
avatolns] -Awv (on the other hand, 7:2; 21:13; however, 21:13
K)

4. In this passage and in 16:17, Bousset (Textkritische Studien, 28) remarks well:
“In each of the three cases the changing of the preposition presupposes deliberate
thought. In fact, em fits better in the first variant, in the other two, e1g.”
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16:14
16:17

17:1
17:3
17:4
17:6
17:16
18:1

[49] 18:2
18:3

18:4

18:6

18:7

18:11

18:12
18:14

18:16
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datpoviwy] -vwv (likewise 18:2 Av K)

efdopos] + ayyehog cum S* multiple versions

emt] elg

Om. ToU Yaou

Aeywv] + pot (see 14:13 above; 18:6 below)

ovopata] ovopatwy (correction)

mopdupouy] -av

~ XPUTOUY TOTYpLOV

om. moov AvPt (whether this belongs to Av itself cannot be
established with certainty)

om. xat yvuvny (homoioteleuton)

+ xat ante weta cum Arm.a? (see 6:12 above)

dwv] + peyain

~ Tou Bupov Tov owou

memtwxav] memwxe (Urtext?; on account of the neuter plural, the
singular must be a correction)®

ekeMdate] -Oete

€€ aut)s om. AvPat (questionable, whether a true Av reading)
0 ante Aaog om. AvPart (likewise)

Om. xQl €X TWY TAYYWY aUTYg

amedwxey] + v (see 14:13 above)

dimlwoate] + auTy

autyy] eautny cum S?* (Weiss® maintains adtyv as similarly
impossible as with 8:6; see also under Av K below)

om. xat mevhog!

om. oTt ante v

18:9 xAavoovtat] + autny

ET aUTYV] € €auTOUS

ouxeTt iungit cum sequentibus

Buoawov] Pugoov (likewise 18:16 K)

amwAeto] amnAfey (harmonization to the previous amyAfev)

~ 0V W) EVp. QUTQ

EUPY|TOUTIY] EUpPYTELS

om. xal Aeyovteg AvPlur

om. xal ante xexpuowuevy AvPr (likewise 17:4 Av K)

5. See Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 14.
6.Ibid., 138.
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18:19
18:20

19:1

19:2
19:3
19:5
19:6

19:8
19:10
[50] 19:13
19:14
19:15
19:17

19:19

19:20

20:2
20:3

20:4

20:5
20:6
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om. o post mag? (likewise 22:18 below)

Tomov] Twv TAolwY (correction)

om. T¢ ante Aol

avty] avtny (likewise 18:9, 11 Urtext, while all modern editions
read auty here)

+ xaut ante peta (see 6:12 above)

om. wg (see 14:2; 19:6; likewise 6:6 K; 14:3 P47 S K)

om. Leyainy

+ T ante YElpog

om. auTyg AyPart

om. Aeyouoa (see 18:16 and 19:17)

om. ws ante dwwny! (see 14:2 and 19:6)

Aeyovtwy] Aeyovtag

om. XupLog

~ xaBapov Aapmpov

TPOTXUNTAL] XAl TIPOTEXVVY|TQL

xexAnTat] xalertal

nxolovBet ... edb immots Aeuxots] yrorovbouy ... edimmot moMot
+ xat ante TG opyvs

om. Aeywv (see 19:5)

om. xat guvaydyte

TOV HEYQY TOV] TOU peyaAov cum Arm.a-

om. Tov ante moAepov (see 9:7, 9; likewise 16:14 P47 Ay; see fur-
ther 18:19; 20:3, 8; labeled a Wahllesart by von Soden)
WET QUTOV] UETA TOUTOU

eBAnbnoav] BAndnoovtal

+ Tw ante Belw

om. o ante catavag (likewise 12:9 P47 K)

exAeloev] enoe cum Apr Arm.*

om. eTl

om. Ta ante Atz (see 19:19)

+ xat ante peta (see 18:1)

70 Bprov] Tw Bypiw

oude] oute (see 12:8)

TV Elxova] T elxovt

petwmov] + autwy cum Syr.! Sah. Boh. Arm. Arab. Aeth.
om. Tov ante xpLoTou

+ xal ante ot

~ 0 Bavatog o dguTepog
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(51]

20:8

20:11
20:13

20:14
21:1
21:2
21:3
21:4
21:5

21:7
21:8

219

21:10
21:11
21:13
21:15
21:16
21:18
21:20

21:27
22:1
22:2

22:3
22:5

22:6
22:7
22:8
22:9
22:10
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om. Tov ante moAgpov (see 19:19 above)
om. auTtwy (see 13:8)

~ AEUxoV peyav

~ TOUG €V QUTY) VEXPOUS

~ TOUG €V QUTOLS VEXPOUS

mupog! 2

amAOav] mapyAfe (misguided correction)
~ amo Tou feov ex Tou oupavou cum Arm.a (see 20:9 K below)
~ Beoc auTwy

amAbav] -ov

QA TOLW | KOALVOTIOLW

~ aAndwot xat moTol cum Arm.a

QUTOS EGTAL ... ULOG] AUTOL ETOVTAL ... ULOL
om. xal ante efdeAuypevolg

~ 0 deutepog Havatog

om. ex (likewise 2:9 and 13:3 above; on the other hand, 5:6; 6:1
[bis] 7:13; 15:7; 17:1)

~ TYY YUY TOU apyIou TNV yuvaixa

TOAY THV] + peyainy xal

om. w¢ Atfw (correction)

om. xal ter

Om. UETPOV

+ ev ante Tw xaAapw (conversely, 5:2 above)
opotov] -a (misguided correction)
oapdtov] -og

BrpuMog] -Miog

evatog| ewatog

[0] Tolwy] Totovy

motapov] + xabapov cum Arm.a

exetfev] evrevbey

+ evaL ante exaoToV

eTt] exet (harmonization to 21:25)

eTt] exel (likewise)

~ XPELQY OUX EYOUTL

TVEVULQTWY TwY] aylwy cum Arm.d

om. xat ante 1dov

xayw] xat eyw

om. xat’

0 Xapog yap] 0Tt 0 xalpog
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22:12 + xau ante 10ov (see 6:12)
~ QUTOV E0TAL
22:13 ~ apxy xat TEAOS 0 TPWTOG XQL 0 ETYATOS
om. 7 ante apy et To ante TeA0g
22:15 + o ante ¢p1Awy (conversely, 18:17 and 22:18)
22:16 om. et
+ xat ante o aoTNp
22:18 om. Tw ante axouovTt
+ emta ante TAnyas (influenced by 21:9; explained as a chosen
reading in von Soden)
22:20 woov] + xptoTe cum S?

There are also some orthographic forms:

3:7  xhew] xdeda, see p. 46
6:11 amoxteweobat] amoxteveabat
6:14  elioooyevov] etAITTOUEVOY
[52] 9:11 afaddwv] affadwy Av Kpart
18:13 xwvapwpov] xivapwpov (xivapwuov K)

The majority of Av witnesses have the form of duvapat with 7 in the
imperfect tense in all passages (5:3; 7:9; 14:3; 15:8).

For muAwvy, the majority of witnesses have the uncontracted dative
plural form muAewot (21:12; 22:14).

All of the Av text’s distinctive readings are listed here.” In some places,
the original Av reading is doubtful. If we include these doubtful cases, the
total number of distinctive Av text readings is 243. Summing up the indi-
vidual readings by their kind, simple errors are clearly very rare. Paral-
lel influences are probably present® but not in the majority, as von Soden
assumed. The great majority of the Av text’s own readings are independent

7.1 count only the unique readings of Av (or K) in this list and ignore the correc-
tions that Av (or K) share with P%7, S, or C, since for the time being it is only necessary
to lay out the defining characteristics of the text type of Av (and K). The total extent
of the corrections (or errors) existing in Av (or K) is not yet recorded but, as it turns
out, it goes beyond the nonhereditary readings in the list above, so that the list already
gives a true overall picture of this text form.

8. See 1:2, 5, 11; 18:14; 21:2; 22:3, 5, 20.
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corrections.” There is no strict consistency, however, as in the case of the K
text. This can be said, for example, in such a simple case as the consistent
addition of ayyeog in 16:3-17.1° The instrumental ev, however, is attached
one time (21:16) and is removed elsewhere (5:2). A more precise examina-
tion is necessary for the strikingly few common insertions of xat (see 6:12).
We wonder here whether Andreas first attached it, at least a few times, espe-
cially in those places where a section of text resumes after a commentary
portion. In fact, this xat surfaces several times precisely at the [53] begin-
ning of a new xelpevov section in the Av text (4:2; 18:1; 19:1; 22:16).1! How-
ever, this assumption loses its foundation together with its major impli-
cation!? because xat is occasionally added within a section of lemma text
(9:11; 20:3; 21:19 [with $*]; 22:12).13 We will discuss later whether readings
that may reflect the Urtext also surface among the unique readings of Av.!
The secondary character of the vast majority of these unique readings is
obvious. And their great number shows that Avis a recension in the proper
sense, that is, the work of someone who corrected the text in all its chap-
ters, although the recensor may have already adopted a (small) part of the
corrections. But this also illustrates the inferiority of the Av text form com-
pared to the more “neutral” text of AC Oecumenius. By no means does it
follow, however, that the Av text is of no independent value for reconstruct-
ing the Urtext alongside AC Oec and P’ S. Furthermore, in keeping with its

9. Bousset attempts a classification of the various corrections (Textkritische Stu-
dien, 3-35). However, a strict definition of the different classes is not feasible in prac-
tice. Many of the readings Bousset presents are also to be discussed in Av.

10. Generally similar cases are also: 11:9; 13:16 (plural instead of singular); com-
plement of pot or nuw (14:13; 17:1; 18:6); omission of the article, when no specific
object or subject is meant (18:19; 19:19; 20:3, 8); omission of ex (2:9; 13:3; 21:9).

11. As one could explain conversely at 22:7 that a newly prepared segment of text
begins at Aeywv where xat is omitted before 1dou in Av.

12. The possibility that Andreas himself first omitted the xat in 22:7 and that he
inserted it in a few other places at the beginning of a section of text is certainly not
out of the question. What we should reject as an unfounded inference is that Andreas
of Caesarea first created the Av text on the whole, since the text is demonstrably older
than him. However, because all our witnesses for this text go back to the Andreas
commentary we can say nothing certain about it, namely, whether or not Andreas also
edited the text that he encountered with one or another minor change.

13. There is a harmonization to 6:3, 5, 7, 9 at 6:12, as von Soden correctly noted.

14. Only the following readings should be considered: 3:4 a] ot and 18:3 memwxey
and 4:4 (see p. 76 Av K) and 5:13 (see p. 250), but not 19:19 and 22:18, also not 18:7
EQUT.
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age, the Av text certainly reaches back beyond the randomly received major
witnesses of the “neutral” text, AC Oec.

1:4
1:5

1:9

1:10
1:11
(54] 1:12
1:1415
1:20
2:7
2:8
2:10

2:13
2:14

2:20
2:25
3:1
3:2

3:3

2.2. The K Text

+ Beov ante 0 wv

Avoavti] AovaavTt

ex ante Twy apapTiwy] amo (likewise below, 3:12; 9:18; 16:17; Av
in 6:10; Ay K in 21:4; vice versa 21:10)

TUYXOLWWYOS | X0WWYOS

+ xptoTw ante oov! cum h Vulg. Prim.

moov?] + xptatou (likewise 22:21 Av K; see also Av in 22:20)
~ GWYNY OTITW UOU UEYAANY

draderdeiay (-prav S AC, dub. Av; likewise 3:7)

xatl] + exet

+ xout ante w¢!

ous] wv (attraction to aoTepwy)

Beov] + pov

om. os (haplography)

maayew] mabew

100u] + 07

BaMew] Barew

Nuepwy] -ag

nuepats] + aig (see also p. 91)

aM] aMa (likewise 2:4 S K; 2:20 A K; 10:9 S 1611; conversely,
3:4 K; see also below 19:14 e] emt)

eddaoxe] -£e (likewise 1:12 Av)

Tw Batax] Tov Barax (ev Tw Baaap Tov Barax Av)

+ xou ante payew

1) Agyouaa] 1 Aeyet (see 3:12 below)

av néw] avoléw

ott {ne] reaut G

atnploov] Tpnoov K, atnpioov rel.

eneMov amobavew] epeMeg amofBaey

wou! 3

15. See Schmid, “Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypse-

textes,” 446.
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3:4  aMa] aM (see 2:14 above)
~ OALyQ EXELS OvOpATA
3:7  dladerdela (see 1:11 above)
oUdELS XAELTEL QUTYY €L W9 O avolywy xai oudels avoléel (= xa
*Aelwv] €1 w1 0 avorywy)
39 om.eyw
3:12  n xataPawovoa] n xataPavel (see 2:20 above)
ex ante Tov ovpavov] amo (see 1:5 above)
om. poyUlt
3:16 outel] ou
3:18 ~ xpualoy Tap EUOU
gyxploat] wa eyyptan
4:3  0u0l0g 0paTEL TUAPLYOIVW] OUOLWG OPATIS TUAPAYOLVWY
4:4  om. xat!
Bpovoug?] + Toug
4:5  Bpovou?] + autou (see 7:11 and 9:4 below)
al al
om. ta (article with the predicate noun; likewise below, 21:12;
5:8 S* K)
[55] 4:7  To mpoowmov ws avBpwmov] mpocwmov avbpwmou
om. {wov'!t (stylistic improvement)
4:8  om. autwy
exwv] exov cum AvPat (correction; according to Weiss,!© it is
also Urtext)
49  OJwoouay] dwaly
4:11  nupwv] + o aytos ([von Soden])
om. Ta ante Tavta
52 akog] + eoTw (see 14:4 below)
5:3  ovpavw] + avw (see Exod 20:4)
5:4  xat'] + eyw (om. S Ay, hiant AC, Urtext)
5:5  avoiat] o avorywy
56 oa
ameataiypevot] amooteAopeva (Bousset 1st loco)!”
5:8  mpogevyat] -wy Kpur
5:12  + Tov ante mAouTov (harmonization to Ty duvauLy)

16. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 54, 103.
17. See the detailed discussion in Bousset, Die Offenbarung Johannis, 258.



5:13
5:14
6:1
6:2
6:3
6:4
6:5
6:6

6:8

6:9
6:10
6:11

7:3
7:4
7:5,8
7:9

7:11
[56] 7:14

7:15
7:16
7:17
8:8
8:9

8:12
9:2
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TavTe] TavTag

eleyov] Aeyovta To

oTe] 0Tl

om. xat €10ov (but 6:1 + xat 10e S K)

~ TV deuTepay odpaytda

om. xal ante wa

om. xaut €10ov (on the other hand, + xat 19e S K)
om. wg

xptbwv] xpiByg (harmonization to oiTov)

om. xat €0ov (on the other hand, 6:7 + xat 10¢ S K)
auTolg| aUTw

uaptuptav] + Tou apviov cum Syr.2 Arm.?

dwvy peyarn] dwvny peyainy

Om. EXATTW

om. [xpov

+ xat ante ot LEMOVTES

axpt] axpts 00 (analogue 6:11 ewg] + 00 Av)
eadparylopevol] -wv

eadpaytapevol] -at

om. auToV

eoTtwreg] -ag (harmonization to the following meptBefAnuevous)
Bpovou?] + autou (see 4:5 above)

elpnxa] ermov

emAvvay] emAaTuvay

om. auTag

Tov Bpovou?] Tw Bpovew

oude?] oud ou

TOLLQVEL ... 007)yY|0€L] TOLLaIVEL ... 00NYEL

om. TupL

om. Twy?

debdbapnoav] -pn (harmonization to amefave)

~ QL TO TPLTOV QUTNS Wy davy 1 nuepa

ueyans] xatopevns (“because in comparison with the smoke,
it did not matter that the furnace was large but that it was on
fire”)18

18. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 10.



58

(57]

9:4

9:5

9:6

9.7

9:10

9:11

The Ancient Stems

ueTwmwy] + autwy (see 4:5 and 7:11 above; influenced here by
7:3)

avtotg] autarg cum AvPat (WHort™" Vog Charles; however,
probably a correction to 9:3 and 9:4)

Baganiagbnoovtal] -cwat (labeled Wahllesart by von Soden; but
the subjunctive is a harmonization to amoxtelwow)
Oymyoouoy] (yrovaty

devyet] devéetal

~ am autwy o favatog

opotol xpuaw] xpuoot (correction; see 4:4; 14:14)

xat v egouaia avtwy] egovaiay exouat

+ Tov ante adoal

gxovat] -oat

~ Bagtkea em auTwy

om. Tov ante ayyeiov

xat ev] ev O¢

9:12-13  peta TauTa iungit cum sequentibus

9:14
9:15
9:16

9:18
9:19
9:20
10:1
10:7
10:8

10:9
10:11
11:6

11:9
11:10

11:13

Aeyovta] -Tog

+ €l1g TV ante Nuepay (similar to 10:11 below)
ITTTTIXOU ] LTTTTou

om. 0(¢

ex!] amo (see 1:5 and 3:12 above)

odeaty] odpewy

om. xal Ta YaAxa

om. aMov

gauTou 0ouAous | douAoug auTou

Aadovoay ... Aeyovoav] -oa bis (chosen reading in Bousset and
von Soden)

BiBAiov] PrAtdaplov cum Avpart

BiBAapiotov] PiAdapiov cum Avpart

+ emt ante ebveat (see 9:15 above)

~ ToV oupavov e£ouatay xAeloal

~ ogaxts eav DeAowa eV Taoy TAYYY
adrovat] apnoovat cum S?

eudpawovtat] eubpavbnoovtar (harmonization to the following
dwaouaty)

mepouat] dwaouat

om. xat!



11:14
11:16
11:19

12:6

12:8
12:14
13:3
13:4

13:5
13:6
13:10

13:11
13:12
13:13
13:14

13:15
13:16

[58] 13:18
14:1

14:3
14:4

2. The Major Stems of the Greek Text of the Apocalypse 59

wpa] nuepa (“because in v. 11 a certain day, but not a specific
hour, is mentioned”)??

~ 7] oual ) TPLTY 10U

+ Tou Bpovou ante Tov Beov (influenced by 7:15)
nvoryn] nvoryfn

oM. Xal GELTUOG

amo] uTo

Tpedwaty] extpedwaty (on the other hand, 12:14)
avtwy] autw (related to o dpaxwy; thus also toyvoav] -cev A K)
omou TpedeTat] omws TpedyTaL

ws] woet (likewise 1:14 C Av; 16:3 S; 16:13 P47 S)

0Tt edwxey] Tw 0E0wWXOTL

om. xal ante Tig?

duvatat] duvatos (harmonization to the previous opotog)
+ mohepov ante mowjoat (influenced by 13:7)

om. To! Kpart

eig!] exet (scribal error?)

OmM. QTTOXTEVEL

om. eV payalpa?

om. duo

Totel?] emotet

(Ve — oUpavou] Xat TUp VL EX TOU 0UPAVOU xaTaPaivy)
+ TOUG E[LOUS ante TOUG XATOLXOVYTAS

exel] etxev

om. Ty ante TAYynv (TA9yg sine ¢ S)

~ xat enoey amo TG wayalpas

~ Tveuue dovval

dwatv] dwowaty

om. Ty ante x€lpog

om. xal

€0T0S] €0 TNX0S (see 5:6)

+ aptbuos ante exatov

oudelg| oude €ig

ouTot?] + etow (see 5:2 above)

av] eav

+ uTo oov ante nNyopashnoay

19. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 18.
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14:5
14:7

14:8
14:10
14:13

14:16
14:18

14:19
15:2

15:4

15:6

16:1
16:3
16:4
16:8
16:9
16:12
16:13
16:16
16:17
[59] 16:18

16:21
17:1
17:3

The Ancient Stems

~ ouy eupeb) eV Tw oTOUAT! AUTWY

Beov] xuptov

Tt TOW)TAVTL] QUTOV TOV ToYTaVTe

QuUTYG] TAUTYS

ayyelwy aylwv] Twy aytwy ayyedwy (Weiss)?

~ AeyeLval

(var) avamangovtat] -mavawyTat

TNV vePeAnY] T vedeAy

+ ev ante dwvy (likewise 21:16 Av)

Mepacay al oTaduAat ATy NRUATEY 1) CTAPUAY TS YYS
efatev] ekefatev

~ EX TYG EXOVOS Xl €x Tou Byplov autou

+ 7ag ante xibapag (according to Weiss,?! Urtext)
dofPndn] + oe

0a10g] aylog

mavta Ta ebvy] mavreg

om. ex Tov vaov (likewise 16:1 below)

+ ot yoaw ante evdedupevot (on the other hand, 19:4)
om. £x Tov vaou (see 15:6 above)

om. {wng

+ €1g ante Tag TNyag

~ &V TUpt Toug avlpwmoug

efracdnunoav] + ot avbpwmot (from 16:21)

~ autou T dtadyy (has the language in 16:2fF,, 17 against it)
~ axabapta Tpla

appayedwy] payedwy

ex] amo (see 1:5 above)

om. gyeveTo!

+ ot ante avfpwot

avtyg] alty

VOTWY TOAWY] TwY VOATWY TwY TOMWY

om. eV ante mvevpatt (on the other hand, 21:10)

20. Weiss (Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 127) thinks that the K reading must there-
fore be the Urtext because it alone explains the reading of A (Twv ayyeAwy cum Boh.
Aeth., also WHort™8 Charles™"). But on this condition, the emergence of the reading
of P47 S Av remains incomprehensible, and the A text is, exactly like the K reading,
merely an idiosyncratic correction of the singular due to the anarthrous ayyehwv ayiwy.

21. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 138.



17:4

17:6

17:8
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+ To ante xoxxlvoy

autng?] ¢ yvs (see 14:18 above; Urtext according to von
Soden)

om. ex ante Tou atpatos' (labeled a Wahllesart by von Soden;
however, the status of ex! as the original follows from ex? and
from 17:2)

om. xat?

emt ™5 ys] ™y ynv (influenced by 17:22 Otherwise, always emt
TG Y75 see 3:10; 6:10; 11:10 [bis]; 13:8, 14; 14:6)

70 BLAtov] Tou BiAiou

~ oTL W To Bnplov

17:8-9  xai mapeotal wie iungit cum sequentibus Kpart

17:9

17:10
17:13
17:16
17:17

17:18
18:5
18:6
18:7
18:8
18:11

18:13

18:14

18:15
18:16

~ etow enta®

~ Ot avtov (perhaps influenced by 11:5; 13:10)

~ EXOUTL VWUV

yupvny] + Totygouaty auTyy

~ yvwuny way (see, on the other hand, 17:13)

tereabnoovtal] -cbwow (see 15:8; 20:3, 5)

+ €Ml ante TG yng

EUVNLOVEVTEY] + QUTYG

+ WG Xall QUTY) Xal ante XaTa T EPYa QUTHS

xafnuat] xabwg

om. xat!

xAatouat xat wevlouat] ¥Aavaouat xat Tevbygouat

ET QUTNY] €T QUTY)

om. xal auwpoy cum Aypart: 22

om. xat otvov

~ TpofaTa xat XTI

evpnoovaw] evpng (Urtext according to Bousset, because other-
wise the aorist subjunctive almost always follows ov uy; but this
reason is not really conclusive, and the second-person singular
is a harmonization to the three occurrences of gov)

+ xal ante XAQLOVTES

om. ovat?

Buoawov] Puoaov (likewise 18:12 Av)

22. Likewise Bousset (Die Offenbarung Johannis, 422); according to Heinrich
Joseph Vogels, “with good reasons” (Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der lateinischen
Apokalypse-Ubersetzung [Diisseldorf: Schwann, 1920], 10).
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18:23
[60] 19:1
19:2
19:3
19:6

19:7

19:8
19:10
19:11

19:12
19:14

19:15
19:17
19:18
19:20
20:2
20:3
20:4
20:6
20:7
20:8

20:9
20:12

The Ancient Stems

om. ott!

~ ¥) Suvaig xat v 0oka

edbeipe] Otedbepe

etpnxav] -xev (to dwvy taken from 19:1 [Weiss])??

Aeyovtwy] Aeyovtes (WHort™s; Weiss;?* Aeyovtwy in the text by
accident, Bousset, Charles;2° on the other hand, in the com-
mentary; see p. 253)

ayeMiwpey] -wpeba (thus otherwise always in the New Testa-
ment)

+ xat ante xafapov

+ Tov ante yoov?

+ xahovpevos ante motog (Tisch; must be the Urtext)

~ maTog xahoupevos S (Weiss, om. A Av. Weiss?® thinks that
K only makes the change to avoid breaking the connection of
miotos with aAnbwog)

+ ovopata yeypapueva xat ante ovopa (influenced by 21:12?)
otpatevpata] + ta (see 11:19; 20:8; so correctly all modern edi-
tions except Tisch Sod)

ed] emt

+ OloTopos ante ofeta (from 1:16)

om. eva (correction)

wixpwy] + Te

~ 0 uet autov (Sod)

gatavag] + 0 TAavwy T o1xoupevyy oAny (from 12:9)

mhavnon] mhave (likewise 8:12 Av)

+ Ta ante 1Al

UET QUTOV] UETR TAUTAL

otay Teready] peta (simplification of the expression)

+ Tov ante paywy cum $?

ws 1] woet

€% TOV oupavou amo Tou Oeou (see 21:2 Av)

OIM. TOUG UEYAAOUS XAl TOUG WULIXPOUS

notyByoav] yoigay

23. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 14.
24. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 136 and the observation at this location.
25. R. H. Charles, Studies in the Apocalypse, 2nd ed. (Edinburgh: T&T Clark,

1915).

26. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 39.
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20:13
20:15
21:1
21:3

21:4
21:5

21:6

21:7

21:8

219

21:10

21:12

21:13

21:15
21:16

2. The Major Stems of the Greek Text of the Apocalypse 63

aUTWY] auTou

) BifAw] Tw PiAiw (see 13:8)

amAfav] -ov (Sod)

Aaot] Actog cum P f1906 1611 1854 2050 2053 — 20625 2329
multiple versions (WHort™& Weiss Bousset Charles; according
to Weiss?” and Bousset, Aaot is a thoughtless harmonization to
ouTol)?8

egadenfel] + am auTwy

om. xat!

~ TQVUTQ XAV TIOL

ainbvot] + Tov Beov (from 19:9)

om. gyw!

+ xal ante v apxy

dwow] + avtw (Tisch Bousset)

xAnpovounoet] dwaw autw (because the influence of 3:21 is clear
here, the same can be assumed in 21:6. Therefore, avtw is not
original there).

QmIOTOG] + XAt AUAPTWAOLS

TwY YEROVTWY Twv] yepovaas (Tag yepovaag Weiss,?® Bousset 2nd
loco)

~ TV yuvaixe ™|V vuprdny Tou apvlov

amo] ex (K text, otherwise vice versa; see 1:5 above; a thought-
less harmonization here to ex Tov oupavou [Weiss])*°

dwdexa?] dexaduvo (see 21:16 below)

om. Ta ante ovopata? (om. Ta ovopata S Av; see 4:5 above)
avatoAs] -Awv (likewise 16:12 Av; on the other hand, 7:2; 16:12)
auTng! 2

dwoexa] dexaduo (see 21:12 above)

xAadwy] + dwdexa (mixed text?)

27. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 101.

28. More important is Charles’s argument (Critical and Exegetical Commentary
on the Revelation, 2:377): “In the New Jerusalem God has only one Aaos.” Also the Old
Testament passages that inspire the text each offer the word in the singular (Jer 38:33
[31:33 MT]; Ezek 37:27; Zech 8:8).

29. Weiss (Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 137) rejects the genitive as a completely
meaningless and thoughtless harmonization that has no analogue in any of the Apoca-
lypse’s other linguistic inaccuracies.

30. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 24.
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21:17 om. epeTpyoey
21:23 autj" 1 yap doka] adTh yap n doka
21:24 Ty dofav auTwy] autw dofay xat TiuY Twy eBvwy
21:26 avtny] + wa eiceAbwaty
22:2  ~ amodidous exaaTov (sive exaaTog)
22:5 om. €Tt
xpetav oux gxouat] ou xpeta (Bousset)
om. %ALov
22:6 emev] Aeyel
auTou! 2
22:8  xoaut] + oTe
efreda] edov
[62] 22:18 emibyoel] -oat
~ 0 Beog em auTov (against S Av, hiant AC; Urtext according to
WHort, Weiss,?! Charles, Merk)
22:19 adelet] -ol
22:20 auny] +vau

In addition, the following variants are related to linguistic style. First,
amoxteveaBat in 6:11. Second, the aorist form of emecov in the singular and
plural—despite some variation in the tradition—will have to be designated
as the K text. Finally, regarding vaiog — vedog and vaAog — veAwog, the
tradition varies in such a way that even though the reading is veAog in
21:21, the majority of textual witnesses have the form with a in 4:6; 15:2;
and 21:18.

The total number of the K text’s unique readings is 290. The number
surpasses that of the Av readings by about one-fifth. The vast majority
stems from corrections, as with Av. Errors are also very rare here (see
2:8, 25; 3:3; 9:16; 18:13; 21:15, 23; 22:6). Von Soden heavily emphasizes
the influence of parallels as the main factor in textual chaos,*? and he is
probably correct here and there, and perhaps a little more often than with
Av. In actuality, however, parallel influences only occur infrequently in
the K text.3

31. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 89, 103.

32. Von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 1:2075: “In Av and K [the
unique readings] are parallel influences in the vast majority”

33. In addition to the thesis that the text forms H, Av, and K stand opposite each
other and are completely independent of one another is the thesis that requires that
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The unsystematic nature of the textual editing is clear in both recen-
sions. This shows that grammatical transgressions in the Apocalypse’s
original Greek text are nowhere improved evenly and consistently.

[63] We will provide a complete overview of all the facts in the sec-
tion on the Apocalypse’s linguistic style (pp. 183-263).This discussion will
show that the creators of the two recensions Av and K proceeded on a
case-by-case basis, alternating between correcting major solecisms and
clarifying the text’s meaning. The observation that the same correction
carried out in one location by Av is also carried out in a different one by K
is of methodological importance for this discussion. It is therefore wrong
in principle to conclude with Weiss that the similarity of these correc-
tions means that they stem from a single corrector, whose recension is the
source of corrections partially taken over by Av and K, respectively. Apart
from the hypothetical nature of this “younger text,” it is unclear why Av,
as well as K, should have been limited to a selection in their adoption of
these corrections and that only one of them—as a rule—would have taken
over a given correction. Bousset had already objected to Weiss, “Nonethe-
less, one could reply that, once it has been revised, various revisors could
proceed on similar principles.”** In what follows, a number of convincing
examples support Bousset’s objection. The two lists of unique readings in
Av and K (which in the course of these studies will be shown to be irrefut-
able) will show that Av and K are two adjacent forms of the Apocalypse’s
text, each of which is based on a particular textual recension. With this
finding, however, the question of the genealogical relationship of these

parallel influences cause a very large part of the corrections. Practically speaking, this
is the second pillar in von Soden’s text-critical system. And both theses hang together
internally. Von Soden considers it more likely that two recensions are influenced by
reminiscences than that the third one replaces a reading taken from a parallel with a
unique reading. In such cases, von Soden opts for the reading of the third recension
as the Urtext, while he lets the majority (two out of the three) decide on the textual
reconstruction in the rest. But even here a fundamental defect emerges in his system.
Thus, the undeniable tendency toward textual alignment is present. Yet, this is by no
means the extent of von Soden’s case. The investigation of the Apocalypse’s linguistic
style proves the opposite regarding parallel readings (i.e., readings that deviate from
the author’s linguistic style, usually unique readings from Av or K): they should be
rejected as corrections. For the same reason, however, in contrast to von Soden, the
larger part of the Av-K readings should be rejected, and their readings are only valu-
able for examining the problem of the relationship between Av and K.
34. Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 1.
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two text forms to one another remains and has yet to be described com-
pletely and accurately. This is because, in addition to the 240 unique read-
ings of Av and the nearly 300 unique readings of K and a number of other
errors and corrections (in which either Av or K agrees with P4’ S), there
are a significantly smaller though not an insignificant number of readings
that Av and K share with each other and that can be observed only in the
smallest part of the Urtext. The investigation must now turn to this prob-
lem, which Weiss and Bousset solve in different ways.

[64] We must also evaluate critically how Weiss and Bousset handle
these problems because of the important methodological issues they raise.

2.3. The Relationship of Av to K

According to Weiss, P (= Av) and Q (= K) go back to a common foundation,
which would have already included a number of corrections compared to
the representatives of the oldest text (S AC). In addition, P and Q would still
have been revised independently of each other toward a “younger revised
text” Weiss®> surmises the existence of the “younger revised text” from the
similar corrections of P and Q. However, he infers the common founda-
tion of the two from orthographic peculiarities and scribal errors, some of
which P and Q share, some of which occur only in one of them. The juxta-
position of clear errors and deliberate corrections proves to Weiss that the
text of P and of Q is based on two different Vorlagen.

The value of Weiss’s explanation lies in his careful and comprehensive
presentation of the facts. But Bousset correctly objects to Weiss’s interpreta-
tion of the data. In the first place, Bousset points to the fact that “according
to Weiss’s count, P has 130 unique readings and Q has 350, while P and Q
are in agreement only in some 50 cases over against S A (C)”3¢ The dis-
parity between the great number of corrections that only P or Q is said to
have adopted from that “younger revised text” and the far fewer corrections
that P and Q share is striking indeed. Likewise, Boussets aforementioned
second objection is valid in opposing Weiss’s principle that the corrections
in P and Q must have come from one and the same corrector, namely, the
redactor of the “younger revised text,” on account of their similarities.
In reality, these corrections are exactly the same kind found in the other

35. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 9.
36. Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 1.
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New Testament books and in other Greek authors, who have a rich and
highly differentiated textual tradition. Furthermore, Weiss’s [65] emphatic
argument,*” distinguishing between two different foundations for the texts
of P and Q, lacks probative value, especially his assertion that the supe-
rior character of the revisions over the shared foundation text precludes
carelessness throughout. On the contrary, the text of P, and especially of
Q, is thoroughly defaced with all kinds of transmissional negligence. First
of all, in contrast to Weiss’s approach, P and Q should not be examined in
isolation from the rest of their textual families, a point we will reemphasize
below. When these manuscripts are examined in the context of their fami-
lies, the scribal oversights come into focus, oversights that are invariably
lost when P and Q are examined in isolation.’® However, the juxtaposition
of repeated errors and corrections also surface even in the most carefully
revised recension. The redactor either does not recognize the errors as such
or was unable to improve them because the entire manuscript tradition of
the text under consideration was unavailable to him.* The evidence for
Weiss’s thesis that the text of P and Q is based on two common foundations
is therefore invalid. The assumption of a “revised younger text” from which
the bulk of the corrections—from P as from Q—ought to have originated is
groundless. It is also contrary to Bousset’s correct judgment, since the gene-
alogical relationship of both to one another also has to be established: “The
families Av and K have obtained their particular character because each has
emerged from a particular textual recension”*° With full justification, then,
Bousset criticizes,*! as a further defect of Weiss’s investigation, that Weiss
uses the two majuscules P and Q respectively as the authoritative represen-
tatives of their families because they happen to be the oldest.*? In fact, [66]

37. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 42.

38. See p. 87, where it is noted that Av and K have only two errors in common.

39. A nice example, well illustrated by what is important here, is demonstrated
by Albert Severyn’s Le codex 239 de Photius, vol. 1 of Recherches sur Chrestomathie de
Proclos (Liége: Faculté de Philosophie et Lettres, 1938), 279-95, 342-57. Even such a
careful and learned man such as Arethas of Caesarea introduces many careless errors
when he takes the trouble to correct a manuscript of the “library” of his teacher by
Photios. Even orthographic mistakes undermine him.

40. Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 41.

41.Ibid., 5.

42. The same complaint is even to be made against Charles, who, in his introduc-
tion (Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:clxiii-clxiv), presents P
and Q alongside AC and S simply because they happen to be majuscules and makes
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this applies neither to P nor to Q. Q is not a particularly faithful witness of
the K text.* This applies far more to P for Av.#* P, whose age has been sig-
nificantly overestimated since Tischendorf, is a markedly mixed text from
Av and an old text similar to C. The two families Av and K must replace
P and Q, as has already been done in the listing of the unique readings of
these text forms above. Bousset had already consulted the minuscules. But
his attempt to reconstruct the Av text with their use failed due to the frag-
mentary nature of the material available to him.*°

no attempt to actually reconstruct the Av and K text on the basis of the entire tradi-
tion. At 19:14, for example, where according to Charles P has the Urtext (+ ta post
otpatevpata), K also has ta (but against Q).

43. See Schmid, “Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalyp-
setextes,” 429-30. Even in age, Q does not surpass the oldest minuscules in any sig-
nificant way, once one bears in mind the same distance from the original or from the
common archtype K. Q is at most a century older than the oldest minuscule of K. Not
only does Q deviate from the generally very closed tradition of type K in markedly
unique readings, as every manuscript, but Q is also slightly revised against another
type, namely, the eclectic text of 61 — 69. That the relationship between Q and 61 - 69,
which I point to in “Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des griechischen Apokalypse-
textes” (429), is best understood as one in which Q is dependent upon 61 - 69 has
become clear to me. Q goes wrong in a number of other places where it deviates from
K, following other text forms (429-30).

44. Thus, for example P 17:8 with A (hiat C) 1611 reads bavpasfyoovrtal against
S Av K Bavpacovtar. At 2:9, P alone omits with AC and a few minuscules against S Av
K ta epya xat before Ty OAubw. At 11:6, only P has (against S Av K) with P47 AC the
article before e£ouatav!. At 11:2, only P reads ecwfev, not Av. At 17:3, only P reads with
A S$* against Av K yepovta and with S alone gxovta. At 11:10, only P has with P47 $*
20142595 2019 - 2429 mepouow] mepmovaty. At 2:22, only P Q with S and a pair of
minuscules read Badw (instead of BaMw), not however Av and K, and likewise, only
P Q with 1611 and f2014 have inserted w¢ before €& evog at 21:21, not however Av and
K. Analogously, many readings of Q are not those of K. Many readings Weiss cites
are, as I mentioned, only unique readings of P or Q, sometimes with a few minuscules
together. At 2:20, mpodyTv] -y is witnessed only by P Q and a few minuscules. No
value is to be placed on itacistic errors, such as samdipog in 21:19 (P Q min. pc.), nor
on the spelling @uatyp- in 2:18, 24. Even less value is to be placed on errors, such as
xpuotahilovtt (with a A) in 21:11 in P Q and many minuscules, nor on wéehov (instead
of odpedov) in 3:15, nor in the numerous minuscules that write 1dov. Here and in many
other places a tradition cannot cannot be spoken of. On the other hand, Weiss over-
looks many Av readings because they are not in P, as well as K readings missing in Q.
Consequently, his portrayal of the two later text forms Av and K is unusable.

45. Bousset did not recognize the entirely useless character of the Complutensian
text for textual criticism and argues that it is the most reliable witness for Av (Textkri-
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Even if Weiss’s previous explanations about the shared textual founda-
tion of Av and K, from which the text of both Av as of K should be recon-
structed, [67] were proven, the problem of the relationship between Av and
K would remain unsolved.

According to Weiss, the common errors of the two text forms dem-
onstrate that the two also go back to a common foundation. Bousset, on
the basis of his own investigation, also opposes Weiss on this point and
explains that the common foundation of Av and K, if it exists at all, is a
very narrow one.*® Where P and Q stand together with their allies, they
allegedly also preserve the original wording in more than half of the cases
in question. The common foundation of S AC is at least as great as that of P
Q. That foundation, however, lies so far back and so few traces of it are pre-
served that it eludes further investigation. Inexplicably, recent researchers
have not examined this important question more closely. Von Soden is
content to conclude that Av and K had no original relationship.” Charles
makes no attempt to reconstruct the recensions Av and K on the basis of
the entire manuscript tradition and limits himself to the observation that
P and Q are related.*® Since Weiss and Bousset—the only two researchers
to study this issue—arrive at conflicting results, and because their recon-
structions of the two text forms are wrong to a considerable extent, the
question needs to be reexamined. Anticipating what lies ahead, we will see
that the shared common errors of the two text forms, which provide the
basis of Weiss’s argument, are almost nonexistent.

In a number of places, as Bousset points out,* Av and K correct the
original text—or the text of their common Vorlage—in various ways.

[68] The list of these locations inaugurates the following investigation.

1:9  evuoou SCP 1781611 2050

eV XploTw A

tische Studien, 12-13). His reconstruction of the archetype Av (K in Bousset) differs
substantially from what I have described above.

46. Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 40-41.

47. Von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 1:2075. Hoskier also has the
same view (Concerning the Text of the Apocalypse, 1:287), “The P revision was almost
entirely independent of the B [= Q ] recension.”

48. Charles, Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:clxxxii. The
highly inaccurate characteristics of the two manuscripts that Charles gives there are
only mentioned here.

49. Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 3-5. The following list does not coincide with
the one in Bousset.
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eV xploTw tymaov K
(900U XpLaTOV Ay
2:20  (Tny yuvaixa) 1 Aeyovoa AC S
TNV Aeyovoay Av
» Aeyel (likewise 3:12; see p. 55) K
3:18 eyxpioat ACS
gyyploov Ay
wa eyxpton K
4:7 70 mpogwmov wg avfpwmou A (hiat C)
TO TPOTWTOV wg avBpwmog Av
mpocwov avfpwmov K
4:9  (otaw) dwoovow A (hiat C)
dwoway Av S
dwatv K (see 12:6 below; also 14:13)
5:6  (mvevpata) ameotaiuevol A (hiat C) Oec
Ta ameaTaAeve Av, amecTaipeva S
amoateMopeva K
79  e0TwTES ... meptPePAnuevous ... dowixes A
ETTWTWY ... TepBeBAnuevovs ... dowixes C
ETTWTES ... TEpLBeBAnuevous ... dowixag S
E0TWTES ... TepLBePAnuevor ... dowixes Av
E0TWTAS ... TEpLBeBAnuevovs ... doixas K
9:10  xat XEVTpa, Xal €V TAUS 0UPALS QUTWY 1) EZ0UTta auTwy adunoal A
(hiat C) S
KO XEVTPQ EV TR OUPAIS QUTWY, XAt ¥) e5oudia auTwy adixyoal Av
KO XEVTPQ, XA EV TAUG VPG QUTWY £0UaLaY EXOUTL TOU adixnoal
K
9:11 exovat A (hiat C) S
xat gxouat Avpart
gyovoat K
9:14  (dwvny) Aeyovta A (hiat C) S*
Aeyovaay Av (see 11:4, 15)
Agyovtog K
11:11 (etonABev) ev autows A 1006 1854 2329 al. pc.
avtotg C Av 1611 2053
et autoug P47 S K
[69] 12:6  (wa) Tpedouaty C S 2329 al. pc.
Tpedwaty A Ay
extpedwaty K (see 4:9 above; 14:13 below)
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13:3

13:13

14:13

14:16

16:3

17:3

18:3

18:4

18:6

18:11

18:14

2. The Major Stems of the Greek Text of the Apocalypse 71

ebavpachn on n yn AC P¥ (see 17:8 favpacyoovtar A P 1611)
ebBavpaatn ev odn ™ yn Av
ebavpacey oAy 1 yn S K
QL ot TUp Tow) ex Tou oupavou xataawew AC P47 f1006 1611 f1678
~ e Xal TUp TIoLY) XaTAPIVEL EX TOU oupavou Av
~ %t TUp e ex Tou oupavou xataPatvn K
(va) avamangovtar A P47 S

avamavoovtal C Avpart

avamavowytal K
(see 4:9 and 12:6 above)
(emt) g vederns A PY S al. pc.

Ty vedperny C Av (WHort™# Bousset)

T vepehn K
Yy Lwng AC f10% 1611
Yuyn {woa PY7 S Ay
Yuxn K
(6nprov) yepovta ovopata A (hiat C) S* P Oec

YEUOV ovopaTwy Ay
yepov ovopata K

menTwxay AC
memwxey Av (Urtext memwxrav?)
mentwxasty S K
eeMbate A S
ekelbete Ay
egelfe CK
0 Aaog pov €€ avtng C S P f1678
0 Acog pov Av
~ €& autng 0 Aaog pou A K
dimlwoate Ta (om. A) dimha xata ta epya avtyg AC S
OITAWOTQTE QUTY) OLTAQ XaTA T EpYQ QUTYS Av
OmAwoaTE Ta OITAQ wg Xal auTY) Xat xata Ta epya avtys K
em autny C S P (ev autn A 2329)
ed eautoug Av
em avty K (likewise 18:9 Av)
evpnoouaty AC S P 1611 f1678 f172
evpnaels (-avg) Av
evpns K
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Av and K eliminate the impersonal plural and apply the verb to the
addressed “Babylon”

19:8

21:1

21:5

21:8

219

21:27

22:5

22:12

Aapmpov xabapov A (hiat C) S P f1006 1611 f1678 £104

~ xabapov Adapumpov Av

Aapmpov xat xabapov K

amnABay A (hiat C) S 2329

mapnAdey Av

amifov K

mioTot xat aAnbwor A (hiat C) S f1006 1611 £1678 2050 2053 — 2062

2329

~ aAnBwot et moTot Av

miaot xat ainbwot Tou feou K

amarolg xat efdeAuypevors A (hiat C) S. 1906 1611 2050 2053

amotolg  ef3dehuyuevols Av

amaTolg xat apapTwiols xat eBoeAvypevog K

Y vy T yuvauxae Tou apviov A (hiat C) S P f1006 1611 f1678

1854 £172/250

~ TV YoV TOU apvio TNV yuvaixa Av

~ TV yuvauxa T wudyy Tou apyiov K

motwy A (hiat C) S¢ £1906 2050 (Weiss Sod Charles)

molovy Ay

o motwv §* K (Tisch Vog Merk; [o] moiwy WHort Bousset)

et A (hiat C) S P 1006 2050 2053 - 2062 2329 f172

exel Ay

om. K

oux egxouat (ouy egouat A 2050 2329) ypetav A (hiat C) S f1006

2050 2053 - 2062 2329

~ XpELaY oux exouat Av

ou xpela K (Bousset)

dwTog Avyvou xat dws nAtov A (hiat C) (WHort Charles)

dwTog Auyvou xat dwtos nhtov S (edit. rel.; [dpwTog!] Sod)
Auxvou xat dws (sive GwTog) nAtov Av
Avyvou xat dwtog K

eotw autou A (hiat C) S 2030 (2050)

~ auTov eoTat Av

gotat autou K
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(71] What clearly emerges from this list is that Av and K correct the text
offered by the ancient textual witnesses independently of one another in all
these places. Here we find exactly what we have come to expect in a great
number of corrections in Av and K. If Ay, like K, has 240 or 300 correc-
tions in a text of 405 verses, it is only natural to expect them to often have
coincidental corrections in the same place. The distinctive quality of the
enumerated places in this list demonstrates that Av and K each make cor-
rections in the same place but always in different ways. We can conclude
from this that the creators of the two recensions Av and K make these
corrections themselves (or possibly found them already in their Vorlagen,
in which case the emergence of the two recensions spreads across two or
more generations rather than depending upon a single agent for each).

The following list offers a complete collection of places where the
readings of Av and K agree against those of other ancient text forms. The
list is designed not only to represent the facts completely and accurately
but also to evaluate the individual passages and provide their assessment
by the more recent textual editions.>

1:11  Acodixetav Av K contra Aeoduxiav AC S min. pc.

3:14  Aaodueia Av K contra Aaoduia AC S min. pc.

Only von Soden and Merk write Aaodixeia. Not only do the inscrip-
tions demonstrate that the form Aaoduxia is incorrect, but the testimony of
AC S is less valuable here because these witnesses display so many itacistic
errors where the tendency to avoid diphthongs prevails (as in Quatelpa, see
pp- 200-201).>! Av K offer the original reading.

1:13  ypuoav] xpuony Av K min. omn. contra AC S$* (Sod)

Almost all modern editions consider the increasingly common form
with a2 in Koine Greek as the Urtext. But the correction in Av and K is
also easily understandable.

50. Tisch(endorf), W(estcott-)Hort, Weiss, Bousset, (Herman von) Sod(en)
Vog(els), Charles, Merk.

51. The same applies for Col 2:1; 4:13, 15-16.

52. Harmonization to apyvpa; see Friedrich Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentli-
chen Griechisch, ed. Albert Debrunner, 9th ed. (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1954), §45.
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[72] 1:15  memupwyevns AC (WHort™" Weiss Charles)
memupwpevw S 2050 2053 — 20625 336 (Tisch Bousset)
memupwpevol Av K (WHort™¢ Sod Vog Merk)

Modern textual critics judge the textual tradition quite differently here
(see especially Weiss, Bousset, and Charles at this location). It cannot be
denied, however, that AC’s text is linguistically incorrect and that only S’s
text is satisfactory. In spite of that, S's text can only be a subsequent correc-
tion.>® That does not mean that the reading of Av K should be understood
as the Urtext. If AC’s unconstructable reading is not the Urtext, then it can
only be understood as a senseless mistake. An unequivocal judgment is
not possible here, but it is very likely that the text of Av and K is a later, but
misguided, correction.>*

1:18  atwvwy] + aunv Av K §2 2329

The same entirely thoughtless addition surfaces in other places; see 4:9
S 2351 2017 2057 Syr.}; 4:10 S £205 2329 Syr.}; 5:13 Av K (see below); 11:15
S f1678,

2:2 amogtohous | + ewat Av K S¢ and almost all minuscules against
AC S$* P 2053%t-comm. 5379 ([Sod]).
The ewat is correctly considered a later correction. It is missing in the
same construction in 2:20, where only $* 2019 2050 include it. On the
other hand, ewat is unanimously attested in 2:9 and 3:9.

2:5  epyopat oot] + Tayv Av K against AC S P 1854 2050 2053 txt--comm.
2329 and most of the versions (Bousset [Sod])
Most of the versions decide against Tayv as original here. 2:16 and 3:11
are not parallels that confirm authenticity but cause the addition.

2:13  + ta epya gov xat ante mov xatotxels (after 2:2) Av K against AC
S P 1854 2050 2053 2329 Syr.! Sah. Boh. Latt. ([Sod]).

Av K preserve the same words with S against AC P 1611 1854 Oec
2329 Syr.! Sah. Boh. Latt. also at 2:9 (+ ta epya xat ante Ty OAnpw), a pas-
sage where only von Soden considers their authenticity possible. 2:9 and
2:13 should be evaluated in the same way despite the mixed testimony, for

53. So Charles correctly.
54. Weiss properly evaluates the location 1:15. See further p. 257.
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their status as original seems difficult, [73] if not crucial, to the matter that
these words are present in all five remaining letters to the seven churches
(2:1, 195 3:1, 8, 15). For this very reason, however, they could have been
inserted later, while their subsequent omission is difficult to explain. And
that S preserves it in the first of the two passages in question (2:9), and
only there, proves that S is influenced by the later text, as is often the case.
The absence of these words in the second passage (2:13) in S proves that
no error is peculiar to the AC type here.

2:25  axpt] ayps AvK
The sigma was included in order to eliminate the hiatus (o0 follows it).
A (ewg 00) also makes a correction here.

2:27  ouvtptPetar] -Pryoetar Av K

This “insufficient correction” (Bousset) is correctly rejected by all
modern critical editions (a thoughtless harmonization to the following
future mopavet) because the verb cuvtpifBncetar lacks the subject.>

3:5  outwg] outog Av K §2

Bousset, and more decisively von Soden, consider this reading the
Urtext because outwg appears superfluous, while outog corresponds to the
Apocalypse’s linguistic style (see 17:10) (Bousset). But the testimony of the
versions probably decides in favor of outwg.>°

3:9  (wa) nbouat xar mpoaxuvnoouat] Nwat xar mpoaxuvnowat Av K
against AC S P 792 2050 2329 (Sod)
This is an obvious correction. See the analogous cases that follow,
where a part of the textual witnesses also regularly produces the subjunc-
tive: 6:4, 11; 8:3; 9:4, 5, 20; 13:12; 14:13; 22:14.

4:3  om. xat o xaByuevos (homoioteleuton) Av K against A (hiat C) S
P 1611 2050 2329 versions
We must ask here whether the homoioteleuton error of Av and K was
made independently.

55. It is wg — ovvtpiPyoetal, taken as a parallel set to motpavet — gidnpa (Weiss).
56. Weiss (4:6) explains that outwg was corrected to outog because it was not
understood, but this might even be a simple scribal error.
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4:3  1epeg A (hiat C) S f2014 2329 Arm.* 4 Aeth.
pis AvK
lepels is a mere scribal error, and Av K preserve the original text.

[74] 4:4  Bpovoug] Bpovor Av K against A (hiat C) S f1678 2053 f172/250

(WHort™** Bousset Sod Vog Merk against WHort™8 Tisch Weiss.
Swete and Charles read Opovous ... Tecoapes and understand Tegoapes as
an accusative form.)>” Weiss says that Av K changed the anacolouthonic
Bpovoug into Bpovor.>® Von Soden, on the other hand, explains Bpovoug
as a harmonization to 4:2b. In any case there is a break in the sentence
structure, whether Bpovoug is read or the transition from the nominative
to the accusative surfaces only at xd mpeafButepous. The accusative form
ewoot Tegoapas that immediately follows precludes understanding ewxoat
tegoapes after Bpovor (or Bpovous) as an accusative. But in that case, this
nominative exogt Tegoapes supports the nominative 8povol, so the text of
Av K represents the Urtext.>

4:4 ETL TOUG Gpovoug [ + Toug K] eixoat Tegoapag wpeoﬁu'repovg Av K
Syr.12 Boh. Gig. Prim. Arm.
~ €ML ToUS €lxoat Teaaapas Bpovous mpeaButepous A (hiat C) 1854
etxoat Tegoapag! 2 S
The versions confirm the text of Av K, or more precisely, the text of Av.
The homoioteleuton error of S also presupposes this text form. A preserves
the numeral before the noun as in some other locations.

4:8  om. ta ante Tecoapa Av K contra A (hiat C) S P f104/336 f172/250
Compl. al. pc. is correctly rejected by the modern critical edi-
tions. 4:6 lacks the article because the four living creatures are
first introduced in this passage. In 5:8, however, the article is
present because the creatures are already known.®°

57. Likewise, Westcott and Hort, New Testament in the Original Greek, 2:138.
58. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 4.

59. See again p. 257.

60. See also p. 206.



2. The Major Stems of the Greek Text of the Apocalypse 77

49  (Tw xafnuevw) emt Tw Bpovw] emt Tou Bpovou Av K against A (hiat
C) S 1854 2050 (WHort™s Sod Vog) is a harmonization to 4:10
(Weiss)®! and has the Apocalypse’s linguistic style against it.5?

5:1  eowbev xat omabey A (hiat C) Avpart 61 — 69 2329
eumpoafey xat omobey S
eowbey xat efwbev Avel K (Bousset)? Charles™g: (correction)

[75] 5:10  PBaocireway] Pacirers Av K against A (hiat C) S 1611* 1854 f1678
2050 2329 Sah. Boh. Latt. Arm. 4 (Sod)
The fact that only Av preserves the correction at 1:6, and here it is in
both Av K, proves that the text of A S is original.

5:13  awwvwy] + auny Av K Compl. £33 against A (hiat C) S f1906 1611
1854 2050 2053 2329 2351 f104 f172/250 Gah. Boh., see 1:18 above.

6:8 o favatos Av K (WHort Weiss Sod [Vog] Merk)
Bavatog C S f1006 1854 2053
o abavatoc A

A’ error confirms that the text of Av K is original here.

8:3  (wa) dwoet] dway Av K (Bousset Sod)
See 3:9 above.

8:6  autoug] eautoug Av K against A (hiat C) S* 2351 (adtoug Tisch,
Bousset;®* attoug WHort, Bousset,®® Charles; exutouc Weiss

Sod Vog Merk).
We must choose either altou¢ or eautoug, since the contracted form
a0T- is no longer in use by New Testament times.%¢ Although only Av §*

61. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 5.

62. See also p. 222.

63. Bousset (Textkritische Studien, 387; Die Offenbarung Johannis, 254 n. 1)
understands the text of A and S to be a correction toward Ezek 2:10 LXX (epmpoofev
xat T 0miow). But the agreement with the LXX is not literal and proves the very reason
that the Av-K reading is a subsequent improvement. Also, S confirms that A’s reading
is original.

64. Bousset, Die Offenbarung Johannis, 105 n. 1.

65. Ibid, ad. loc.

66. See Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, §64.1. According
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change autny into eavtny in 18:7 and K reads avtov in the place of eautov
in 10:7, we must consider eauTtoug a correction here.

9:7  opotot S 792 (Tisch WHort™s- Weiss Charles™s-)
opowwpate A (hiat C)
opote Av K (WHort™* Bousset Sod Vog Merk Charles®t)

A final decision is not possible here for two reasons. First, S’s defec-
tive and poorly attested text is possibly still the Urtext. Second, the correct
opota could be a subsequent improvement of Av K.7 It is very likely that
opotot is a simple scribal error stemming from S’s careless scribe.

9:10 opotog A (hiat C) S al. pc. (WHort™#)
opotas Av K

[76] opotols is a thoughtless harmonization to the following oxopmiorg,
which all modern critical editions correctly reject. In contrast, some edi-
tions adopt the same error in 1:15 (see p. 74); 11:3 (see p. 108); 19:20 (Tvg
xatopevys A [hiat C] S P); and 21:9 (Twv yepovtwy A [hiat C] S Av against
K). On the other hand, the analogous error in 2:9 Twv ... tovdawwy (C S*
2050 2329) has not been appreciated at all. The reason for the inconsistent
evaluation of the same phenomenon is obviously related to the different
groupings of the tradition adopted by each scholar. No one dares to reject
a reading supported by the entire Greek tradition except for K at 21:9. This
is an important fundamental and methodological problem for evaluating
AC and especially for assessing the Apocalypse’s language. We shall return
to this point in the discussion of the Apocalypse’s linguistic style (pp. 256-
61). But we must recognize here that Av and K could also have corrected
the difficult linguistic errors independently of each other.

9:13  + Teooapwy ante xepatwy Av K Syr.! it against A (hiat C) P4 S
0207 1611 Oec 94 f1678 Syr.2 Sah. Boh. Latt.plur

All modern critical editions except WHort and Charles adopt

Tegoapwy, even though the “old” text here is preserved in P4’ and 0207,

to Edwin Mayser (Grammatik der Griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemderzeit, 2 vols.
[Berlin: de Gruyter, 1923-1938], 1:2, 65; 2:2, 71f.) a0T- is no longer found in the first
century BCE on papyrus. For this reason, the spelling in 2:20 of aityv in some modern
critical editions should be rejected. See the matter again pp. 216-18.

67. According Weiss (Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 4), opotot is related to avtotg (9:3-
5) and is therefore the Urtext, a very unlikely assertion.
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two weighty witnesses. Von Soden explains: “Insertion is not explicable,
but omission is probable.” The passage is very important for the evaluation
of the entire tradition.

9:20  (wa) mpoaxuvnoovaty] -owaty Av K against AC P47 S

Only von Soden explains the reading of Av K as the Urtext in line with
his general evaluation of the Apocalypse’s textual tradition. The passage
should also be assessed in a manner similar to 3:9 and 8:3 (see 3:9 above).

11:9  om. xat ante nuiov Av K (the reading chosen by von Soden)

11:12 avaBate] -Pnte Av K against A C P47 S P 792 2329 2351 (Sod)
Av K eliminate the unusual form.68

11:18 Toug doPoupeVoUs ... ToUg (ixpoug xal Toug weyaioug A P47 2351
Tl GOPOVKEVOLS ... TOUG ixpoug xat Toug ueyaioug C S* 2329
o5 Pofoupevols ... Tolg uixpols xat Totg ueyaotg Av K
This passage should be evaluated analogously to 9:10 (see above); 11:3
(see p. 108); 19:20; and 21:9 (see also the judgment of [77] Weiss, 103 at this
location). The text of Av K has to be recognized as the Urtext.

12:2  om. xat ante xpalet Av K against C P¥7 S (A) f19% Qec multiple
versions (WHort™¢ [Bousset] Sod [Vog])
This is an obvious correction.

12:18 eotaly] -Oyv Av K against AC P47 S (Tisch Sod Vog)

eotafny should be understood as a harmonization to the following xct
e10ov with Weiss®® and Bousset. However, eatefy should not to be taken as
a thoughtless harmonization to wpyta6y.”® A similar correction surfaces at
11:12 (yxovoa[v]) in P47 Av K.

13:5  Placdyua A AvP-4-1-2019 2329 £172/250 (Weiss)
Bracdnuias C P47 S (most modern editions)
Bracdnuiav Av K (Bousset Sod 1st loco)

68. See Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, §95.3.
69. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 5.
70. So von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 1:2076.
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Bousset’s opinion that the former two readings are each a harmoniza-
tion to the previous peyaAa may be true for A text but not for fAaodnuias.

13:6  Bracdywag] -av Av K
This variant belongs with the previous one. Consequently, Bousset
and von Soden consider them the Urtext.
13:8 00 ... autou (A) C Oec (f1678) 1854 2053 (so most modern edi-
tions)
WV ... auTwy PY7 §* f1006 1611 2329 (Charles™¢)
wv Av K (Sod Vog; Merk aw ... [auTwy])
Av K again have an obvious correction, and indeed a correction of the
text of P47 S§*. S has the same correction in 3:8, K alone in 7:9, C Avin 12:6,

P 2329 at 13:12, and Av alone at 20:8. See also the correction of K in 12:14.

13:12 (wa) mpooxuvygovaty] -cwaty Av K (Sod Vog)
See 9:20 above.
Quite inconsistently, Vogels goes with von Soden here but not in 9:20.

13:14 payatpns] -as Av K (Sod)
Likewise 13:10 payatpn] -pa Av K with S (Sod)

13:17 (wa) ouvyrat] ouvatar Av K against AC P47 S 792 f1006 1611 1854
2329 (WHort™& Weiss)

Weiss”! explains ouvatat as the Urtext and duvntat as a harmonization
to the previous dwatv because, “otherwise the formation of duvatat remains
unexplained.” Since elsewhere Av K [78] regularly change the indicative
to the subjunctive after wa (see 3:9 above), the reverse trend is surprising
here. But in 12:14, Av alone reads the present indicative (iva metatat). And
since the present indicative following e is uncharacteristic of the Apoca-
lypse’s linguistic style,”> we cannot consider it the Urtext here. Thus, its
origin may remain inexplicable.

71. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 103. Likewise von Soden, Die Schriften des
Neuen Testaments, 1:2083. He nonetheless reads duwyrat in his critical edition.

72. All modern editions except Tisch WHort™8 Charles™®" discard the reading of
C S wa tpedouaty as a scribal error in 12:6.
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14:6 om. 7t ante Toug xa@r)yavoug AvK
om. el ante way Av
Bousset is inclined to delete the first emt. But the later correction is
clear: the simple accusative, i.e., the transitive use, is also the usual con-
struction of evayyehilew in the Apocalypse (see 10:7). Only Av also conse-
quently eliminates emt before to mav. The K text’s partial correction, how-
ever, proves that the absence of the first emt is actually a correction.

14:13 yap] 0e Av K against AC P47 S P 792 f109 1611 1678 2053 2329
and most versions as well as modern critical editions.”®
Taking yap as the original (and most sensible) reading is far more illu-
minating than the reason for which 0e presumably replaces it.

16:1  exyeete] -yeate Av K (correction)

16:3  deutepos] + ayyeros Av K
This is a clear correction. Only Av and K add ayyehos here. Av alone
adds it in the third to seventh angels.

16:14 Tvg upeyadns nuepag A (hiat C) P4 f1006 1611 (WHortme
Charles™8")
TG Nuepas TG meyaAns S 61 — 69 f1678 2053 — 2062 2329 (so
almost all modern critical editions)
NG Nuepas exewns ¢ meyains Av K Syr.!?2 Prim. ([Bousset]
[Sod])

P47s discovery has weakened the authority of the nearly unanimously
preferred reading of S by modern editions. Apparently, this reading is pre-
ferred because it appears to be presupposed by Av K. The reading of A P4’
is at odds with [79] the Apocalypse’s linguistic style, where ueyag other-
wise never appears before the noun. However, the reading of Av K is often
attributed to the influence of the common designation for Judgment Day,
7 Nuépa Exelvy.”*An unequivocal decision is hardly possible here, since the

73. Also, von Soden, who originally decided on e as the Urtext (Die Schriften
des Neuen Testaments, 1:2076) because of the agreement of Av and K, overturns this
decision once again.

74. See Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 34; von Soden (Die Schriften des Neuen
Testaments, 1:2080) explains: “The addition to Mt 24:36, etc. is more likely than the
omission of such a solemn word. Or should have Jud 6 and 12 influenced the reading?”
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deletion of exetvys can also be explained from the opacity of the Av-K read-
ing, which is also supported by two other weighty witnesses, Syr.! Prim.

16:17 ex tou vaou A (hiat C) P47 S
ex Tov ovpavou Av 792 1854
ex Tou vaou Tov oupavou K (Sod [Merk])
Av has the same correction (or simple scribal error?) in 14:15 as here.
K, however, has an obvious mixed reading and is influenced by Av.”>

17:3  (Onprov) yepovta ovopata A (hiat C) S* P Oec 2329 (Tisch
WHort Bousset Charles)
yepov ovopata K (Sod Vog Merk)
YEROV ovopaTwy Ay
The correction of the masculine participle’® by Av and K is reasonable
since yepovta is related to Byptov (see 13:14; 17:11).

17:3  gxovta S P Oeco™ (Tisch WHort™& Bousset 2nd loco)
exwv A (hiat C) (WHort®™* Bousset 1st loco Charles™")
gxov Av K (Weiss Sod Vog Merk)
Whether eyovta or eywv represents the Urtext is not discussed here.””
The reading of Av K is logical because it follows yeuov.

17:4  om. xat ante xexpuowuevy Av K against A (hiat C) S 1611 f1678
1854 2030 2053 2329 f104/336 3l pc. ([Sod])

The omission of xat before xeypuowuevy is an attempt to improve the

sentence construction. The rest of the sentence, however, retains the xats.”8

17:12 aMa A (hiat C) S f1%% 61 - 69 Hipp
aM Av K
[80] The Av-K reading eliminates the hiatus (see 21:10 below).

75. Bousset also recognizes this (Textkritische Studien, 35 n. 3).

76. The following eyovta shows that yeupov ta should not be read with Weiss.

77. See also p. 248.

78. On the other hand, in 18:16, where no other clause without xat exists, only the
majority of Av omits the xat. 18:16 does not speak against it but for xat as the original
in 17:4.
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17:16 yupvny] + momoovaty autyy K
xal yupuvny om. Ay
The omission in Av is best understood as a homoioteleuton error
(au'2) and presupposes K’s text.

18:2  datpoviwy A (hiat C) S Q f1906 1611 Oec 2329

dapovwy Av K (Sod Vog)

Av also has the same correction in 16:14. On the other hand, daipoviov
is almost unanimously attested in 9:20. It has also been shown to be the
Urtext in 18:2 because it corresponds to the Apocalypse’s linguistic style
(and to that of the entire New Testament except Mark 5:12 and parallels).

18:12 papyapitwy S 792 f1006 1611 f1678 Syr.1-2 (Tisch WHort™" Weiss
Merk Charles)
uapyapitag C P (WHort™s")
papyaepitals A sol.
uapyapttov Av K (Bousset Sod Vog)

18:16 papyapity] -tais Av K against AC S P f109 1611 2053 - 2062
2329 al. pc. (Weiss)

These two passages should be discussed together and compared with
17:4, where all textual witnesses read papyapitais. The word is in the midst
of many singular readings in all three passages. In 18:16, which repeats
17:4, the plural papyapitaic may be a harmonization to 17:4. That the
plural is attested in 17:4 (the old textual witnesses have the singular in the
repetition of the sentence at 18:16), however, proves that a decision cannot
be made on the basis of the Apocalypse’s linguistic style. The reading of C
P in 18:12 is undermined by the fact that the same two manuscripts also
read ypuaowy, apyvpovy, and Afoug Tiwoug, which is weakened in S by the
fact that S (with f1678) also has Buooiwy. However, Av and K also correct
the reading here, a fact which will be discussed shortly. And with this cor-
rection, the explanation that the singular papyapitov is also a harmoniza-
tion to the context (i.e., a correction) gains acceptance.

18:12 mopdupag C (om. A) S f10 1611 f1678 1854 2053 — 2062 2329
1047336 £172/250 ] pe.
mopdupov Av K (Sod)

Although Av changes mopdupouv to mopdupav in 17:4 (like a few groups

of Av with f172/2%0 in 18:16), here mopdupou seems to be a harmonization in
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the numerous masculine genitives to -ov, among which stands the femi-
nine mopdupag.

[81] 18:14 ogou ¢ embupias ™ Yuyns AC S P 109 1854 (and all modern
editions)
~ 6 embuptas ™6 Yuxns oov Av K
This is an improvement of the pronoun’s unusual placement (see 2:19).

18:19 + xat ante Aeyovres Av K
This is an obvious stylistic improvement (see 18:16).

18:21 puvlwov A 2053 - 2062 (WHort Charles)
puAtxov C (Weiss)
uvdov Av K (Tisch Bousset Sod Vog Merk)
Bousset explains puAwov (wuAixov) as a simple mistake. But pvAwov is
not meaningless and pwov is again an obvious correction.

18:24 arpa] apata Av K 1006 1611 1854 (Tisch Vog)
The plural is contrary to the Apocalypse’s linguistic style; see espe-
cially 16:6 (where S £3% has the plural).

19:5 7w Bew] Tov Bov Av K (contra all modern editions)
The accusative corresponds to the LXX and New Testament’s usual
linguistic style; therefore, it is a correction.

19:6  feog] + nuwv Av K S2 (S* + nuwv post xuptog)
This contradicts the Apocalypse’s linguistic style and, especially, the
usual rendering of God’s name.”®

19:18 (twv xafnuevwy) em avutoug A (hiat C) 61 — 69 (WHort™")
ET QUTOLS S
em autwy Av K and almost all the rest.
The Apocalypse’s linguistic style shows that Av K preserve the original
reading.

79. See Charles, Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:cxlvii,
clxii.
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19:20 (Tny Aymy) ¢ xatopewns A (hiat C) S P al. pe.
TNy xatopevny Av K (Bousset Sod Vog)
See 1:15 and 9:10 above.

20:9  ex Tov oupawvou A (hiant C S) 94 f1678 £2014 Prim. (Tisch WHort-
&t Weiss Sod Charles™t)
ex Tou oupavou amo Tou feou K (WHort™s [Bousset])
ex [Tov] Beou amo Tou oupavou Av
(amo Tou Beov ex Tou oup. Vog; [amo Tou Beou] ex Tou oup. Merk
Charles™s with S2 P)
See 21:2 ex Tou oup. amo Tou feou A (hiat C) SK
~ amo Tou feov ex Tou oup. Ay
21:10 ex Tou oup. amo [ex K] Tou Beou
[82] Since Vulg. Syr. also confirm the Av reading, this reading (or the K
text) has a greater claim to being original. And because Av also adapts the
reading in 21:2, we may give preference to the K text, which agrees with
21:2, 10. It is more likely that amo Tou 6eov was omitted by an oversight in
A than that Av and K have inserted it in line with 21:2, 10 (so Weiss 7).80

20:11 (tov xabnuevov) em avtou A (hiat C) f10% 1611 2053 2329
(WHort™*t Charles®! Merk)
emavw autou S (likewise 9:17 P47 S)
em autov Av K (Tisch WHort™¢ Weiss Bousset Sod Vog)
em autov has to be considered the Urtext because it corresponds to the
Apocalypse’s linguistic style.

20:11 om. Tou ante mpoowmov Av K against A (hiat C) S P 792 f1006
1611 2050 2329 and all modern editions except [Sod].

The omission of the article corresponds to the Apocalypse’s linguistic
style elsewhere (see 6:16; 12:14), as well as to that of the New Testament
and the LXX.82 The previous relative pronoun o9 may have influenced its
insertion at this location. Av K thus have the corrected text by harmoniz-
ing it to a common expression.

80. See further p. 226.

81. The redactor’s mistake, according to Charles.

82. There are only a few times, among many dozens of examples, where the article
is included, and it is omitted in some witnesses. Cf. 4 Kgdms 17:18; 23:27; 24:3; Job
13:20; Pss 50:11; 138:7; Jer 4:1.
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21:3  Bpovou A (hiat C) S 94 Vulg.
oupavou Av K and all the rest ([Bousset] Sod)
The exegesis of the passage weighs in favor of Bpovou. oupavou may be a
simple reading error or introduced from 21:2.83

21:4  ex A (hiat C) S (likewise 7:17 and all others except S with some
allies, including most modern critical editions).
amo Av K (WHort™8 Sod Charles™s")
A subsequent harmonization to 7:17 in the older text (thus von Soden)
is less likely than a correction by Av K (perhaps under the influence of Isa
25:8).

21:10 em A (hiat C) S f199 1611 2050 Oec 2329 f172
em Av K (likewise LXX Ezek 40:2; Sod Vog)
It is not possible to have complete certainty here, but the elision that
eliminates the hiatus is more likely a later correction.4

[83] 21:22 emt Toug muAwveg S (hiat C, om. A)
emt Toig muAwaty Av K (and all modern editions)

21:20 apebuotog A (hiat C) P 1611 f1678 2030 f172 2595 f2060 al. pc.
(and all modern editions)
apefuoog Av K S? f1006 1854
apebuaTivog S*

22:5 om. ¢wTog ante Auxvouv Av K against A (hiat C) S f1006 1678 ],
pe. ([Sod] [Vog])
The omission of ¢wtos is a clear correction. It is easier to explain K
rather than Av as the Urtext here in the the readings that remain.
om. em ante autoug Av K against A (hiat C) S 1906 £1678 2050 2329
94 f172/250 ([WHort] [Bousset] [Sod] [Vog])
This is a harmonization with the usual transitive use of dwTilew (see
John 1:9; 1 Cor 4:5; Eph 3:9).

83. Not the opposite of 8povov from 19:5 (von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen
Testaments).
84. See ibid., 1:1379, and 17:12 above.
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22:6 om. o ante xuptog Av K (WHort™¢) against A (hiat C) S 1611
2053 - 2062 2329 61
This is a harmonization to 1:8; 4:8; 18:8; 19:6; 22:5.8>

22:11 pumavintw S 94 792 1854 (hiant AC)
purtapeulntw Av K f1006 f1678 2053 — 2062 2329 (WHort™s
Bousset)

The testimony of the important minuscules does not favor the reading
accepted by almost all modern critical editions, which adopt S’s reading. It
is notable that the form pumapevw is not attested before this reading in the
text of Av K. Is this an argument for or against pumapevw as the original?
Probably the latter.

22:12 eotw] eotat Av K (Vog) against A (hiat C) S £29 £1678 2030 (but
different word order in Av and K)
This is a misguided correction.

22:14 mluvovteg (TAvvavtes f194 2050) Tag atolas autwy A (hiat C) S
£19%6 2053 - 2062 Sah. Vulg.
ToloUVTES Tag vtodas autov Ay K (Sod®t)

Modern editions correctly and almost unanimously reject the Av-K
reading, despite its strong support by some of the versions. motetv (instead
of Typew; see 12:17; 14:12) Tag evtolag runs counter to the Apocalypse’s
linguistic style. It probably presents an old reading error (Bousset), rather
than a conscious correction (Weiss).8¢

(84] 22:21 oov] + xptotou Av K against A (hiat C) S 1611 2053 - 2062
([WHort] Sod)
ueta mavtwy A (hiat C) (Tisch Weiss)
peta Twy aylwy S 2329 (WHort)
ueta mavtwy Twy aytwy Av K (Bousset Sod Vog Merk Charles)

This list is profoundly important. Of the seventy passages that it
encompasses, the Av-K reading is an obvious error in only a few excep-
tional cases (4:3; 22:14). The majority of these cases are significant cor-

85. But the genitive Twv mvevpatwy shows that God’s Old Testament name is not
meant (Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 7).
86. Ibid., 10.
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rections. In several locations, the text of Av K must be recognized as the
Urtext (certainly in 4:4; 6:8; 9:10; 19:18; 20:11; 21:12; probably also 13:17).
In a number of other cases, a decision about what the Urtext is—at least
preliminarily—is not possible with the desired certainty. Among the pas-
sages where Av K clearly have a corrected text, several instances with a
correction are so close that Av and K could have made them completely
independent of each other (see 1:13; 3:9; 4:4; 8:3, 6; 9:20; 11:12; 13:12, 14;
14:6; 17:3; 18:14, 21; 19:20; likewise also 1:15; 5:1; 16:3; 18:12, 16; 21:10;
22:5). Also, the fact that both Av and K happen to have a homoioteleuton
error in 4:3 may be purely coincidental. After removing the twenty-nine
passages where Av K have either the Urtext or the same obvious correction
or the same error, forty-three cases remain where their agreement against
the witnesses of the “old” text cannot be understood without assuming a
close relationship between Av and K. In one passage (16:17), K has an
obvious mixed reading of the text of A P4’ § and the text of A, indicating
thereby its dependence upon the Av text. It is questionable, however, to
infer from this mixed reading alone that all of K’s common corrections
with Av, which cannot be explained from a random coinciding of the
two text forms, have been taken over directly from Av.38 But this reading
also raises concerns against the assumption that Av and K go back to a
common Vorlage. Since—as will be [85] demonstrated—Av shares errors
with A, it must go back to a text related to (but not identical with) A. The
places, however, where Av K alone preserve the Urtext show that they are
not only later revised forms of the old text of AC Oec and P%’ § but go back
to Vorlagen that stand alongside that old text. For this reason, the facts,
when fully considered, are complicated, ruling out a simple explanation.
It is very clear and certain that Av and K are not related to each other only
by their shared connection to the original text, as Bousset and von Soden
allege.®

87. See the particularly compelling example in 22:14. Bousset underestimates the
number of examples or readings common to Av and K that represent the Urtext.

88. Also, another explanation of the facts is not precluded in 16:17: K could prob-
ably have corrected an Av reading preserved in its primary Vorlage in line with a man-
uscript with an “old” text.

89. It is the practical outworking of this principle that Bousset and particularly
von Soden usually explain the common readings of Av K as the Urtext, as the list above
clearly shows.



2. The Major Stems of the Greek Text of the Apocalypse 89

2.4. The Two Older Text Forms

The investigation now turns to the evidence that relates to two text forms
that can be sharply distinguished from each other in the “old” text: AC Oec,
on the one hand, and P¥’ §, on the other. The aforementioned®® minuscules
that preserve the old text sometimes agree with AC Oec and sometimes
with P47 S. 2329 f1678 and 1854 are closer to P4’ S than AC Oec.

2.4.1. The Text of AC Oec

C is missing about a third of its text.”! And Oecumenius’s text cannot be
established with absolute certainty everywhere. To ascertain the text of
AC Oec, then, the following measures are taken. First, all the readings are
listed and, as far as possible, evaluated to determine which ones are dis-
tinct to the AC Oec type.”> Where C’s text is lacunose, A’s testimony has to
be supported by the few valuable minuscules in addition to Oec in order to
belong to the AC Oec type. P also contains a layer of readings of the type
AC Oec. Finally, in some places, A’s text alone serves as the representative
of this text type, based on the data gathered from the list itself about the
value of A.

[86] 1:9  dwx ante Tnv puaptuptav om. AC Oec 109 1611 f1678 2344 f2014
f1721250 al. pc. (see 6:9, where only A 1854 are against C and all
the rest do not have dia?)

All modern editions except Tisch Bousset Sod consider the reading of

AC Oec the Urtext.

1:11  Buatepa] -av AC (Buatipay AC) Q 1611 f1678 1854 2050 f172/250

al. pc. (Charles)
In contrast, 2:18 correctly preserves Buateipois with all others against
Buateipn Kplur f104/336 The feminine ending in 1:11 is a thoughtless harmo-

90. Pp. 26-27.

91. It is missing in: 1:1; 3:20-5:14; 7:14-17; 8:5-9:16; 10:10-11:3; 16:13-18:2;
19:5-21:21.

92. Charles counts thirty-eight (+ thirteen orthographic) distinctive readings of
AC Oec, only two of which appear to be faulty.
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nization to the other feminine place names,”® as the neuter plural in 2:18,
24 demonstrates.

1:15  memupwpevns AC
-Vw S
-vot AvK

See, in addition, p. 74.

2:1  mng] Tw AC 1854, g Tw 2019, 2429; likewise 2:18 A, om. C
See also pp. 208-9.

2:2 oov post xomov om. AC Oec P f205 f2014 051 1611 2595 Compl.
(thus also all modern editions except Sod** Vog Merk)
The addition of gov is a misguided correction after xomov since “xomog
and vmopovy are the two types of intended epya” (Bousset).

2:3  xexomiaxes AC (and all modern editions; Bousset and Merk
EXOTILARAS)
exomiacas S Av K (a harmonization to efagtacag)

See 16:6 below.

2:7  + emta ante exxAnoialg A
+ Taug emTa post exxAnaiaig C
The addition is a harmonization to 1:11, 20. The following conclusions
to the letters to the churches (2:11, 17, 29) demonstrate that emte was not
in the original text.

2:9  om. Ta gpya xat ante T fArpw AC P Oec 1611 1854 2329 2344
([Sod])
See pp. 74-75 in 2:13.

2:10 un AC Q f1678 2050 al. pc. (WHort™" Weiss Merk Charles)
undev S Av K (Tisch WHort™t Bousset Sod Vog)
Bousset opts for undev as the more difficult reading.’® [87] undev could

93. Thus also Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 135.

94. Different yet, von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 1:2081.

95. Weiss’s contrary choices (Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 125) have no weight
despite the certainty of his tone.
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have been eliminated because it fails to accord with the plural a that fol-
lows. However, there is no explanation for the opposite scenario (i.e., if
undev is the original reading).

2:13  habent xat ante ev g AC 1611 f1678 2050 2053 2329 2344 ver-
sions (except Arm. Arab.)
om. S Av K (Tisch WHort™¢ Sod)

The omission of xat is a correction.®®

2:13  nuepatg AC Oec 178 2329 (Tisch WHort™" Merk Charles)
+ ag K (WHort™&! Weiss Bousset Vog)
+ ev aig Av S (WHort™e2 [Sod])
+ ev Taug S*

Lachmann, Swete, Charles, Zahn attempt to establish Avtima through
conjecture.”” We could argue with Weiss and Bousset that the K reading is
the Urtext and that the omission of atg stems from haplography (Weiss).*®
This proposal does not solve the text’s problems, however, because the rela-
tive pronoun og that follows would compete with aig and produce an anac-
olouthon.”” The K reading (and likewise the Av text) should therefore be
rejected as an inadequate correction, leaving only a choice between Lach-
mann’s conjecture and the assumption of an egregious grammatical break
in the Urtext, which then AC Oec must have received. See further p. 251.

2:13  motog] + pov AC 61 - 69 2050 2053 (om. [WHort] Bousset
[Sod]).
Omitted from S Av K because the reading is troublesome and super-
fluous. !0

2:17  vixwvti] vixouvtt AC
All modern editions correctly reject this reading as an error.

96. A few analogous cases are recorded in Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 107.
97. See also Westcott and Hort, New Testament in the Original Greek, 2:137-38.
98. Analogous to the omission of og in 2:8 in the K text.

99. Ap and £17%/250 have omitted og.

100. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 107.
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3:2  om. ta ante epya AC (WHort™" Weiss Charles™").
The omission is doubtlessly a mistake here, despite the certainty with
which Weiss!%! explains the article as a later harmonization to 3:1.

3:7  om. tou ante dautd AC Oec 1611 f1678 1854 (likewise WHort™"

Weiss Bousset Charles Merk against Tisch WHort™¢ Sod Vog)

ACs text has to be considered the Urtext in 3:7 because proper names

in the Apocalypse are normally anarthrous, even in the casus obliqui (see

5:5; 15:3; 22:16; except 2:14). The article’s subsequent [88] addition makes

sense after the noun Ty xAew, which is governed by an article. A subse-
quent deletion would be inexplicable.!0?

3:9  owwpt] 0w AC (and all modern editions except Sod)
The change of the unusual 01dw!? into the usual dtdwu! is a clear cor-
rection, as 22:2 (amodtdouv) shows.

3:17 habent ott ante mAovatog AC 1611 f1678 2329 Aype: f172/250 (]ike-
wise all modern editions)
The omission of ot recitativum in S Av K is a clarifying correction.

3:17  oudev AC 1854 2053 Awpe
oudevog S Av K (Sod Vog)
0udevos is a stylistic correction prompted by ypetav exw.04

3:17  eleewog] erewog AC al. pc. (WHort)
The et of eAewvog displays one of the frequent itacistic errors in AC.

4:4  om. ev ante wpatiotg A (hiat C) P 1854 f2014 (WHort™" Charles)
Error (see 3:5).

101. Ibid., 108, 165.

102. Also, at least a portion of the witnesses always insert the article in other places.

103. = didow.

104. See Ludwig Radermacher (Neutestamentliche Grammatik: Das griechisch des
Neuen Testaments im Zusammenhang mit der Volkssprache dargestellt, 2nd. ed. [Tiibin-
gen: Mohr, 1925], 32) at this location: oudev instead of ov is also frequently in Diony-
sius of Halicarnassus.



2. The Major Stems of the Greek Text of the Apocalypse 93

4:9  (otav) owoovat A (hiat C) P f1678 al. pc.
dwowat S Av (Bousset)
dwot K
Later texts regularly correct verbs linked to otav with the present or
future indicative!%® (see 6:4 below).

5:6  (mveupata) ameotaipevol A (hiat C) Oec (and all modern edi-
tions)
ta (om. S) ameataipeva S Av
amoateMopeva K

5:9  om.nuag A Aeth. (hiat C) (likewise all modern editions except
Sod Vog [Merk])

Exegesis makes clear that A alone preserves the Urtext here against
the rest of the Greek tradition and all the versions except Aeth. The object
that the corrector misses is included in ex Taong dung, and autous in 5:10
proves that nuag is spurious.

[89] 6:4  (wa) odafovat AC 792 2329 al. pc. (and all modern editions)
ocdatwot S Av K
See 4:9 above and 8:1 below; also Av K in 3:9; 9:20; 13:12

6:11  mnpwlwat AC 2344
mApwawat S Av K (Tisch WHort™s Sod)

7:1  + xat ante peta S Av K Syr. Arm.*> Aeth. Beat. against AC f1006
1854 2053 2351 (WHort™" Weiss [Bousset] Charles™ Merk)
xat is missing in the same expression found in 4:1; 7:9; 9:12 (+ K); 18:1.
15:5 stands against. This finding precludes a firm decision.

7:9  om. xat 1dov A Meth. Syr.! Boh. Sah.?/? Latt.Pl"- (Weiss)
om. tdov C 1611*
Despite Weiss’s resolute defense of A’s reading (where oyAog moAug is
consequently corrected to oxAov moAwv), the reading must be rejected as an
error or a correction.06

105. On this, see Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, $§382.4.
106. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 110-11.



94 The Ancient Stems

8:1  otav AC f1906 1611

ote S Av K (Bousset)

Bousset’s argument against otav—that this particle always accompa-
nies the subjunctive in the Apocalypse—is incorrect (see 4:9 above). The
fact that ote yvotge occurs six times in chapter 6 cannot similarly decide in
favor of ote in 8:1, since otav can hardly be understood as a simple scribal
error.

8:1  nuwpov AC 2053%¢ (contra the commentary)
uwptov S Av K (Weiss Sod Vog Merk)
The form nuwpov is otherwise unattested. Does this mean that it is a
simple scribal error (Weiss),!7 or that it was precisely for this reason that
S Av K corrected it? The former is decidedly more likely.

9:2  eoxotwdn A (hiat C) 0207 61 - 69 f1006
eaxoTtody S Av K (Bousset Sod Vog)

10:1  em v xedainy AC
emt g xepaAns P4 S Av K (Sod Vog Merk)

10:8  Pifriov AC 61 - 69 f10 1611 1854 2053 (dub. P*7)
BiBrapidiov S Avprt (Tisch Bousset Sod Vog)
BipNdepiov Avrel K

11:19 Beou] + 0 AC f1006 £1678 2329 2351 61 - 69 f17%2%0 ([Sod] [Vog])
The article corresponds to the Apocalypse’s linguistic style (see p. 207)
and is therefore the Urtext.

[90] 12:5 apoev AC
apaeva Av f109 1611 Hipp (Weiss Bousset)
appeva P47 S K (Sod Vog)
apoey is not a simple scribal error, as Weiss says, but the Urtext, as the
Old Testament Vorlage shows (Isa 66:7; see Jer 20:15). apoeva and appeva
are obvious corrections. apgev should not be understood in apposition to
vtov but as an attribute of it.

107. Ibid., 98.
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12:7 om. Tov ante moAeunoat P47 S Av K contra AC P f1006 1611 f05!
Compl. (and all modern editions except Tisch)

Although Tou does not occur elsewhere in the Apocalypse before the

infinitive (10:9 + K; 14:15 in some minuscule groups), it is original here.1%8

13:8 00 od yeypamtat To ovopa avtov C Oec 1854 2344
oual YEYPATTAL TO OVOULL QUTOU A
ouat ouat 00 00 YEYpamTAL TO ovope auTou f1678
@v o0 (ou om. S) yeypamtal Ta ovopate autwy P47 S £1006 1611
2329 2060 £2065 (Charlest)
v od yeypamtat To ovopa K (Sod [Merk])
@v b yeypamTal Ta ovopate Av
We can establish the three developmental stages of the textual history
of these readings here. C Oec preserve the original text, which A and f1678
also presuppose. The error ovat only emerged because 00 0% was misunder-
stood. f1678 combined the error from A (doubled) with the original text.
All the other readings are obvious corrections: the replacement of the sin-
gular 00 ... autou (after mavres ot xatoxouvteg) by the plural @v ... avtw,
as well as the plural tat ovopata in the place of the singular To ovopa,'% and
finally the omission of the many demonstratives.

13:15 autn ACH0 (WHort™" Charles™t)!11
avtw P¥ S Av K (and all modern editions except WHort™"
Charles™")
[91] Almost all modern critical editions correctly abandon AC’s read-
ing. It can only be explained as a thoughtless scribal error (influenced by

uayatpa?).2

108. R. V. G. Tasker (“The Chester Beatty Papyrus of the Apocalypse of John,”
JTS 50 [1949]: 62-63) considers, however: “As ol with the infinitive was tending to
disappear in Hellenistic Greek, we perhaps ought to allow for the possibility that the
presence of Tol after adTol may be due to dittography, rather than to assume that its
absence is due to a correction.”

109. The same correction is found in 11:8 P4’ S Av (1o mtwpe] T mtopatae); 17:8
S Ay; 18:24 (aupata) Av K.

110. Charles and Hoskier erroneously also name P*.

111. Charles reads autw in the commentary; he reads avty in the introduction
(Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:cxlvi).

112. See also Westcott and Hort, New Testament in the Original Greek, 2:138.
Weiss (Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 136) offers a complicated explanation.
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13:15 habent wa ante ogot A P £1906 2329 2344 2019 f295 (hiant C P
Oec: fnpiou!?) (Weiss Bousset Charles) contra S Av K (Tisch
[WHort] [Sod] [Vog] [Merk]
we is indispensable here and therefore cannot simply be a later correc-
tion. Av inserts it before amoxtavbwaot.

13:15 v emxova A (hiant C P47 Oec) Avp<
) exovt S AvPlur K
The study of the Apocalypse’s linguistic style will demonstrate that A
makes a correction in this case.

14:4 (omov av) umayet AC 2329 f104/336 (WHort Charles)
umayy S Av K (hiat P47)
In light of the frequent itacistic error in A and C, a scribal error in AC
is more probable in 14:4 than that the indicative is original, which would
then be explained analogously to otav with the indicative (see 4:9).

14:6  habent adov AC S¢ f1006 1611 2053 2329 2344 f0°! versions
(and all modern editions)
om. P¥ S Av K

Again, AC preserve the Urtext.

14:7  om. v ante fadagoay AC Avpart f1006 (likewise all modern edi-
tions except Tisch [Bousset]).
The article is correctly rejected as a subsequent correction. The follow-
ing xat myyags voatwy forms a pair with xat Bedacoay and speaks against its
authenticity.

14:8  habent 3 AC £1006 £1678 2053 2344 1721250 Syr12 Latt. (and all
modern editions) against P47 §2 (hiat $*) Av K
7 could have fallen out behind peyadn by simple haplography.

14:18 + o ante eywv AC 2329 ([WHort] Weiss [Bousset] Charles Merk
against Tisch Sod Vog)
Here also AC’s text must be explained as the original on exegetical
grounds (it is spoken by the angel, which has power over the water). It is
quite unlikely that this proper text form is simply a later correction.
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[92] 15:6  Atbov AC Oec 1778™8- 2020™8- Latt.Par (WHort Charles)
Awov Av K, Awovy P4 al. pc., Awoug S
Despite the fact that WHort, Charles, and Lagrange consider Atfov the
Urtext,'13 Mifov cannot be original because xafapov fits well as an attribute
of Awov but badly as an attribute of Atbov.!1* Av K preserve the Urtext here.

16:3  Lwng AC f1006 1611
{woa P S Av (Sod)!1>
om. K
Again, AC’s text preserves the original. The other text forms eliminate
the Hebraism Yuyn {wyg.

16:3  amebavey] + ta AC 1611 2344 Avpe
+ Ty £1006 2019 £2065
om. P4 S Ay K (and [Bousset] Sod Vog)
The remaining text forms eliminate the article because it generates an
incongruity.

16:6 dedwxas AC 1611 2329 (WHort™* Weiss Charles*t Merk)
edwxag P47 S Av K (Tisch WHort™8 Bousset Sod Vog Charles™s')
The aorist is a harmonization to eZeyeav. See the analogous correction
in 2:3 above.

16:18 avBpwmog eyeveto A (hiat C) 254 (~ f1¢78) Boh.Pa (Tisch
WHort™& Weiss Bousset 2nd loco Charles™t")
avBpwmog eyevovto P47 (s0)
avBpwmot eyevovto S Av f106 1611 1854 2053 2329 (WHort™")
ot avBpuwmot eyevovto K
The fluctuation of the modern editions is well established. A’s text only
receives partial and late support from P4,

113. Lagrange, Critique Textuelle, 582.

114. Charles (Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 2:38) cor-
rectly rejects WHort’s note (New Testament in the Original Greek, 2:139) on Ezek 28:13
(maw Abov ypnoTov evdedeoat) for the authenticity of Aifov as inconclusive. For Charles,
AMfov is not only the more strongly attested text form but above all also the lectio diffi-
cilior. He acknowledges, however, that it is also too difficult to be correct. That is why
he decides to accept a translation error.

115. Von Soden (Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 1:2083) declares {wns the
Urtext. Bousset considers {woa to be more likely.
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17:8  umayet A (hiat C) 1611 2053 — 2062 £295 2814 Syr.! Boh.
vmaryew S (hiat P47) Av K (Tisch WHort™# [Bousset] Sod Vog
Charles™s")

It is far more likely that umayew is a later harmonization to the pre-

vious (peMet) avafBatvery [93] than the opposite correction (or a simple
scribal error?) in A. A therefore has the Urtext.

17:8  Bavpachnoovtar A (hiat C) P 1611
Bavuagovrar S (hiat P47) Av K (Tisch Sod Vog Merk)
13:3 confirms that A’s text is original.

18:3 om. tou otvov AC Oec 1611 ([WHort])
The omission is simply a careless error. The Av text also presupposes
this error (~ Tov Bupou Tou otvov).

18:12 papyapitas C P (WHort™e)
papyapitalg A
papyapttwy S f1906 1611 f1678 Syr.1-2
papyapttov Av K
A’s text is a simple scribal error, presupposed by the reading of C P.
Modern critical editions correctly reject it (see p. 83).

18:18 expaav AC P 1006 1611 1678 — 2080 2329 Hipp (WHort Bous-
set Charles)
expalov S Av K (Tisch Weiss Sod Vog Merk)
18:19 expaav AC 2329 Hipp (WHort Bousset Charles)
expalov S Av K
A firm decision is hardly possible here (likewise 7:2; see p. 107).
While Bousset!!® explains that the seer does not appear to have used the
imperfect of xpalew and that the aorist in all three places was the prob-
able Urtext, Weiss!!” maintains that the aorist in 18:18 is a thoughtless
harmonization to the previous eotnoav and that the aorist in 18:19 is a
harmonization to eBalov. The imperfect’s subsequent harmonization to
the aorist eatnoav is in fact more difficult to understand than the opposite
development.

116. Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 169.
117. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 121, 136.
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19:9 + ot ante aAnfwor A (hiat C) al. pc. (WHort™8 Weiss [Bousset]
Charles)
om. S Av K
A firm decision is also hardly possible here. However, ot before aAnfivot
appears to be indispensable because the following Tou feou probably cannot
be removed as a gloss.

19:12 habent wg ante dAo§ A (hiat C) f1006 f1678 f2028 vergions
(WHort™8 [Bousset] Charles)
om. S Av K (and most modern editions)

In the case of 1:14 (see 2:18), one can argue both for and against the
authenticity of wg because a subsequent harmonization is possible. [94]
Although the subsequent loss is difficult to explain, the testimony of A and
the versions is very strong (ws is removed in 14:3 in P4 S K, 19:6 in Av).

19:19 avtwy] avtou A (hiat C) Ap (Weiss)

Weiss’s argument!!® that the kings aligned with the beast had the
supreme command over their armies transferred to the beast, leading to
autou as the original text, is unnecessary.

20:2  (Tov dpaxovtar) 0 odig o apyatos A (hiat C) f1678 (Tisch WHort™t
Weiss Charles)
Tov 0w Tov apxatov S Av K (WHort™¢ Bousset Sod Vog Merk)
A f1678 clearly offer the original text since the word in apposition to a
noun in the nominative case stands in a casus obliquus. This is in line with
the Apocalypse’s linguistic style.

21:6  yeyovav A (hiat C) S* 1678, 1778
yeyovaaw Oec £100 2020, 2080 £2°° Boh. Gig. Vulg. Tyc. Prim.
Ir.
yeyova §* Av K (Sod Vog)
21:6 eyt A (hiat C) £1006 £1678 2053 £2065
om. S Av K (and all modern editions except Weiss Charles!!?)
These two variants belong together. In particular, we note that et is
missing precisely in those text forms that read yeyova (S* Av K). This is

118. Ibid., 106.
119. Charles would like to remove this reading as a gloss in 21:6a (Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 2:204).
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because these forms have incorrectly drawn yeyova to what follows in the
sense of eit.!20 This does not establish the authenticity of eyt in and of
itself. 1:8 can be cited in support of the authenticity of eyt in 21:6. 22:13,
however, is against it, where only a few meaningless and related minus-
cules offer eqwt. The emergence of yeyova appears to presuppose that iyt
was missing. This is due to the fact that the relationship of yeyova to what
follows is readily understandable and does not require the assumption that
equt was only removed because of the emergence of yeyova. Even if the
omission of eyt is older than the emergence of yeyove, it does not explain
whether eyt was also missing in the original text and inserted first from
the A text form (probably under the influence of 1:8). The judgment about
this depends especially on how the AC text is evaluated.!?!

[95] 21:16 ogov xat A (hiat C) 1906 1611 2050 al. pc. (Weiss Charles [Bous-
set])
ooov om. Ay
xat om. S K (Tisch WHort Sod Vog Merk)
The deliberate removal of xat (also in Av) is much more easily under-
standable than a later insertion.

21:18 xau'] + nv S* [om. 5] Av K (Bousset Sod [om. 5] Vog [Merk])
against A (hiat C) S*P Oec 1611 f2044 Syr.!
Since the copula is also consistently missing in 21:19-20, nv should be
considered a later addition.

21:18 evdwpunoig A (hiat C) S* 1854 2329 al. pc. (and all modern edi-
tions except Sod)
gvdounots S* Av K
The possibility that the unusual evdwunots is a simple scribal error
cannot be ruled out.

21:22 ovaog A (hiat C) 1678 2080 469 1773 (Weiss Charles)!22
om. 0 S Av K (and most modern editions)

120. See the text form in Origen.

121. That the testimony of the versions cannot be used to support the authenticity
of eyt emerges from 22:13, where the versions contradict the Greek tradition.

122. Likewise Bousset, Die Offenbarung Johannis, 175; on the contrary, 451.
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The article corresponds to the Apocalypse’s linguistic style and is
therefore the Urtext. The article was subsequently omitted because veog is
a predicate noun.

22:2  amodidouy A (hiat C) 2053 — 2062 Aypart:
amootdous S AvPlur K (Tisch WHort™¢ Bousset 1st loco Sod
Charles™s’)
The unusual word form (from -didow), which also surfaces in 3:9, con-
firms the authenticity of the reading of A 2053 - 2062.

22:5 owioet A (hiat C) P 109 2050 2329 al. pc.
dwTtiet S Av K (Tisch Bousset Sod Vog Merk)
dwTlel is again a correction.

There are still the following orthographic variants as well.!23

2:1  xpuowv] xpuoewv AC (rejected by all modern editions)
This uncontracted form surfaces only in a few locations in the LXX.124

[96] 16:6 mew A, mw C
mew P S Av K

The non-Attic contracted form, which the modern editions of Tisch
WHort Weiss Charles (against Bousset Sod Vog Merk) adopt, also sur-
faces in the LXX and frequently in various different manuscripts.!?> The
tradition also varies between the two forms in the other New Testament
writings, and the modern editions disagree over them.!?® Therefore, it
remains an open question whether we can speak of an actual tradition
here and for many of the other forms to be discussed. This applies above
all to the assimilation of consonants or their absence in the forms tegoepa
— Tegoapa, TECTEPAXOVTA — Tedoapaxovta, and epevvaw] epavvaw AC (as

123. See also already 3:17 and 8:1 (ywiwp[t]ov) above.

124. See Henry St. John Thackeray, Introduction, Orthography and Accidence, vol.
1 of A Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek: According to the Septuagint (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1909), 172-73. See also p. 188 in the discussion
of the Apocalypse’s linguistic style.

125. See ibid., 64.

126. Von Soden (Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 1:1377) rejects metv as an
error.
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well as the modern editions except Sod Vog) in 2:23. We should also men-
tion that the consistent spelling eppeow instead of ev peow, which Weiss
views as the Urtext, is characteristic in AC: 1:13 AC 2060<°™; 2:1 AC 2060;
4:6 A (hiat C) 1854 2329 2060; 5:6 bis A (hiat C) 2329, 1st loco 1854; 6:6
AC 2329; 22:2 A (hiat C) 2050. All these and some other morphological
phenomena in question will be discussed in greater detail in the study of
the Apocalypse’s linguistic style.

With this, the facts of the case are laid bare, and we can deduce sev-
eralimportant findings from them. The number of the distinctive readings'?”
that belong to the AC type is not much smaller than that of Av-K readings.
There is, however, an essential difference in the character of their shared
readings. The Av-K readings are for the most part corrections, while the
vast majority of AC’s readings are certainly, or at least probably, represen-
tative of the Urtext. As such, they demonstrate the superior quality of the
AC text form. As far as they are the Urtext, they do not prove that A and
C also form a close pair within the Apocalypse’s tradition. There are some
places where the authenticity of AC’s text is highly questionable (see 1:11;
2:7,17; 3:2; 4:4; 7:9; 13:15; 14:4 [?]; 15:6; 18:3, 12). These examples offer the
first compelling evidence that AC are not related to one another merely by
the archetype of the Apocalypse’s entire Greek textual tradition but [97] that
they also form their own stem. It is, however, a very remarkable fact that
only a single correction (2:7) surfaces among these apparently secondary
readings. This means that we have a stem of the Apocalypse’s textual tradi-
tion in AC Oec that hardly contains corrections and, as such, deserves the
predicate “neutral text” with some justification. What will be confirmed
again and again in what follows emerges clearly at this juncture: the AC Oec
text type significantly towers over the other text forms in terms of value. In
the majority of the passages discussed, AC certainly or at least probably
bear witness to the original text. Most of the AC Oec text, however, simulta-
neously differs from the rest of tradition (P47 S Av K). By establishing these
facts, we readily identify a new problem: How should the mutual relation-
ship of the three other text forms P4’ S, Ay, and K be determined? Some of
the corrections may be so obvious that several correctors could have made
them independently, such as the use of the subjunctive in place of the future
indicative with wa (see 6:4), 01dw] dtdwut (3:9), or paxapy] -pa (13:10, 14).

127. At least within the Greek tradition.
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This justifiable assumption, however, does not completely solve the prob-
lem of the relationships of the three text forms to each other.

A and C differ in a number of places. Moreover, all those places should
be disregarded where either A or C has a unique reading that is easily rec-
ognizable as a scribal error.!?8 Of primary interest in this context are those
places where A and C each agree with various other text forms, as well
as the question of their possible interference from other text types. That
C is copied far more carefully than A and contains far fewer thoughtless
and orthographic errors than A is known.!?® And its unique readings are
therefore harmless in nature, as they are easily recognizable as errors of
the scribe (or his Vorlage).!* A is indeed more carelessly copied than C.!3!
Among [98] its circa 210 unique readings,'*? there are no less than 56, if
not 63, that represent the Urtext in Charles’s judgment.!3? This means that
A is the more valuable of the two manuscripts.!** C is less valuable than
A not merely because it is lacunose but also because it exhibits traces of
external influence.

The passages where we should consider this influence are enumerated
as completely as possible in the following list.

1:4  Twv A S f2014 (WHort™¢ Charles)
a CK 1611 1854 2050 2329 2344
o eaTV Ay

128. Compilations of unique readings including the error in Weiss, Die Johannes-
Apokalypse, 49-95; and von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 1:2069-71.

129. See the statistic in Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 90. Weiss counts 110
unique readings from C (bearing in mind that a third of C’s text is lost). Charles (Criti-
cal and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:clxxi) counts only about 67.

130. C alone has the Urtext (but with Oec 1854 2344) in 13:8 o0 o0 yeypamtat To
ovopa autov. A, however, also has no correction here but an error based on a misun-
derstanding. See p. 95.

131. But not nearly as neglectful as S.

132. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 90; Charles counts 229 (+ 27 orthographic).

133. This statistical data that illuminate the value of C and A now undergoes a
change insofar as many of their unique readings are also in the minuscules, which do
not belong to Av or K or offer mixed texts of these. Undoubtedly, the number of A’s
unique readings would also decrease if C were complete.

134. A remains the Apocalypse’s most valuable manuscript by far, even after
P#7s discovery. This is not a new insight. It explains why modern editions differ
relatively little from each other even though they were created on the basis of differ-
ent principles.
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Almost all modern editions correctly adopt reading 2, which explains
the rise of readings 1 and 3. Twv is a harmonization to the previous amo Twy
mvevpatwy (Weiss),!3> and 2 cannot be explained as deriving from 1.

1:14  w¢l] woet C Av
This reading contradicts the Apocalypse’s linguistic style elsewhere.!3¢

1:19  ueMet] 0et ueMer(v) C S 2329
This reading can be explained from the influence of 1:11; 4:1; 22:6.

1:19  yeveoBar C S* K (Tisch Weiss Merk)
yweafar A S* Av (WHort Bousset Vog Sod Charles)
The fact that the present infinitive is the more common tense follow-
ing peMew,'” as in the whole of the New Testament (yet compare 3:2, 16;
12:4), gives the reading of yecba a certain ascendancy.

2:9  tovdatoug] -wv C S* 2050 2329 2344
This reading is a thoughtless harmonization to Twv Aeyovtwy. On the
other hand, see 3:9.

2:10 e&ete S K (Tisch WHort™¢! Weiss Bousset Sod Vog Merk)
exete C AvPlut (WHort™s2)
exnte A 1854 Ay P& (WHort™* Charles)
[99] Weiss!3® and Bousset correctly judge eynte as a misguided harmo-
nization to the previous meipacfnte. exete, however, may have originated
from exnre.

2:20  aMa] am C S Ay (Tisch)
aM is a correction to eliminate the hiatus.

2:20  yuwvaixa] + gov A K (WHort™#) contra C S Ay

135. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 101.

136. The same form is a correction also in 1:17 and 16:3 in S; 16:13 in P4’ S; 13:3
in K.

137. Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, $§338.3.

138. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 136.
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2:22  (eav) petavongouaw A S
-owaty C Av K (Weiss Bousset Sod Vog)
Since no clear example of eav with the future indicative surfaces in
the New Testament,'* the reading of A S, which also has 2:5 (eav uy
HeTavoyays) against it, is probably a scribal error.

2:22 avts CSK
avtwy A Av (WHort™8) 1854 2329 2344
auTwy is a correction of the misunderstood avtyg.

2:25 ayptot CS 16112053 2329 2351
axpis 00 Av K
gwg o0 A sol.

A’s reading is an obvious correction.

3:7  ~oaifwog o ayos A S sol. (WHort™s)
On the other hand, see 6:10.

3:14 + o ante aAnbwos C S al. pc. ((WHort])
xat aAndvog] o adnbivog f104/336 61 — 69 £2014 2050 2053 2351

3:16  ~ oute Yuypos oute {eatog A P 205 Syr.! Vulg. (Charles™")
This reading is a harmonization to 3:15

3:17 om. o ante eleetvog C S Av
habent A K (WHort™& Charles)
The article must be assessed as a thoughtless harmonization to the first
part of the list. It is missing from the following members of the list.

3:18  xoMouptov A Av
xoMuptov C S K (Tisch Bousset Sod)
This is a correction to the usual form.

6:4  autw! om. A S? (correction)
ex ™5 yns C S Avpart K
ex om. A AvPlur ([WHort])
The omission is clearly a correction.

139. Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, §373.2.
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6:7  dbwwny Tou TeTapTou {wou A S Av
[100] TOV TETQLPTOV {wouv K P
o TeTaptov {wov C Oec

6:8 om. autouv! C Av 1611 Oec ([WHort])
This reading can only be understood as an error, not as a correction
(Weiss).140

6:8  om. o ante favatog C S Oec 1906 1854 Compl. (Tisch [WHort]
[Vog])
This reading is probably the result of an old scribal error.!4! The article
is original since it corresponds to the Apocalypse’s linguistic style.

6:9  om. 0w A 1854 Sah.}/2 Boh. Latt.Part: (Weiss)
habent C Av K

6:16 megate A P 2329 al. pc. (WHort Weiss Charles)
meoete C S Av K al. pe. (Tisch Bousset Sod Vog Merk)
A firm decision is not possible since the aorist imperative occurs only
here in the Apocalypse. Otherwise, the aorist form emegov belongs to the
later manuscripts.

6:17  avutov] autwy C S Oec 1611 1854 2329 f1678 Syr.1-2 Latt. (Tisch
WHort Sod Vog Merk against Weiss Bousset Charles)
The exegesis of the text weighs in favor of autou’s authenticity in 6:17.
As 6:16 shows, the speech is from the wrath of the Lamb appearing as a
judge (= Christ).

7:1  mav 0evdpov S Av
Tt devdpov C K (WHort™s [11] Weiss Sod Charles®")
devdpou A
All modern editions correctly reject As reading, but opinions are
divided over the assessment of the other two readings. The examples in
7:16; 9:4; 18:22; 21:27; and 22:3, where each mag occurs in a negative sen-
tence, speak for mav as the Urtext rather than against it (against Weiss).!4?

140. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 129.
141. Ibid., 100.
142. Ibid., 125.
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It is clear that emt 0gvdpou is not an error in A but rather a conscious cor-
rection. It is not a reading that presupposes the reading in C K (Weiss). A
already omits the article in emt ¢ Badacayg (it completely omits emt Tng
yn¢ due to homoioteleuton). It aligns emt devdpovu to the case of emt badaoong
and also makes it indefinite. However, the testimony of mav, which Bous-
set!4> advances as a real objection to this reading, is not so decisive. The
versions cannot be used to establish the original reading, as the analogous
passages 9:4 and 21:27 show.

7:2  avatols | -Awv A f18 1778 (WHort™s Weiss Charles™¢)
See 16:12 below.

[101]7:2  expagev C S 1854 2329 2344 Av K
expalev A P (WHort™¢ Weiss Bousset 2nd loco Charles™s)
See also p. 98 with AC in 18:18-19.

7:4  exatov] + xat CK
All modern critical editions reject the addition.

79  eotwres] eatwrtwy C f1678 £2028 (correction)

9:18 + ex ante Tov xamvouv C
+ ex ante Tou xamvou et Tou fetov P47 Ay

9:20 oute! A Av (WHort™s! Bousset 2nd loco Sod Vog Charles™s1!)
oude P47 S Q 1678 2053 (Tisch WHort™s2? Weiss Bousset Charles™")
ov C K 2344 (WHort™ Charles™82 Merk)

ov is a clarifying correction, since the other two readings could be

accepted as the Urtext.

9:21  dapuax[e]iwy AAy
dapuaxwy C P47 S K (WHort™" Sod)
mopvetag C P47 Ay K
movnplag A S* f1678

Despite the fact that movnpiag is a simple scribal error, the agreement
between A and S* can hardly be coincidental. Is it possible that C produces
the original reading only by a correction?

143. Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 280 n. 1.
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10:2  BifArapiotov] Biridapiov C* Avpart Compl. f104

10:4 om. emta? C Sah.!? Gig., superlinear addition in P%
The omission could be coincidental.

10:6  xat v yny — auty! om. A Av
xat ™Y Qadacoay — auty? om. A S* 1678 £205 ([WHort])

11:3  mepPePinuevous] -or C AvPler K Hipp

Only the staunchest adherents of the “neutral text, WHort!** and
Charles (see also p. 78 on 9:10), trace the obvious senseless reading -oug of
A S* APt (a thoughtless harmonization to gaxxoug) to the original.

11:5 0fednon AS

feAnoet P47 (WHort™ms2)

belet C Av K (WHort™s! Sod as the selected reading)
fe)er is a harmonization to the previous Belet.

11:11 evavtoig A Avpart f1006 1854 2344 2351 (Tisch WHort [ev] Weiss
Bousset Charles Merk)
avtotg C Av ' (Sod Vog)
el¢ avtoug P47 S K
[102] ev could have fallen out by haplography after eionAfev (likewise
10:6 P47 S K).

11:12 pwvn peyadny ... Aeyovoav A K (WHort™" Bousset 2nd loco
Sod Vog Charles™¢ Merk)
dwvng peyans ... Aeyouans C P47 S Av (Tisch WHort™s Weiss
Bousset 1st loco Charles™")

No firm decision is possible here.

11:15 (dwvat) Aeyovtes A K
Agyouaat C P47 S Ay (Sod!*> Vog)
An obvious correction (likewise 4:1; 9:13-14; and 11:4 Av)

144. On this text, see Westcott and Hort, New Testament in the Original Greek, 2:138.
145. Von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 1:2082, still evaluated cor-
rectly.
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11:16 ot [om. A] mpecPuTtepot evwmiov Tou Beov xabnpevor A Av
ot mpeaPutepot of [om. P4] evwmiov Tov Beov xabnytar C P47 S
f1096 1611 2053 2344 (WHort™s)
ot [om. S] mpecPutepor ot evwmiov [+ Tou Bpovou K] Tou Beov ol
xafnvrat S* K (Tisch Sod)

[WHort] Weiss Bousset Vog Charles Merk read ot evwmtov tou feov
xafnuevor with P Compl. and a few others (WHort places ot in brackets).
This is a very weakly attested text because P’s authority is very minimal.
The omission of ot before mpeaButepot in A S* is certainly an error, as is the
absence of ot before evwmiov. In the end, P’s text is still the Urtext and C’s
reading is a correction,!® perhaps under external influence.'4”

11:17 + xat ante ott C P47 S* (Tisch WHort™ms")
The addition cannot be original; it is a thoughtless mistake.

11:18 xaipog] ¥Mpog C Oec (expresse) f2065
xAnpog is a scribal error.

11:18 Totg poPoupevors] Toug pofoupevoug A P47
The error of A P is easy to understand here, much like its subsequent
correction in C.

12:2  gyovoa] + xat C P47 S Oec 109 2344 2020 - 2080 versions
~ xpalet xat A (see p. 79)
A assumes the text of C P47 S.

12:2  xpalet] expalev (al. expagev) C K (correction)

12:3  ~ muppog peyas C P47 S K against A Av (Tisch WHort™¢ Bousset
2nd loco Sod Vog Charles™$ Merk)
[103] In 20:11 (ueyav Aevxov), the word order of A Av is preferable
(Weiss).148

146. The same replacement of the participle by a relative clause in K also occurs
at 2:20; 3:12; see also 5:13.

147. Weiss (Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 121-22) could be right in his assessment of
the location of the external influence.

148. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 122.
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12:6  om. exet C Av (correction)

12:6  (wa) tpedovawy C S (hiat P47) 2329 al. pc. (Tisch WHort™#
Charles®™t)
Tpedwo A Ay
extpedwoy K
The present indicative after wa should be rejected because it contra-
dicts the Apocalypse’s linguistic style.

12:8 oxvoev A K (WHort™" Weiss Bousset 1st loco Charles®™*)
toyvoay C P47 S Ay
The reason why toyvaev is more probable lies solely in the fact that
the plural can be understood as a correction but not the singular.!4® This
is true, since the subsequent autwy would have offered strong support for
the plural toyvoav.

12:10 xatyywp A sol.
xatnyopos C rel. (Sod Vog Merk)
Most modern critical editions regard xatnywp the Urtext because
it surfaces as a loanword in rabbinic literature and because the usual
xatnyopos can be understood as a correction.!*0

12:10 autouc A P47 Ay
avtwy C S K f1006 1611 1854 2053 2329 2344 2351 (Sod Merk)
The genitive corresponds to the New Testament’s predominant lin-
guistic style elsewhere. The fact that this reading is not changed anywhere
else speaks for autous as the Urtext.

12:12 om. ot ante ovpavot C S P K 1854 2053 2329 f104/336 f172/250
(Tisch WHort™" Weiss Sod Vog Merk) contra A Ay f1006 1611

2344 2351 (WHort™¢& Bousset Charles)
That the nominative replaces the vocative in the Apocalypse speaks
almost entirely for the article’s authenticity. Compared to this weighty

149. In some other passages where A changes the number of the verb (see 8:2;
15:6; 16:4; 20:13), it is solely a matter of thoughtless harmonizations, which would not
be the case here.

150. See, on the other hand, Tasker, “Chester Beatty Papyrus,” 65.
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argument, Weiss’s assumption (111) that the article was thoughtlessly har-
monized with ot xatoixovvtes is hardly convincing.

[104]12:12 oxyvouvtes] xatoixouvtes S al. pe.
xataoxyvouvtes C sol. (mixed text?)

12:17 om. emt C P47 (correction)

13:1  ovoua C P47 S Ay f1006 2329
ovopata A K (Tisch WHort™" Weiss Bousset 1st loco Charles™*
Merk)

17:3 proves the plural’s authenticity.!>!

13:5  Placdyua A f1678 2329 f2014 £172/250 (Weiss)
Bragdnuiag C P47 S f1006 1611 2053 2344
Bracdnuiav Av K (Bousset Sod)
BAacdnua is not the Urtext but a harmonization to the previous
ueyada. Conversely, fAacdnuias is not a harmonization to 13:6 but the
Urtext.

13:5 om. xat ante ovo C P S Ay

habent A 1006 1854 336 ([WHort] Weiss Charles)
Likewise 11:2 om. xat P47 S Ay contra A (hiat C) K.
A probably preserves the original text in both cases.

13:10 om. eig atyparwatav?> C P47 S Av K ([Sod])
The omission is an error based on haplography, despite the over-
whelmingly strong testimony.

13:15 Byprov!” 3 C P47 20535t
om. wa ante ogot C P4 S Ay K (Tisch [WHort] [Sod] [Vog]
[Merk] contra A P f10062329 104 3] pc. (Weiss Bousset Charles)
wa must be original because it is indispensable for the sentence con-
struction.

151. Weiss (Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 129-30) explains the singular as a break-
down in the final syllable. It is, however, probably a deliberate correction.
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13:17 om. xat C S* 1611 f2014 2044 Sah. Boh. Syr.!? (Tisch [WHort]
[Bousset])
The omission of xcu is probably due to a misunderstanding of the rela-
tionship between 13:16 and 13:17. The omission is therefore secondary.

13:17 % 7o ovoper] Tou ovopatos C 792 1773 f2044 Syr.12 Latt.Pl Arm.2
Aeth.

13:18 autov] + oty C Av f1096 1611 1854 2053 2329 (WHort™s Sod)
The same addition occurs in Av at 1:4 and in K at 5:6 and 14:4.
ekaxoatot] -at C S (WHort™e')

14:8  ~ aMog ayyelog deutepos (-ov C) C S* Av (Tisch Weiss)
ayyehos is missing in P47 S*, which, if ayyehos is genuine, appears to
presuppose the word order of C Ay, since ayyetog [105] could more easily
fall away right after the similar aMog than after deutepos. If this is the case,
then A K have secondary readings, similar to the reading in A in 19:4.
Also, 14:9 speaks for the authenticity of the word order in C Av.
om. emeoev? C S (hiat $*) K (likewise 18:2 S K)

14:10 Pacavigbyoetar C (hiat P47) S Av K
Bagavigbyoovtar A £1996 2019 61 - 69 (Weiss Bousset)

The transition from the singular (14:10 autog mietat) to the plural
(14:11 o xamvos ... autwy) already takes place here in A, as in the text of the
other later witnesses—a transition that is possible in light of the Apoca-
lypse’s style. facavigByoovtat can be understood as a harmonization to the
continuation of the phrase in 14:11, just as Bagavigdyoetat can be a subse-
quent harmonization to the preceding metar (Weiss). The value of C S Av
K gives the singular Bacavieycetar the weight of probability, but there is
no other evidence.

14:13 (wa) avamangovtat A PV S
avamavoovtal C Av (Bousset 2nd loco)
avamavowvtal K (Sod)

Readings 2 and 3 are both corrections of 1.

14:14 viov ASK
uiw C P47 Ay (Weiss)
A correction, like 1:13 A C Av against S K.
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14:14 g xepatns] Ty xepainy A 1611 f1678 1854 2344 f2014 (Bousset
Charles)

The accusative corresponds to the Apocalypse’s attested linguistic

style (with the exception of 12:1). It should thus be considered the Urtext.

14:16 (o0 xabnuevog) em T vedelns A S 1611 f1678 al. pc.
emt Tv vedeAny C Av (WHort™s Bousset)
emt ™) vepen K, dub. P¥
The C-Av reading corresponds to other instances of the Apocalypse’s
linguistic style.
The idea that the genitive is preserved here because €dov no longer
exerts influence (Weiss) is implausible.

14:18 om. eknAfev A P¥7 Oec 1611 al. pc. ([WHort]) against C S Av K
The omission must belong to the older text, and C and S made a cor-
rection, since A P47 Oec could not have the same mistake by coincidence.

14:18 wwn A S* f1006 £1678 2053 (most modern editions)

xpavyy C PY Ay K 1611 1854 2329 (Sod Vog)

[106] A convincing argument for the authenticity of one of these read-
ings can hardly be identified. Most modern critical editions prefer ¢wwy
because it corresponds to similar formulations in the Apocalypse. But
even this detail renders the reading suspicious, whereas parallel influences
cannot explain the presence xpavyn. We should nonetheless note that
expage dwvy peyay is always used in other locations (6:10; 7:2, 10; 10:3;
14:15; 18:2; 19:17), whereas ebwwnoe dwwn (or xpavyn) ueyan occurs here.
The argument that an original epwvyoe wvy was changed into epwvnoe
xpavy to avoid repetition (Weiss),!>> however, is less obvious than the
argument thata secondary ¢wvyn goes back to the influence of 14:15 (Sod).1>3

15:3  ebvwy A Ay K
atwvwy C P47 §* f1006 1611 94 1778%¢ Sah.?3 Syr.!2 Vulg.
(WHort*") Charlesms)
The authenticity of eBvwv is certain in 15:3, as is the fact that the agree-
ment between C and P%’ S cannot be coincidental.

152. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 61.
153. The correction of xpavy into ¢wwy surfaces in Luke 1:42 in D K.
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16:4 eyeveto CSAV K
gyevovto A P47 f1006 1611 1854 2053 - 2062 2329 Sah. Boh.
Syr.!2 (WHort™# Charles)
The obviously spurious text from A P*’ is due to a misunderstanding
of the meaning.

16:12 avatoins C P¥ SK
avatolwy A Av (WHort™8 Weiss Charles™s")
avatolns corresponds to the Apocalypse’s linguistic style. A also has
the same correction in 7:2 (see above) and K in 21:13.

16:13 oTopatos! 2 C
oTopatog! 3 S*
A coincidental agreement (a similar case is found in 10:6 above).

18:4 ekeMbate A S, efelbete Ay
eferbe C K Oec 1611
A correction to remove the constructio ad sensum.

18:4 o Aaog pov €€ autyg C S P f1678
~ €€ autyg 0 Aaog pov A K (WHort™¢ Charles™g)
€€ autng om. AvPart
The change in A K serves to improve the word order. C corrects the
text with K (e£e)be) in one part, while A corrects it with K (~ €§ avtyg o
Aaog pov) in another (i.e., they are both influenced by K in different clauses
of this verse). [107] S alone preserves the original text.

18:6 + ta ante dimha C S K ([WHort] [Bousset], om. Charles)
The omission in A Av is either a correction or a careless error.

18:8 om. xuptog A f10 Vulg. Aeth. ((WHort] [Bousset] Charles)
~ 0 Be0g 0 xuptog S (a later addition?)

18:9 xAavoovat C AvK
xAavgovtat A S £1906 2053 Hipp (Tisch WHort™# Sod Merk)
xAavoovtat is not a harmonization to the xat xoovrar that follows
(Weiss) but a correction of the unusual future active tense.
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18:9 emavtyy CSK
em auTy A Av f199 1611 2053 - 2062 2329 (WHort™s Bousset
Charles™t)
and again in 18:11:
emautyy C S P 1854 f336
ev autn A 2329 (likewise in 18:20 A 2030)
em avty K, ed eavtoug Av
C S preserve the original reading here every time.

18:10 wd wpa] way wpav A Oec 100 1611 (WHort™s)
18:17 and 18:19 demonstrate that A changes the text here.

18:14 om. Tta? C S 1611 2053 - 2062 2329 al. pc.
The omission is a stylistic improvement.

18:16 ev ypua[tJw CS Av
evom. A PK 19062053 - 2062 2329 ([WHort] [Bousset] Charles)

18:18 molet] + Tavty C 2329 Sah.Plur Boh. Latt.(*<-Prim) Syr.2 Arm. Arab.

18:19 efarav C
gfarov S Av K
emeBadov A 469 2429 (WHort™# Charles™s)
emefBaMov f1006 2065 2432
The occurrence of the compound verb is due to the influence of the
emt tag xedparas that follows (analogous corrections include: 1:17 efyxev]
emelnxey S Av; 2:5 memtwxas] exmentwxas Av).

18:20 om. xat ot! C Av Latt.
A misunderstanding.

18:22 om. maoys texvns A S Boh. ((WHort])

18:23 + ¢dwvy ante vuudns C 2329 Hipp Syr.! al. pc.
The addition is a correction in the form of a harmonization to the Old
Testament Vorlage Jer 25:10; 7:34; 16:9.
(108]19:3  epnxav A S Av, elpyxey K
etmay C, etmov f1678
The same correction is found in 7:14 K.
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19:5 om. xat ante ot doPoupevol C S P Sah. contra A Av K

Of the modern editions, Tisch WHort omit the word and Bousset Sod
Merk place it in brackets. Only Weiss Vog Charles adopt it. It is unclear
who the “Godfearers” are and how they relate to God’s servants.

Where P departs from Av, it agrees with the old text a few times, in
particular with C; see

11:11 Toug Bewpouvtag] Twy Bewpouvtwy C P 2057 f2060

14:13 xvpiw] xpiotw C P 792 1854

18:12 xpuoov ... apyvptou ... Atfou TIHIoU ... uapyaplTov] Xpuaowy ...

apyvpouy ... Aboug Titous ... papyapttas C P
The readings are obvious errors in all of these cases. Also, Oecumenius’s
text, which usually belongs to the AC type, agrees with C against A several
times; see

1.7 peta] em C Oec

2:14 om. o1t C Oec 1611 f1678 1854

6:7  dbwyn Tou Tetaptou {wou] To Tetaptov {wov C Oec

6:8  om. xat! C 2053 (silet comm.)

11:18 xatpog] xAnpog C Oec

12:4  aotepwv] aotpwy C Oec

18:12 om. ex C 2053 - 2062 94 1611 792
None of these readings belong to the Urtext.

Occasionally Oec agrees with A against C; see

1:6  nuag] nuw A 2053, nuwv C

14:18 om. e€nAfev A P¥7 2053 al. pc.

18:10 d wpa] pay wpav A Oec

Of the sections where C is missing and P agrees with A against Av, the
following variant should be mentioned:

4:4  om. ey ante tpatiotg A P f2014 £2031 £2065 1854 (on the other hand,

3:5)

Despite the fact that WHort™" and Charles regard this reading as the
Urtext, it should certainly be rejected. Furthermore, this reading should
not be attributed to AC’s archetype since A deletes the instrumental ev in
a few other places, something which AC do not do.

[109] The list above demonstrates that C does not provide a pure text of
the AC Oec type. At least in some of C’s readings, which are obvious cor-
rections, the agreements with other text types should not to be understood
as coincidental (see 6:17; 9:20; 11:5, 15; 12:2, 10 [bis]; 13:1, 17, 18; 14:14,
18; 15:3; 18:23; 19:3). The finding regarding A, however, differs from C.
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Although a secondary set of readings in A (even more than in C) mars the
AC archetype, none of A’s readings are an obvious correction arising from
the influence of another text.!>* For this reason, A must be considered the
more valuable of the witnesses of the AC type. What is striking, however, is
that A shares repeated errors with other text forms. S, in particular, agrees
with A against C in obvious secondary readings.!>> The same is true of Av,
about which more will be said below.

2.4.2. The Text of P4 S and Origen

Alongside the “neutral” text of AC, another “old text” is found in P4 S,
which differs from AC (Oec) with a considerable number of corrections.
For the evidence that P4 S constitute a separate stem of the Apoca-
lypse’s textual tradition, it would be necessary, once again, to place all the
passages where Av and K share the same corrections with each other (that
are not in AC P¥’ S) beside the list of unique readings of AC and its textual
allies. The text of P4’ § is initially defined negatively by the other stems in
these two lists. This is because the two lists show that P4 S do not have
many corrections that are in Av and K and that they have corrections in
many places where AC likely bear witness to the Urtext [110] and usually
agree with the later text forms Av K. The following list of unique read-
ings that PY” S share positively describes and discloses the P47 S stem in
its distinctive features. Bousset was the first to recognize that Sinaiticus’s
text is closely related to Origen’s.!>® It is possible for him “to almost say
that the immediate textual foundation of S was identical to the Vorlage of
Origen.” As long as Codex Sinaiticus (a manuscript that was copied very
carelessly and contains a plethora of unique readings,'’ as well as obvious

154. By the way, it is repeatedly observable in the list above that WHort and
Charles explain, or at least take into account, readings that A almost alone provides
against C rel. as the Urtext (see in 2:10 [exnte]; 2:22; 3:7, 17; 6:4, 16; 11:3; 12:8; 13:5;
14:18; 16:4, 12; 18:4, 6, 8, 9, 10, 16). They not only regard AC as the authoritative text
form, almost never to be betrayed, but they also consider A the authoritative witness
of this text.

155. As a further, albeit insignificant example of this, 11:11 nuiou] yuoov A S*
(likewise 12:14 P47 S) should be mentioned.

156. Bousset, Die Offenbarung Johannis, 157-58.

157. S’s text is teeming not only with harmless orthographic violations but also
with all kinds of other careless errors. Weiss (Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 90) counts 515
(in 405 verses for the entire Apocalypse); Charles only counts 472. I do not give the



118 The Ancient Stems

mixed readings)'*® was the only complete witness of this text type, it was
impossible to identify the text type accurately. This was due to the fact that
no stable criterion was available to distinguish between unique readings
stemming from the scribe of Codex S (or perhaps its immediate Vorlage)
and readings that are earlier. The number of verses where Origen’s text can
be placed alongside S is not very high. There are only enough to allow us to
recognize the close relationship between his text and the text of S. With the
text of P47, however, we acquire a new witness to this text, which controls
assumptions about the character of Codex S by comparison to the extant
text of PY.

Apart from minor lacunae from the loss of some lines, P47 preserves
the text of Rev 9:10-17:2. P¥7 also contains many errors and idiosyncratic
corrections but is still significantly better than S in its scribal perfor-
mance.!> Furthermore, P4 was transcribed at a time when Origen was
probably still alive. P47 and S provide controls for each other, just like A
and C, and make it possible to distinguish which readings belong to the
P47 S text type, which readings S takes over from another [111] text,!6? and
which readings stem from the scribe’s own arbitrariness or carelessness.
P%7s unique readings, as far as they are not insignificant scribal errors,
are listed in my “Der Apokalypsetext des Chester Beatty 7, 81-86. The
list below provides a compilation of readings that P4” S share with one
another against the remaining major stems of the Apocalypse’s tradition:
AC, Ay, and K.

9:11  ovopa avtw A (hiat C) Av K

w ovopa P47 94 2344
W ovopa aUTw S

exact number here, since only a general characteristic of the text needs to be provided.
Since the discovery of P47 and of minuscules with an “old” text, the number of unique
readings (listed in Weiss and Charles) has decreased, but the characteristics of this text
as a whole have not changed.

158. All researchers who have dealt closely with the Apocalypse’s text agree that S
is the least reliable of the old majuscules. See the judgment of Westcott and Hort, New
Testament in the Original Greek, 2:206-7; Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 148-49;
Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 157; von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments,
1:2067-68; Charles, Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:clxxii,
also clx—clxvi.

159. See also Josef Schmid, “Der Apokalypsetext des Chester Beatty 947" BNJ 11
(1934-1935): 81-108.

160. S has long been recognized as a mixed text.
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9:11  ~ gyet ovopa P47 S 582 2019 2344
9:12  novaty wa] om. n! P¥ S 1678 - 1778 2023
9:13  om. xat! P¥ S Q 61 - 69 2344 al. pc. Sah. Boh. Syr.!
9:16 Owpuptades] dvo puptades (-ag S) P47 S f2014
9:17 em] emavw P¥7 S
9:20 + auTwv ante TauTalg P47 S
oude ante petevonoay P47 S Q 61 - 69 1678 2053 (Tisch WHort™g2
Weiss Charles™t)
oute A Av 1611 2329 (WHort™&! Sod Vog)
ov C K (WHort™" Merk)
xpvoa] xpuaea P47 S 2351
xaixa] xaixea PY7S
10:4  ote] ooa P47 S f2014 Boh. Gig. Prim. Tyc.!
al] ooa P47 S 2344 Syr.2
10:7  ~ Tou ayyehou Tou gfdopov P47 S 2344
+ xat ante Toug TpodnTag P47 S 2329 2344
10:9  Pifrapiotov] Bifhioy P47 S f1006 1678 1854 2053
~ Aafe auto xat xatadaye P47 S 2344
11:2  €d0by] + xat P47 S*
11:5 ~ adenoat avutoug? P47 S
11:7  + Tote ante To Oyplov P47 2344 Sah. Boh.codd
+ ToTe post Onptov et om. T0? S*
11:8 om. autwy P47 §* 367
11:10 ~ ot mpodyat ot duo P47 S 2344 (see 10:7 above)
11:14 ~ epyetat ) ovat ) Tpity P47 S 2019 2344
(harmonization to 9:12; see also 10:7; 11:10 above)
11:17 xupte] o xuptog P4
xuplog S
[112]11:18 wpytobyoav] wpytady (with neuter plural) P47 S
12:9 o dpaxwv o peyas, o odig AC rel. plur.
0 Opaxwy 0 0dig 0 peyag P47 f1006 £2027.§
0 Opaxwv, o peyag odig S f2841 2081 Sah. Prim.
13:8 00 ... autou (A)C 2053 2344 (f1678)
WV ... auTwy P47 S 1006 £2060
wv Av K
0w BipMw] ™) [om. S] BifAw P S 1611 1854 £2001 2019 2026
14:8  om. aryyehog P47 S* 792 £1006 1854 2344
14:13 om. vau P47 §* 336 Boh. Vulg.
14:14 eywv] exovta P47 §* f1006 £1678 £2014 9] pc,



120 The Ancient Stems

1522 om. ex? P47 § 2329 f104/336
15:3  ebvwy] atwvewy PY S* C f1906 1611 94 2344 Sah.!/? Syr.!2 Vulg.
Ps.-Ambr.
15:4  Tig] + ge P47 S f1006 £1678 1854 2329
(+ o€ post dofndn K [Bousset])
15:6 om. ot ante eyovteg P47 S P 2595 1854 2014 £20512053 — 2062
16:2  ~ movnpov xat xaxov P47 §* f1678
~ movnpov xaxov Sah.!/3

16:4  eig] em P47 $* 94 792 2042

16:13  wg Patpayot] woet Batpayous P47 S*

Thirty-six times P4’ S agree with one another against AC, Ay, and K.
The number of places would increase to around 110 if P47 were preserved
completely. The number is much smaller than that of the unique readings
of Av and K but (importantly) surpasses the number of readings in AC.
With this, the text of P4 S emerges as a separate stem within the Apoca-
lypse’s textual tradition. In only one place (9:20 oude) does the P47 S stem
preserve the Urtext. The majority of the readings presented above do not
consist of errors but of conscious corrections. This text thus differs signifi-
cantly from the mainly “neutral” text of AC Oec. On the other hand, this
text does not display the same deliberate linguistic improvements we find
in Av and K. The P#’ S text form can only be established with precision for
that part of the Apocalypse’s text that is extant in P4’. For the rest (about
two-thirds of the whole text), we only have S as a witness—a witness
whose unreliability is evident compared to P4’. Origenss citations from the
missing chapters in P47 only allow for comparison with some verses. But
it is clear from the data above [113] that P4’ § is accompanied by a group
of minuscules (which fluctuates minimally, namely, f1°%, 2344, often also
f1678,1611, and 1854), as well as by the two Coptic versions. These second-
and third-tier witnesses appear to offer the possibility of establishing the
“Origen text” in those parts of the text that are lost in P¥’. This promis-
ing path, at least as it initially seems, becomes problematic because the
aforementioned minuscules and versions also often agree with S when it
provides a revised text and departs from the text of P47.16! In these cases,
it is always important to observe that those minuscules partly agree with
P4 and partly with S. In such instances, the common readings between the

161. See the collection of readings in Schmid, “Der Apokalypsetext des Chester
Beatty P47 94-97.
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minuscules and P#7 are less conclusive because they represent the Urtext
almost without exception. We can draw two conclusions from this finding:

(1) In places where P#’ is missing, the unique readings of S with their
textual allies partly represent the P4’ S type. There is, however, no reliable
criterion for distinguishing between the readings that represent the P47-S
text and those that represent a later layer in S.

(2) Since we cannot assume that the minuscules related to S and the
Coptic versions all depend upon the one majuscule S, their relationship
with S against P47 means that a large part of S's corrections were not simply
created by the scribe of this manuscript. This text—a later stage of the
development of the P4’ S type—must have enjoyed a wide manuscript dis-
semination. The text of the aforementioned minuscules and the Coptic
versions go back to this later stage.

We return again to the older stage of this text, as far as we can establish
it through the common witness of P47 and S. The previously listed correc-
tions are not the only deviations of this text form from the Urtext. There
are, in addition, three more groups of readings, those in which: (1) P47 S
have common readings with the two later recensions Av and K, (2) P¥
shares readings with AC (or AC K or AC Av), or (3) S shares readings with
AC (or ACKor AC Av).

(1) The first of these three groups comprises all those places where AC
alone stands opposite the rest of the text forms; [114] their list is thus identi-
cal to that of AC’s unique readings.!6?

Only the following few places are to be mentioned:

10:1 v xedainy AC

6 xedains P47 S Av K

11:19 om. o post feov P47 S Av K

12:5 apoev AC

appeva PY S K, apaeva Av

12:7 om. Tou ante molepyoat P47 S Av K

13:8 ob] v P¥ SAVK

14:18 om. o ante gywv P¥ S Av K

16:3  Lwng] lwoa PY7 S Av, om. K

162. See pp. 89-101.
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The degree to which we have the original form of the P4’ S type before
us must remain an open question where S is the only ancient witness for
this text form.!3

Since P¥ goes against S with AC in some places and usually preserves
the Urtext in those cases,'® the same situation should be assumed for
the nonextant portions of P4’. The details of this first group of readings
from P%’ S are of great importance. The remaining Greek textual tradition
stands opposite to the “neutral” text in a number of places with a text that
is clearly secondary. From this secondary text, it is possible to isolate the
foundation for Av and K (=Av K) in a number of other places. The Av and
K recensions were produced!®> by means of comprehensive editing in this
third stage of the text.

163. P47s incompleteness represents an unfillable lacuna for the study because of
the heavily revised and wild character of S’s text. C’s incompleteness is much easier to
bear. For one thing, the relationship between A and C is much closer than the rela-
tionship between P4’ and S. Moreover, A, the most valuable witness of the AC type, is
extant in its entirety, while the situation is reversed in the P47 S type.

164. See Schmid, “Der Apokalypsetext des Chester Beatty P47 94-97.

165. P47 S preserve the Urtext against the rest of the tradition only in 9:20
(oude). P47 never preserves the Urtext by itself, and S alone preserves the Urtext in
2:5 (memtwxeg); 9:3-4 (autowg); 9:7 (opotot); 18:12 (papyapitwv); 19:20 (net autou o
Yevdompodng); and probably also 22:11 (pumavbyrw). See also p. 114 in 18:4. P4 is
lacunose in all these places. 19:13 needs a more detailed discussion, where the text
tradition is as follows:

BePappevov A (hiat C) Av K Sah. Syr.! (and most modern editions)

meptpepapuevoy S* (Tisch) mepipepaviopevov S

pepavtiapevoy P 2019 2329 Hipp Orig. (WHort™" Charles™8)

pepappLevoy 1611

eppavtiopevov £ 1906 792 1678 — 1778™8 2053 £20° £172 Ir, Latt.™ Boh. Syr.?

Arm.>3 Aeth.
The testimony of S’s reading is, if one disregards only the substantial and important
differences in word form in the second line (either from pavw or from pavti{w), very
strong in spite of the counterweight of A Av K Sah. Syr.}, since also Boh. Latt. have
it—traditions that otherwise agree with AC Oecumenius and the two oldest Greek
Fathers, Hippolytus, and Origen. The value of the Latin version of Irenaeus is dimin-
ished in that all Latin forms have the same reading. Westcott and Hort (New Testa-
ment in the Original Greek, 2:139-40) also advance the connection in favor of the
second reading. Apart from the fact that pepapuevov is the worst attested form, it is
clear that pepauyevov is not simply a scribal error for BeBayuuevov (Bousset) because
Mark 7:4 also shows that the tradition varies between Bamtiowvtat and pavtiowya,
where pavtigwytal has the stronger claim to authenticity. Contrary to Charles’s claim,
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[115] (2) P47 S agrees with Av against AC K in the following places:

11:2
11:8

11:12

12:8
13:1
13:8
157
16:3
16:14

om. xal post TEgoapaxovTa

To mTwpa] Ta mtwpate (likewise 11:9 Av)

om. xat"lt P47 §2 Ay

dwvny ueyadny ... Aeyovoav] -ng P47 S C Av (likewise all modern
editions except Tisch WHort™* Bousset 1st loco Charles™")
toyvoev] -oav P S C Av (see also p. 110)

ovopata] ovopa P47 S C Av (see also p. 111)

To ovoper] Ta ovopatae (likewise 17:8 S Av)

om. €v

{wns] {woa (om. K)

a exmopeveTat] exmopeveadat

(3) There are only a few readings that P4’ S share with K:

10:6

11:2

11:11

11:19

[116]12:5
12:14
14:3
14:5

14:7

154

om. eV ante Tw {wyTt (haplography; likewise 11:11 C AvPa; see
p. 108)
ebwber?] ekw PY K (Weiss), eow S*
0w in S is a harmonization to egwfev in place of e£wbev!, but
it presupposes the reading of P47 K. Therefore, this reading is
classified here.
ev autolg A AvPart (om. ev C Avrel)
elg avtoug P47 S K
ememeoey] emeaey (Sod)
avtou!] Tou xuptov PY K
Tov feov S
S’s correction presupposes the text of P4 K once again.
apaev] appeva (apoeva Av)
om. at ante ouo
om. wg ante wdny' (Tisch Weiss [Sod])
apwpot] + yap (Tisch [Bousset] Charles™")
yap is added to establish the relationship between the two sen-
tences (see 14:4).
+ v ante badacoay P47 S K AvPart (Tisch [Bousset]) See also p.
96.
Tig] + o P47 S
+ o€ post dofrin K

Isa 63:3 did not influence the text’s development. Just which reading is the Urtext
remains unclear.
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C also goes with P4’ S in two passages:

9:21  dapuaxelwy] -xwv

12:3  ~ muppog ueyag

See further 11:16 (p. 109)

These readings are corrections, almost without exception.

We will now examine the passages where P4’ and S diverge and cor-
respond to various other text types.!6
P47 goes with C a few times.
10:4 om. emta? C P¥ Sah.'® Gig.
12:17 om. emt C P4’ Sah. Boh.P® Prim.
13:15 Bnprov! 3 C P¥7 2053
14:14 viov] viw C P¥ Ay
14:18 ¢wwn] xpavyn C P47 Av K 792 1611 1854 2329 Boh. Syr.?
Only the last two readings are remarkable. Of these, 14:14 is an obvious
correction of a serious grammatical violation, and 14:18 is probably the
Urtext (see already p. 113).
P47 shares the following readings with Av against AC S (K):
9:14  (dwvny) Aeyovta] Aeyovaay
9:18 + ex ante Tov xamvou et ante Tov Betov (+ ex ante Tou xamvov C
2053)
11:7  ~ moAepov HeT auTwy (see 12:17; 13:7; 19:19)
11:8 om. xat post omov P47 Ay §?
11:12 nxovoav] -oa P47 S Av K (Sod)
The error should not be explained from the distant influence of
14:13 (Weiss)!'®” but is caused by the seer repeatedly speaking
what he heard.
12:13 apoeva] appeva
[117] The same correction in P47 S K occurs in 12:5 (see p. 123).
13:2 om.n
13:7  om. xat Adaov
13:16 TO LETWTOV] TWY UETWTWY
14:1 om. To ante apviov
e0Tos] eatws (a simple scribal error, hardly the Urtext)

14:2 7 dwwy Hv] dwvyy

166. The unique readings of P4’ and of S are disregarded.
167. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 126.
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16:14 om. Tov ante ToAepov

16:15 (wa) Brenwot] BAemovot
This reading is an error because the present indicative is anom-
alous after wa in the Apocalypse (the same error in 12:6 C S,
dub. P¥). The error appears to stem from a misunderstanding
of the sentence construction.

16:18 ouTw] ouTwg

See the correction above in 14:14 vtov] uww C P47 Av.

Despite the fact that almost all of these readings consist of corrections
(which have their analogies in the purely unique readings of P4’ and Av),
the agreement of P4’ and Av cannot be understood as coincidental in every
case. See 11:12 especially. Also, the number of P47-Av readings exceeds
that of the common errors or corrections of P47 S Av.

The number of readings P47 shares with K against S AC Av is approxi-
mately the same.

9:20  duvavtat] duvatal (neuter plural)

10:2  Pifraporov] Bifriov P47V (likewise 10:9 P47 S)

10:8  nvewypevov] avewyuevov (against 10:2)

(11:6 om. ev ante magn P47 Q al. pc., non K; likewise 14:15 P47 2329)

12:9 om. o ante catavas (likewise 20:2 Av)

12:12 v yny xat ™ Badagoav] ™ yn xat ™) fadacey (the same cor-

rection occurs in 8:13 A [hiat C] Av)

13:13 ] emt

13:16 xapaypa] xapaypata

15:8  + ex Tou ante xamvou (see 9:18 above in P47 A)

16:5 o nvxat 0 oo106] xat o Ny xat [om. K] octog

16:18 ~ aotpamat xal Bpovral xat dwvat

Because P4’ preserves only about a third of the Apocalypse’s text, the
number of unique readings of P4 Av and P*’ K would increase if P47 were
complete. In this review, we acquire a number of readings attested in the
later recensions, Av and K, that should not be ignored. P*”s testimony
makes clear that these readings reach into the third century and—barring
some [118] chance occurrence—must have already been recovered by the
two recensions. Accordingly the number of purely unique readings of Av
and K would be diminished. However, if the agreement of P47 Ay and P%’
K is not accidental—in at least a portion of the readings presented—then S
regularly preserves the Urtext. If this is the case, then the question must be
posed from those places where S has the better, original text. Since it will
become clear below that S is a patently identifiable mixed text, it is natural
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to assume that S once again eliminates the erroneous readings presented
above. But this is not the only possibility. The text represented by P47 S must
not have been a strictly self-contained unit, as the “neutral” appears to be,
whose representatives have come down to us coincidentally and no longer
give us a true picture of the differences that may have existed between
the different witnesses of this text form at one time.!®8 S could therefore
have preserved the original reading in some places, where the branch of
this text type represented by P*” was influenced by another text. The idea
that the various, distinguishable text forms of the Apocalypse’s tradition
were somehow hermetically sealed off from each other and that they only
experienced cross-pollination in their subsequent history (as von Soden
appears to accept) is as unlikely or as impossible in the Apocalypse as in
any other New Testament book.

We must turn our attention now to those places where P47 and S
diverge and where S provides a secondary text. We will disregard the many
idiosyncratic corrections and errors that S alone (or accompanied by a few
minuscules) preserves. Only those variants that S shares either with Av K
against AC P4 or with Av or finally with K alone will be mentioned.

(1) AC P¥ against S Av K:

11:6  + v ante egovotav' AC P4 P 1611 1841 f1678 2053 2351 Syr.!
om. S Av K (Tisch Bousset)
[119] Although e§ouaiav exew, douvar, and so on followed by the
infinitive otherwise always surfaces without the article, the
article must be original here because its subsequent omission
is easy to understand. The same is not true for a later addition.

13:10 payatpn to AC P47 2351
payatpa S Av K

(13:14 payatpns ACS, dub. PY)

16:12 Tov eudpatny AC P47 f1006 1611 2329 f172/250 £2014 ([WHort] Sod
[Charles])
om. Tov S Av K (Tisch Weiss Bousset Vog Merk)
We cannot be certain which reading is original here. The fact
that the article is otherwise missing not only for proper names
in general but especially in the same phrase in 9:14 (as here in

168. We surely have to think of both text forms, the “neutral” and P47 S Orig., as
local texts, not as actual recensions. See this distinction in B. H. Streeter, “The Four
Gospels: A Study of Origins,” JTS 26 (1925): 374-75.
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16:12) speaks against its authenticity. But in favor of its authen-
ticity are the following: the weightiest witnesses preserve it, and
its subsequent omission in the most fully edited text forms can
probablybeexplained, whereasits subsequentaddition cannot.'®
The yield is practically zero here because the correction payaipa in
13:10 requires no explanation and because it is clear that there are no obvi-
ous traces of another text’s influence in the other two places in S (assuming
P47 actually has the Urtext).
P47 agrees with A alone versus all others at a few places:
10:9 amyAba A PY (Urtext)
amAfov C S Av K
11:18 Totg pofBoupevois] Toug poBoupevovs A P47, harmonized toward
TOUG pIxpoug xat Toug neyaroug AC P47 §*
14:18 om. e€nABev A P¥ al. pc. (error)
habent C S Av K (see p. 113)
16:4 eyevovto A P¥ min. pc. (error)
eyeveto C S Av K See also p. 114
16:14 T peyains nuepas A (hiat C) P47 1006 1611
™G Nuepag TS peyains S 61 — 69 f1678 2053 2329 (and all
modern editions)
TG Nuepas exetvng )¢ neyans Av K (Sod™t)
[120] There is an obvious correction again at 10:9 in C S Av K. S has the
better text in 11:18; 14:18; 16:4, 14. P%’ has an error with A.170

(2) AC P¥ K against S Av:

11:2  efwbev!] ecwbey S Avpart f172/250 2329 Syr.1

11:11 om. Tag ante Tpetg S Av 1854 (Tisch [WHort])
The authenticity of Tag should not be doubted because “the ana-
phoricarticle corresponds to the Apocalypse’s linguistic style”17!

13:8  autov] avtw S Av

13:13 ~ xataPawew ex Tou ovpavou S Av (Tisch)

14:20 efwbev] €w S Av (see p. 123, 11:2)

169. The addition of v before te{afe) in 2:20 in A (against C), to which Weiss
(Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 97) refers as an analogy, is not really a conclusive parallel.

170. The reverse case: A S contra P47 C Av K surfaces only twice: 9:21 mopvetag]
mowypiag A $*; 11:16 om. ot ante eixoat A S. Both are obvious errors.

171. Bousset; likewise Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 125.
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16:5 + o ante ogtog S Av Oec (likewise, correctly, all modern editions
except [WHort] and Charles)
xat 0§ Ny xat ogtog P47 presupposes the absence of the article
before oatog.

16:8  Tetaptog] + ayyeros S Av
Av consistently adds ayyehos in the second to seventh angels.
K adds it in the second. And only f17%/250 and some late groups
added it in the first.

All of these readings are clear corrections with the exception of 16:5.

3. AC P¥ Ay against S K:
10:10 BiBrapiotov] BAtov S K, PiAidioy P4
11:16 + of ante xaByvtat S* K (Tisch Bousset varia lectio Sod) (see p.
109)
12:10 autwy S K C (Urtext)
avtoug A P47 Ay (see p. 110)
13:3  ebavpacdn (P47Vid)] ebavpacey S K (Tisch Sod Vog Merk)
This reading is a correction despite 17:6-7 (see the analogous
correction in S Av K in 17:8).
13:7  xat €dobn' 2 AC P¥ Av contra S K
13:14 (Bypiw) og] 0 SK
Y TAN YY) TAyny K
TANYNS S
15:4  dokaoet] -on S K (Sod)
do&aa is harmonization to the preceding dofn0y.

Of these places, 13:7 is by far the most important; [121] S K alone pre-
serve the Urtext there. However, if the agreement of AC P47 and Av in the
omission of a whole sentence is not a coincidence, then S cannot provide
the original form of the P47 S type here against P47. S must have made a
correction in the direction of K. Also, the rest of the common readings of
P47 K (except 13:14) can hardly be coincidental. This is far more likely at
least in the few unique readings of S Av.

When we survey the facts stated in their details regarding the P4” S
type, we come to the following results:

(1) A sufficient number of unique readings demonstrate the existence
of this text type.

(2) Although the two witnesses of this text are older than the rest of
the Apocalypse’s extant Greek manuscripts, the text itself, quite obviously,
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contains many corrections and is further away from the original than the
text of AC Oec as a consequence. In some places, P4 S have common cor-
rections with the later text forms Av and K: seven times with Av K together,
ten times with Ay, and eleven times with K.

(3) The two manuscripts repeatedly diverge and combine with several
of the other text forms as expected. But the number of these readings is
small compared to the length of the sections of text preserved in P47 and S:

P4 Av 14 times

P4 K 10 times

P47 AC against S Av K 3 times

P47 A against C S Ay K 5 times

P47 AC K against S Av 6 times

P47 AC Av against S K 7 times
Although these different groupings cannot be explained as simply coinci-
dental, the extensive unity of the tradition of P4’ S emerges from the small
number of locations. In the vast majority of places where the two manu-
scripts diverge, one of them, usually S, has a unique reading.

We must now examine the relationship between S and the two later
text forms, Av and K, for the Apocalypse’s entire text. In this respect, we
must establish [122] how the total number of these readings (S Av and S K)
relates to the number of readings that P47 § share with Av and K, as well as
to the number of the readings that S shares with Av or K against P4’. Our
assessment of the character of S’s text depends upon this result.
First, the S-Av readings:
1.7 opetat] ofovrar S Av 2351 Sah. Boh. Syr.!2 Arm.* Vict.
oyovtal is a harmonization with the following xoovtat.

1:8  w] + apyy xat Tedog S* Av 1854 2050 2351 f172/250 Boh. Gig.

+ 1 apxy xat To TeEhog f2014 2329 al. pc. (see 21:6; 22:13)

1:17  ebnxev] emebyxev S Av 2050 2329 Compl.

1:20  ~ at emta Avyviat Av 1611 1854 2053 - 2062 2329 2351 Compl.
f1727250
emTa Auywat S

2:15  + Twv ante Nixodattwy S Av (likewise all modern editions except
WHort Bousset Charles)
As Weiss notes, 2:6 appears to guarantee the article.!”?> To
argue that the omission is a thoughtless harmonization to 2:14

172. Ibid., 135.
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TN owdayyv Badaaw, however, is unconvincing. See again p.
202.
2:16 om. ouv S Av 2053 - 2062 2329 2351 Compl. Syr.? Latt. (Tisch
[Bousset])
The omission is possibly a purely thoughtless error (influenced
by petavoyaov).17?
2:20  oov] + moAv S Av 2050 Syr.! Gig.!7*
(2:21 om. xat ou Bedet petavonoat [homoioteleuton] S* Av)
The words are missing in most Av witnesses. The commentary,
however, shows that it belongs to the Av tradition.
224 Babea] Paby S Av 2050 2053 2329
32 atpioov] otnpigov S Av Q al. pe.
3:7  xatxAewwy S Av, xat om. A
whetwv] xAetet C, K others (S Av Urtext)
3:19  (pheve] Oplwaov S Av 0169¢ 2053
This is the usual New Testament form and is simultaneously a
harmonization to the following aorist imperative.
12314:9  (oTaw) dwaovaw A (hiat C)
dwowatv S Av (Bousset)
dwotw K
Bousset explains the S Av reading as the Urtext because the sub-
junctive always accompanies otav in the Apocalypse. On the
other hand, see p. 230.
4:10  Padovat] BaAovat S* Av
4:11 o xvptog xat] xupte Ay
xupte 0 xuptog S (a mixed reading)
54  om. eyw S Av (hiant AC) contra K (likewise Tisch [WHort]
Weiss Sod Charles against Bousset Vog Merk)
The omission of eyw! in K 3:9 and 21:6 speaks for its authenticity.
5:6  ameotaiyuevol] ta [om. S] ameoTaiueva S Av
5:10 Pactrevoovat S Av (Urtext)
Baairevouat A (hiat C) K (WHort Charles™t)
The same error occurs also in A 20:6.

173. Ibid., 126.

174. Of the modern editions, von Soden appears to regard molv as original. See
von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 1:2081 and the apparatus at the loca-
tion, which presupposes that it is in the text. But this is missing in the main text,
apparently by mistake.
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(Tow xabnpevw emt) Tw Bpovw] Tou Hpovou S Av

This reading contradicts the Apocalypse’s linguistic style.
+ Twv avbpwmwy ante Twy eadpayuevwy S Av

mav S Ay (WHort™t)

T CK, om. A 1611 2329

See also p. 106.

ueptypeva] -ov S Av (Tisch)

A misguided correction: the neuter plural occurs here because
the participle refers to two nouns of different gender.
om. o ante aybog Av

agwbiov sine articulum S*

The following passages where P4”’s text is lacunose (from 9:10 to 17:2;
see above) should be mentioned.

10:8

13:8
13:15
16:1

17:4

18:16

BiBrapidiov S AvPlr (Tisch Bousset Sod Vog)

BiBAtdapiov K Avert, BifSiov AC

It is not possible to tell whether BtBAaptotov or BrBAtdaptov is the
original Av reading (see p. 241) here, as well as in 10:2.

avtov | avtw S Av

eav | av S Av (dub. P¥, hiat C) (likewise 3:19 S; 11:6 C)

~ dwvrg neyains S Av (Bousset)

The reading corresponds to the Apocalypse’s fixed word order
in this expression. [124] Thus one must consider it (with Weiss)!7>
a secondary harmonization to the usual word order.17¢

xpvoiw] xpvow S Av (likewise Tisch WHort™8 Sod Charles™s)
in a way similar to

xpuotw] xpuow S Av (likewise Tisch WHort™s)

(In contrast, 9:7 ypuow all, 18:12 almost all; on the other hand,
3:18; 21:18, 21, all of which read xpuatov.)

Only the weight of the witnesses, rather than the author’ lin-
guistic style, can tip the scales here because the author uses!”’
both forms indiscriminately, side by side.!”®

175. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 126.

176. Also, ueyaly is always in front of moAtg without exception in the reading of
18:21 (v ueyaly moALs).

177. The juxtaposition of 18:12 and 17:4 with 18:16 rebuts Weiss’s overly confi-
dent distinction (Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 123).

178. Likewise as to BifAiov (thus usually) and n fifAog (3:5; 20:15).
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17:7

17:8

17:13

19:5

19:6

19:9

19:20

[125] 20:3

20:8
20:9

20:10

21:3
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~ got epw S Av (Tisch WHort™¢ Sod Charles™¢-)

The reading should be rejected because, as Bousset noted, got
always occurs after the verb in the Apocalypse.

To ovopa] Ta ovopata S Av (likewise 13:8 P47 S Av; analogue
13:16 xapayuata K, 11:8

To MTwua] Ta TTwpata P4Y7S Av)

+ Tnv ante egovatav S Av (Tisch WHort™* Bousset Sod [Merk]
against WHort™" Weiss Vog Charles)

Examples of the article’s repetition and nonrepetition are cited
in lists below (see p. 205). Here we cannot make a clear deci-
sion. The article before e£ovaiav, however, is probably spurious
because duvapig and e§ouota form a hendiadys in 17:13.

amo] ex S Av (Tisch)

Although amo otherwise repeatedly replaces ex, here ex is “simply
the preposition conformed into the verbum compositum.”!”®
om. xvptog Av sol.

~ 0 Beog 0 xuptog S*

The reading is likely a later addition; see 19:11 p. 137 in S K.
om. Tov yapov S* Av (a careless error)

~ e1a1 Tov Beov S* Av (a correction)

uet autou [peta Toutou Av] o Yevdompodntng S Av (Urtext)

ol LET auTO, 0 PeudompodnTns A (an error)

o pet autou Yevdompodytns K (a correction)

~ avtov Abnvat S Av (Tisch Bousset Sod)

The same simplification of word order occurs in 17:8 K.

+ xaut ante cuvayayew S Av Ap (a correction)

exvxdevoay] exvxAwoay S Av

The reading is the more common word.'8

om. xat post omou S Ay

Analogous to 11:8 P47 Ay S,

uet autwy eotal autwy Beog A (hiat C) 2053 2329 Syr.!? Vulg.
(WHort™s Weiss)

uet avtwy eotat K (WHort™ Vog Merk)

eoTal HeT autwy Beog autwy Av Ap

eatal et autwy S (Tisch Bousset Sod)

179. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 125.
180. xuxAevw surfaces in the New Testament only in John 10:24 B, but xuxAow
surfaces a number of times.
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Charles rejects the shorter text of S and K due to insufficient testi-
mony. For him, the parallelism speaks against it, and he considers the
sentence a superfluous repetition of 21:3b—c. Of the two longer forms, A’s
form is problematic insofar as the word order of autwv Beog contradicts the
author’s linguistic style. The form of Av Ap, which one would prefer as the
best reading, is quite insufficiently attested according to Charles. Charles
therefore considers the text corrupt. He also believes that o feog pet autwy
must be removed as a marginal gloss and that the text should read: avtwy
feog eatat or eotat Beog autwy. Conversely, Bousset considers fgog autwy a
later addition from the Old Testament parallels. He therefore sides with
S’s shorter text. Weiss!8! finally sees a later correction in the missing autwy
feoc. He believes these words were removed because they were considered
superfluous. A has the original text. In my opinion, either feog autwy or
avtwy feog should certainly be considered original on the basis of the Old
Testament parallels (Ezek 37:27; Jer 31:33; Zech 8:8). One would like, how-
ever, to give preference to the word order attested only by Av (6eog avtwy),
since it corresponds to the Apocalypse’s linguistic style. pet autwy eotat (A
K) is probably also original and S Av have made a change. If this is correct,
then A’ text is still the best even considering the word order autwy feog.
If eoTaut et autwv is a correction, the feog autwy has also been changed in
connection with it in order to avoid the collision of two autwvs.

21:5  Aeyet] + pot S Av (likewise 14:13 and 17:1 Av alone, on the con-

trary 19:9 all) (WHort™me:)

[126] 21:12 om. T ovopata S Av (likewise all modern editions except Bous-
set and Charles, om. ta K)
In addition to the Apocalypse’s linguistic style, the unanimous
testimony of the versions here speaks for the authenticity of ta
ovopaTa.

21:16 otadoug] -wv S* Av (likewise the modern editions except

WHort™& Weiss Bousset Charles®™t)
However, otadwy is simply a thoughtless harmonization to
XA 0wy.
21:19 + xat ante ot Bgpedtor S* Av ([Bousset] Charles™#)
Likewise 9:11 Av.
22:8  ~ BAemwv xat axovwy S Av (Tisch Bousset Sod™*)
axovwy xat BAemwy is not (with Bousset) a subsequent harmo-

181. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 195.
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nization to the following ote nxovoa xat efAeya but, on the
contrary, should be considered evidence that S Av changed the
word order because the author is in the first place a seer.
22:8 ¢fiemov A (hiat C) Oec (WHort™8 Weiss)
efAeda S Av (Tisch WHort™" Sod Vog Charles™¢ Merk)
etdov K
The aorist must be regarded a correction because the Apoca-
lypse otherwise avoids the aorist of fAemw and because the sub-
sequent formation of the imperfect tense would be inexplicable.
22:18 ~ em autov o feog S Av (Tisch Bousset Sod Vog)
em avtov om. A* (hiat C)

The list includes forty-five readings,'®? of which only 2:15; 3:7; 5:10;
7:1; 19:20 represent the Urtext. The vast majority are obvious corrections
and as such prove that S has a closer relationship to Av, since it is clear
that most of these agreements could not occur by chance. Bousset defines
the relationship between S and Av as one in which S was dependent upon
Av.183 Only 4:11, where S preserves one of its frequent mixed readings,!3*
actually confirms Bousset’s thesis. But it is methodologically inadmissible
to conclude from this one reading that [127] S takes over all the readings
from Av that they share against any other old text forms. On the contrary,
in the extant portions of P47, P47 S agree with Av against AC K eight times;
P47 S and C agree with Av against K two times;!8> and P47 agrees with Av
against S AC K fifteen times. If we consider the relative quantity of text
preserved in P¥, these figures correspond to the relative number of S-Av
readings. It appears then that at least some of these readings—indeed most
of them—go back to the archetype of the P4’ S text form. Furthermore, Av
probably influences S in some places. However, separating this secondary
layer from the older P47-S-Av readings is impossible. All we can do here, as
in other cases, is identify the problem and concede its insolubility.

182. Bousset (Textkritische Studien, 35) also gives a list of the S-Av readings. But
2:7,10;6:8;7:15,17; 10:2; 11:15; 13:8; 14:6, 9; 15:4, 7; 16:3, 17; 17:17; 20:10; 21:6 should
be removed from it.

183. Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 35: “S perhaps dependent on Av”; yet more
certain in his commentary (158): that “S shows the influence of Av”

184. 17:4, on the contrary, does not belong here and should be mentioned only
in the S-K readings.

185. See p. 128.
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This is the appropriate place to discuss the corrections that are pres-
ent in S. According to Milne and Skeat’s careful study,!8¢ which provides a
corrective to the studies of Tischendorf and K. Lake, the corrections of S187
stem from two scribes, A and D, who were involved in the manuscripts
production and who also copied the text of the Apocalypse.!8® Because
these corrections stem from the fourth century and are demonstrably as
old as Codex S, they represent a separate manuscript of the Apocalypse
contemporaneous with S. The corrections of S¢ are similarly from the two
hands dated to the seventh century by Tischendorf. The first of them cor-
rects the first two leaves of the Apocalypse. The second, which Milne and
Skeat relegate to the eighth century, undertakes all the S¢ corrections from
7:15 (oxnvwaoet) onward. Bousset,!8 for his part, made a list of the most
important corrections of S* and S¢ and arrives at the clear and certain con-
clusion that at least the majority of the fourth-century corrections (= §?)
were taken from a manuscript belonging to Av.!° Also, a [128] number of
readings where Av K agree against the older text forms surfaces among
the corrections of $2.!°0 And only occasionally do readings from other
groupings surface,'®> some of which may stem from pure chance. An Av

186. Milne and Skeat, Scribes and Correctors of the Codex Sinaiticus, 40-50.

187. I write S? for S€ (and S€ for S°).

188. From D comes 1:1-5 (bis vexpwv); the rest comes from A, a much more care-
less scribe.

189. Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 42-44.

190. I do not need to repeat Bousset’s evidence, but I am satisfied to report that I
reexamined all the corrections in Hoskier’s critical edition. The number of distinct Av
readings is strikingly large. Of course, there are also many others where S* corrects a
unique error of $* and where AC P47 K agree with Av. These are unimportant in the
present context.

191. See Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 43.

192. Only the following should be mentioned:

5:13: om. xat ante Tw apviw S* A (hiat C) 1611

6:4: om. qutw ante AafBew S* A (von C) Latt.

9:13: om. Tegoapwy S A (hiat C) P47 1611 £178 2053 94 versions

15:7: + &v ante ex S* AC K contra S* P47 Ay

16:2: €1 Ty ynv S* AC K contra Av (hiat S*)

16:3: om. ayyehos S2 P47 AC P £1006 1611 1854 2053 2329 94 contra Av K
19:9: om. Tou yapov $* Av, + §? (hiat C) K

19:13: xexAntar S* A (hiat C) K, xadertar Av

xexAnto S*

21:27: 0 mowwv S* K, motwy S A (hiat C)f1006 2030 2050 2329 61 94 al. pc., motouy Av
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manuscript was probably also used for the seventh or eighth-century cor-
rections (S¢), as Bousset demonstrates (44). We should [129] note, however,
that all these readings, with the exception of 11:8 (+ eotat S¢ Boh.), 12:8
(om. Tt S¢ P47 104 £2014 2053), and 16:10 (eaxoTwuewn] eaxotiapevy S f2014
f2051 al) are also in Compl., and 11:1 (+ xat eloTyxel 0 ayyeros) is only in
S¢ Compl. f172/250 61 — 69 1854 2329 al. pc. (against Av and all the rest). S’s
later corrections are irrelevant for determining Av’s age since they are later
than Andreas’s commentary. The corrections of S2, however, clearly prove
that the Av type is at least as old as Codex S, i.e., it reaches into the fourth
century.

The results in K S are exactly analogous to the S-Av readings, But here
there is a difference insofar as S depends upon K, a relationship disclosed in
several locations with absolute clarity. We begin with the decisive locations:

6:1-2 epyou. xat e1dov xat 10ov AC Av

gpxou xat 10e. xat 1dov K

22:3: emt (om. S*) S? A (hiat C) K, exet Av

S? agrees with K a few times:

4:3-4: opolws opadel opapaydvw xar xuxAofey Tov Bpovov S?* (S* omission): inaccurate
correction with the harmonization to adjacent lines, opoiws with K, opaget with
the rest.

1:18: atwvewv] + apny S* K

2:14: Tw Barax] Tov B. S* K (om. S*)

11:9: adrovat] apyaovat S* K

17:6: om. ex ante Tou aupatos! $2 K (tew cupartt S*)

20:8: + Tov ante paywy S? K

20:12: nvouy 8] nvewyfn S* K

See also 19:12 ovopata yeypaypueva xat ovoua yeypauuevov K, ovopata yeypauueva S?
£336 p42/325

Other groupings:

6:9: ~ adppayda Ty mepmTY (TepTTYY om. S¥) $? 61 - 69 1611 1854

10:10: emuepavdy »n xothia pou] eyepiady 9 xotdie pov S* 1854 2329, + mixpiag S* 1854
2329

11:16: om. ot ante xabyvrar S* P47 C £1006 1854 2053

14:8: memoTixev] memTwxay S? (hiat S*) P47 1854 (memTwxey)

19:9: ~ Tou Beov adnBwor et S2 £1006 £2065 2379

18:8: xptvag] xpwewy S 250 2014 A £2814

13:16: motet] motnoet S* 2329 1854 (-om)

20:1: + aXhov ante ayyehov S? 792 2017 2050 Syr.! versions al.

14:3: om. a1 §2 f104/336 £2014 793 7053

21:15: xadapov] -pov S* Ap! 2050

12:6: ebyxovra] + mevte S Arm. 1234
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EpXOU xal LOE. et €100V Xal 100U S

6:3-4 epyov. xat e&nibev AC Av K

gpyov. xat 1dov xat 1dov eEnAbev S
6:5  epyou. xat €dov xat 1oou AC Ay

gpxou xat 10e. xat 10ov K

EpXOU xal LOE. et €100V Xal 100U S
6:7-8 epyou. xat e1dov xat 10ov AC Av

gpxou xat 10e. xat 10ov K

gpxou xat 10e. xat €l0ov xat 10ou S

The facts in the first, third, and fourth passages allow for only one
interpretation. K replaces xat e10ov with xat 10e and draws it to the previous
sentence instead of to the subsequent one. In each instance, S conflates the
original and the K reading. Additionally, S 6:3-4 harmonizes the occur-
rence of the second rider with the other three.!®> Because the senseless
xat 19¢ of the K text can only be understood as a competing reading to xat
et0ov—which is why it is missing from the second rider—the combination
of the two readings in S must represent the latest stage of textual develop-
ment, suggesting that S depends upon K.1** The facts are also clear in the
two following locations:

[130]12:10  BaMew] Parew K
+ BaAew S*
17:4  avutng?] ¢ yns K
+ %ot ™5 Yns S

S constantly displays a mixed text influenced by K. In the same vein,
the following location likely shows a mixed text as well.

19:11 xadouvpevos matog xat aindivog K Orig. (Tisch [Bousset] Vog

[Charles] Merk)
motos xat aAnfwos A (hiat C) Av (Sod)
Moo xaAoupevos xat aAnfos S ([WHort] Weiss)

In this reading, K is not a later change designed to produce the usual
combination moTog xat aAnbwog (3:14; 21:5; 22:6), but rather, S adds
xaAoupevos, which is missing in A Av, in line with K.

The remaining readings that S K share with each another against the
rest of the old textual witnesses now follow.

193. Significantly, xat 1¢ is missing here.

194. Bousset (Die Offenbarung Johannis, 264 n. 2) and Charles (Critical and Exe-
getical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:clxii) also interpret the facts this way. Weiss
(Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 119-20) evaluates it incorrectly.
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1:6  nuag Pacireiav S K (Urtext)

npas] nuw A, nuwy C
Bagrelav] Bagtels xat Av

1:13  + emta ante Auxviwy S K

This reading is probably the Urtext, according to Bousset. The group-
ing of witnesses is in fact the same as in 5:6, where also A (hiat C) Av omit
emta before mveupata. While only WHort, of the modern editions, places
it in brackets, the rest keep it. Nevertheless, it can only be a later addition
(from 1:12).

1:13 uw] viovSK
All modern editions except WHort™#. Weiss correctly explain this

reading as the Urtext—a reading that the other text forms correct (likewise
14:14 A S K against C P47 Av).

1:18  xAe] xhedas S K (likewise 3:7 Av; 20:1 only in some late groups
xAetde)

2:4  aM] aMa S K (likewise 2:14 K; 2:20 A K; 20:6 S 1854 2053; so
also the modern editions except Weiss Bousset Charles)

2:10  efete S K (likewise all modern editions except WHort"* and
Charles)
exete C Av (WHortme2)
exnte A (WHort™t Charles)

See also p. 104.

13113:3  nfw] +emoe SK
This reading stems from the second half of the verse. Only Bousset
appears to keep these words as original (see comment on 3:3).1%°

3:3  yvws] yvway S K (likewise Tisch WHort™# Charles™¢)
Because the aorist subjunctive regularly occurs after ov wy in the
Apocalypse (in fourteen places), the text of S K (here and below in 9:6) is

195. See also Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 156 n. 1.
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probably a correction, caused by the future néw. Otherwise, the future néw
appears only in 18:14, where only K offers the aorist subjunctive (evpn).

3:7  avoryel] -get S K (Tisch)
Apparently, this reading is a harmonization necessitated by the previ-
ous XAELTEL.

3:20  + xau ante etcerevaopat S K (likewise Tisch WHort™8 Bousset
Charles against WHort™" Weiss Sod Vog Merk)
That the reading is a Hebraism (= waw consecutivum) weighs in favor
of the S-K reading’s authenticity, which also surfaces and is unanimously
(or almost unanimously) attested in 10:7 and 14:10.1%

4:8  ayuog ter] novies K
octies S* (is only a byproduct of the carelessness of S’s negligent
scribe, who naturally intended to write aytog 9x)

5:3  oude] oute ter K
oute!3 S (in between omission due to homoioteleuton y»ng!2)
oute? A (hiat C)

The tradition is very confused here, which is also why the modern
critical editions differ. Tisch WHort™8 Sod read oute three times with K,
WHort™" Weiss Vog Merk read ovde — oude — oute with A, Bousset and
Charles™t read oude three times with Av (which, linguistically speaking,
is the least flawed text), and Charles™# reads oute — oute — oude. See the
location once more below (p. 237).

5:6  + emta ante mvevpata S K (likewise all modern editions except
[WHort])
See 1:13 above.

196. To explain the xat partially as a thoughtless harmonization with the previous
avolgy is impossible insofar as the future indicative rather than the aorist subjunctive
stands with eigedevoopat. When Weiss (Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 116), in support of
this view of the facts of the case, points out that S already reads avoifw instead of
avolgy and that it is therefore possible to begin the following sentence with xat avoiéw,
he begins with the unproven assumption that S offers the older text against K here, a
reading which was only half corrected in K.
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[132] 5:8  om. at ante mpogeuyal S* K
Predicate noun; the same correction surfaces in 4:5 in K alone.

5:11 + ws ante pwwny S K (likewise Tisch WHort™$ Bousset)

The decision as to whether wg¢ is original or a later addition finds no
firm foundation in the study of the use of ws in the Apocalypse. The gen-
eral tendency is to remove w¢ (reversed only in A al. pc. in 19:12), which
would also speak for its authenticity in our passage. But A does not remove
wg in other locations. Weiss!*” and Charles!*® attempt to solve the prob-
lem exegetically: “Since both etdov, as xuxAw Tou Bpovov, indicate the actual
existence of angels” Thus, wg would be inappropriate, a reminiscence of
passages such as 6:6; 19:1. This argument carries some weight, and wg is
then probably a later addition.

6:8  uer autov] avtw S K
This is an obvious correction (see 14:13).

6:12  ~ perag eyeveto S K (Tisch)
The transposition is a harmonization to the previous peyag eyeveto.

6:13  PaMel] Barovoa K
BaMovaa S 1611 1854 f172/250 £336 g pc. (Tisch)

6:14  ehogopevov] -og S K (WHort™8 Charles™s-)
A misguided correction. This is by no means the easier reading, but all
the versions are against it in addition to AC Av.

6:16  (Tou xabnuevou emt) Tov Bpovou] Tw Bpovw S K (Tisch)
Likewise 7:15 K. This reading contradicts the Apocalypse’s linguistic
style.

7:9  dowixes] -ag S* K (Tisch)
This is a harmonization to mepiPfefAnuevovs. K alone also already
writes eoTwteg] -ag (likewise Weiss).

197. Ibid., 78.
198. Charles, Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:36.
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8:3  (em) o Buaiaatnplov'] Tou Buataatypov S K (Tisch WHort™t
Bousset Sod Vog Charlesm¢ Merk against WHort™s Weiss
Charles™")

85  ~ Bpovral xat dwvat xar actpamal S K (likewise most modern
editions against WHort™8 Weiss Charles)

8:13  (ouar) Toig xatotxouat] Toug xatowouvtag S K (likewise all

modern editions except WHort™8 Charles)

S K preserve the original text here, and A (hiat C) Av make a cor-
rection, since the accusative is undeniably the more difficult reading. The
dative is the classic construction (note that in 12:12 K produces the dative).
[133]9:1-2 aPuooov! 2 S K

9:6  evpwat] evpnoovat S K 0207 (likewise modern editions except
WHort™& Weiss Bousset Charles™8-)

The Apocalypse’s linguistic style supports the aorist subjunctive as the
Urtext (see 3:3 above). eupnoovat is thus a harmonization to the two future-
tense verbs that come before and after it, which makes the aorist subjunc-
tive’s subsequent placement difficult to understand.

9:10-17:2 of P47 will not be mentioned further in light of the P47-S-K
and S-K readings listed on pp. 123 and 127-28.

17:11 avtog] outos S K (a correction)

18:2 om. ev ante toyvpa S K (dub. Av) (Urtext)
Conversely, see 19:17 below.

18:2  om. emegev? S* K (likewise 14:8 C K, hiat S)
18:3  memtwxav] -xagty S K
memTwxaow is a correction of AC’s reading and, therefore, even less

original than memTwxay.

18:6 motnpw] + avtyng SK
This is certainly a secondary reading.
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18:13 xw[v]apwypov] -ov S K
This is a harmonization to the preceding genitive.

19:7 dwyev S K (and most modern editions)
dwoopey A (hiat C) (WHort™t Weiss Charles)
dwowuey Av
dwoopev in A should be described as a scribal error;'® it makes no
grammatical sense after the two hortatory subjunctives.

19:17 + ev ante dwyn SK

The modern editions vary here. Only Tisch Weiss Vog Merk opt for
ev without reservation. WHort and Bousset place it in brackets, while von
Soden and Charles reject it. In fact, we encounter places with ev ¢wwy
ueyan (5:2; 14:7,9, 15; 16:17), as well as others without ev (6:10; 7:10; 8:13;
10:3). Consequently, we cannot establish the authenticity of ev in 18:2 from
parallels to this passage. What is decisive, however, is the discovery that ev
is present when Aeywv precedes it but missing after xpalew (6:10; 7:2, 10;
10:3) and dwvew (14:18). It must therefore be rejected here and at 18:2.

20:4-5 e 28K

[134] 21:3  om. Beoc autwy S K
See p. 132.

21:4  amAbav] -ev (neuter plural) S K (WHort™$ Vog)

21:16 ogov xat A (hiat C) al. pc.
xal Ay
ogov S K
See also p. 100.

21:27 o mowwv S* K (Tisch [WHort] Bousset Vog Merk)
motwv A (hiat C) S? £1906 2030 2050 2329 61 94 (Weiss Sod
Charles)
Tolouy Av
The article corresponds to the Apocalypse’s linguistic style and is
therefore the Urtext.

199. Weiss’s defense (Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 116) is overly subtle.
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(22:2 amodidouy] -ditdoug S K AvPlur; Tisch WHort™s: Bousset™ Sod
Charles™s-. This passage does not belong here because Av prob-
ably also reads -01dou).

22:8  Odewvuovtog| detxvuvtog S K (Tisch Sod)
oeuevuytog is the classical rather than the Hellenistic form.

22:16 em S K (likewise all modern editions except WHort™s Weiss
Charlest™t)
ev A (hiat C) £1006 f1678 2329, om. Av
Also, the correction of Av assumes e, proving that A makes a cor-
rection.2%0

22:21 aywv] + auny S K (Sod Vog Charles Merk)

Among the total of forty-three readings in this list, there are several
(1:13; 2:4, 10; 3:10; 8:3, 5, 13; 18:2; 19:7, 21:27; 22:16) where S K preserve
the Urtext. The rest consist almost entirely of corrections, as in S Av. The
two homoioteleuton errors in 9:17 and 20:4-5 could be a coincidence, a
conclusion that cannotbe accepted in most cases of common corrections.?!
It follows that some kind of relationship exists between S and K, as well
as between S and Av. It is clear from 2:10; 6:1-8; and 17:4 that S depends
upon K. We cannot say, however, that S also takes over all the other read-
ings listed above from K unless they are based on a coincidence.?0> We
must [135] note again, as in S Av, that P4’ S also agree??® with K eleven times
in P4”’s extant portion, and only in seven other cases does S agree with K
against P4 AC Av. We must conclude that some of the unique readings of S
K, which parallel P4”s lost portions, were probably part of the archetype of
P47 §.204 However, we lack the necessary criteria to separate this older layer
of P¥7-S-K readings from those readings that only infiltrate S later from K.
Because the facts of the case in the relationship between P#” S and K are

200. Weiss’s defense of the reading of A (ibid.) is ineffective.

201. See especially 3:3; 18:6.

202. 2:9 (+ Ta epya oou xat ante Ty BAnfw) must also definitely be seen as inser-
tion from K or Av. See pp. 74-75 at 2:13.

203. Likewise, often P47 alone agrees with K; see pp. 123 and 124-25.

204. Also Hoskier, Concerning the Text of the Apocalypse, 1:146fF., whose author-
ity is of course equal to zero here, assumes a common foundation for S and K.
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analogous to the relationship between P47 S and Av, the same judgment
applies in both cases. In both cases we remain without a comprehensive
solution to the underlying problem. It nonetheless follows—from those
passages where it is clear that S depends upon K—that K (like Av) is older
than S and reaches at least into the fourth century.2%

S shares a number of erroneous readings at various locations with A.
The more important of these are those where C is also available. Because
the individual locations were already discussed above, simply listing them
below is sufficient.

1:4  «a] Twv A S (a correction)

2:22  eav petavonowaw] -gouvaty A S

3:7  ~oaAyBwos o aylos A S

4:3  1pig] tepetg A'S (hiat C)

9:5  matgy] mean A S (hiat C) al. pc.

9:10 opotas] -otg A'S (hiat C)

9:21  mopvelag] movnplag A S*

11:11 nwov] -cou A §* (likewise 11:9 nuiov A*, nuigou A**; 12:14

Nuigov P47 §¥)

11:16 om. ot! A §* 2053

14:18 xpavyn] dwvn A S al. pc.

18:8 om. xuptog A., ~ 0 Bg0g 0 xuptog S (a misguided addition?)
[136]18:9  xAawvgovat] xAavoovtal A S

18:21 om. toxvpos A S

Atbov] + toyupov S (erroneously added?)

18:22 om. maoyg texvns A S

Common mistakes of A P47 are very rare.

11:18 Totg doPovpevois] Toug doBoupevoug A P4
14:18 om. egnAfev A P

16:4  eyeveto] eyevovto A P47

205. Also, the fragment 0207 (containing 9:2-15), which belongs to the fourth
century along with S, contains some K readings, confirming the age of the K text; see:
9:4: petwmwy] + auTwy
9:5: autolg] auTalg
9:6: evpway] evpnoovaty 0207 S K
9:7: opotot xpuow] ypuaot
9:12-13: peta TavTa iungunt cum sequentibus
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We can also observe a number of common errors in C S.

1:19
2:9
3:14
6:8
6:17
12:6
13:17
13:18
18:14

ueMet] det ueMel(v) C S

tovdatovg] -wv C S*

+ o0 ante aAnbwog C S

om. o ante Bavatoc C S

avtov] avtwy C S

(va) Tpedpway] Tpedovay C S (dub. P47)
om. xat C S*

ekaxoaot] -at C S

om. 1?2 CS

Also, P47 or P¥7 S together share various readings with C, where A has
the older text.

9:21
11:15
12:3
12:8
13:1
13:5
13:15
14:14
15:3

dapuaxetwy] -xwv C PY S K

(dwvar) Aeyovteg] Aeyovaat C P47 S Ay
~ muppog neyag C PY S K

toyvoev] -oav C P47 S Ay

ovopata] ovopa C P47 S Ay

om. xat ante dvo C P S Av

om. tve ante ogot C P47 S Ay K

utov] uiw C P47 Ay

eBvwv] atwvwy C P47 S

As Bousset?% already notes, Av is also related to AC, or more precisely
to A. The foundation upon which the Av recension was created stood near
As text. The following errors and corrections make this clear.

1:13
1:13
1:19
2:10
[137]2:22
3:20
6:4
8:13

om. entat AC Ay, likewise 5:6 om. emta® A (hiat C) Av ([WHort])
vtov] viw AC Av (likewise 14:14 C P¥7 Avy)

yeveahat] yveahar A Av

ekete] exete C Av, exre A (see p. 104)

avtys] autwy A Av

om. xat ante ewgerevoopat A (hiat C) Av (see p. 139)

om. ex ante ™5 yns A Av ([WHort] [Charles])

(ouat) Toug xatoxovvtag] Totg xatotxouat A (hiat C) Ay (WHort™s
Sod variant 1 Charles)

206. Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 36; Bousset, Die Offenbarung Johannis, 156

n. 1.
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9:6
9:20
10:5

12:3
13:3

14:3

14:6

16:12

16:17
18:2

18:3

18:6
18:9
19:7

19:11

21:4

21:7
[138]21:27

22:5

The Ancient Stems

(ov un) evpwat A (hiat C) Av, evpnoovat S K

A Av probably preserve the Urtext here; see p. 141.

oude] oute A Ay, ou CK

om. v 9kl A Av

~ peyag muppos A Av. Perhaps the Urtext; see p. 109.

ebavpacdn (ebavpactwdn C) ok n yn AC P

ebavpacey oAy 1 yn S K

ebavpacdn ev ody ) yn Av

Av presupposes the AC reading, which is also the Urtext.

+ wg ante woyy AC Av (WHort Bousset Vog Charles Merk
against Tisch Weiss [Sod]). This is probably the Urtext.

Toug xabnuevous C PY7 S K

Toug xatotxouvtas A al. pc.

Toug xaluevous Toug xatotxovvtag Av

Av offers a mixed reading from the Urtext and that of A.
avaToAns] -Awv A Ay

Likewise 7:2 A; 21:13 K.

om. peyain A (hiat C) Av

+ ey ante toyvpa A (hiat C) Av

See p. 142 at 19:17.

om. Tou otvov AC Oec 1611

~ Tov Buyou Tov otvov Av

The Av reading is a misplaced addition that presupposes AC’s
text.

om. Ta ante dimAa A Av (non C)

em autny] em aut) A Av (non C) (WHort™¢ Bousset Charles™)
dwuev] dwawyey Av

dwaopev A (hiat C)

The A text is probably simply a scribal error in the place of
dwowUEY.

om. xaAovpevos A (hiat C) Av

See p. 137.

om. ott A (hiat C) Av (WHort™" Charles)

ott is omitted by mistake after ett.

avtw] avtwy A (hiat C) Ay

o motwy] motwy A (hiat C), Totouy Av

Av is probably a correction of A’s text.

dwtog?] dws A (hiat C) Av (WHort Charles)

Av also shares the homoioteleuton error in 13:7a with AC P¥.
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The evidential value of this list lies in the fact that it includes errors
and corrections almost exclusively and that these are for the most part
preserved only in A, not in C. However, we cannot determine whether
the reading in question goes back to the AC archetype where C is missing.

Notably common errors or corrections in C Av do not occur often (6:8
om. qutou! is an isolated example).

Common errors in AC K or A K (where C is missing) are rare, if not
almost entirely missing. It is at least probable that the article’s omission
before NuxoAaitwy in 2:15 AC K is not original. It is even more certain
that the omission of the article o before ogtog in 16:5 is spurious. A K
(against C S Av) have an obvious, misguided common correction in 2:20
TNV yuvaixa] + oov.

See also: 3:17 + o ante ehectvoc A K.

5:10 Paoirevoovow] Pactievovow A K (hiat C) (WHort Charles®t)

11:12 dwwns ueyains] dwvny peyainy A K

See also p. 108.

12:8 oxvoev A K, woyvoav rel. See p. 110.

14:8  ~ adog Osutepos ayyehos A K. See p. 112.

18:4 €& autng o Aaog pou A K. See p. 114.

18:16 om. ev ante ypuo[tJw A K

To conclude this presentation of the various forms of the Apocalypse’s
Greek text and their mutual relationships, three places should be discussed
where the tradition is particularly confused and the original text is more
or less problematic. The first of these is by far the most important because
understanding the text correctly depends upon the recovery of the correct
reading here.

13:10. For the sake of clarity, the textual tradition of the two halves of
the verse should be displayed separately.

10a el Tig €15 atypaAwoiay s aryualwotay vTayel A 2344 Vulg.am

€L T €15 ayparwatay vrayet C P47 S Ay f1006 1611 1854 2053 Q
Arm.*
€L TIG exel atypaiwatay umayet K f336

[139] el Tig atyparwTilet eig atypalwoiay umayet f104 Sah.
€L TIS €IS AULYUAAWTLQY QTIRYEL EIG alyaAwatay uTayel f 172250 235]
Syr.!2 Prim. Gig. Vulg. (Bousset)

All modern editions and commentaries except Bousset opt for read-
ing 1. Von Soden places et atypaiwoiav? in brackets. The fact that read-
ing 2 can be explained from reading 1 speaks for its authenticity, despite
the fact that reading 2 enjoys the broadest attestation in the Greek textual
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tradition. The omission of one of the two immediately repeated instances
of eig atyparwaiav—due either to haplography or deliberate deletion—is
far more likely than their addition. Moreover, Jer 15:2 confirms reading 1
decisively. Furthermore, readings 4 and 5 presuppose the text of 1 and are
no more than misguided clarifications of 1. Reading 3, which can hardly
be translated, should be understood as nothing more than a simple scribal
error (gxet instead of eig) that emerges from the series of witnesses for
reading 2.
10b (1) e Tig ev payaupn (-pa) amoxtevel Oet autov ev pwayapn (-pa)
amoxtavdyyar C P47 S 1006 Ay Compl. f104/336 f172/250 yersjons
omn. (S reads with a few minuscules amoxtevet, f1000 f172/250
QATIOXTEVVEL)
(2) e Tig ev payatpa Oet autov amoxtavbyvar K
(3) etTig ev payalpy amoxtavinval autov ev uayatlpy amoxtaviyval
A

Reading 1 of 13:10b has, on the whole, the same witnesses for it as
reading 2 in 13:10a. Moreover, it also has the unanimous testimony of the
versions this time. At the same time, the K text, which cannot be under-
stood as a simple textual corruption, is difficult and important. At first
glance, it is clear that the thought of retribution is expressed neither in
13:10a nor in 13:10b in K. It would be incomprehensible, however, that
K should have deliberately deleted or mistakenly omitted any examples
of amoxtevel. Such an omission is easier to understand if K had used the
linguistically difficult language from A (amoxtavnvat!). The reason why
the K text is not considered original is because the second ev payaipn (-pa),
which both the text forms and the Jeremiah Vorlage establish, is missing
here. Text 3, which A alone attests, differs from 1 and 2 by the ungram-
matical infinitive in the antecedent and the absence of the det in postscript.
The de, [140] however, also does not appear to surface in some of the ver-
sions. They read, namely,

gladio interficietur Gig.
occident eum in gladio Sah. Boh.
(in) gladio occidetur Syr.!

As text (with the infinitive occurring twice instead of an expected
finite verb in each case) is entirely un-Greek. Should we then conclude that
this text is corrupt? From an exegetical perspective, the text cannot have
the principle of lex talionis in view; rather, it communicates the idea that
Christians ought to know God’s will in whatever fate they encounter. With
this in mind, the active amoxTevel (or amoxtewet), which the entire textual
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tradition except A provides, cannot possibly be the Urtext. A’s text, if not
original, must nonetheless represent a level of textual development closer
to the original than that of all other textual witnesses.

This can be proved first for the concluding clause’s det, which A lacks.
The idea of divine predestination fits in the antecedent but not in the con-
cluding clause, which intends to express the notion that what God has
determined will occur with unavoidable certainty. But the amoxtavbnva
in the antecedent must also stand closer to the Urtext than the factually
impossible amoxtevel (or amoxtewet) of C P S Av. Charles, who alone
among modern editors of the Apocalypse’s text rejects the text of the
majority of the witnesses, has, in principle, correctly identified a blatant
Hebraism here, whose only analogy in all of the New Testament is in Rev
12:7 (o Muyan) xat ot ayyelot auTou Tou TOAEWnTaL LeTe TOU Opaxovtos). This
explanation works, however, only for the antecedent, not, as it would seem,
for the concluding clause where autov ev payatpn amoxtaviyvat is expected:
ev payatpn amoxtavbvoetar. Nevertheless, the fact that the det avtov ev
uayatpn amoxtavinvat, which is not attested in the rest of the tradition
except in A, is preserved, instead of the smooth amoxtavbnoetal, weighs in
its favor. A’s text remains difficult, even if one recognizes it as a Hebraism.
Furthermore, it remains an open question whether A’s text—exegetically
and in light of the Jeremiah Vorbild—comes closest to the Urtext within
the whole textual tradition, even if it is not the Urtext itself.

[141] This location is of fundamental importance for assessing the
Apocalypse’s textual tradition. Not only is A’s surpassing value proven as
quintessentially the best of the Apocalypse’s manuscripts, but C is also
shown to have been influenced by another text.

In addition, virtually the entire tradition is corrupted in the follow-
ing location.

18:3  ex Tou owou Ty mopvELag auTyg TemTwxay mavta Ta edvy AC 2031

(emTwxay also WHort™t)
In the place of memtwxay, other witnesses read:
memtwxacy S K f1006 1611 f104/336 Hipp
memTwxe 1854 Oec al. pc. (because of the neuter plural)

Both are corrections of the uncommon aorist form memtwxa.?0”

memwxey (Temoxey) Ayplur

207. See the exact same correction in 21:6 yeyovav A (hiat C) 1678 - 1778,
yeyovaow 1096 2020 — 2080 Oec (yeyova S* Av K).
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memwxay 2329 (Tisch WHort™8 Weiss Sod Vog Charles™& Merk)
memwxaaty f1678 £250 Ap (Bousset)
memoTixey f2014(-2074) 2026 — 2057 2065 — 2432 94 Syr.!

The original Av reading is somewhat uncertain because of the tradi-
tion’s fragmentation. The commentary, however, clearly establishes it.
Andreas writes: még 0¢ Tol oivou T idiag mopveiag émbtioev 1 mapolon
BafBulwv. In light of this, memwxev appears to be the original Av reading to
which memoxev is simply an orthographically bad variant. The Arethas text
reads memwxaot (a mixed text of Av and K) along with its dependent f2%0
and some other manuscripts. Only a few groups of the Av text, as well as
Syr.!, read memoTixev. Of the versions, Sah. Boh. Arm.? Aeth. read “have
fallen”; Gig. Vulg. Tyc.? Beat. Syr.? “have become drunk?” Despite the fact
that the reading memtwxav (AC), of which memtwxaow (S K ) is a correc-
tion, surpasses other readings on the basis of its attestation in the textual
tradition, all modern editions (except WHort*") abandon memtwxayv and
consider it a thoughtless reading or a scribal error for memwxav. Conse-
quently, modern editions adopt a reading that is virtually unattested in the
tradition and preserved only in Av. It has been correctly pointed out that
14:8 and 17:2 are parallel passages, which disclose how incorrect the most
strongly attested reading is within the tradition.

[142]14:8 0Tt ex Tov otvou Tou Bupou TyG TopYELRS QUTYS TETOTIXE TTAVTAL Tat
ebwn

17:2  epebuabnoay ot xaTOIXOVYTES THY YNV EX TOU OOV TYG TIOPVELRS

QuTYS.

14:8 is on the whole identical with 18:3, and the harmonization to
Jer 25:15 is also clear here. It is important to present the textual tradition
exactly.

memoTixey AC Av K versions
memtwxay S? (hiat S*), memtwxey 1854
mentw|..]Jv PY

The patently original reading memotixev (confirmed by Jer 25:15) is also
tobe expected in 18:3. Nevertheless, if almost all modern editions adopt the
most poorly attested memwxay into their text rather than memotixey, this is
because they consider the overwhelmingly and strongly attested memtwxav
a scribal or reading error, presupposed by memwxav. Naturally, no one will
regard the testimony of f2014 2065 — 2432 94 for memoTixev as going back to
an actual old tradition. Rather, memotixey is a mere (although admittedly
excellent) conjecture and nothing more. However, we need to consider
whether we should adopt this conjecture. That the parallels, the Jeremiah
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Vorlage, and the context?%8 require the conjecture in the same way and that
memwxay is not really a satisfactory reading cannot be seriously denied. It
is indeed an obvious assumption, at first glance, that memtwxay was simply
a scribal or reading error for memwxav. Yet, this hypothesis is not compel-
ling. It is also possible that memwxev, which the majority of Ay manuscripts
attest, is a subsequent correction prompted by the memory of 14:8, just
like emoTixev. Of course, we can and must still ask whether the text’s free
paraphrase in Andreas’s commentary above actually presupposes memwxey
rather than memotixev. Admittedly, Andreas’s emoTioev can also be under-
stood in the textual reading memwxev since the text of 14:8 also had to be
in Andreas’s memory.

That S? and P also read memtwxav (or possibly memtwxev) in 14:8,
which no one considers the Urtext, [143] suggests another explanation of
the passage’s textual history—an explanation as convincing as the con-
ventional one. Furthermore, emeoey emeoev BaBulwy precedes memtwxay in
14:8 (as in 18:3) and explains the development of the P47-S? reading. It is
clearer here that the reading memwxav could have arisen from memtwxay by
what was read, although the Greek textual tradition does not bear witness
to memwxav—a reading found only in the two Latins Gig. Beat.: biberunt.?%
This provides the methodological justification for interpreting the textual
history of 18:3 differently than is usually done. memtwxav, whose correc-
tion again is memtwxaoty, does not originate from an original memwxay that
completely disappears from the tradition. But, as Charles alone correctly
observes, the previous emegev emecev influenced memtwxay, and memwxey
(Av) is best understood as a correction in light of 14:8. New Testament
textual critics increasingly distance themselves from the belief that they
can establish the New Testament text beyond the middle of the second
century with any certainty. While Lachmann was content to restore it to
the form in which it was read toward the end of the fourth century (leav-
ing the pursuit of prior developments and the identification of the Urtext
to conjectural critics), research since Lachmann’s time continues to reach
back to the second century. However, another gap remains between that
date and the originals for which our knowledge is in an almost complete

>«

vacuum since it is clear that Westcott-Hort’s “neutral” text is not really

208. Charles—alone among modern textual critics—also recognizes this:
“memotixev is also required by the context: otherwise Rome is represented only as pas-
sively evil” (Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 2:96).

209. Not Tyc.? = Pseudo-Augustine, Homiliae, as Hoskier erroneously indicates.
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neutral at all. The present case illustrates that the tradition’s original read-
ing has been entirely lost and can only be recovered by examining the
Apocalypse’s linguistic style, which can help recover the original with all
desirable certainty.

In the third place, we will discuss 18:2. The textual tradition is as
follows:

xQl EYEVETO xaToX)TYplov datpoviwy (datpovwy Av K)
1. xat duiaxy mavtog mvevpatos axabapTou [+ xat peptonuevou A f336
2080 Gig. Syr.2 Arm.*4]

2. xat duhaxn mavtog opveou axabaptou [+ xat uewanuevov Gig.]

3. xat dpuiaxn mavtog Byplov axabapTov xat wepanuUEVOY

[144] First we must provide the most complete and accurate repre-
sentation of the tradition. The three lines are numbered beginning with
xat uAaxy in order to make these readings clearer in their bewildering
complexity. Incidentally, 18:2 is missing from three important textual wit-
nesses: C P and 2344.

1. om.f2% f18 1611 2019 Ps.-Aug.

2. om. A Ay f104 Syr.!2 Arm.? Hipp

3. om. S Av K f104/336 2053 - 2062%" Vulg. Ps.-Aug. contra A 1611

2329 f1721250 Hipp Oec Gig. Sah. Aeth.

Prim. rearranges lines 2 and 3 (besides xat ¢udaxy' already after
xatonTyplov): et facta est habitatio et refugium daemoniorum et omnis spir-
itus immundi et omnis bestiae immundae et omnis avis immundae et odibilis.

The modern critical editions omit line 3 xat ¢puAaxy mavtog Gyprov
axabaptov without exception. Bousset?!? believes that the insertion of the
line with Optov might be due to the LXX’s influence. Or, one can suppose
that A replaces opveou with Onpiov?!! and that those textual witnesses that
have 2 and 3 side by side provide a mixed text from the original and the
text of A. In fact, however, the grouping of witnesses requires a different
interpretation. Line 3 is so strongly attested by A Hipp Oec Sah. Gig. 1611
2329 and the layer of old readings preserved in f172/2%0 that its status as
the original demands serious consideration. Only R. Bentley?!? speaks out

210. Bousset, Die Offenbarung Johannis, 418 n. 6.

211. Tischendorf writes in his apparatus to 19:21: opvea] Onpia A*? A already has
a correction here from the first hand, and the word that the scribe himself corrects is
apparently unreadable. One cannot therefore construct an analogous case to 18:2 from
this passage and say that A replaces opw with Byptov both times.

212. Arthur Ayers Ellis, ed., Bentleii Critica Sacra: Notes on the Greek and Latin
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confidently for the fact that line 3 is original. Charles?!® considers the text
uncertain. Possibly 0ptov should be read instead of mvevpatos in line 1 or
xat dulaxn mavtog Onptov axabaptou should be added in line 3. Under the
hypothesis that line 3 was original in the form above, it provides the fol-
lowing explanation of the overall tradition:

Line 1 is skipped in a few of the subordinate groups as a result of
homoioteleuton. For the same reason, A Syr.!> Arm.? omit line 2, Ay f10¢
omit lines 2 and 3 (bis axafaptov?), and S K £33¢ Vulg. omit line 3. [145]
Only Oecumenius’s commentary?!4 f172/250 2329 Sah. Gig. Aeth., then,
offer the complete text. Of these, Oec Sah. belong to the witnesses of the
best class. That the coincidence of several homoioteleuton errors in the
various text forms corrupts the tradition here is a regular occurrence in
transmission. This phenomenon also surfaces elsewhere:

In A: 3:15 ({eatog!2); 4:11 (om. xat extiohnoav); 5:3 (BAemew amo!2);
17:17 (yvewpnv'2);19:16 (em!2); 21:10-11 (Beov!2); 21:12 (Swdexa2);
22:11 (em!2); in Av: 9:19 (om. xau ev Taug oupais avtwv); 11:7 (autoug!2);
12:9 (avtov!2); in K: 3:3 (xat!3); 21:15 (avtys!2); in Av K together:
4:2-3 (xabnpevog!2).

The same is true in C and P#’. Such errors are most frequent in the
extremely carelessly copied Codex S.2!°> And, of course, there are countless
such examples in the army of minuscules. Particularly important are the
following two:

13:7  xai €dobn!2 AC P¥ Av Sah. Arm.

An entire sentence is missing in the whole Greek tradition, except S and
K. The greatest confusion occurs in 18:22-23, where five similar construc-
tions that begin with xat and close with et follow each other. Of them,
lines 1-3 are skipped in a series of minuscules, as well as in Syr.! and Arm.;

Text of the New Testament, Extracted from the Bentley Mss. in Trinity College Library
(Cambridge: Deighton, Bell, 1862), 91.

213. Charles, Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 2:343.

214. The text of the Oecumenius commentary can only be reconstructed here
from the apparatus of Hoskier’s edition. Oecumenius’s words would then read: yivetat
AoLTdv xatoytyplov datpoviwy xal duiaxn Tavtds Tveduatos dxaddptou StaduldTTovTos
o0 TémoU THY Web’ NOovhic év aldTH Siaywyny TEY datpdvwy. xal dviaxy), dnal, mavtds
pvéou axalaptou xat mavtds Oypiov dxabaptov.

The largely authoritative Oecumenius codex (2053) has two homoioteleuton
errors one after another here, but these are just prominent features of this manuscript
(i.e., not the Oec text).

215. See Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 86-87.
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lines 2-3 are missing in S and many minuscules, Syr. Aeth.; lines 2—4 are
omitted in Hipp; line 4 is omitted in A (non C) f172 2329; lines 4-5 are
omitted in 201 in 1773. £29 has the order 3 5 1 2 4. Furthermore, AC
omits maayg Texvys after mag TexVITYS.

These examples are meant to demonstrate that such an increase of
homoioteleuton errors—conditions also present in 18:2—suggests that
line 3 (in 18:2) should belong to the original text and that it is neither
impossible nor improbable. But these parallel examples do not prove that
the longer text form from 18:2 is original. They only raise the possibility
that it is. We gain an additional argument for its status as original if [146]
we use the Old Testament Vorbilder that the text of Rev 18:2 follows.

Isa 13:21 xat avamauoovtal exet Bnpia xal eumincdnoovtarl at owal
NYOV, XL AVATIAVTOVTAL EXEL TELPYVES, Xl OQUULOVIAL EXEL OPXNTOVTAL,
Xl OVOXEVTOUPOL EXEL XATOXNTOUTLY, XL VOTTOTOLTOUTLY EXLVOL EV
TOLG OIXOI§ QUTOU.

Isa 34:11, 14 xal xaTolxYo0oUTIY EV QUTY) 0pveEa Xal eXIVoL xal LBElS xal
KOPAXES ... XA TUVAVTY|TOUTLY OQUULOVI OVOXEVTAUPOLS.

Two points are important here: (1) The Apocalypse’s citation is not a cita-
tion of Isaiah but is loosely based on it. Therefore, the Apocalypse’s text
cannot be restored in light of the LXX. (2) Line 3 in particular, whose
authenticity is in question and which speaks of Oypla, has its Vorbilder in
the Old Testament. Rather than assume A replaces opveou with xptov, it is
at least most likely that line 3 also forms a part of the original text.

It can hardly be determined, however, whether xat pepionuevou in line
1 also belongs to the original text. Since these words are attested inad-
equately in line 2, it is not possible to arrange all three lines evenly, and
with that the main criterion for deciding that question vanishes.

2.5. Results

We can summarize the results briefly. They consist partly of clear and cer-
tain conclusions and partly of problems for which a particular solution is
not available.

(1) The entire Greek tradition of the Apocalypse’s text divides into
four stems: AC, P#7 S, Ay, and K.
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(2) Av and K are two markedly distinct recensions. Their unique read-
ings consist overwhelmingly of corrections.

(3) Av and K are not completely independent of each other, as Bousset
and von Soden allege, but they have a common stem, which, though not
extensive, is clearly recognizable in a number of common corrections. In
several places, Av and K preserve the original text against A (C) (P7) S.216
But it follows from this that they are not simply later forms of the “older”
extant text in AC and P¥7 S.

(147] (4) The “older” text divides again into two clearly distinguishable
text forms, AC and P4’ S. Of these, P4’ S already contains a considerable
number of corrections, while these are almost entirely missing in AC’s
archetype. P47 S preserve the original text alone in one single reading.?!”

(5) AC, with which Oecumenius’s text is identical throughout (and
closely related to the Vulgate), surpass the remaining text forms in their
value as witnesses.?!8 In a significant number of places, AC alone preserve
the Urtext. Their excellent value as witnesses is based on the fact that their
common text hardly contains any deliberate corrections. In this way, AC’s
text stands closer to the Urtext than all other text forms.

AC’s text is, nonetheless, still not identical with the Urtext. In some
places at least, the staunchest defenders of AC’s text, Westcott-Hort and
Charles, abandon it. Furthermore, this same text continues to preserve a
number of serious violations against Greek grammar. Views differ in its
assessment. Whether these linguistic violations can or should be traced
back to the original needs to be examined in every case. Such an examina-
tion would be carried out by a systematic study of the Apocalypse’s lin-
guistic style. Where AC alone exhibit serious linguistic violations—which
are without analogies elsewhere in the tradition—it would no longer be
methodologically justifiable to exaggerate AC’s authority in those places
and to explain the readings of the “neutral” text as the Urtext.

216. 1:11 (Aaodixetav); 3:14 (Aaodixela); 4:3 (1pig); 4:4 (emt Toug Bpovous etxoat
Tegoapag mpeoPutepous); 6:8 (o Bavatog); 9:10 (opotag); 19:18 (em avtous); 21:12 (Toug
muAwaot). In some places, either Av or K has alone preserved the Urtext. In Av, see 3:4
(a] 0t ?); 5:3 (oude ter ?); 5:13 (xat Ta €V aUTOIS TrAVTA YroUTE AeyovTag); 18:20 (em autyy?);
20:9 (ex Tou Beov amo Tou oupavov). In K: 5:4 (xat eyw); 19:6 (Aeyovtes); 19:11(xalovyevos
maoTos); 19:14 (otpatevpata] + ta); 21:3 (Aaog); 22:18 (o beog em autov).

217. 9:20 (oude).

218. Even von Soden cannot help but abandon, at least in some places, his prin-
ciple that the majority of textual witnesses are decisive and to recognize the H text (=
AC S) as the Urtext.
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(6) Each of the four text forms preserves the Urtext in some places
partly alone, in others partly with other text forms, while the rest of the
tradition is faulty or revised. This observation leads to a conclusion of
fundamental importance: the texts standing furthest from the original in
[148] text form are not to be understood as later, revised forms of those
texts that are closer to the original. For example, AC’s unique readings pre-
clude the possibility that P47 S, Ay, and K derive from AC. And it is equally
impossible to interpret Av and K or their possible common foundation as
later forms of P4’ S because P¥ S, Ay, and K have the same corrections in
some places. The unique errors of P4’ S, as well as those places where Av
K or Av or K alone preserve the original text, rule out this conclusion. The
real problem of the Apocalypse’s textual tradition resides in the mutual
relationship of the various text forms to each other. All possible alliances
appear together side by side here. AC have (though rarely) the same errors
with P47 S against Av K. On the other hand, P4’ S share the same correc-
tions with Av K or simply one of these later text forms against AC or AC
Av or AC K. Av has various errors together with A.

(7) The fact that A and C, as well as P47 and S, also often diverge and
have differences that derive from the other text forms on their side in each
case further complicates the problem described above. Of the AC type, C
is clearly influenced by other texts. Those places where A alone, or A with
one of the other text forms, offers the older text supports this conclusion.
In addition, in a few places, A has common errors with S or with Av.

Barring those purely unique readings that S so richly preserves, P4’
and S diverge from one another with greater frequency than A and C. S
shares a significant number of corrections with Av and with K, while the
list of corrections of P47 Av and P%” K offer significantly less conclusive evi-
dence. A few places can be identified where K clearly influences S. Among
the S-K readings, however, some readings also surface that lay claim to
the original (against AC P#7 Av), especially the important passage in 13:7,
where a whole sentence drops out due to a homoioteleuton error in AC
P47 Av.

It follows from all of this that it is not possible to determine the
mutual relationships of the old major stems of the Greek text of the Apoc-
alypse tradition completely and to classify them accurately all together in
a stemma. The four text [149] forms are clearly not related to each other
exclusively by the original. The common corrections between P4’ S and
Av K cannot all be understood as purely coincidental, just like those
between Av and K cannot.
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Von Soden’s claim that three texts (H = AC + P4’ S, Ay, and K) stand
independently of one another and without interrelationships?!® fails to
correspond to the facts. The problem concerning the mutual relationships
of the various major stems forbids such a simple solution. Furthermore,
von Soden’s principle was misguided:??° “There is no reason to doubt that
every time only one of the three texts preserves a unique reading it is sec-
ondary in character”??! The complicated result that emerges from a care-
ful examination of the nature of the different text forms and their mutual
relationships corresponds, however, exactly to what we observe in the New
Testament’s other books and, for this reason—as analogous situations—
should also be expected in the Apocalypse.

At the very beginning of the Apocalypse’s textual history stood a text
that was handled with little piety and as a result possessed little unifor-
mity. In its various forms, this text was the foundation upon which the
later recensions would be made, of which the “neutral” text is the oldest.
If textual critics today no longer dispute that, of the extant text forms
available for the New Testament’s other books, it is the “Western” rather
than the “neutral” text that is to be placed at the beginning, then [150] the
“neutral” text cannot be placed at the apex of the Apocalypse’s textual his-
tory either. The Apocalypse’s textual history should not be separated from
that of the other New Testament writings without reason. Therefore, we
should also look for the existence of a “Western” text in the Apocalypse

219. Von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 1:2075.

220. He does not conduct the rest consistently.

221. Von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 1:2075. But also the way
Weiss solves all available genealogical problems here is not only far too confident but
also methodologically disputable. Not only is his “revised” text purely hypothetical
and burdened with significant problems, but also the certainty with which Weiss is
able to determine what revisions bear the character of the revised text in every case
and could therefore only have infiltrated into the witnesses of the older text from
the revised one is an illusion. His statistical errors give a false impression because he
makes no distinction between orthographic (especially itacistic errors) and serious
violations. And just like the errors, the corrections that are present in several texts
should not merely be counted but also weighed. Corrections such as payatpns] -ag,
amyAba] -ov, ebavuacdy] -oev should not be placed next to variants, for example 15:3
ebvev] atwvwy or 22:14 TAVYOVTEG Tag GTOAQS QUTWY] ToloUVTES Tag evtodas auTov. The
conclusions Weiss (Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 102-3, 138-42) draws from his statisti-
cal errors are therefore quite problematic.
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as well as search for the proper text-historical place of AC’s “neutral” text
in the book.???

Finally, one of the important results of this investigation is the dem-
onstration of the great age of all the text forms discussed. The two latest
text forms from a text-historical perspective, Av and K, are demonstrably
older than Codex S and reach at least as far back as the fourth century
and are therefore older than A and C. Their value for the reconstruction
of the Urtext is not negligible. It is clear that some 240 (Av) or 300 (K) of
their corrections produce significantly less depreciation in their textual
value, when one considers that A, C, P, and especially S hardly have a
smaller or even greater number of readings that are evidently wrong. Fur-
ther, those corrections of Av and K can, with rare exceptions, be ruled out
as candidates for the Urtext just like obvious errors in the old majuscules.
And in this respect, the corrections in Av and K have no text-historical or
methodological bearing on the recovery of the Urtext.

(8) The previous judgment about the four oldest textual witnesses
remains unchanged. A is still the most important of all the witnesses of
the Apocalypse’s text by far. The number of places where A alone or A
accompanied by a few minuscules preserve the Urtext is the strongest
proof of that. C lags significantly behind A, despite being carefully cop-
ied.??® Above all, the fact that C is incomplete in many places where the
[151] tradition varies greatly is a serious deficiency. But the damage would
be much greater if A were incomplete instead of C. P¥ is preserved even
more fragmentarily than C. And although P’ is much older than the rest
of the Apocalypse’s manuscripts, it is far less valuable for establishing the
text than AC. P4”’s real significance lies in the fact that it alone allows us to
distinguish the P4’ S text form from that of AC Oec with clarity and cer-

222. What needs to be said about the Western text, however, can be done in a few
words. What we know about it in other New Testament books—namely, that it was the
most common text form in the second century—forces us to postulate its existence
for the Apocalypse as well. But it has left no obvious trace in the extant manuscript
tradition. None of the four ancient Greek text forms presented above come into con-
sideration. Bousset’s (Die Offenbarung Johannis, 156-57) attempt to prove Hippolytus
of Rome is a Greek witness to the Western text is a failure. Hippolytus’s text is in the
main identical to AC Oec, and where it deviates from this text, it does not agree with
the Latin versions (Lagrange, Critique Textuelle, 589, 591-93; Westcott and Hort, New
Testament in the Original Greek, 2:260).

223. C preserves the Urtext with Oec 1854 2344 against A P47 S Av K (13:8 o0 ov
... autov) only in one place.
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tainty.2* Where S stands alone as a witness of this text (which is for about
two thirds of the Apocalypse), we are often unable to distinguish between
the wording of the archetype of the P47 S form itself and the wording that
stems from a later corruption.??

2.6. Citations of the Apocalypse in Greek Ecclesiastical Writers and
Ancient Papyrus and Parchment Fragments

Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Hippolytus of Rome, Origen, Eusebius,
and Methodius of Olympus preserve valuable citations of the Apocalypse
for textual criticism that are not mere allusions.??® Their special value
derives from their great antiquity. [152] That they are not strictly verba-
tim—even if they are real citations—is a quality they share with the bibli-
cal citations of the church fathers. All the citations useful for the textual
criticism of the Apocalypse are presented below. The Greek citations come

224. P¥7 does not preserve the Urtext alone; P47 S preserve it together in a single
place (9:20 oude). The places where S preserves the Urtext alone (see 122 n. 165) are
invariably missing in P47,

225. Textual criticism would suffer far less damage if S instead of P4’ were incom-
plete. In S’s text, the following layers lie one upon the other: (1) as a foundation, a good
old text, which repeatedly comes to the fore, where S with AC and P4” have the Urtext;
(2) a layer of corrections, which S has in common with P47, but which cannot be con-
firmed in the missing parts of P47; (3) one or two layers of corrections infiltrated from
Av and K. Their numbers will be low; (4) as the uppermost layer of debris, there are a
lot of random corrections, thoughtless transcription mistakes, omissions, and spelling
errors. The degree to which S’s scribes are responsible for this last layer and the degree
to which it already comes from its Vorlage must remain undetermined.

The fact that some corrections that are not in P47 occur in some of the minus-
cules with an old text proves that they are older than S (provided they are not purely
orthographic errors).

226. According to the collections of Burgon (in Frederick G. Kenyon, Handbook
to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament, vol. 2 [London: Macmillan, 1912], 224),
the number of the Apocalypse’s citations amounts to 3 in Justin, 65 in Irenaeus, 11 in
Clement of Alexandria, 188 in Hippolytus of Rome, 165 in Origen, 27 in Eusebius.
In addition, Methodius, which Burgon does not mention, can also be added. These
numbers, however, are misleading in that the “citations” are largely reminiscences that
are useless for textual criticism. We will not discuss the text of the Apocalypse in the
three commentators, Oecumenius, Andreas, and Arethas here. Arethas’s text is the K
text. Andreas’s text has already been discussed above. And Oecumenius’s text deserves
its own investigation.
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from the critical editions of the Berlin corpus (GCS); the Latin of Irenaeus
is from Harvey?*” and Sanday and Turner’s?*® collection of material.

2.6.1. Clement of Alexandria
I found two of Clement of Alexandria’s citations that deserve to be included:

Stihlin 1:222,7-9 = Rev 6:9, 11: xal %) Amoxduis dnaw- »eidov Tag

Yuyas TV wepapTupnxdTwy vmoxatw Tol BuataoTypiov. xal £060y

EXATTW TTOAY) Agux«.2?

Since Clement cites freely, we can only conclude that he probably
did not read Twv avBpwmwy for eadpayuevwy (S Av) and paptuptav] + Tou
apviov (K).

Stdhlin 2:503,32-33 = Rev 21:6: oUTwg xal adTds elpnTal 6 xUplog
drda xal 6, dpxy xal TEAoS.
This reading is not useful for textual criticism.?3

2.6.2. Origen?3!

1:5  + ex ante Twv vexpwy cum Av Compl.
1:6  Bagtketav cum rel. contra BagiAels xat Av
1:7  videbit = ofetat cum AC K
oyovrat S Aypart
1:8  + apyy xatteros Qp, + 1 apyy xat To TeAos S Av (article om. f2014
1773 2019 2081** 2329).

227. W. Wigan Harvey, ed., Sancti Irenaei Episcopi Lugdunensis: Libros quinque
adversus Haereses, 2 vols. (Cambridge: Typis Academicis, 1857).

228. William Sandy, C. H. Turner, and Alexander Souter, eds., Novum Testamen-
tum sancti Irenaei episcopi Lugdunensis, OLBT 7 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1923).

229. Citations from Otto Stdhlin, ed., Des Clemens von Alexandreia ausgewdhlte
Schriften aus dem Griechischen tibersetzt, 5 vols., BK 2.7, 8, 17, 19, 20 (Munich: Kosel-
Pustet, 1934-1938).

230. Touilleux’s arguments (LApocalypse et les Cultes de Domitien et de Cybéle, 21)
for the importance of further readings are useless for textual criticism.

231. See also Bousset, Die Offenbarung Johannis, 157-58. Furthermore, Origen
does not always use the same manuscript for the Apocalypse (see 5:1, 3; 19:13), just as
in the rest of the New Testament.
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The agreement with the Av groups possesses no evidential value
because Origen does not cite in a literal manner and because he also omits
the article before aAda.

1:9

[153] 2:7
2:10
2:14
2:19
3:4

3.7

3.8

3:12
3:20

auyxowwvog cum AC S Av, xo1vwvog

om. v 7] ante Bactieta cum AC S K contra Av

ev ioov cum C S P f1678 al. pc., ev xplotw A, ev xplotw tmoov K,
1noov xptaTou Av

feov] + pov cum K

axpt] wexpt cum f1678 £2065 797

(twice cited) om. xat ante paryetv contra K

om. gov post umopovyy cum S 792 2329

aMa] e cum K, om. Av

~ ovopata oArya Qp sol., without evidential value

a] atwa Qp, ot Av

0 exwy THY xAew [xAewda Av] Tou [om. AC f1678 1611 1854 2053]
dautd xat avorywv cum S [o avorywv sine xat rel.] xat oudelg
XAelTEL, xat xAetwy xat oudelg avoifel with S, while all others
partly deviate. With the exception of the Commentary on John
(ed. Preuschen 103,31-32),2%2 this passage is cited twice in the
Philocalia (ed. Robinson 37 and 46)?3? and in the following tex-
tual form:

0 aytog xat ainbivog cum C Av K

~ 0 aAnBwos xat aytog A S sol.

xAew as above

+ Tov ante davtd cum S Av K as above, and everything else, also
as above. All three citations are identical in wording.
avewypeVny] Nrewypevny cum S sol.

WY ... auTny cum plural, avtny om. S al. pc.

only the beginning freely cited, habet ev contra $*

+ €yw ante eoTyxa cum Prim. sol.

om. axovay ™ dwwns xat (cited 3x: 4:437,32-33; and Lom-
matzsch 13:252 and 14:178, 206)%34

232. Erwin Preuschen, ed., Der Johanneskommentar, GCS 10 (Leipzig: Hinrichs,

1903).

233.]. Armitage Robinson, ed., The Philocalia of Origen (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1893).

234. Karl Heinrich Eduard Lommatzsch, ed., Opera omnia quae Graece vel Latine
tantum existant, 25 vols. (Berlin: Haude & Spener, 1831-1848).



162

5:1

5:2

5:3

5:4

(154]5:5

5:6

5:8
6:8

7:2

7:3

7:4

7:5
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avotén] + pot Qp sol.
om. xat ante egerevoopat cum A (hiat C) Av contra S K
Tou Bpovov] Tov Bpovov Qp sol.
eawlev xat e€wbev cum Av K (Philoc. 37)
eowley xat omigbey cum A (hiat C) (Sel. Ezech.)
eumpoofev xat omabey cum S (Philoc. 46)
om. v ante ¢wwy Sel. Ps. cum Av, habet Philoc. 37
om. eoTtv cum rel. contra K
oupavw] + avw cum K Sel. Ps.
on the contrary om. Sel. Ezech. (ed. Lommatzsch, p. 14:412)
and Philoc. 37
oute ter cum K (Philoc.)
oute!3 S (om. ouTe UTTOXATW TNG YS)
om. gyw cum S Av (on the contrary ego in the Lat. versions)
eupely cum rel., evpebnoetar S*
om. ex! Philoc.
om. 0> cum S f1006 f1678 1611 2053 2329
avotéat cum rel. plur., o avorywy K
om. Avoat ante tag odppaydas cum rel. contra S f20°! Vulg.
(apwiov) eotnrog cum A K
eaTrws S Ay
habet at ante mpogeuyat (bis) cum A (hiat C) Av, om. §* K
(not a literal citation) o favatog xat o adng axolovbel avtolg, as
well as a second time, but without avutotgc. We cannot conclude
from the presence of avtolg that Origen definitely reads avtw
with S K instead of pet avtov with AC Aw.
avatolns (bis) cum C S Av K, avatorwy A f18
exexpakev Qp sol., expabev C S AvK
expalev A P 2053
+ unte ante ™y ynv Qp 1st loco, om. 2nd loco
unte bis Qp, unde bis S al. pc., unte!] xat A
axpt cum AC al. pc. (bis), axpts S, axpts o Av K
om. xat post exatov cum A S Ay contra C K
teooapaxovta cum A Av K, tegoepaxovta C S
eadpaylopevol st loco cum plural
eodpaylopevwy 2nd loco cum K
xelevabelg acrwmmoat wn ypaa
eadpayrapevol cum rel. plur., -at K



10:4

11:8

14:1

14:2

14:3

(155]14:4

14:5

14:6

14:7

15:6

19:11
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Free citation; presupposes the reading un avta ypayns (against
ueta tautae ypadels Av).

om. xat ante o xuptog cum S? Av; it is however without evidential
value because it is a free citation.

0 xuptog autwy cum AC Av K, autwy om. P47 §*

T0 apviov cum rel. plur., To om. P47 Ay

(apwiov) eotws cum P47 Ay, eatog AC S, eatnros K

+ xat ante exatov Qp sol.

om. aptfuos ante exatov cum rel. plur. contra K

tecoapaxovta Qp, teaoepaxovta AC S, pud P47 Av K, likewise
14:3

1 dwwn Ny cum rel. plur., pwvny P47 Ay

habet w¢ ante x1fapwdwy contra Av

om. ws ante wdny! cum P¥ S K

oudetg cum rel. plur., oude eig K

gduvato cum rel. plur., nduvato Av

habet a1 ante exatov cum rel. contra S? al. pc

om. etatv post outol? contra K

av] eav cum K

nyopachnoay cum rel. plur., + umo oou ante yyopashyoay K
amapyy bis cum rel. plur., am apyns S £33 Prim. Beat.

habet yap (bis) cum P4’ S K Meth. Sah. Boh.

om. aAov cum P4 $* Ay K

meTopevoy cum rel. plur.

evayyehoat] -oacBat cum P47 S Compl. f172/250 f1678 £2014 £2031 o]
pe.
+ emt ante Toug cum AC P47 S contra Ay K
xafnuevous cum C P4 S K, xatoixovvtags A (Av)
+ emt ante may cum rel. plur., om. Av
Aeywv] Aeyovta cum P47 1611 al. pc., om. S
feov cum rel. plur., xuptov K
Tw ToaavTt] Tov momoavta Qp
auTov Tov motnaavta K
+ v ante fadacoay cum PY S K
(free citation) Awouv Aapmpov xat xafapov : Awovy cum P47 61 -
69 f2931 94 al. pc.
xafapoug Atvoug Aaumpous S sol.
om. Tov ante ovpavov Qp sol.
avewypevov cum rel. plur., nvewypevov A (hiat C) S P al. pc.
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19:13

19:14

[156]19:15

20:6a
22:11

22:13
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xaAoupevos matog cum K, ~ S, xadoupevos om. A (hiat C) Av

habet wg ante ¢prof cum A (hiat C) f1006 f1678 £2029 £172/250 £2065

multiple versions (bis)

exwv ovopa yeypaupevoy cum A (hiat C) Ay

+ ovopata yeypauueve xat ante ovopa K (hiat S)

BeBappevov] pepavtiouevov 1st loco cum P 2019 2065 2329 al.
pepappevov 2nd loco cum (S) 1611 pe. Hipp (bis)

xaAeitat] exexAnro Qp sol., xexAntat A (hiat C) S? K, xexAnto S*

om. o ante Aoyog cum min. pc.

oTpatevpata] + avtov cum 2017 Sah. Boh., + Ta K

nxolovBet cum rel. plur., nxoroufouv Av

ed] emt cum K

gvoedupevol] -oig cum S* f1678 Syr.1

om. Aguxov Qp 1st loco cum Boh. Aeth. Arm.>3

habet 2nd loco

Aguxov] + xat Qp 2nd loco cum S Avpart

okl cum rel. plur., dioTopos ofeta K

natagy cum rel. plur., -£et S al. pc.

~ 6 0py¥s Tov Bupou cum S 2329 Sah.

om. xal aytog cum 61 - 69

(Comm. Jo. 441, 87): cxg Iwdvwng dnot- xai 6 xabapos xabapiohnrw

€T xal 6 dytog arylaodtw in the place of: xat o dixatog dixatoguyyy

TOTATW ETL XAl 0 aYlog aylasdnTw

0 pumapog pumavdntw Tt (bis) cum S 94 1854 2017

or 21:6 yeyova €yw TO @ Xl TO @ XAl 0 TPWTOG XAl O ETXATOS, )

apxy) xat To TEAOG

EYW LWL TO & XAl TO W, %) QPXY) X TO TEAOS, 0 TPWTOS XAl 0 ETYATOS

EYW ELYL Y] ap)Y] XAl TO TEAOS, TO & XL TO ®, 0 TPWTOG XAl 0 ETYATOS

Origen conflates 22:13 and 21:6. 22:13 is cited in the second and third
locations because o mpwTog xat o eoyatog occurs only in this verse (not in
21:6). However, ey, which Origen has, surfaces only in 469 18528 2073
and the versions. The order 7 apyn xat To TEAOG 0 TPWTOG XAl O ETYATOS,
which Origen has in the second location, agrees with Av (where the article
that should accompany apyy and Telog is missing) against A (hiat C) S
K. In the first location, xat o mpwTog xat o eoyatos is inserted from 22:13,
where 21:6 is first cited and yeyova is read with S Av K but where eyw is
read with A (hiat C) f109 2053 - 2062 2995 469 against S Av K. Origen
omits the xat before » apyy with K.
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This list provides very important results. The text Origen used is on
the whole identical with the text of P4’ S; see 2:19; 3:7; 5:1 (eumpoaBev xat
omiafev); 5:4 (om. eyw cum S Av); 5:5 (om. 0%); 14:3 (om. wg ante woNy
cum P § K); 14:5 (habet yap cum P4 S K Meth.); 14:6 (om. aMov cum
P47 §* Av K; evayyedoaafar cum P47 S); 14:7 (Aeyovta cum P¥7; + Ty ante
fadacoay cum P47 S K); 15:6 (Atovy cum P¥); 19:13 (pepavtiopevov cum
S; [e]xexAnTo cum S*); 19:14 (evdedupevols cum S; + xat ante xabapov cum
S Avpart); 19:15 (~ )¢ opyns Tou Bupou cum S); 21:6 (yeyove cum S Av K);
22:11 (pumavbnTw cum S, hiant AC).

With K: 14:4 (av] eav); 14:7 (tov momoavta); 19:11 (xadoupuevos maTog);
19:14 (ed] em).

With A: 3:20 (om. xat ante elgedevoopar cum A Ay, hiat C); 5:6
(eonxos); 19:12 (habet wg ante dAof).

[157] The majority of Origen’s unique readings presuppose no Vorlage,
since Origen often cites freely from memory. That many unique readings
of P4 and S also surface alongside the common readings of P S Orig.
needs no explanation. Many of S’s unique readings were confirmed as
such by Origen (who does not cite them) and P*’ (which does not pre-
serve them).

2.6.3. Hippolytus of Rome

Among the patristic witnesses, Hippolytus is the most important along-
side Origen because of his age (third century), his Western origins, and the
scope of his citations. Indeed, the yield of Hippolytus’ citations for textual
criticism surpasses Origen’s considerably because a section of continuous,
coherent text in literal citations is extant in a full two chapters (17-18).2%>

235. The Apocalypse’s accurate and continuously cited sections are 11:2-7 (more
accurately 11:4-7); 12:1-6, 13-17; 13:11-18; 17:1-18:24; 20:6; 22:15 in the commen-
tary on Dan 5:1-10. The most important references are in De Christo et antichristo.
The latter work, edited by Achelis (in Bonwetsch and Achelis, Exegetische und homi-
letische Schriften), comes down to us in three manuscripts: E (= Ebroicensis 1), R (=
Remensis 78), and H (= Hierosolymitanus s. sepulchri 1), of which H is the authorita-
tive one. E and R, which are closely related to each other, essentially have the Av text,
as Bousset already observed (Die Offenbarung Johannis, 153 n. 4). Since E and R’s
text cannot be regarded as Hippolytus’s, we will ignore them in the present context.
Hoskier’s information about Hippolytus’s text of the Apocalypse is not based upon
Achelis’s critical edition but upon Tischendorf’s outdated text and is, therefore, wrong
for the most part. It only offers the text of E R. According to tradition, Hippolytus also
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11:3  mepPePinuevor cum C S* Avelur K
-oug A S* Avpart (hiat P47)
11:4  habet a1?> cum rel. plur.
om. S* f205(-2045) 1854 (et E R)
xuptou cum rel. plur., fgou Av
T s om. H sol.
eoTwoat cum S? Ay, eoTwTeg rel.
11:5 et g bis] ntic H (scribal error)
Beret!] Bednoet Hipp cum PY
Tov ante gTopatos om. H sol
avtoug Beler?] Beet avtoug H cum C K
BeAnon (-oet E R) autous A (E R)
~ Bedna (-oet PY7) aduenoat avtoug P47 S
[158]11:6  vetos Bpe&y Tag nuepas ™ mpodyrelas avtwy Hipp, Ppeén cum
f1678 2053 2344
habet ev ante Tagy cum rel. plur. contra P47 al. pc.
eav] av cum C 1854 2053
11:7  xat otav TeAecwot om. H sol cum 220
~ UET QUTWV ToAepoV cum rel. contra Av
12:1  onpetov peyae wdby ... yuvn meptfBePAnuevn] edov aonuetov peya
yuvauxa meptBeAnuevyy Hipp sol.
ueya] + xat favpactov (see 15:1) et om. ev Tw oupavew Hipp sol.
12:2  om. xat ante xpalet (bis) cum Av K
+ Tov ante texew H (et ed. Achelis) cum f1906
12:3-4a missing
12:4b cum TR
(otaw] ote H sol.)
12:5 appeva] apoeve bis H cum Av £1906 1611 1854 2053 Meth.
(appeva E R cum P4 S K, apaev AC)
om. gv paPdw adnpa bis Hipp
om. xat ante yprachy H sol (non ed. Achelis)
npmacdy H bis cum rel. plur., nprayn E R cum S Compl. al. pc.
+ mpog ante Tov Bpovov H cum rel. contra Av (+ eig E R)
12:6  exe] + exet H cum rel. plur. (om. C Avpart)
Tpedway] extpedpwaty cum K

wrote a commentary on the Apocalypse, but no Greek author familiar with his other
writings mentions it. Should we consider this a coincidence?
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12:17
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13:14

13:15

13:16

13:17

13:18

17:1

17:2
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om. ott — y7v Hipp sol.
appeve] apoeva H bis cum (A) CS
om. at ante ovo 1st loco cum P¥’ S K, habet 2nd loco
meTyTal bis cum rel. plur., metatar Av
om. €lg Tov Tomov autys Hipp bis
~ €X TOV CTOULATOS QUTOV OTILaw TY) yuvaixog H cum rel. fere omn.
(oTopatos autou! 2 E R)
TaUTYV] auTny cum rel. contra Ay
cum TR H (om. E R; see 12:15), om. n y»? P4 al. pc.
emt T yuvawxt cum rel. plur., emt om. C P4
moov E R ed. Achelis cum rel. plur.] Tov 8eov H cum S
cum TR
~ Toug €v auTY xatolxouvtas cum rel. fere omn. 13:12 in a later
place again, there xatoxovvtag] owxouvtas H, o bnptov] tw Oypiw
H, in the rest as before
moty xataPawew] xataPfawy H sol.
evwmiov] xat evwmiov H, xatevwmiov E R
mAava] emhave H contra E R Slav.
og exet cum AC P47 Ay
om. vt ante ogot cum rel. plur. contra A al. pc. H
avH cum CS Ay, eav ER cum A P¥ K
TNV elxova] T elxovt cum rel. plur.
om. wa ante amoxtavbwot cum rel. plur.
dwomn] dwaw H cum rel. plur., dwowow K
(0wan R, dwoet E)
TWV LETWTWY] To neTwmov cum rel. plur. contra P47 Ay
om. xat 2nd loco cum C S$* 1611 al. pc.
1st loco om. E R Slav. (contra H et ed. Achelis)
om. 7 ante 7o ovope cum A Av K contra P47 §
(Tou ovopatog C)
~ gaTiv avBpwmov H bis cum f20° 2429 (non ed. Achelis)
avutov] + g0t bis cum C Av
om. ex H (et ed. Achelis) cum § f1006 f2014 £2065
(uet epov] pot E R Slav., non ed. Achelis)
om. ot post Aeywv cum rel. contra Ay
Twv vOaTwWY Twv] vdaTwy cum A S Av contra (P47) K
~ 0L XOLTOIXOUVTES TNV YV €X TYG TOopVelag auTyg cum rel. fere
omn.
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etdov] e1d0a H et ed. Achelis, tda A (on the other hand 17:6 edov
Hipp)
yepov ovopatwy] yepovta ovopate H (yéupov ta dvépata ed. Ach-
elis) cum A (hiat C) S P Oec 2329
yepov ovopatwy E R cum Av
Bracdnuias om. H sol. (non ed. Achelis)
%?] nv cum rel. fere omn.
mopdupa xatl xoxxivw] mopdupouv (-av A) xat xoxxwov cum rel.
plur.
om. xat ante xexpuoweyy cum Ay K
~ TOTNplov xpuoovy cum rel. contra Ay
(yepov] -wv E R cum S al. pc.)
axabaptntog] ™) axabaptyTt cum rel. fere omn.
avtns] ™ yns cum K, + xat ™g yng S
mopvé&y cum TR
om. ex H ed. Achelis cum K
~ gpw oot cum A (hiat C) K
+ 70 ante Bptov! cum rel. omn.
vmaryet H ed. Achelis cum A (hiat C) al. pc.
umayew E R cum S Av K
bavpacbyoovtat] -palova H ed. Achelis sol.
-uaoovaty E R 792 sol.
Ta ovopata] To ovopa cum A (hiat C) K
emt to Pifrov H ed. Achelis cum rel., em tov BifAiov K
eV BifAw E R cum f2014
BAemovtwy] BAemovtes Hipp cum 792 1854 2019 al. pc.
xat mepeaTal cum rel. omn.
emta opy) low H cum rel. fere omn.
(emta! om. E R, emta?] emt ta E R)
+ at ante emta® H ed. Achelis sol.
om. xal ante o €ig cum rel. omn.
emeoay cum rel. plur. (emegov R cum K)
autov Oet cum rel. plur., ~ det avtov K
avtos cum A (hiat C), outog S K
eot?” 3 H (non ed. Achelis)
~ ta xepata ta Oexa H ed. Achelis sol.
aM] ada H ed. Achelis cum A (hiat C) S f190¢ 61 - 69 2329
om. outot H ed. Achelis sol. et iungunt pay yveouny eyouct cum
praecedent. cum al. pc.
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17:18
18:1
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18:3

18:4

18:5
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habet Tp? cum S Ay, om. A (hiat C) K
eautwy] autw H sol. ed. Achelis
avtwy E R cum rel. omn.

dtadidoatay] didoceaty cum rel. omn.
cum TR
~ xafnTal n mopyy Hipp sol.
emt] xat cum rel. omn.
pienoovat] pioovat H sol. (non ed. Achelis) cum £2014 2053 - 2062
(the momgouat that follows shows pigouat to be a scribal error)
om. Tag ante oapxas H sol. (non ed. Achelis)
xat yvpvyy cum A (hiat C) S, om. Av, + momgovaw avtyy K
Tag xapotag] v xapdtay Hipp sol.
wiaw yvouny H ed. Achelis cum rel. plur., ~ E R cum K
Tereahn Ta pyupata] TedeaByoovtar ot Aoyol Tou Beou cum rel.
plur., TedesBwoty ot Aoyor 7. 6. K
cum TR, + em ante ¢ yns K
om. xat ante pete cum rel. contra Ay
+ aAov ante ayyedov cum rel. fere omn.
ev toxut dwvn pueyaln H ed. Achelis cum TR
evom.SK (ER)

om. peyain A S K contra Ay

emegey bis cum A Av contra S K
datpoviwy H cum A S al. pc., datpovwy E R cum Av K
axabapTou] + xat uepionuevou cum A 336 2080
opveou] Bnptou cum A al. pc.
Bupou Tou owou cum Av, ~ S K, Tou otvov om. AC 1611 2053
memwxe] memtwxact H Slav. ed. Achelis cum S K

memtwxay AC, memtwxey E R

om. Tov ante otpnvous H (error, not ed. Achelis)
Tov oupavou] Twy oupavwy Hipp sol.
ekelBete] -Hate cum A S
~ 0 Aaog pou €€ avtng cum C S P f1678 contra A K
€€ autng om. Av
ouyxowwwante] cuvxowwynoyns H (non ed. Achelis)
wa? — autye?] ex Twy TAYYywY auTys wa ) AaByte cum rel. plur.
contra Av
nxolouBnoav] exolbByoay cum rel. fere omn.
~ at apaptiat avtys H ed. Achelis cum al. pc.
(axpt] ewg E R cum P sol.)
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euvnuoveuaey cum rel. plur., + avtyng K
om. v cum rel. contra Av
om. a0t} cum rel. contra Av
+ ta ante oimAa E R et ed. Achelis cum C S K contra A Ay
motypww cum AC Ay, + autng SK
eavtny] avtyy H ed. Achelis cum rel. contra S Av E R
+ ol ante xafnpat cum rel. plur.
(abnual] xabwg Kplur)
xpwwy] -vag cum rel. plur. contra S2 al. pc.
xhavgovtat] -couat H ed. Achelis cum C Ay K
om. quTny cum rel. contra Av
em auty] em avtyy cum C S K
om. eV ante pia cum rel. plur.
ev o wpa] wav wpav A al. pc.
xAatovat xat wevhouat] ¥Aavaouat xat mevbnoovat cum K
em auty] em avtyy cum C S P
xpuoov ed. Achelis cum TR, xpuatov E R, om. H
(apyupov] -ptov E R cum al. pc.)
uapyapitov] -tag cum C P (A)
Buaaou] -oug Hipp sol. (all three manuscripts), fugawov AC K
mopdupas cum TR, -pov K
anptxov] aipixov H ed. Achelis
om. xat ante xaAxou H (non ed. Achelis)
xowvapwpov] -uov cum S* K
+xat apwpov E R (non ed. Achelis) cum rel. contra K
buapata] upiapa Hipp cum Avpart f1006 versions
~ gou ¢ emtbupias T Puyxns cum AC S £1006 1854
amo cou! 2 H (non ed. Achelis)
amAfev?] amwieto E R (hiat H) cum rel. plur. contra Av
ov W evpns auta] auta ou wn evpnoovaty H cum AC S P f1678
1611 172, ou un avta evpys E R cum £1006
Toutwy] oov H et ed. Achelis sol. (but it is difficult to acknowl-
edge that Achelis is correct here)
om. xat ante Aeyovreg H cum rel. fere omn.
ovat bis cum rel. contra K
om. xat ante xexpuoweyy H cum AP (non ed. Achelis)
om. gv ante xpuow H (non ed. Achelis) cum A K
xpvow] -o1w E R cum A K (non ed. Achelis)
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18:24
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uapyapttais] -t H (et ed. Achelis) cum AC S P f1096 1611 2053
-2062 2329

Npnuwdn om. H sol. errore

TwY TAOLwWY 0 opiAog TR

[0] emt Twv TAOLWY TAEWY AV

om. o opthog Hipp A (Twv mAotwy Hipp)

o emt [+ Tov S al. pc.] Tomov mhewv AC S K

expalov] -fav cum AC al. pc.

opwvtes] BAemovteg cum rel. fere omn.

efBarov] -Aav H et ed. Achelis cum C

om. xat ante expagav H (error)

expalov] -£av cum AC 2329

Aeyovtes cum rel. plur., xat Aeyovreg K

em autny H et ed. Achelis cum Av, em av E R cum C S K

+ xat ot ante amogTolot cum rel. contra C Ay

om. ot ante mpodntat H (error)

cum TR (pvAov)

om. xat mag TexViTns — 23 davy ev oot Tt H E R contra Slav. cum
Sal pc.

goi23 et et om. Slav.

+ ¢wwy ante yopdrns H cum C 2329 Syr.!

€Tt post axouady om. H (error)

atpa cum rel. plur., aipate K

Toutwy] Toutov H E R contra Slav,, rejected by Achelis as an
error

~ 0 Oeutepog Bavatog cum rel. contra Av

om. g cum rel. omn.

xa2” 3 H (error)

om. o ante ¢p1Awy cum rel. plur.

Hippolytus’s other writings are far less useful. The commentary on
Daniel contains a long continuous section (5:1-10) that is not cited in De
Christo et antichristo.

3.7

5:1

5:2

wAelet! cum Av, x)etoel rel.

xAetet?] ¥Aetwy cum AC S Av (aliter K)

avoryet cum AC Av, avmist SK

Tou Opovou] Tov Bpovov Hipp sol.

omiafev] ebwbev cum Av K

xateappaylouevov] eadpaytauevov Hipp sol.

+ ev ante ¢wvy HippA cum AC S K, om. rel. cum Av



172

(164]

5:3

5:4

5:5

5:6

5.7

5:8

5:9
5:10

The Ancient Stems

toyvpov om. Hipp sol.
om. eoTwy cum rel. contra K
nduvato cum TR, eduvarto rel.
oude ter] oute
om. eyw cum S Ay
mo\v] moMot cum al. pc.
om. xal avayyvwvat cum plur. contra Ay
om. wv cum cod. plur.
ptla] + xat To yevog Hipp sol.
habet Avoat cum S Vulg. Syr.! al. pc.
om. xal 10ov cum cod. fere omn.
Twv! 2 Hipp sol.
eatnxos HippP"t cum plur., -xws S Av
om. wg cum al. pc.
ot etawv] a eatw Hipp, a elow K
~ emTa mvevpata Tou feou cum cod. fere omn.
Ta ameaTaApove cum Av, Ta om. rel.
etAnde] eAafe Hipp sol.
habet To fiAtov cum f1006 f104/336 £205(-2054) £2051 2019 — 2429
xtbapav cum cod. plur., -ag Av
at'] @ cum S 1006 £2065 3] pc.
om. at> cum $* K
~ nuag Tw few cum f104/336 £1721250 2050 al. pc., yuag om. A sol.
om. avtoug Hipp sol.
Baareig] Paciietay cum A (hiat C) S f1678 1611 1854 2050
Bagilevoopev] -govoty cum S Av
-ougiv AK

6:9-10 are entirely freely cited. In 6:10, amo ante Twv x¥aToIXOVYTWY cum

6:11

Av, ex rel.

€000y ... oToAn Aeuxn] edobnoav ... oTolat Aeuxat Hipp cum Latt.
exaoTolg] avtols (et om. exaotw) cum K

avamauowvtat] Teptpevwaty Hipp sol.

~ xpovov Tt wixpov cum A (non C) 1006

EwWg — aUTWY?] omwg [xat] ot CUYOOUAOL AUTWY TAYPWIWTLY THY
UaPTUPLAY QUTWY

9:13-14  free citation, entirely unproductive for textual criticism

11:3

cum TR (meptBePAnuevor cum C K)
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The first of two of Hippolytus’s sermons published by Eduard Schwartz
contains two verbatim citations from the Apocalypse.?3¢

1:8b

19:11

19:12

19:13

0 WY xal 0 MY XTA.

+ 0 Beog ante o mavtoxpatwp Hipp sol.

etdov] -ev Hipp sol.

avewypevov] nvewypevov cum A S P al. pc.

€T auTov] T auTou cum 2053 - 2062

om. XaAovpevos cum A Ay

om. wg cum plur. contra A al. pc.

om. xat Hipp sol.

~ dladnuate moMa et THY xedany autouv Hipp sol.
BeBappevov] pepavtiouevoy cum P 2019 (S Orig.) al.
xaAeitat] xexintar cum A (hiat C) SK

Hippolytus’s other extant writings preserve no text-critically useful
citations for the Apocalypse.

Overall, Hippolytuss text confirms the text of the old majuscules,
agreeing with S or P4’ S in the following places:

[165] 5:4
5:5
5:8
5:10
11:5
18:4
18:9
19:13

om. eyw cum S Ay

habet Avoat cum S Vulg. Syr.!

atl] ¢ cum S; om. at?2 cum S K

Bagirevoovay cum S Av

Belet!] Bednoet cum PY

~ 0 Aaog pou €€ autng cum C S P

em autny cum C S K; likewise 18:11 cum C S P
pepavtiopevov cum P 2019 (S Orig.) al.

Just a few of the many corrections of Av and K surface in Hippolytus:

3.7
5:1
5:6
6:11
11:3
11:4
11:5

xAetet! cum Ay

omiafev] ebwbev cum Av K

ot] @ cum K; + Ta ante ameotaipeva cum Av
om. exaotw cum K

meptBefAnuevor cum C K

goTwoal cum S* Ay

fBeet autoug cum C K

236. Eduard Schwartz, Zwei Predigten Hippolyts, SBAW 3 (Munich: Bayerische
Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1936).
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12:2  om. xat ante xpalet cum Av K

12:5 apoeva cum Av

12:6  extpedwaty cum K

13:18 autou] + eottv cum C Av

17:4 om. xat ante xexpuowpevy cum Av K; avtng] s yns cum K
17:6 om.ex cum K

18:3  ~ Oupou Tou otou cum Av

18:9  xAavoovat cum C Av K

18:17 Tov Tomov] Twy TAolwy cum Av

The relatively frequent agreements with C are remarkable.

2.6.4. Eusebius of Caesarea

Most of Eusebius’s citations of the Apocalypse stem from older sources
that Eusebius (in his Church History) cites literally.2%”

1:1-4: Schwartz 694,2-5, from Dion
1:1  om. o Beos et a det yeveahar Dion sol.
1:2  moov xptoTov] autou cum 2329
om. Te cum cod. fere omn.
1:4  (bis eippypyny) cum TR

Schwartz 428,16-17, from Letter of the Gallic Communities
[166] 1:5  om. ex ante Twv vexpwy cum rel. contra Av

Schwartz 694,18-19, from Dion
1:9  om. xat ante adeAdog cum rel. omn.
ouyxowwvos cum rel. plur., xowwvog K
om. v 7] ante BadtAela cum rel. contra Av
+ ev ante vmopovy cum 1854
L. xptoTov] tmaov Dion sol., all others read differently
om. dta ante Ty paptuptay cum AC al. pc.
om. yptotov AC §* Ay

237. Eusebius citations below are from Eduard Schwartz, ed. Die Kirchenge-
schichte, vol. 2 of Eusebius Werke, GCS 9 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1908).
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Schwartz 648,25-26, from Dion

13:5 €dofy] + yap Dion sol.
Bracdnuias] -av cum Av K
momaal unvag] xat wyves sol.

Schwartz 406.6, from Letter of the Gallic Communities
14:4  av cum rel. plur., eav K Orig.
vmeryn cum rel. plur., vrayet AC al. pe.

Schwartz 692,14-17, 694,22-24, from Dion
22:7 cum TR
22:8  xayw (bis) cum A S K, xat eyw Av
0 PAemwy xat axovwy Tavta (bis) cum S Av, ~ A K

Schwartz 424, 24-25, from Letter of the Gallic Communities
22:11 OweatwbnTw cum TR f1678(-2080) £2014
duxaoouvny TowoaTw rel.

Heikel 372,12-13, Dem. ev. 8.2.30d%38
5:5a habet 0? cum rel. plur., om. S al. pc.

2.6.5. Methodius of Olympus?*

Only two longer sections (12:1-6 and 14:1-5) are quoted verbatim.
7:9  (not strictly literal) habet auto cum rel. plur., om. K
ndwvato cum TR, eduvato rel. plur.
12:1  ~ wdby peya onueov Meth. sol.
dwoexa] dexaduo cum Avpart: 2329
12:2  cum TR (om. xat ante xpalet)
12:3  ~ muppog neyas cum rel. plur. contra A Av
~ emTa Oladnuata cum rel. fere omn.
[167] 12:4 TpiTov] + pepos Meth. sol.
Texety] extexey Meth. sol.
12:5  appeva] apoeve cum Av

238. Ivar A. Heikel, ed., Demonstratio evangelica, vol. 6 of Eusebius Werke, GCS
23 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1913).

239. Hoskier’s data are also unreliable here and probably taken from an out-
dated edition.
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habet ev ante paf30w cum rel. contra Av
npmacdy cum rel. plur., ypmayn S Compl.
+ Tpog ante Tov Bpovov cum rel. contra Av
12:6  exet] + exet cum rel. contra C Av
amo] umo cum K
Tpedpwaty cum TR, extpedpwoty K
14:1 + 7o ante apviov cum rel. contra Av
eaTyxos] eatws cum AC S P al. pe.
ovopa] + auTou xat To ovopa cum rel. plur.
14:2  dwvny nxovoa] 1 dwvn Ny nxovoa ws wvyy cum rel. contra Av,
sed dwwvny cum 2019 254 Beat. Arm., + Arab. (om. rel.)
14:3  om. wg ante wdny cum P47 S K
nowvato cum TR, eduvaro rel. plur.
14:4 om. elow ante ot axorovBouvte cum rel. contra K
axolovBouvtes] -Onoavtes cum fo2°
omov av cum TR, omov eav al.
amapyn cum TR, am apxns S al. pc.
14:5  dohog] Yevdog cum rel. fere omn.
om. yap cum AC K
om. evwTtov Tou fpovov Tou feou cum rel. omn.
20:13 ~ Toug vexpoug Toug ev quTy cum rel. contra Av
~ TOUG VEXPOUS TS €V auTolg cum rel. contra Av
Methodius also confirms the text of the old majuscules, although
he does not have xat before xpalet in 12:2. The agreements with Av (12:5
apoeve) and K (12:6 umo) can also be from an independent correction,
assessed similarly to the agreements with f°2° (14:4) and with some Av
groups (12:1). The few verses preserved in Methodius’s text of the Apoc-
alypse, however, are insufficient for reliably assessing the variants men-
tioned above. His text shares the omission of wg 14:3 with P47 S K. Metho-
dius does not preserve AC’s reading in 14:4 omov av umayet (instead of -7),
which only WHort and Charles regard as the Urtext.

2.6.6. Irenaeus

The number of Irenaeus’s citations of the Apocalypse is numerous,?*° but
most are transmitted only in Latin and [168] survive partially in the Arme-

240. See the compilation in William Sanday and Cuthbert Hamilton Turner, eds.,
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nian tradition. The reliability of these versions, especially in the Scrip-
ture citations, is problematic in certain respects. That the translators of
the biblical text had also translated Irenaeus’s text and did not insert the
text of the Latin or Armenian Bible with which they were familiar is clear
today. However, we must also consider that sometimes they harmonize
their translation (whether consciously or unconsciously) to the biblical
text with which they are familiar.

1:12

1:13

1:14

1:15

1:16

1:17
1:18

2:6
3:7b

4:7

5:6
5:8

6:2
11:19

om. exet contra K

loquebatur = ehadel, eEhadnoey Av

om. emta cum AC Av (against other Latins)

opotwua vtw (or vtov) Arm. with A Syr.!

cum TR Lat.

om. Aguxov Arm. cum al. pc.

memupwpevol] -vw Lat. and Arm. cum S 2050 2053 - 2062

om. ToMwY in one place

exwv] habet Lat. and Arm., habebat the other Latins

xetpt Lat. and Arm. against Latins

partially preserved in Irenaeus and an unimportant reading
om. apny Lat. and Arm. cum AC S$* contra Av K

~ Tou favaTou xat Tou adov Lat. and Arm. cum AC S K contra Av
cum TR

aperiet, et nemo claudet; claudet, et nemo aperiet. The rendering
is too free to facilitate a conclusion about the Greek Vorlage.
Also Greek in Anastasios Sinaites To 0e TpITOV exwY TPOTWTOV
avBpwmov cum K, wg avBpuwmov A, ws avbpwmos Av

Lat.: habens faciem quasi humanam seems to come closest to
A’s text

literally translated, but without Greek attestation

only the last words, and not useful for text-critical purposes.
Also in Greek: habet at ante mpooeuyat cum A (hiat C) Av contra
S*K

exivit vincens ut vinceret with other Latins: om. xat ante wa
only the beginning; useless for text-critical purposes

Novum Testamentum sancti Irenaei Lugdunensis, OLBT 7 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1923),

193-203.
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[169] 12:4

13:2

13:3

13:4

13:5

13:6

13:7a

13:8

13:9

13:10

13:12

13:13

13:14

13:15

The Ancient Stems

only free usage. tertiam partem does not prove that Tpitov] +
uepog stood in the Vorlage.

habet nv contra P47 Ay

leonis with most witnesses, Aeovtwy S al. pc.

om. tdov cum rel. fere omn.

habet ex contra Av

et admirata est universa terra against Av (but strikingly identi-
cal with Vulg. here)

oTt (= quoniam) edwxev cum rel. plur., Tw dedwxott K

fnpw] + Toutw Ir. Syr.!

xat Tig duvatal cum rel. plur., Tig duvatog (sine xat) K
Bragdnuiay Arm. cum Av K

et blasphemia Lat. This is a neuter plural, as 13:6 (ad blasphe-
mium) confirms, thus assuming fAacdyuias (with C P47 S) or
possibly fAacdnua (with A).

om. mowjoat Lat.(?), habet Arm.

om. moAepov contra K

ad blasphemium = eig BAacdyuay cum Av K

habet xar®!* cum Av (but also Vulg.)

om. cum AC P#” Ay (Lat. and Arm.)

habet xat Aaov contra Av

cuius non est scriptum nomen = ob 0V YEYPATTAL TO OVORLL QUTOU
Lat. and Arm. (against Vulg.) cum AC

nomen = 7o ovopat cum AC K, ta ovopata P4 S Av

aures with many translations, also Latins, and the Greeks unan-
imously ovg

si quis in captivitatem duxerit, in captivitatem ibit

si quis gladio occiderit, oportet eum gladio occidi against Arm.
umeryel! 2 cum C P¥ S Ay

The identical text of the other Latins somewhat undermines the
Latin reading duxerit.

motet? = facit cum rel. plur., emotet K

cuius ... eius = 00 ... autou cum rel. plur.

motet] faciet with f172/2%0 2060 and many translations wa xat Tup
oLy EX TOU oupavou xatef3. accurately translated against K
mAave] seducet (see 13:13)

homines (sine Toug noug contra K)

useless for textual criticism

13:16b likewise
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[170] 13:17 om. xat! cum C S* f2014 al. pc. (and other Latins)

13:18

17:8

17:12

17:13

17:14
19:11

19:12

19:13
19:14
19:15
19:16
19:20
20:6a

20:11
20:12

7o ovopar] nominis cam C al. pc.

quite free; only the number 666 is given exactly

only one part is cited clearly

in perditionem vadit = vmaryet cum A al. pc. versions, umayetv
rel.

cum bestia = peta Tov Onpiov

(other Latins post bestiam = peta To Oyptov)

none of the Greek text’s variants are visible

practically identical with Vulg.

vocabatur fidelis, assumes xaovpevog, which AC Av omit
Conybeare retroverts the Armenian text: exaAeito moTog xat
ainBivog

sicut flamma = wg dAoE cum A al. pc., however, thus also Vulg.
Conybeare retroverts Armenian: el pAoya TUpog

ovopa yeypappevoy against K (and S)

BeBappevov] aspersum = pepavtiouevoy, likewise Gig. Prisc.
Arm. according to Conybeare mepipepayuevov (= S*)

in equis albis against Av epimot ToAot

om. xat ante xafapov contra Av

om. dteTopos contra K

om. xal ante Ty opy”s

habet em? (Lat. and Arm.) contra S

efAnbnoav] BAndnoovtal Lat. and Arm. cum Av

literally identical with Vulg.; no variant of recognizable impor-
tance

locus non est eis (instead of eupeby)

habet Toug pueyaioug xat Toug pxpoug contra K

20:13a, 13b, 14a, 15 no recognizable variants

21:1

21:2

21:3

21:4

21:5

amAfav (-ov) plural Lat. and Arm. (singular Av)
om. amo Tou feov cum f2065

de throno cum A S Latt., ex Tou oupavou rel.

Aot cum A S Av, Aatog K Vulg.

habet avtwy feoc cum A (Av) contra S K

om. Oeo¢ (Lat. and Arm.) cum S Ayplur K

habet o1t (Lat. and Arm.) cum S K Latt.plur

om. pot cum A K

~ miaTol xat aAnbwot contra Av
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[171] 21:6  facta sunt (= yeyovav cum A al. pc.?, yeyova S* Av K) Lat. and
Arm.; likewise the Syrian fragment in this location

The readings from the above list should be highlighted:

1:15 (memupwpevw with S); 4:7 (quasi humanam = wg avbpwmov with
A; Anastasios Sinaites’s Greek text is less reliable); 13:6 BAaodyuias with
C P¥ §; 13:7a (om. cum AC P Ay; confirms the great antiquity of this
error); 13:8 (Urtext with [A]C); 13:17 (tov ovopatos with C); 17:8 (umayet
with A); 19:12 (wg dAo§ with A, however, also Vulg.); 21:3 (6povou with A
S, however, also Vulg. and other Latins; habet autwy feog with A [Av]; cf.
other Latins). With Av K only 13:6 (BAacdnwiay, habet xart cum Av);
19:20 (BAnbnoovtar).

Irenaeus is one of the oldest witnesses to the “Western” text in other
New Testament writings. Here, however, Irenaeus’s text does not seem to
have differed greatly from the “neutral”

2.6.7. Old Manuscript Fragments

Six old manuscript fragments are extant: P!8 (third/fourth century); P24
(early fourth century); P43, 0163 (fifth century); 0169 (fourth century); and
0207 (fourth century). On 0207, see my “Der Apokalypse-Text des Kodex
0207, 187-89. With the exception of P*}, the four that remain are printed
and discussed by Charles.?!

Here is a summary of the results:

P18 (1:4-7) consistently agrees (as far as it is legible and apart from a
unique reading in 1:6) with AC. P! shares the omission of Twv atwvwy in
1:6 with A and some minuscule groups, an omission that can only be an
error. P18 does not preserve any of the unique readings of S, Av, and K.

P24 (5:5-8; 6:5-8). P?*s very damaged text is identical to A’s, except for
the spelling of eppueosw in 5:6. P** reads eywv (K exov) in 5:6 with A S Av, and
dwuny in 6:7 with A S Av, which C K omits.

P% is only a small, almost useless scrap of papyrus sheet from the sec-
tion of a roll, most likely from the seventh century. The leaf is an opis-
tograph, with the text of each side written by a different hand. The roll
clearly only contained extracts from the Apocalypse because the two sides
preserve parts of widely separated chapters of the Apocalypse. The text’s
scanty remains do not belong to either Av or K.

241. Charles, Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 2:447-51.
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[172] 2:13 om. Ta epya oov xat (deduced from the existing space) cum AC
S al. pc. contra Av K
om. ev aig cum AC al. pc. (on the basis of the space)

15:8 habet emta? with all against Av

16:1 T ewovt] ™Y etxove cum S al. pe.

0163 (16:17-19) also agrees literally with A (hiat C), even in the read-
ing aotpamal xat dwvat xat Bpovrar (A f19% 1611 1854 2053 - 2062 f2014
£2065). 0163 does not contain any of the corrections of P4’ S and Av K.

0169 (3:19-4:2) is most closely related to S. 0169 or 0169¢ reads 3:20
+ xat ante elceevgopal with S K (Urtext), 3:19 (mheve] (pAwaov 0169¢ with
S Av. 0169 reads with A (hiat C) S: 4:2 om. xat! 0169* A S* K. 4:3 + xat o
xafnuevos 0169 A S; further 4:1 yvewypevn] avewypevy 0169 AvPlur K 4:2 +
xat ante evbewg 0169¢ S* Av; xafyuevog] -ov 0169 2329 Prim.

0169 does not confirm the unique readings of A 4:1 avafBa] avafnb
and a] ooa. Also, none of Av and K’s unique readings surface in 0169.

0207 (9:2-15) reads eoxotwdy in 9:2 with A (hiat C), om. Tegoapwy in
9:13 with A P%7 §2 and the versions, which, in both cases, is undoubtedly
the Urtext, but not eryav in 9:8 with A S. Only the omission of extw in 9:14
with A is a common error. In contrast to the other old fragments, 0207
shares several corrections with Av and K: 0207 shares with Av the two
stylistic improvements in 9:12 epyetat] epxovrat and 9:14 (pwvn) Aeyovta]
Aeyovoay (likewise P47), as well as the omission of xat® in 9:10. 0207 shares
the following readings with K alone:

9:4 peTwTwy] + autwy; 9:5 autols] autalg; 9:6 evpwaty] evpyaovaty (like-
wise S); 9:7 opotot xpuow] xpuaot; 9:11 the relationship of peta Tavta to
what follows.

0207 differs greatly from to the Origen text of P47 S.

These older manuscript fragments confirm A’s outstanding value as
the Apocalypse’s best manuscript once again.






[173) Second Section
3. The Linguistic Style of the Apocalypse

As with the edition of any text, the author’s linguistic style should be used
systematically alongside the manuscript tradition to establish the Apoca-
lypse’s text. Paying attention to the author’s linguistic style in textual criti-
cism is particularly important and fruitful because the Apocalypse’s mode
of expression often contradicts acceptable Greek parlance and showcases
many stereotypical repetitions. Among modern textual critics, Bous-
set! and Charles apply this principle. The description of the Apocalypse’s
grammar that follows was drawn up in order to derive the most reliable
criteria possible for making text-critical decisions and assessing the tradi-
tion’s individual stems. This description focuses solely on what is impor-
tant for textual criticism.

3.1. Morphology

We should first discuss the “Ionic” genitive and dative ending in payaipa.
13:10 payatpn bis AC P47 2351
paxatpa S Av K
13:14 payaipns AC (dub. P¥7) S 2351 (2329)
paxatpas Av K

1. “Textual criticism can only be pursued in close connection with research into
grammar and linguistic style. This is all the more applicable in regard to the Apoca-
lypse, since its language is extraordinarily stable. This fact leads to the principle that
readings that bear witness to uniform usage in Apocalypse are generally preferable,
although some caution must be practiced. Conformation of one reading by way of a
parallel should only be adopted where such a harmonization makes sense in the pro-
cess of transcription.” (Bousset, Die Offenbarung Johannis, 158).

-183-
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All modern critical editions? (with the exception of von Soden’)
regard payaipys the Urtext because the manuscripts considered the best
witnesses, including the Apocalypse’s oldest manuscript (P*7), preserve
this form. [174] We need to examine first whether this is truly justified. In
particular, we note that even outside of the Apocalypse the genitive and
dative forms of payatpa occur with - in certain manuscripts:

Matt 26:52 payapnSBACL

Luke 21:24 payatpns B* A

22:49  poyapn SB*DLT
Acts 12:2  payaipn S B* D* 61
Heb 11:34 payapns P4 S (hiat B) A D*
11:37  payapns P4 S (hiat B) D*
Even in the LXX, payatpns is written with -7 in all these same manu-
scripts.’ Because these forms already surface in papyri of the Ptolemaic
period, where the majority preserve Attic forms,* the “Ionic” could be the
Urtext. It is impossible to be certain here.’

2. Likewise Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, $43.

3. See Thackeray, Introduction, Orthography and Accidence, 140-42.

4. See Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen Papyri, 1.1:12. Also, the ca. 300 CE
papyrus of the apocryphal Acts of Paul (Univ.-Bibl. Hamburg) has two analoguous
examples of nuepyg.

5. That there is no real tradition in orthographica is recognized. See, e.g., James
Hope Moulton, Prolegomena, vol. 1 of A Grammar of New Testament Greek (Edin-
burgh: T&T Clark, 1908), 35; and the judgment of J. Wackernagel (review of Gram-
matik der griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemderzeit, by Edwin Mayser, TLZ 33 [1908]:
36) “that even the best tradition of the Septuagint has not been able to preserve the
orthography ofits time of origin,” and Paul Maas (review of Ephraem Syri Opera, edited
by Sylvio G. Mercati, ByzZ 23 [1914-1919]: 264): “In these cases [for Orthographica],
there are probably grammarian rules and scribal habits, but no tradition” That here
even the best of the manuscripts are unreliable proves that the vulgar accusative form
often occurs as -av in the third declension: 9:4 adpayidav S; 9:14 cadmryyav P47; 10:5
yewpaw P75 12:13 yuvaixav P47; 12:13 apoevay A; 13:14 eixovay A; 22:2 wyvay A. For the
LXX, see Thackeray, Introduction, Orthography and Accidence, 146-45; Joseph Ziegler,
Isaias, Septuaginta 14 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1939), 102; Ziegler, Duo-
decim prophetae, Septuaginta 13 (Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1943), 119;
Ziegler, Susanna, Daniel, Bel et Draco, Septuaginta 16.2 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1954), 74; for the rest of the New Testament, von Soden, Die Schriften des
Neuen Testaments, 1:1388. For S, see the remark of Milne and Skeat, Scribes and Cor-
rectors of the Codex Sinaiticus, 54.
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Conversely, AC S$* read ypuvoav for xpuoyny in 1:13. Except for von
Soden, all modern editions consider this form a harmonization to apyvpav
rather than the Urtext. Although the word surfaces in a fourth/fifth-cen-
tury CE papyrus and even in later times, neither the LXX nor the rest of
the New Testament offers an analogy.® Only the weight of the three oldest
manuscripts and the fact that Avand K are, on the whole, heavily corrected
argue for its inclusion in the text in 1:13.

Most modern editions since Lachmann consider the vowel weakening
a < € in Tegoapa — Tegoepa (in nominative and [175] accusative) the Urtext
in the Apocalypse. The details are as follows:

4:6  teooepa A (hiat C)

4:8  teooepa A (hiat C) S

5:8  tegoepa A (hiat C) S 2020

5:14 tegoepa A (hiat C) 2020 628

19:4  tegoepa AC S 616

teooepaxovta: 7:4 C S (non A); 11:2 A (hiat C) S; 13:5 AC S; 14:1

ACS; 14:3 ACS; 21:17 A (hiat C); S compendium, as always P47.7

Only von Soden selects the a form consistently. Bousset and Merk
select the a form of Tecoapa in 4:6; 5:8, 14 and the € form in 4:8 and 19:4,
besides always using Tegoapaxovta.

The testimony of the three ancient majuscules (P* is lacunose here)
once again provides the basis for the decision of the modern critical edi-
tions. In the LXX, the facts are of particular methodological importance
for evaluating the two forms. Also, the two forms with € are common
in the majuscules, although the forms are unattested in papyri before
the first century CE and only gain currency in the second century CE
(i.e., they could not have been in the LXX’s original text).® But we must
conclude that only the scribes of the majuscules that have come down
to us insert the corresponding forms of the dominant language of their

6. See Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, §45.

7. Otherwise in the New Testament, John 19:23 tegoepa S A L M (non-B) (so also
Tisch WHort against Sod Vog Merk).

8. See Thackeray, Introduction, Orthography and Accidence, 73-74, 62-63. Also,
Moulton (Prolegomena, 457) draws attention to this tension between New Testament
majuscules and papyri; see James Hope Moulton and Wilbert Francis Howard, Acci-
dence and Word-Formation, vol. 2 of A Grammar of New Testament Greek (Edinburgh:
T&T Clark, 1919), 172, where the € form is rejected as spurious.
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time. And these are the same manuscripts that also have these Hellenistic
forms in the New Testament.

The spelling nuioov = nuiov is generally rejected. It surfaces in 11:9 in
A (non C), 11:11 in A §* (non C P#7), 12:14 in P4’ §*. It also emerges in the
LXX (3 Kgdms 3:25; Isa 44:16) in Codex B.”

The tradition is divided between the older xoMuptov in C S Aypart: K
and xoMouptov in A AvPart: Compl. (xouMouptov AvPat) in 3:18, as well as
the LXX. Because both forms are common elsewhere, a decision is not
possible.

[176] The tradition is divided between pactog C Av K (and most
modern editions), paafotg S 2050 f104 £2060 (Tisch), and paloig A f1006 £2014
Compl. (Weiss) in 1:13. The fact that pactos is the best or unanimously
testified form in the LXX!? and the rest of New Testament!! indicates that
A makes a correction here.!2

Only Compl. and a small number of other minuscules have the classic
apxtos in 13:2 instead of the later, albeit already attested by the LXX, apxoc.

Appny - apany

12:5 apoev AC

apaeva Av f1096 1611 2053 Hipp. Meth.

appeva P47 SK

12:13 apoeva AC S f199 1611 1854 2053 2351 al. pc.

appeva P47 Av K
In addition to the Attic appny, the Koine also preserves the Ionian apoyy.!?
The LXX attests the form with po almost exclusively and, consistent with
this, it is preserved everywhere the word appears in the New Testament
outside the Apocalypse. The form with po is certain in: Matt 19:4; Mark
10:6; Luke 2:23; Gal 3:28 (appev S); also 1 Cor 6:9 and 1 Tim 1:10. Also,
Rom 1:27, where the tradition is very divided, maintains the pc form pre-

9. See Thackeray, Introduction, Orthography and Accidence, 180.

10. See also ibid., 104 (nacdos weakly attested as a variant).

11. Luke 11:27; 23:29; where both times D F G reads pacfos.

12. That paotos and pacfos are usually used in the feminine and palos in the
masculine (according to the testimony of the lexicon of “Suidas”) only confirms that
A’ reading is a subsequent improvement. In line with this conclusion, Andreas also
writes palot in the commentary (not in the text).

13. See Albert Thumb, Die griechische Sprache im Zeitalter des Hellenismus:
Beitrige zur Geschichte und Beurteilung der Kow# (Strassburg: Tribner, 1901), 77-78;
Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen Papyri, 1.1:220.
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dominantly.!* The same is also true in the Apocalypse, and all the more so
since S A (and C) preserve the form with pp in Rom 1:27.

The dative of Tegoapes (7:2; 20:8), Tegoapat, is not in question. Only S
reads the later Tetpaot in 20:8.1°

The occurrence of Tupog in place of muppog in 6:4 (A P Q Aypart Kpart,)
and 12:3 (C Avpart Kplur) js probably due to simple scribal carelessness. A
few minuscules, however, write Bopag for Boppag (21:13).

[177] VA0S — VEAOS, URALVOS — VEALVOS

EPAVVALW — EPEVVAW
These two words should be discussed together since they display the same
vowel weakening a < €.

Beside the Ionian-Hellenistic vedog, the Koine also preserves the
Attic vahog.!® The Apocalypse also has the a form like the LXX.!” And the
majority of textual witnesses consistently support the a form. Only the K
text and its mixed texts advance veAog, veAtvog, so that in one place (21:21)
velog garners the majority of witnesses for K.18

2:23  epavvaw AC

gpevvaw S Av K
Because the AC stem alone has the a form here, other occurrences of the
two forms should be examined carefully. Both forms commonly occur
side by side and even vary within the same manuscript in the LXX.!° The
findings are as follows in the New Testament (outside of the Apocalypse):

The a form surfaces:

14. In the first place, only B D* G al. pc. apoeveg; in the second, B S°D E GK L P
against S* A C; in the third, apoeow all except S* A and some minuscules.

15. Likewise, Acts 10:11 E; 11:5 D; 12:4 H; in the LXX Judg 9:34 B.

16. See Thumb, Die griechische Sprache, cit. 18:75 (yvai in modern Greek).

17. Only the Apocalypse uses the word within the New Testament.

18. See, in addition, Schmid, “Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des griechischen
Apokalypsetextes,” 446. The facts are the following: 4:6 veAwy a minority of Av and
K. 15:2 veAwny P47 Compl and a minority of Av and K; 21:18 velw Compl £10% 1854
2050 and a minority of Avand K; 21:21 vehog K Compl £19%6 1611 1854 2050 and some
manuscripts from Av. The strange thing is that the number of K witnesses for the €
form increases towards the end of the Apocalypse.

19. See the compilation for the LXX in Thackeray, Introduction, Orthography and
Accidence, 79 n. 1; and Ziegler, Duodecim prophetae, 110. The papyri of the Ptolemaic
period only have epevvaw. epavvaw appears in the papyri only after Christ (Mayser,
Grammatik der griechischen Papyri, 1.1:113); see also Thumb, Die griechische Sprache,
supra 176-77; Gerhard Delling, “¢pevvaw,” TWNT 2:653.
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John 5:39 S B*; 7:52 S B D T Orig.; Rom 8:27 S P46 11:33 S B A
(hiat P#); 1 Cor 2:10 S B* A C P%; 1 Pet 1:10 S B* A; 1:11 S B*

This testimony, alongside the facts of the LXX in the same manuscripts,
leads to a conclusion similar to the one reached about tegoapa — Tegoepa,
namely, that one should doubt that a real tradition is present here.

Contracted and uncontracted forms:

xpuoovg regularly occurs in a contracted form, as almost always in the
LXX20 and as in the rest of the New Testament (2 Tim 2:20; Heb 9:4 bis).
All modern critical editions, therefore, correctly reject the uncontracted
form [178] in 2:1, where AC read xpucewv. The same preference for the
uncontracted forms also appears in S and P¥": cf. 9:20 ypvoa] -cea P47 S
2351; apyvpa] -pea P47 2351; yaAxa] -xea S, yadxa PY; see also 4:4 ypuaous]
-oeag S; 5:8 xpuoag] -oeag S (contrast 15:6, 7 ypuoag). Moreover, 21:17
myxewv S 1611 2030 2329.

The uncontracted form of mvuAwy also surfaces, although strongly
attested only in the dative plural. The tradition is closed throughout so
that the original form is not in doubt. Only in 22:14 does the dative form
of the Av text (muAewat) prevail over muAwat. In 21:25, however, one will
also have to read muAwveg rather than muAewvec in Av.

3.1.1. Assimilation of Consonants?!

In general, the tendency to isolate syllables is stronger than their assimila-
tion in Koine Greek. While the older papyri assimilate prepositions with
their objects, later witnesses frequently preserve ev and cuv without assim-
ilation. Similarly, the oldest LXX manuscripts fail to assimilate ev and ouy
before the gutturals. Also, the failure to assimilate guv is the rule in the
Apocalypse’s ancient manuscripts, whereas the opposite is true for ev, and
also across the boundary between the preposition and its object.

1:9  guwxowwvos CS P 2329 al. pc. against A Av (and Sod Vog Merk)

(xotvwvos K)

20. See Thackeray, Introduction, Orthography and Accidence, 172-73. Except, e.g.,
Sir 6:30 xpuoeos S B A C; 4 Macc 9:26, 28 g1opeag S*.

21. See also generally Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen Papyri, 1.1:233-36; for
the LXX, 132-33; for the New Testament, Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen
Griechisch, §19; Westcott and Hort, New Testament in the Original Greek, 2:149-50.
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18:4  aguwxowwwnayte AC S 2329 against Av K (and Sod Vog Merk)
On the other hand:

4:6 eumpoabev] evmpoaley S P Q (hiat C) (Tisch)

19:10 and 22:8  eumpocfey all

18:3,11,15 eumopot all

18:23  evmopot Q sol.

11:13  epdofor all except C

3:18 eyxplo- most, evypioat S 2329
AC consistently disregard the boundary between the preposition and its
object in the case of eppeaw (which AC always write). Weiss alone explains
it as the Urtext. See 1:13; 2:1; 4:6 (A [hiat C] cum 1854 2329); 5:6 (bis A
[hiat C] cum 2329; 1st loco 1854); 6:6 (AC 2329); 22:2 (A [hiat C] 2050).22
[179] 12:2 eyyaatpt Q sol.?3

The LXX portions of these same manuscripts, however, follow the
opposite tendency. Joseph Ziegler consistently uses the assimilated forms
with guy- in his editions of Isaiah and the Twelve Minor Prophets. Since
the lack of assimilation in the LXX has only been common since the
second century BCE,?* the scribes who prefer cuv- must be following con-
temporary trends. We can only say with a certain level of probability that
the Apocalypse’s original text follows this trend.

3.1.2. Declension

Only the Hellenistic form of et in the accusative (xAeda and xAedas)
occurs in the LXX. This is also certain in Matt 16:19 (§* B* L W ® Orrig,,
xAetg rel.) and Luke 11:52 (x)eda the majority, ¥Aew D). The majority of
the Apocalypse’s textual witnesses, however, have the Attic form in the
singular and plural.

1:18 e AC Ay

ahetdag S K
3:7  whew] xdewda Av

22. Likewise, A always in the LXX; see Ziegler, Duodecim prophetae, 117; Ziegler,
Susanna, Daniel, Bel et Draco, 74.

23. Likewise, A - 534 Hos 14:1; Amos 1:3, 13.

24. The same manuscripts generally omit the assimilation in the other New Testa-
ment writings; Eph 5:11 ouvxow. S A B* P4 D* F G L; Phil 4:14 S B* D* E F G (hiat
P46); Rom 11:17 S A B* P* D* F G; 1 Cor 9:23 S B* P4 D* F G; Phil 1.7 SB*ADEF G.
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20:1  xMew] xAewa only a few minuscule groups of Av and f104
Because the Attic form is also in the rest of New Testament in
AC and the later tradition, this form’s prevalence in the Apoca-
lypse is not as certain as it seems at first glance.

3.1.3. Verb

Turning to verbs, we will primarily discuss augmentation and conjugation.
The tradition varies between different forms in a few verbs:
oxotow — axoTw
8:12  wa oxotiofy unanimously attested
9:2  eoxotwdn A (hiat C) 0207 f1906 61 - 69
eoxottadn S Av K (Bousset Sod Vog)
[180] 16:10 eoxotwuevn AC P47 §* Ayplur K
goxoTiopevy) S§* Q AvPe
Only in 9:2 is the original reading uncertain from the outset. The tradition
also wavers in Eph 4:18, where P% S A B read eoxotwyevot and D F G and
the K text reads eoxotiopevor. The form oxotow has the weightier witnesses
here, which confirms the decision for the same form in Rev 9:2.
6:11  amoxtevvesfar AC S Kaliaui
amoxtevegBar KPut Compl.
amoxteweabal Av
The form amoxtevvely, which the rest of the New Testament also knows25
but where the tradition regularly varies, is overwhelmingly attested. But
it occurs only in the infinitive.?6 The present subjunctive always reads
QTTOXTEWV®.
The frequent transition from the ut form to the w form in Koine Greek
surfaces in the two following cases:
3:9 0w AC (all modern editions except Sod)
odwut Av K (0edwxa S)
22:2  amodidouv A (hiat C) Oec AyPart
amodtdoug S Ayplur Kplur.

25. See Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, §73.
26. And in 13:10, like 13:1, the future amoxTevel surfaces in some minuscules. But
here a likely textual corruption should be assumed. See also pp. 147-49.
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The only appropriate reading amodidovy in 22:2, which comes from
amodidow, confirms the authenticity of AC’s text in 3:9.% In contrast, all
read d1doaaw (from otdwyt) in 17:13.

22:8 dewvuovtog A (hiat C) S Av

denvuvtos S K
The Attic form is otherwise dominant in the New Testament. The Hellenis-
tic form, however, also surfaces in Matt 16:21 (here only B dencvuvar) and
John 2:18. The Hellenistic form in the active voice prevails over the Attic
in the LXX.28

amoMwuwy is unanimously attested in 9:11.

adiw is decisively and strongly attested twice instead of adut:

2:20  adeis (= adeg?) S* ACK, adnxag S Avpart

11:9  adrovay S* AC Ay, adroovaty §* K
[181] See also Friedrich Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch,
§94.2; for the LXX, see Thackeray, Introduction, Orthography and Acci-
dence, 251.

Instead of meTopat, Av only preserves the late reading metapat in 12:14,%°
although it also surfaces in the LXX.*! In addition to this reading, a small
number of manuscripts preserve w instead of o (metwyevog) four times (4:7;
8:13; 14:6; 19:17). This testimony, however, is insufficient to conclude that
meTaopet undergirds a part of the tradition.

Conversely, duvy (Suvaoar 2053%t-comm. ] pc.) in 2:2 presupposes
duvopat, which is attested as an Old Testament variant®? and surfaces pri-
marily in Mark 9:22-23 and Luke 16:2.

AC read mew (C mw) and P¥(vid) § Ay K read mietv in 16:6 as an aorist
infinitive form from mvew.

In the rest of the New Testament, the oldest majuscules? usually pre-
serve the later mew, which also surfaces in the LXX of the same manu-
scripts.* On the other hand, mew is unattested in the papyri of the Ptol-

27. The LXX already knows this form; see Thackeray, Introduction, Orthography
and Accidence, 249-50.

28. See ibid., 245.

29. See Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, §31.2.

30. Likewise, 14:6 S metauevov.

31. See Thackeray, Introduction, Orthography and Accidence, 281-82.

32. See ibid., 249.

33. But never A, thus, as rarely as in the LXX (see the following note).

34. According to Thackeray (Introduction, Orthography and Accidence, 64), B
reads mew 12x among 45 cases, S reads it 9x among 23 cases, and A never reads it
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emaic period.* This fact proves that Rev 16:6 mew (mw C) is not a simple
scribal error of AC. On the other hand, as in the case of Tegoepa and
epavvaw, an actual tradition cannot be spoken of here.

2:17  vixwvtt] vixouvtt AC

2:7  likewise A (non C)

15:2  vixovvtag C

(See Rom 12:21 vixouv A.)

The influence of the € conjugation on the a conjugation3® explains these
errors.

Against the rest of the New Testament, the Apocalypse uses the active
evayyeh{w® instead of the middle evayyehlopar (10:7; 14:6). Part of the
tradition preserves the middle in both places: in 10:7 it is preserved in
Compl. f2014 f2031 £2051 1611 1854 2344 2351 94; in 14:6 it is preserved in
P47 S Compl.f2014f2°31f1678f172/250 2029 2329.

[182] The Apocalypse’s linguistic style, manifest in its use of Bavpalew,
is strange and inconsequential. While the active form stands in 17:6
(eBavpaca) and 17:7 (ebavpacag), the word surfaces as a deponent in 13:3
(in the aorist tense) and in 17:8 (in the future tense).’® In 13:3, S K pre-
serve ebavpacey once again, while Av understands the grammatical form
ebavpachy as a passive and changes oAy %)y into ev oAn T y». The reading
in 17:8 takes the form Bavpacfnoovtar only in A (hiat C) P 1611. S Av K
have the middle form bavpacovtat.

3.1.4. Augment Formation
We cannot speak of an actual textual tradition in the case of duvapat,

ueMw, and avoryw.
The data for ouvapat are as follows:

among 50 cases. In the New Testament, outside of the Apocalypse, the exact findings
are as follows: Matt 27:34 metw bis $* D; Mark 15:23 D (om. S B); John 4:7, 9, 10 S* B*
C* D L; Acts 23:12, 21 B*; Rom 14:21 D*; 1 Cor 9:4 §* B* D* F G; 10:7 S B* D* F G.

35. See Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen Papyri, 1.2:138.

36. Similar examples in the LXX tradition in Thackeray, Introduction, Orthogra-
phy and Accidence, 241-42; Robert Helbing, Grammatik der Septuaginta, Laut- und
Wortlehre (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1907), 111.

37. See also Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, §309.1.

38. For the linguistic-historical understanding of this development, see ibid., §78
and $§307.
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nowvato 5:3 A (hiat C) Av; 7:9 and 14:3 Av; 15:8 S Av. eduvato 5:3 S

K;7:9 ACSK; 14:3 AC P4 SK; 15:8 AC P¥ K.

A comprehensive assessment of the individual textual witnesses is not
available. A and S vary.

An actual textual tradition is even less apparent in the case of peMw.

3:22  epelov AC S Ayplur

epeMeg KPlur, nuedeg Kpart
10:4  epeMov S Kplur
Y“J.E)\}\OV AC P47 Ayplur. Kpart.
Bousset, von Soden, Vogels, and Merk harmonize 10:4 to 3:2. However,
the case for a harmonization is no better than its opposite. The authority
of the manuscripts should be followed, and the two unabalanced forms
should be allowed to stand side by side.

The augment of avoryw should be considered in conjunction with the
different formations of the aorist in the passive voice. The aorist active
form nvoéa (not avewéa) is attested unanimously in all places (6:1, 3, 5,
etc.). Also, the various textual stems generally agree in their preservation
of nvotydn or nvoryy in the aorist passive form with the augment. That is to
say, the augment occurs in the prefix of the aorist passive form as it does
in the aorist active form. This is unanimously the case in 11:19 and 15:5.
However, [183] the tradition is far more mixed in 20:12: the late Compl.
group writes avewy8y(oav) in both halves of the verse, the plurality of Av
writes avewyfn(oav) in 20:12a, and S* and K (in 20:12b) offer the form
nvewydy(oav) with the double augment in 20:12b. In the perfect passive,
however, the two forms of avewypevos and nvewyuevos stand alongside
each other with equally strong attestation:

3:8  avewypewyy ACAvK

yvewypevyy S P 1611 2050 2053t-comm. 2329 £205 £2051 2059 §]
al. pc.

4:1  avewypevn AvPart K

nrewyuevy A (hiat C) S Aypart
10:2  avewypevov K
nvewypevov C (om. A) P47 S Ayplur
10:8  avewypevov P K
nvewypevov AC Ayplur
19:11 avewypevov Av K
nvewypevov A (hiat C) S P 1611 f2051
Only K consistently has the simple augment, while all other textual
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witnesses vary, showing again that we cannot speak of an actual tradition
here.?* We consider two forms of the aorist passive below.

The tradition is unanimous regarding euptoxw: the aorist (eupeby 5:4;
12:8) has no augment in keeping with later Greek.

On the other hand, in the case of epyuow, the form with the augment
is dominant in the tradition:*

17:16 npnuwuevny] epnuwpevny Avpart Kaliqui

18:17,19  epnuwbdn Avliaui

3.1.5. Reduplication of p

19:13 mepipepappevoy S*
pepavtiopevov P 2019 2329 Hipp. Orig.
pepappevoy 1611
eppappevoy Oec
ep(p)avtiauevoy 1678 — 1778™¢ f1006 792 £172
(see Heb 10:22 pepavTiopevol P4 §* AC D)

[184] 3.1.6. Formation of Aorists

Throughout its development, Koine Greek tends to replace the second-
aorist with the first. mmtw is the most important example of this. The
details are as follows:

First-Person Singular
1:17 emeoa AC S Ay Kpart
gmegoy Kplur
19:10 emegov Aype Kplur
22:8 emegoy Komn

Third-Person Plural
5:8  emeoav] -oov Avpart KPur and exactly the same in 5:14; 6:13; 7:11;
11:16; 16:19; 17:10; 19:4.

39. On the whole, the facts correspond to that of the LXX (cf. Thackeray, Intro-
duction, Orthography and Accidence, 202-3), the rest of the New Testament (see von
Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 1:1387-88), and Koine Greek in general.

40. Even in the LXX, only individual manuscripts omit the augment here, par-
ticularly B.
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Imperative Aorist
6:16 meoate A P 2329 2351 f104 al. pc. (WHort Weiss Charles)
meoete C S Av K (Tisch Bousset Sod Vog Merk)
In Luke 23:30, where the same citation from Hos 10:8 is used as in Rev
6:16, meoete is better attested: S* ABD KM ITal. contra mecate CLN QW
X A al. Ziegler adopts meoate (with B Q min.) in his edition of the Twelve
Minor Prophets.

The first- and second-aorist forms also oscillate among the following verbs:
10:9  amyAfa A P47 2329 2351 f3% al. pc.
amifov C S AvK
15:6  e&nAbav C sol.
eén\bov A P¥ S AvK
21:1  amAbav A (hiat C) S 2329
amAfov K, mapnAbey Av
21:4  ambav A (hiat C) sol.
amAfov Av, ammAfey S K
On the other hand, y\0av occurs only in 2329 in 7:13; e€&nAfov occurs in all
witnesses in 9:13.

In the imperative:
18:4 efelbate A Sal. pc.
ekelbete Av
egelMe CK
Significantly, no manuscript or group is consistent.*!
[185]9:8  etyav A (hiat C) S 792 (Tisch WHort Charles)
eyov AvK
In contrast, tyov is consistent in all witnesses in 9:9 (only WHort and
Charles place etyav in the text for consistency’s sake).
17:3  10a A (hiat C), e1da Hipp.
17:6 10a A (hiat C), e1da S 2329 (non Hipp.)
This form occurs only in these two places (and not only in A), while e1dov
is always attested unanimously in many other places. In one place, C alone
inserts this form in the text:

41. In the rest of the New Testament, see Matt 22:22 amnAfav B D al. pc.; Mark
1:29 nAbav L; John 18:6 amyAfav S B D; Matt 10:13 eAfatw S C 33 al. pc.; 25:36 nAbate
SBADEFGLalpc.

42.9:10 eryav (in place of gyovaty) 2329.
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19:3  epyxav] ermav C sol., etmov f1678

18:19 efarav C sol.

16:6  ekexeav all

16:1  exyeate AvK
exxeete AC S (hiat P¥7) f1006 1611 f1678 2053 al. pc. (and all
modern editions against Blass)*

214 admras ASCAvVK
adnres C S* (WHort)

The a form infiltrates a few places in some late minuscules where

yweabat occurs:

1:9  eyevauny f2814 2059% 2019 2919

1:10  eyevauny f28142059* - 2081 2919

(not in 1:18; 4:2)

The perfect tense -e¢ surfaces a few times:
2:3  ou xexomaxes AC (and most modern editions; -xa¢ Bousset
Merk), oux exomaaas S Av K
2:5  memtwxas AC K (Av)
memtwxes S (Tisch WHort Sod Vog)
11:17 etindag] -¢eg C sol. (WHort)

The third-person ending of the first-aorist surfaces in the perfect:
18:3  memTwxav AC
mentwxacty S K, memwxey Ay
19:3  epnxav A S Ayplur
etpyxaaty 1006 2053 — 2062 al. pc.
etpnxev K, eimav C, ermoy f1678
21:6  yeyovav A (hiat C) 1678 - 1778
yeyovaa 1906 2020 — 2080 2053 - 2062 al. pc.
yeyova S* Av K

[186] All these forms should be evaluated in light of each other and in light
of analogous cases in the rest of New Testament, the LXX, and general
Koine Greek usage. That the same manuscripts contain non-Attic forms is
immediately apparent. First and foremost, this is true of AC. This is usu-
ally also true of P4”’s extant portions, as well as of S’s, for the most part. We

43. Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, §73.



3. The Linguistic Style of the Apocalypse 197

also observe that the same or analogous forms surface in the rest of New
Testament ** and the LXX* of the same manuscripts. Most of these forms
had currency when the Apocalypse was written. Nevertheless, we cannot
evaluate all of the preceding examples in the same way. Though emesa must
be regarded the Urtext due to its strong attestation and prevalence in the
LXX, the other analogous aorist formations must be evaluated differently.
Moreover, the partial harmonizations of the scribe to the more common
forms of his day should be considered. We observe this in the LXX of the
same manuscripts, which makes it impossible to determine whether the
author or later scribes are responsible for these forms.

Scribal activity must be assumed in the case of adnxag] -xes, 10, and
etxa. It is unlikely that the author himself writes eda twice after writing
etdov in nearly fifty places and that he juxtaposes the two forms of eyav
and etyov in 9:8, 9. eBadav in 18:19 should already be rejected because of
its testimony.

Imperative aorist of Batvw:
4:1  avaPa S AvK (and all modern editions)
avafndi A (hiat C) Oeccomm. semel
11:12 avaBate AC P47 S P 792 2329 2351 al. pc.
avafnre AvK
The LXX attests the classical form -f58: (of avafaww), but the later form
avaota also surfaces alongside avagtybi. For Baww, the rest of the New
Testament uses both forms side by side.*6

First- and Second-Aorist Passive
12:5 ypmaghn ACP¥ AvK
npmayn S Compl. al. pc. (like 2 Cor 12:2, 4; 1 Thess 4:17)
npmaxfn Q
[187] In the case of avoryw, the reading drops from the tradition in 20:12.
And while K alone preserves nvoy0n (the rest have the second-aorist
nvotyy) in 11:19 and only f°2° (one of the K groups) reads nvotydy in 15:5,

44. See ibid., §$81-83; von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, 1:1382-83.

45. See Thackeray, Introduction, Orthography and Accidence, 210-12.

46. See ibid., §23.8; Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, $§95.3.
Matt 17:20 petaBa S B al., uetafndt C D al. On the other hand, Matt 27:40 xataf3nfy
Luke 14:10 mpogavefndi; John 7:3 petafnbr.
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nearly the entire tradition preserves the first-aorist form in 20:12. Only
2051 offers yvoryn here.

In 2:10, mepalw is attested almost unanimously in the non-Attic
form of the aorist passive with a: metpacfnre. f2814 2060 — 2286 1611 attest
melpabyre. In the case of Baotalw, the correct Attic form of the aorist
Baotaoal is attested unanimously in 2:3 as in the rest of the New Testa-
ment. Av provides the Hellenistic faotaZat in 2:2. Conversely, regarding
caAmilew, the aorist ecadmion (6:1, etc.) is always read as in the LXX and in
the rest of the New Testament. As for atnptlw, the tradition varies in 3:2,
again, as in the LXX*” and in the the rest of New Testament,*3 between the
Attic ompiéov (S Av) and the Koine form gtnpioov (AC KPart, typngov Krel).

eppebn has, against the Attic, a short vowel in the aorist indicative:*

6:11  eppnbn only f2051 2595 2045 f172/250 1854

9:4 sppy,en Qf2028f172/250 1854

7:11  ewwtyeoav A K, eatyeioav C, totnxioay S, eatyxeoay AvPlur
The form -eioav is the rule in the LXX and in the rest of the New Testa-
ment.

3.1.7. Elision

We should also discuss elision in this context. amo, emt, and vmo always
undergo elision before pronouns. Only in 19:14 does it occur before a
noun (e¢ tmmos A [hiat C] S, emt immous K, edirmot moMot Av). On the other
hand, amo avatolyg is always attested (7:2; 16:12; 21:13). In 21:10, emt opog
is attested by A (hiat C) S al. pc. and e opog by Av K. With aMa, however,
finding a firm principle is difficult since the tradition varies greatly here.

24 aMagyw SK,aM exw AC Av

2:14  aMaeyw K, aM exw AC S Ay

2220 aMagyw AK, aM eyw CS Av

47. See Thackeray, Introduction, Orthography and Accidence, 223.

48. The Koine form has the better witness in Luke: 9:51 eatypioev P4 B C L 33;
eapiéev S A D W al;; 22:32 otnpioov S B A K L al,; aypiéov D T A. In the letters, how-
ever (Rom 16:25; 1 Thess 3:2, 13; 2 Thess 2:17; 3:3 [omyptoetv B]; Jas 5:8; 1 Pet 5:10), the
Attic form with £ is always attested virtually unanimously.

49. Likewise in the LXX (Thackeray, Introduction, Orthography and Accidence,
219) and in the New Testament, Rom 9:12, 26; Gal 3:16 respectively in their important
manuscripts. On the other hand, Matt 5:21, 27, etc., eppnfn BD E VT al.
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34 alaeyes AC S al. pc., ~ ad odrya exets K, ada om. Avplur
[188] 10:9 aMa ev S 1611, aM ev AC Av K (on the other hand, 10:7 aM\ ev
all, except a few minuscules)
17:12 aXa egovaiav A (hiat C) S 1906 2329 61 - 69 Hipp.
aM ebovaiay Av K
20:6  aMa soovtal S 1854 20535
aM egovtat A (hiat C) AvK
9:5 oM e all.
Only Av consistently displays elision. The remaining text forms vary and
the Urtext is unrecognizable in a few places (2:4, 20).
Both Av K, like A, eliminate the hiatus in 2:25:
axpt 00 C'S
axpis o0 Av K
gwe 00 A

In nearly all the places discussed so far, the text of the old manuscripts
AC P¥ S is under consideration. Usually the discussion revolves around
linguistic phenomena generally in currency in Koine Greek at the time of
the Apocalypse’s formation. The possibility that some of the old majus-
cules’ readings also represent the Urtext is therefore present as a rule. The
fact that the same linguistic phenomena also surface in the LXX of those
same manuscripts, including those that were even anomalous to the Greek
language at the time of the LXX’s formation,>® prevents us from declaring
such readings original with absolute certainty. Clearly, we can no longer
produce the Apocalypse’s original text at the level of orthography with any
certainty.

50. The same results surface, as expected, in the tradition of the biblical texts as in
other ancient literature, such as the Shepherd of Hermas. About a papyrus fragment
published by Campbell Bonner in 1934, the editor notes: “The papyrus preserves
many peculiarities of the vulgar idiom, which do not appear in the Athos text. In this
respect the difference between the two manuscripts is so marked that we can scarcely
doubt that the Athos MS [fourteenth/fifteenth century] represents a text deliberately
revised (however incompletely) in the effort to conform it to accepted literary stan-
dard” (“A Papyrus Codex of the Shepherd of Hermas,” HTR 18 [1925]: 123-24). The
same phenomenon is stated by Oscar von Gebhardt (Die Psalmen Salomos, TU 13.2
[Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1895], 30-32) in regard to one of the manuscripts of the Psalms
of Solomon.
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3.1.8. Proper Names

A (hiat C) S Av Kplur attest Mwuoews in 15:3; P47 writes MwYoewg. Only
Compl. £1¢78 and a smaller number of other minuscules preserve Mwcews.

[189] Some problems emerge with the spelling of city names in chap-
ters 1-3.

1:11  Zpvpvay the majority

Spvpvyy £2051

Mupvav in A and some minuscules is only a scribal error, as 2:8 shows.
The 2 has fallen out due to the preceding eic. S writes (with Vulg. and
Syr.!) Zupvpve both times and is not considered the Urtext,>! despite being
spelled that way in coins until Trajan’s time (and also in inscriptions).

Regarding Thyatira, where we disregard the spelling with et or t for
the moment, AC Q 1611 1854 2050 2351 f1678 f172/250 3], pc. preserve the
accusative form ®uat(e)pav in 1:11, constructing the noun as feminine.
In 2:18, 24, however, the masculine ®uat(e)ipots> is read with the rest.
WHort (against Charles) correctly rejects the feminine form as an error.
Not only is the feminine form unprecedented in the inscriptions and in
the literature, but 2:18 also stands against it. Weiss>* correctly speaks of a
thoughtless harmonization of the adjacent feminine forms here.

In the place of Aaodixeia, which is attested in the inscriptions, Strabo,
and elsewhere, the following witnesses read:

1:11  Acoduav AC S min. pc.

3:14  Aaoduaa AC S min. pc.
Because of this, all modern critical editions except von Soden and Merk
adopt the incorrect spelling above. The witness of AC S, however, is of no
value in this case because it is precisely these manuscripts that teem with
itacistic errors and exhibit the aforementioned tendency for monoph-
thongal spelling.> It is therefore [190] methodologically correct to spell

51. Against James Hope Moulton and George Milligan, The Vocabulary of the
Greek Testament (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1914-1929), 274.

52. From (ta) fuatetpa.

53. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 135.

54. A full list of documents would be a waste of space. I have therefore limited
myself to a few words and the remark that the number of examples could significantly
increase.

o e 1:18 xhig AC; 3:7 xAw AC S; 9:1 xhig A (hiat C) S; 20:1 »Awv A (hiat C) S.
o xdew: 3:7 xhoet AC, xhoar S; 11:6 xhioar AC; 20:3 exioey S; 21:25 xhgbwoy A

(hiat C).
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Aaodixeia orthographically with Av K.>° Similarly, @iAadéAdeia rather than
diraderdia should be written (against AC S and a large part of Av man-
uscripts), just as Ouartetpolg in 2:18, 24 is also spelled correctly (against
AC?®®) in all modern editions.

3.2. The Use of the Article
This section is of considerable importance for textual criticism. Here we

will discuss a wealth of details that needs to be examined closely.
(1) The article is routinely missing before proper names, including

o xelp: 1:16 xipet (= xetpt) C; 6:5 xtpt C; 9:20 xtpwv S; 10:2 yipet C; 10:5, 8, 10; and

13:16 none; 14:14 xipt C; 17:4; 20:1, 4 none.

ecwv: 13:14 eove C; 13:15a cowt C; 13:15b; 14:9, 11; 15:2; 16:2; 20:4 none.

getopog: 6:12 atopog AC S; 8:5 atapog A (hiat C); 11:13 atopog AC S; atopw AC S;

11:19 aiopos AC; 16:18 aiapog A (hiat C) S bis.

+  Beov:9:7 6oy AC S; 9:18 AC 2329; 19:20 6w S (hiat C); 20:10 Biov A (hiat C) S;21:8

fiw S (hiat C) 2329.

+  Jenwwvw: 1:1 none; 4:1; 17:1; and 21:9 §iéw S (hiat C); 21:10 edifev A (hiat C) S; like-

wise 22:1 S (hiat C); 22:6 dtéeu S (hiat C); 22:8 drywuovtog A (hiat C), Suevuvtos S.

o Teryos: 21:12 Tiyog A (hiat C) (likewise in all the following places) S; 21:14 S; 21:15

none; 21:17 xtAog (1) S; 21:18 Tryoug S; likewise 21:19 S.

anuetov: 12:1, 3 anuiov C S5 13:13 C S P; 13:14 C; 15:1 C S; 16:14 none; 19:20 S.

Tpelg: Tpig 6:6 C S; 11:9 AC; 11:11 A C S al. pc.; 21:13 none.

Oet: 0t 4:1 S;10:11 S; 11:5 A'S (non 13:10); 20:3 S; 22:6 S. Likewise detmvov] dimvov,

TopVela] Topuia, etc.
¢ Reversed cases are rare (e.g., 3:16 xAelapog A; 10:10 peht] ueMet C S 4:3 1pis] tepetg

A [hiat C] S.

The preference for the recurring forms 19ov, 10gg, (3¢ in this list stems from the pref-
erence of these manuscripts for the monophthongal spelling of the 1 sound in A C
S Q f104/336 and a few other minuscules with minor fluctuations. These readings
have nothing to do with tradition. Therefore, eAectvog should also be written in 3:17
(WHort elevog with AC); 9:21 dapuaxeiwy and not pappaxiwy; 18:23 dapuaxeia and
not dapuaxia.

55. The same applies, of course, also for Col 2:1; 4:13, 15, where 2:1 P40 and 4:13,
15 B have the form of et.

56. Accordingly, ®uatelpa in 1:11. By contrast, in the two OT names Nedpfatip
(7:6) and Beviapw (7:8), the spelling -y (C Av KPIUr against A Q al. pc., Nedfah S
with the LXX) or -ewv (A P al. pc.) should be rejected. Similarly, in 7:5 Poufyy should
be written with the LXX and the old majuscules against the army of minuscules. The
minuscules have partly PouPw or PouBetv or PouBeiy or (as the larger number) Poufuy.
On the displacement of -tv through -ty in the Greek tradition, see G. R. Driver, review
of Traité de Grammaire Hébraique, by Mayer Lambert, JTS 40 (1939): 178.
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Jesus, while it regularly accompanies feog. See 1:1, 9, 11; 2:13; 2:20;%7 5:5;
2:14; 7:4; 21:12;°8 7:5-8; 11:8; 14:1; [191] 15:3; 16:16; Tw TOTRU® T UEYAAW
Evgpaty in 9:14. Correspondingly, the tov before Evdpatyy in 16:12
should be rejected (tov motapov tov peyav [+ Tov AC P47 792 f1006 1611
2329 f2014 £1721250] Eugpatyy).>® Furthermore, BaBulwy y ueyady is written
in 14:8; 16:19; 17:5; 18:2. Only Q 1611 and a few other minuscules insert
the article before BaBulwv in 18:2. Likewise, v moig 9 peyady [+ » f17%/2%0
and a few others] Bafulwv is written in 18:10. In 18:21, Bafuiwy n peyaiy
moAls surfaces. In 21:2, Ty moAw T aylav Iepovoadnu xawny is attested.
In contrast to BaBulwy  peyady, the article is missing in the attributive
xawny, apparently because ™y moAw v ayiav already functions attribu-
tively. The article is also missing before indeclinable nouns, even in the
case of a genitive; note T 0tdayny Baiaay in 2:14. Only some minuscules
insert it here: n pi{a [+ Tou f205 f2014 £2031] Agquid in 5:5. To yevog Aautd is
read (unanimously) in 22:16; thus ™v xAew [+ Tou S Av K against AC 1611
1678 1854 Qec] Aauid in 3:7 is a later correction.

Tw Badax in 2:14 usually drops out, which Bousset and Charles cor-
rectly trace to the indeclinability of the noun.®

The following case is difficult to assess:

2:6 T epya Twv NixoAaTwy

2:15 T oy [+ Twy S Av] Nuixodartwy
The problem does not lie in the unanimously attested article in 2:6 (since
NuwoAartat is not an actual proper name but a designation for a class of
people) but in the article’s absence in AC K in 2:15 (which should not be
understood as a subsequent correction). The subsequent insertion in S Av,
on the other hand, is easier to explain.®! No decision is possible in this case
without authoritative intervention.

57. v yuvauxa [+ oov A K, + mqv A] Ielafe). The article’s omission is natural here
(exactly like 1:1 Tw dovAw avtov Iwavvy and 14:1 7o opog Ziwv).

58. These three places belong together because of the same change viot Iopana. Av
corrects viwy IopanA to Tov IopanA in 21:12.

59. In fact, of the modern editions, only WHort and von Soden keep the article;
Charles puts it in brackets; Tisch Weiss Bousset Vogels Merk omit it. Bousset omits the
article by appealing to the lack of articles with proper names. The subsequent inser-
tion, however, is more difficult to explain than a later omission.

60. Indeed, Tvv dtdayny BaAaay precedes it in the same verse. But here the article’s
absence is less egregious than would be the case with o¢ edidaoxev Badax.

61. Of the modern editions, only WHort and Charles omit the article on the basis
of their general evaluation of AC’s text.



3. The Linguistic Style of the Apocalypse 203

[192] 20:8 Tov [om. $*] Twy xal [+ Tov K] Maywy. The fact that T'wy is
not the name of an individual but the name of a people probably accounts
for the article.

Ingoug never has the article (1:9; 12:17; 14:12; 17:6; 19:10 [bis];? 20:4).
The combination Inogous Xpiotog also never has it (see 1:1, 2, 5). But the
article usually always accompanies Xpiotog (11:15; 12:10; 20:4, 6). The
article consistently accompanies feog, except in 21:7, where it is a predicate
noun, and in 7:2, where the anarthrous governing noun (cbpaytda feov
{wvTog) best accounts for the omission.®®> We need to make clear distinc-
tions in the case of (0) xuptog. The article is missing in the stereotypical
expression xuptog (xupte) (11:17; 15:3) o Beog (1:8; 4:8; 11:17; 15:3; 16:7;
18:8; 19:6;%4 22:5), except in 4:11 (o xvptog xat o feog Nuwv), where o xvptog
represents the vocative case,® and in 21:22 (o0 yap xuptog o Og0s), where the
yap probably prompts the article’s inclusion. Moreover, the article is omit-
ted in ev xvpiw (14:13) and xuptog xuptwy (predicate noun in 17:14). On
the other hand, the article always surfaces whenever a word or a phrase
further qualifies xvptog: 11:4 Tou [om. A Q f19%] xuplov g yng; 11:8 o
[om. 2090 yeuptog auTwy; 11:15 Tou xuptou Nuwy; 22:21 Tov xuptov Incov. We
should also consider o [om. Av K contra A S 1611 Oec 2329] xvptos o feog
TWV TVEURATWY TwV TpodyTwy in 22:6, where the article’s omission in Av K
is a harmonization with the preceding verse.

(2) The Apocalypse regularly uses the (generic) article for nAiog,
aeAqun, v, Badagoa, and ovpavos. Only two (or three) exceptions should
be mentioned. The article’s absence in both cases is clearly justified. The
formulaic Old Testament expression amo avatolyg yAtov (7:2; 16:12) calls
for the anarthrous avatoAys, which also explains the anarthrous nAtov. In
22:5 (oux exouat xpetav dwTog Auyvou xat dbwTog nAtov), however, the article’s
omission in nAtov is caused by its absence in the parallel Auyvov.

(3) In other cases (mostly formulaic prepositional phrases with the
genitive) the governing noun’s article is missing in line with Semitic usage:66

62. The K text inserts the article in its second occurrence in 19:10; the Compl. text
inserts it with a few others in 14:12; only £1096 £2065 in 17:6; 1st loco in 19:10 and only
a few minuscules in 20:4.

63. Thus, also Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 173.

64. xuplog om. Av.

65. See also p. 216.

66. Yet see Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, §259.1.
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[193] 6:16 amo [+ Tou 2429] mpoowmou Tou xabnuevoy; likewise, 12:14 amo
TPoTwWTOU Tou odews. In contrast, 20:11 ob amo Tou [om. Av K contra A S P
792 f1006 1611 2050 2329] mpogwmou. The previous relative pronoun may
have led to the addition of the article. The omission in Av K would then be
a harmonization to the common expression. This is more likely than the
assumption that Av K preserve the Urtext.®”

The article is also missing in other prepositional phrases:

2:23 ev Bavatw; 6:8 ev popdata xat v Apw xat ev favatw; 14:10 ev mupt
xat Beww; 13:3 e Havatov; 2:22 eig x)mmv; 13:10 e alxyalcocnav; 2:10 e
duraxny; 2:10 and 12:11 axpt avatov; 9:7, 9 eig moAepov. In contrast, 20:8
eig Tov [om. Av] mohepov; 16:14 eig Tov [om. P47 Av] molepov s nuepas.
Only 20:8 departs from the rule if we maintain that the article is original.
In 16:14, the article is used because the genitive that follows is also definite.
Despite that, the article is missing in ex yetpog Tou ayyehov in 8:4 and in eig
Bepameiay Twy [om. S 2053 - 2062%¢] ebvwy in 22:2. The absence of the arti-
cle in the phrases ex Taons duAng viwy IopanA in 7:4 and Twv dwdexa dudwy
viwv IopanA in 21:12 (contrast evwmiov Twv viwv IopanA in 2:14) should be
considered idiosyncratic. The article’s omission in the governing noun
vtwy may have led to the use of the anarthrous proper name IspanA. Only
a few unimportant minuscules add it both times. Av changes viwv Iopani
into Tou IopanA in 21:12. The three following cases are also idiosyncratic:

7:2 gxovta odpayda Beou {wvtog,5® 14:10 evwmiov ayyedwy aylwy

[Twy ayyedwy A, Twv aytwy ayyedwy K], and 21:14 dwdexa ovopata

TV 0WOEXA ATOTTOAWY.

(4) The repetition of the article is the rule in several juxtaposed nouns
(see, e.g., 6:15; 13:16; on the other hand, 1:9; 5:12; 9:15; 11:9; 21:8).

Conversely, the article is not repeated when the same person is called
by more than one name.*

There are exceptions to both rules, as well as [194] several text-critically
uncertain cases, which are of primary importance here.

1:9  evy OAwper xat [+ ev T Av] Pacidela xat vopovy.

3:17 o tadaimwpos xat [+ o A K] eheewog xal mTwyos xat TudAog xal

YURVOS.

67. Charles (Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:cxx n. 2)
argues that the article is from the hand of the Apocalypse’s assumed redactor.

68. See also p. 203.

69. See 1:5b, 6, 9; 3:14 (also below); 3:17 (see below); 6:10 (likewise); 12:17; 22:8.
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5:12 v duvapw xat [+ Tov K] mAoutov xat [+ Ty min. pc.] codbrav xat
[+ v 1611 2057] woyuv xat [+ ™ 1611 2057] Tipny xat [+ Ty
1611] dokav xat [+ T 1611] evhoyiav.
9:15 &1 T wpav xat [+ €ig T K] nuepav xat uyva xat eviavtov.
11:9 7wy Aawy xat [+ Twv Q] dulwy xat YAwsowy xat edvwy.
The tradition tends to repeat the article in these lists of three or more
items. However, as a rule, the article is not repeated before the third item.”®
Moreover, the article before the second item should also be deleted as spu-
rious in 3:17.7!
Text-critical decisions are difficult in the following cases where the
two sole items stand side by side:
3:14 o moTos xat [+ o C S] aAnbivog
6:10 o ayos xat [+ o min. pe.] aAnbivog
17:13 Tnv duvauw xat [+ v S Av] egovatay
18:14 Ta Aimapa xat e [om. C S 1611 2053 2329 al. pc.] Aaumpa
20:8  Tov I'wy xat [+ Tov K] Maywy
20:10 Tou TUpog xat [+ Tou S f1006 1611 f1678 2329 f2014 £104/336 f£172/250
al. pc.] Betou
Modern editions unanimously reject the articles in question not only in
6:10 but also in 3:14; 20:8, 10, and rightly so. Also, S’s text in 2:10 is an
obvious correction, just like the K text in 20:8, since the subsequent dele-
tion of the material is more difficult to explain than its insertion. 6:10 con-
firms that 3:14 0? is spurious. Conversely, the omission of ta? in 18:14 is
a stylistic improvement. A clear decision is only possible in 17:13. A sub-
sequent insertion, however, is easier to understand than a later omission.
(5) Apocalyptic style typically introduces images and concepts with
the article the first time they occur.”? [195] Beyond this rule, the tradition
should be examined in the following passages:
10:1  n [om. Av] 1pig
10:3  at [om. S* al. pc] emta Bpovra
11:3  Toig Ouot papTuat wov unanimously
12:14 at [om. P4 SK] dvo mrepuyes Tou [om. S 1854] aetou Tou weyatov

70. However, S often omits the article carelessly in such lists; see 4:11; 6:15; 11:18;
13:16; 20:12. Likewise, 4:11 om. Ty A; likewise in 9:20 a few minuscule groups.

71. Of the modern editions, only Charles’s preserves the latter reading. It is a
marginal reading in WHort.

72. See Bousset, Die Offenbarung Johannis, 174.
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On the other hand, 17:1 vdatwy moMwv] Twy voaTwy Twy ToMwy K is a cor-
rection in light of 17:15.

In other cases, a concept or a thing is initially introduced without the
article and only provided with the article subsequently.

4:6  Teooapa (wa—4:8, 9; 5:6, 8, 11, 14, etc., Ta (tecoapa) {wa. 4:8

om. ta Av K.
5:6  apviov—>5:8 and so from then on always To apviov. 14:1 om. 7o
Av.

13:16 xapayua—13:17 passim 7o yapaypa.

15:1  ayyehoug emta—reference is made to it in 21:9.

20:2  xtha eTy—appears as Ta [om. Av] xthie ey in 20:3, as well as

in 20:5, 7 (unanimously). However, only K in 20:4 and S 1611
16782329 Oec f14° f920in 20:6 keep the article, which cannot be
original in both cases due to insufficient testimony.

4:4  ewool Tegoapag mpeafutepoug, 4:10 and from then on always

with article, accordingly also 11:16 ot [om. A $*] % mpeaBuTepot.
Since 11:11 refers to 11:9, the reading peta Tag [om. A S Compl.]
Tpels Nuepas xat Nuiov, which WHort designates as doubtful,
is undoubtedly original. Likewise, Ty [om. (S) K] mAyynv in
13:14 is original (according to 13:3).
In light of the above, we can also expect the article in emt o Onpiov (which
13:10 described) to stand in 17:3 (yuvaixa xaByuevyy emt dyprov).”> How-
ever, the omission of the article in 17:3 is due to the form of presentation:
the seer initially only sees the female figure sitting on a beast. The article’s
omission in 14:1 (the 144,000, which stand with the Lamb on Zion) should
be understood in the exact same way (primarily a description of the vision)
and has no exegetical significance.”

[196] (6) The repetition of the article in the attributive position—
whether it is placed after the noun, or is an adjective, a pronoun, an ordi-
nal, or a participle—corresponds to the general grammatical rule. The tra-
dition varies several times, however, with participles.

73. The K text reads emt 8yptov To xoxxwov, and only a few groups of K write emt to
Bnptov To xoxxWOV.

74. Are the 144,000 of the 7:4-8 described differently? Charles wrongly infers that
21:6 (Tov vdatog T {wys dwpeav) should be compared with 22:17 (vdwp {wrg Swpeav)
because 22:17 should be placed before 21:6. The anarthrous and therefore indefinite
sounding udwp {wys is in the best order after 21:6.
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ot emTa aryyehot ot [om. S f33¢ al. pc.] exovreg

ot Tegoapeg ayyehot ot [om. S al. pc.] nTotpaayuevot

oL emTat aryyeot ot [om. S AvPart al. pe.] exovteg

T emTa mvevpaTa Tou feou Ta amesTaiueva Av
ameataipevot A (hiat C) 2053

ameataipeva S al. pe.

amooteMopeve K

a1 Ouo edatal xat at 6uo Avyviat at [om. S AvPat al. pc.] ... eoTwTES
ot vexpot ot [om. P47 1746 2042] ev xuptw amobvnoxovteg
7 MOALS 1) weyaAy v [om. S al. pc.] eyovon

Tag eMTa dladag Twy Yepovtwy [yepovoas sine tag K]

Bousset”> believes that the Av reading in 5:6 should certainly be consid-
ered the Urtext because S omits the article consistently in all the places
cited and A 2053 have a singular reading there.

19:9

outot ot Aoyot [+ ot A, hiat C] aAnBwot Tou Beov etat

The second ot can hardly be dismissed, since it may have fallen out after
Aoyot in S Av K due to negligence.

This rule (i.e., about the repetition of articles with words in the attribu-
tive position) is text-critically important in cases of prepositional phrases
whose objects are definite in the same way.

1:4
2:24
5:5
8:3
11:16

11:19

8:9
[197] 16:3

16:12
19:14

20:8

TG EMTAL EXXAY TS TS €V TY) Agte unanimously

Tolg AotTrols Tolg €v Buatelpog unanimously

0 Agwv o [om. S 109 1611 £1678 2329 Orig.] wv ex )¢ duAng

70 BugiaaTyplov To xpugouv To [om. S 2329] evwmiov Tou Bpovou

ot [om. A $?] %0 mpeaPuTepot ot [om. A P47 Av] evwmiov Tou Beov
xafnuevol. Here the tradition is very uneven; see p. 109.

0 vaog Tov Beov o [om. P4 S Av K contra AC f1006 f1678 2329
f1721250 2351 61 — 69] ev Tw oupavw

TwY XTIoUaTwV Twv [om. AvPart K] ev 9 Badacoy

naoa Yoy {wns amebavey ta [om. P S Av K contra AC 1611 al.
pc.; Twy £1906 2019] ev ) fadaaon

Twy PagiAewy Twy amo avaTolyg unanimously

Ta otpatevpate Ta [om. A S Av contra K, hiat C (om. Tisch
Sod)] ev Tw ovpavw

T €bvy T [om. S 1854 2329 2053 - 2062 61 — 69 f172 al. pc.] ev
TaUG O Yywvialg

75. Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 174.
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14:17 ex Tou vaou Tou [auTou P47 AvPart] ey Tw oupavew
20:13 Toug VEXPOUG TOUG EV QUTY)
~ TOUG EV QUTY) VEXPOUS AV
TOUG VEXPOUS TOUG EV QUTOLG
~ TOUG EV QUTOLS VEXPOUG Av
Although the article’s repetition is original in all the places previously
listed (with the possible exception of 5:6), the two examples that follow
depart from the rule.
2:9 v Pracdnuay [+ S Syr.12 (1611)] ex [om. Av] Twv Aeyovtwy
Av deletes ex and thereby eliminates the linguistic tendency to repeat the
article. Bousset”® attempts to explain S’s reading (Tnv) as original because
otherwise S almost always omits the article.”” See, however, p. 210 on 17:11
and p. 225.
15:5 0 vaog TYG TRNYYS TOU LAPTUPLOV EV TW OUPAVW
While Charles considers the text corrupt, Bousset’® accounts for the arti-
cle’s absence before ev as a result of the distance of ev Tw ovpavw from the
governing noun (contrarily, see 11:19 above). This is the most satisfactory
explanation.
Charles” concludes that the introductions to the seven letters should
read Tw ayyedw Tw ev ... exxAatas instead of Tw ayyehw TG €V ... exxAnaiag
on the grounds of stylistic consistency.

They actually read:

2:1 ] Tw AC 1854
28 mnglTwA

2:18 ] Tw A, om. C
31 mg]twQ

On the other hand, v is attested unanimously in 2:12; 3:7, 14. The real
reason for the rejection of v as a later correction [198] is that otherwise a
prepositional phrase never comes between the article and its correspond-

76. Ibid., 174.

77. Charles suggests another explanation (Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
the Revelation, 1:cxx n. 1).

78. Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 174.

79. Charles, Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:cxx and clvi,
especially clx—clxi. Conversely, Johann Jakob Griesbach, Novum Testamentum Graece,
2nd ed., 2 vols. (London: Elmsly, 1796-1806); and Lachmann, Novum Testamentum
Graece. See especially Westcott and Hort, New Testament in the Original Greek, 2:137;
also Bousset, Die Offenbarung Johannis, 176, 202 n. 1; Lagrange, Critique Textuelle,
582-83; conversely, Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 64 n. 2.
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ing noun (in keeping with the Apocalypse’s linguistic style),® while an
anarthrous noun can precede a prepositional phrase. This argument nev-
ertheless remains unpersuasive because the article before exxAnciag is
far more difficult to dispense with than its repetition in Tw ayyehw. Had
the author not written Tw ™ ev Edeow exxdnoias ayyelw, then this cum-
bersome formulation would have resulted: Tw ayyeAw Tw 05 ev Edeow
exxMaias. Because of this, the author omits Tw? as an expendable article.

(7) The article regularly accompanies the predicate noun when a cer-
tain trait or function is being highlighted as characteristic for the relevant
subject; see 1:8, 17; 2:23; 3:17; 7:14; 11:4; 18:23; 20:5, 14; 21:6; 22:13, 16.
The article should thus be kept as original in the following places where
the tradition varies:

4:5  aceotta [om. K] enta mvevpata

5:8  atewow at [om. $* K] mpogeuyat Twv aytwy

21:12 aeott e [om. K] ovopata [ta ovopata om. S Av] twy ) dulwy

21:22 o yap xvptos ... o [om. S Av K contra A 1678 — 1778 1773, hiat

C] vaog autys eaTv.

In contrast, the article is correctly omitted in 14:4 (mapfevot yap eiow);
16:14; 179, 12, 155 19:10 = 22:9.

But it is expected in the following locations:

1:20  ayyerot (= “the angels”) Twv emTa exxAnaiwy €loty xat at Avyvial

at emta emTa exxAnatal (= “the seven congregations”) etgty8!

2:9  oux eloty, ada cuVaywy” Tou caTava
Here, however, “a synagogue of Satan” is analogous to ayyelot Twv emta
exxAnoiwy in 1:20.

13:18 apbuos yap avBpwmou eatty
The article may be missing before aptfyos because avBpwmov is anarthrous.
Its omission is analogous with ayyeAot Twy emta exxAnaiwy in 1:20.

80. Therefore, not 1 ev Edeow exxAnoia but » exxAnoia ) ev Edeow.

81. Westcott and Hort (New Testament in the Original Greek, 2:136) and Charles
(Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:cliv—clv) see an old textual
corruption here. The article’s absence before the second emta can easily be understood
as a scribal error but probably also as an intentional change. The linguistic oddity of
placing at emta one after another should be avoided. Also, the similarly anarthrous
ayyehot in the same verse presents a perfectly analogous case. Av eliminates the oddity,
which lies in the combination of two emtas (even without an article in the second), by
inserting ag e1d¢.
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[199] 17:11 xat autos [+ o0 S al. pc.] oydoog (= “the eighth”) eatwv
For a correct reading of S, see p. 208 on 2:9 and below on 20:2.
17:14 xvptog xuptwv eoTt xat Badtlevs Pactiewy
See also 19:16, where the article is also missing.
21:3  auTot Acol auToU egovTal
(8) The addition of the article to words in the predicate (which occurs
only with proper nouns) is strange, since they occur opposite anarthrous
proper nouns, as shown above.
6:8  ovopa autw o [om. C S 109 1611 1854 2053 1773 2031 Compl.]
Bavatos ([WHort] Tisch [Vog])
8:11 7o ovopa Tou aaTeEPos Agyetal 0 [om. S AvPat £1678 2053 2329]
avbog
19:13 xadertat To ovopa auTou o [om. min. pc.] Aoyog Tou feou
On the other hand, again:
9:11  ovopa avtw ERpatott ABaddwy xat ev ) ENnvien ovopa exet [+ o
min. pc.] AToMuwy
17:5 ovoua yeypapuevov ... Bafudwy ) peyain, y untmp
19:16 7o ovopa yeypapuevov  PaciAeus Bagtlewy xal xuplog xuplwy (see
17:14 above)
Entirely conflicting are the following:
12:9 o xadoupevos diaforog xat o [om. P47 K] catavag
The anarthrous dtefolog causes the article’s omission before catavas in P47
K.
20:2  og eoTw [+ 0 S 1611 f1678 2053 - 2062 2329 f2014] diaorog xat o
[om. Av al. pc.] catavag
(9) Nothing is peculiar about the article’s use with mag. The article
always occurs in the plural, other than in 19:18 (Tavtwy elevlfepwy xat
doudwv), where Bousset’s proposal that mavtwy ehevbepwy e xat doudwy
should be written hardly comes into consideration. The article, however,
is omitted in the singular (in the sense of “everyone”) if it is linked to a
noun. The article is added in connection with a substantival participle.
See also:
18:17 mag KUBEPVY)TY)Q xal Tag o [om. Av] €Tl TOV TOTIOV TAEWY
21:27 mav xotvov xat o motwy S* K £1006 2050 2329 al. pc.
mowwy (sine 0) A (hiat C) S§?
motovy Av
22:18 mavtt Tw [om. Av] axovovTl
However, 22:15 mag [+ o Av] dbtdwy xat motwy.
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[200] 3.3. The Use of the Case

Some important idiosyncracies for textual criticism should be men-
tioned here. First, we refer to two verbs that are constructed differently.

The accusative case usually follows axovew (as in the rest of the New
Testament) when it refers to things (1:3; 7:4; 9:16; 22:8, 18); the genitive fol-
lows when it refers to people (6:1, 3, 5; 8:13; 16:5, 7). However, sometimes
the accusative occurs “in irregular changes™®? with ¢wvy (1:10; 4:1; 5:11;
6:6-7; 9:13; 10:4, 8; 12:10; 14:2; 18:4; 19:1, 6) and sometimes the genitive
(3:20; 14:13; 16:1; 21:3). The reason for the distinction is not clear. The tex-
tual tradition produces almost no variation in these places. The Av group
f?%5! and the lone manuscript 469 regularly place ¢wwy in the genitive for
the accusative.83 This is similar to other witnesses in some places (4:1 and
5:11 £2044;,9:13 §%; 18:4 C; vice versa 6:7 C 2053; 14:13 several minuscules).
The authoritative textual witnesses are divided in only one place:

11:12 dwwny peyainy A K

dwvns ueyarns C P47 S Ay

In 5:13, mav xTlopa ... Yxovoe Aeyovtag [Aeyovtwy f172/250 f2031] emerges
outside of the usual rule.

The facts are more complicated with mpoaxuvew, which is constructed
with the dative and the accusative.

(1) Dative
4:10 Tpoox. Tw Zwv'n LG TOUS aLvaLg
7:11  7p. T Bew
11:16 mp. Tw few
13:4  mp. Tw dpaxovtt
mp. Tw Bnpiw C S K (hiant P47 Av; however, Av presupposes the
reading tw Onpiw)
To Byprov A f2014 84

82. Bousset, Textkritische Studien. See also Charles, Critical and Exegetical Com-
mentary on the Revelation, 1:xcl. In the LXX, ¢ww occurs about 80x in the accusative
and 50x in genitive. See Robert Helbing, Die Kasussyntax der Verba bei den Septua-
ginta: Ein Beitrag zur Hebraismenfrage und zur Syntax der Ko (Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1928), 150-53.

83. See the exact details in Schmid, “Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des
griechischen Apokalypsetextes,” 435 n. 2.

84. So from the modern editions WHort™8 Weiss Bousset Charles™t.
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13:15 mp. ™ exovt SAvK
Ty exove A AvPe (hiant C P47 20538°)
[201] 14:7 Tp. Tw TOLY)TQVTL TOV OUPALVOY
QUTOV TOV TolnoavTe Tov oupavoy K
16:2  Toug TPOTXUVVOUVTAS TY) ELXOVL
TNy etxova S AvPe (see 19:2086)
19:4  mp. Tw Bew (see 22:9)
19:10 mp. auTw (sc. Tw ayyeAw)
T Bew TpooxuYnoOY
19:20 mp. 7 elxovt
TNy etxova S* 1678 2053 - 2062 220 (see 16:2%7)
22:9  mp. Tw Bew (= 19:4)

(2) Accusative
9:20  Ta datpovia (Tw datpovt f1678)
13:8  autov (sc. o Byprov)
autw S Av f1096 1611 1854 2053 792

13:12 7o Bnprov To mpwTov [Tw Bpiw Tw mp. 1006 f172/250] (13:15, see the

dative section above)

14:9 70 Onprov [Tw Bnpiw C f199°] xat Tny etxova [T exovt f 1006 £104/336]

QuUTOV
14:11 7o fnptov xat TV e1xova auTou
Tw Bnpie et ) exovt autou f190 al. pe.
70 Bnptov xat ) enxovt f104/336
20:4 7o Byprov oude TNV Elxova AUTOU
Tw Bnpiw Av Compl. f104/336 £1006 3053 £250
) etxovt AvPart Compl. f104/336 £1006 1611
In comparison, the absolute use of mpoaxuvery:

3:9 (evwmiov); 5:14; 15:4; 22:8 (eumpoalev); 11:1 Toug mpoaxuvovvTag

gV auTw (Sc. Tw vaw)

A semantic distinction is usually sought between the two construc-
tions of mpooxuvetv: mpooxuvey with the dative (or with evwmiov) means
“worship” (God or the dragon), while mpooxuvew with the accusative
means “bow down” (before the beast and his image).®¥ The distinction

85. So WHort™& Bousset Charles.

86. So Bousset.

87. So Bousset, Charles.

88. Thus Ernst Lohmeyer (Die Offenbarung des Johannes, HNT 16 [Tiibingen:
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is not between God (or a pseudo-God) and between beings that are not
divine, but between worship (divine honors) and external prostration
(which can also apply to a divine being). J. Horst?® rejects [202] this distinc-
tion as groundless, correctly, as we will see. The dative construction relates
to God (4:10; 7:11; 11:16; 14:7; 19:4, 10; 22:9) and the dragon (13:4), while
the accusative construction relates to o fyptov (13:8;°° 13:12; 14:9, 11) and
Ta datpovia (9:20).

elxwv occurs in the accusative case only in the combination To 8nptov
xat ™Y eixove autou (14:9, 11; 20:4). Otherwise, it is in the dative case
(16:2519:20).%! Accordingly, the dative should also be read in 13:15 (with S
Av K against A; dub. P47).%2 As correction in this passage weakens its value
as a witness in 13:4, where Av presupposes the dative Tw 8npw, since it can
be understood as a homoioteleuton error (8npiw!”2).9 Because the dative
Tw Onpiw should be read in 13:4, we should also note that Bnptov fluctuates
grammatically between the dative and accusative cases. If the dative con-
struction is used consistently only with God and the dragon (unlike eixwv,
where the dative occurs only if emxwv stands alone; or Oyptov, where the
dative occurs only once and elsewhere in the accusative, going so far as to
influence the accompanying objects: xat [oude] TV exove autov), then the
attempt to use case to distinquish between worship and purely outward

Mohr, 1926], 14:7), following Bousset (Textkritische Studien, 163). Basically also Weiss
(Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 64 n. 1), Charles (Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
the Revelation, 1:cxli, 211-12), Allo (Saint Jean, LApocalypse), and others.

89. Johannes Horst, Proskynein: Zur Anbetung im Urchristentum nach ihrer reli-
gionsgeschichtlichen Eigenart (Glitersloh: Bertelsmann, 1932), 33-43.

90. AC P*” K against S Av.

91. Only S has the accusative in both of these cases. P4 now shows this is a cor-
rection in 16:2.

92. The crucial words are missing in C: 67;p10v1m3.

93. p¥ er)ptoulm3. It is a premature and mindless explanation when Weiss (Die
Johannes-Apokalypse, 194; see also 64 n. 1 and 109) also states: “The dragon is wor-
shiped, the beast is honored.” It is a mere illusion that the dative Tw 0vpiw is harmo-
nized to the previous tw dpaxovty; A alone preserves the Urtext. Although the dative
is likely a later correction, the accusative cannot be understood in that way. Thus, it
should be countered at once that, according to the same methodological principle,
both 14:9 (with C tw fnpiw xat ™y eixcova autov) and 20:4 (with Av Tw Bnpiw ovde TV
eova autou) must also be explained as the Urtext. The real situation, however, is this:
that A, due to its explicit preference for the accusative with mpooxuvew (see the sup-
porting examples from the LXX in Horst, Proskynein, 38 n. 2), indicates that 13:4 and
13:15 are corrections and do not have the Urtext.
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acts of homage (always® an expression of divine worship) proves unwork-
able.”> But the adopted distinction is also groundless because—with the
exception of 3:9—divine honors [203] are in view in all cases.®® Conversely,
this distinction should not be used to establish the original reading where
the tradition is not uniform, since the Apocalypse’s linguistic style fails to
support the distinction.””

19:5 awverte Tw few AC S P Q al. pe. [tov Beov Av K] is only singular in
the New Testament; see in the LXX 1 Chr 16:36; 23:5; 2 Chr 20:19; 2 Esd
3:10-11; Jer 4:2; 20:13; Pss. Sol. 5:1; 10:5.

2:14 edidaoxe Tw Batax (tov Batax K)® is unusual but attested else-
where.”

euayyehlew in 10:7, as in the rest of the New Testament (not in the
LXX), has the accusative of personal object, which only a few minuscules
replace with the dative case (f2°!* 94 al. pc.). In 14:6, em occurs with accu-
sative (AC P47 S P 1611 f1678 1854 2053 2329 f172/2%0)_ The two later recen-
sions Av and K delete the em.!%° The finding for ¢wtiew is exactly analo-
gous: 21:23 showrcases the use of the accusative. However, in 22:5, which is
almost identical to 21:23, em autoug should be read with A (hiat C) S f1006
1678 2050 2329 94 f172/250, which in Av K is changed again (om. em).

The accusative usually accompanies meptBaMecbat (10x). In 3:5 and
4:4, v follows meptBaMesdar in the phrase ev watiog Aeuxois. 3:5 proves

94. Only 3:9 (TpocxuYnEoUsTY EVWTIOY TwY Todwv 0ov) is an exception.

95. Bousset carries out his principle with text-critical coercion, though he not
only reads 13:15 with A v ewove, but he also explains the reading v eixova of S in
16:2 and 19:20 as the Urtext.

96. This is not to deny that, in a case of worship, the “proskynesis” can be first
thought of elsewhere as the outward act. Cf., in addition, 19:10 emeoa eumpocdey Twy
TOOWY AUTOV TPoaxuUYNoaL auTw (= worship) and 22:8 emeoa mpooxuwyoat epmposiey Twy
modwy Tou ayyeAov, in which the latter case eumpocdey Twy modwy must not be drawn to
EMeTL.

97. In the rest of the New Testament, except John, Rev, and Matt 4:10//Luke 4:8,
the Attic accusative is preserved. However, it is dative in the LXX almost without
exception (only 6 of the 123 occurrences).

98. ev Tw Badax Av is probably a simple scribal error (dittography).

99. See Walter Bauer, Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen
Testaments und der iibrigen urchristlichen Literatur (Giessen: Topelmann, 1928).

100. It is not correct to cite 10:7 (with Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 163) as evi-
dence that the Av-K reading is original at 14:6.
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that ev in 4:4, which is unattested in A (hiat C) P 1854 f2014 f2031 101 jg the
Urtext and that this group of manuscripts only deletes it.

The Apocalypse’s linguistic style exhibits the following in the case of
ypadew: alongside yeypappevov ev tw Pifiww (1:3; 13:8; 20:12; 21:27; 22:18,
19)—otherwise ypaov eig BtfAtov (1:11), but also em v Yydov (2:17) em
avtov (3:12, em autw AvPIt), em Ty petwmwy (14:1) and em To peTwmov
(17:5),192 em tov unpov (19:16)—emt to BifAtov surfaces (17:8; against 13:8;
21:27), [204] which only K (emt Tou fifAov), 792 109 2329 (ev Tw PifAww)
and 2014 (ev fifhw) correct.

In the case of ovat, the unusual construction gives rise to corrections
with the accusative, so that the tradition varies greatly.

8:13  ovat ovatt ovat Toug xatoixovvtas S K

Toig xatotxouat A (hiat C) Av (WHort™8 Charles!©3)

12:12 ovat ™y ynv xat ™ faracoay AC Av

™) YN xat ) fadaoon PY7 K
et TV yn xat Ty Badacoay S

12:12 proves that the accusative is original in 8:13 and that A Av make
corrections.!%4

Apart from the stock phrase nuepag xat vuxtog (4:8; 7:15; 12:10; 14:11;
20:10; correspondingly 21:25 nuepag, nuepa S*), the Apocalypse uses the
accusative (of ypovos, wpa, nuepa, uny, €tog) to indicate various lengths of
time. In 2:10, on the other hand (BAwjwv nuepwy dexa), where only the K
text preserves OAnyw nuepag dexa, nuepwy dexa qualifies BAnpw. The classi-
cal accusative is almost unanimously attested in 3:3 (motav wpav [molat wpa
f1678 2050]) to indicate when an event occurs. Instead of the usual expres-
sion (ev Tatg nuepais exewalg and the like), and again in wpa, the dative is
used to indicate time.

101. This is why WHort™" also omits it. Its absence in Syr.! does not prove that it
was not in the Greek Vorlage.

102. See p. 223.

103. The decision of Charles, who considers the accusative in 12:12 the Urtext, is
to be understood only from his overestimation of A.

104. In 12:12, Av f2814 £2028 corrects the reading to Tois xatotxoust T yyv. In
18:10, 16, 19 ovat ovat 1 TOALS 1) ueyay occurs 3x, to which the LXX provides several
models (see Isa 5:8, 11, 18-22; Amos 5:18; Hab 2:6, 12, 19; Zeph 2:5). The nominative
here apparently represents the vocative (see also p. 216).
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18:10  wé wpa S C Avelir K
eV pia wpa Avpe f1678 2329
piay wpav A 10961611 2053 £2065 al. pc. (WHort™¢)

18:16  wé wpa unanimously, 18:19 almost all (ev wia wpa f20%8)

The instrumental dative is heavily suppressed in the Apocalypse.
Above all the instrumental ev replaces it, even if incompletely (see p. 227).
Most unusual is the unanimously attested Toig muAwaw elgeAfwaty in 22:14.
In addition to ev, ex and amo occur with the passive voice in place of the
dative case (see p. 226). Twice even dia with the accusative occurs: 4:11 (O
70 Bednua oov etgw) [205] and 12:11 (evinoay auTov dta To alpa [Tou aLpuaTos
61 - 69 792 2019 2073] ... xat o Tov Aoyov).10>

The vocative, which the New Testament increasingly replaces with the
nominative,'% surfaces only a few times in the Apocalypse. Otherwise,
the nominative with the article is used. It occurs relatively frequently with
xuplog (cf. 7:14; 15:4; 22:20 xvpte Inoov), especially in the phrase xupte o feog
(11:17; 15:3; 16:7).

On the other hand, see 4:11:

0 xuptog xat 0 feog Nuwv A (hiat C) K
xupte o feog Nuwy Av
xUpLE 0 xUpLog xat Beog Nuwy S

15:3 o faoirevs Twy ehvwy (Bagthev S Kpe £2051)

18:20 ovpave xat ot aytot is especially significant. On the other hand,
note 12:12:

eudpatveate ot oupavotl xat ot ev autols oxnvouvteg A Av f1006 1611 2344

2351 (WHort™8 Bousset Charles)

om. ot ante oupavot C S K (hiat P¥)
The Apocalypse’s linguistic style and 18:20, where the vocative ovpave is
not changed, support the article’s authenticity. It is highly unlikely that it is
a thoughtless harmonization to the ot oxnvovvteg!?” that follows.

3.4. Pronouns

Only the most important text-critical details are listed below.

105. See also Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen Papyri, 2.2:368, 426.

106. See also Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, §147; Charles,
Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:cxxxix—cxl.

107. Thus Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 111.
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(1) The Reflexive

equT- is attested with certainty in the following passages:

2:2 Toug Aeyovtag equtous [om. f2951] amooToAoug

2:9  Twv Aeyovtwy loudatous etvat eauTous [auToug min. pe., om. f33]

3:9  Twy Aeyovtwy eautous loudaloug etvat

6:15  expuay eautoug

10:3  edanoay ... Tag EQUTWY

19:7 % yuw auTou NToluacey equTyy [auTyy f18 f1678 £2044]

2:20 (1 Aeyovoa eavtyy mpodnTwy) reads S* Q f1043%6 (also Tisch)

auTyy

[206] In 10:7 (Toug eautov dovAoug AC P47 S Ay, Toug dovoug autouv K)
eauTou is also attested with certainty. The opposite is true of 18:7 and autn
should be read with AC $* K rather than eautny (thus Weiss) with S* Ay
(edofacev). As a result, nroipacay avtous (A [hiat C] S* 2351), rather than
nrowacay eautous Av K (Weiss Sod Vog Merk), should also be considered
the Urtext in 8:6.

The spelling aivT- (e.g., 8:6 WHort Bousset Charles; 18:7 WHort
Vog Charles) should also be rejected because it is completely alien to the
Apocalypse,1% as 9:11 proves (eyovawv em autwy, only a few minuscules e
eauTwy).109

(2) The indefinite pronoun Tig only surfaces in the combinations et Tig,
eav TIg, and wa

un Tig (the latter in 13:17). Otherwise, €is is deployed.!1? This confirms
that mav devdpov (S Av, om. mav A), rather than 7t devdpov (C K), is the
Urtext in 7:1.111

(3) The relative pronoun’ classic attraction to the case of the anteced-
ent occurs only in 18:6 (ev Tw mo)piw ©). K alone produces it in 1:20 (twv
agtepwy oug AC Av, av K).

108. Blass (Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, $64.1) explains it as un-
Hellenistic. See also the important statements by Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen
Papyri, 1.2:65 n. 1.

109. Elsewhere, all modern editions recognize the personal pronoun instead of
the reflexive; cf. 11:11 eomyoay emt toug modag adtwy [eavtwy £1906]; 11:16 o1 xabyuevor
ETTL TOUG epovoug a0TwY; 12:3 gxwy ... €Ml TG xecpakag avtov; likewise 13:1; 14:9; 17:13
(adTev] eautwy 2814); 13:16 (Swaw autolg); 18:19 (adTwy] eautwy C); 19:16; 20:1, 4.

110. We note the following corrections: 8:13 evog om. S; 15:7 &v om. P4 S Ay
(probably a thoughtless error); 17:1 eig] g f194; 18:21 e1¢ om. 1678 — 1778; 19:17 evet
om. K; 22:2 + eva ante exaatov Av.

111. See also pp. 106-7.
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(4) If a predicate noun stands in a relative clause, the ruling noun
determines the gender of the relative pronoun.
4:5  dapmades ... at ot ta enta mvevpata K (Bousset)
a etot Ay (and most modern editions)
a eoTt A (hiant C S) (Weiss)
5:6  xepata emta xat opBadpovs emTa, ol €0l Ta EMTA MVELUaTa A
(hiat C) S Av (and all modern editions)
a gt K
5:8  darag ... yepovoas buplapatwy, at eloty at mpoceuyat A (hiat C)
AvK
aetow S Q 792 £1906 2050 (Tisch WHort™s)
21:8 T ALuvn T XQUOUEVY ... 0 0TIV 0 BavarTog
[207] Therefore, 4:5 and 21:8 belong together, as do 5:6 and 5:8. See p.
254 for the Hebraizing repetition of the relative pronoun through the use
of the personal pronoun (3:8 nv oudets duvatat ... autyy, etc.) and for the
constructio ad sensum (3:4 ovopata ot).

3.5. The Verb

The random use of different verb tenses, narrative (aorist) and descrip-
tion (present), description and prophecy (future), is characteristic of the
Apocalypse’s style.!'> Numerous variants have been introduced into the
textual tradition because of this. Those that are relevant for textual criti-
cism are presented here.

Several times, a perfect tense stands in the place of the aorist, imme-
diately adjacent to it.

2:3  umopovny exels xat efacTtacas ... xat ov xexomaxes AC

oux exomiacas S Av K
16:6  efexeav xat ... 0edwxas AC 1611 2329
edwxac P47 S Ay K

The Apocalypse uses the aorist and perfect of didwwt side by side, pre-
venting a clear decision in this passage.!!®* Apart from this example, there
are no corrections to the perfect tense in the Apocalypse. Therefore, the
aorist, which already seems logical, is a later harmonization to the previ-
ous eeyeav.

112. See also Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 168-71; Charles, Critical and Exegeti-
cal Commentary on the Revelation, 1:cxxiii-cxxvii.
113. See the aorist in 1:1; 2:21; 11:13; 20:13 beside the perfect in 3:8.
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As the author almost always writes eiAnda (2:27; 3:3; 5:7; 8:5; 11:17;
the aorist only in 10:10; 17:12; and 5:8; 20:4 in the subordinate clause),
his use of the perfect with Aeyew twice (7:14 eipnxa, eimov K; 19:3 etpyxav,
aimay C, ermov £1678) prompted corrections in the textual tradition in both
places.

The difference between the present and the aorist, both in the infini-
tive and the imperative, is completely blurred.!!* The aorist is much better
attested than the present, more so in the infinitive than in the imperative.

Present and aorist imperatives occurring alongside one another
include:

2:5  uwnuoveve [-veuoov f1678 1854 2329 2595] xat petavonoov

3:3  uvnuoveue [-veuoov 1854 sol.] xat petavonaov

3:19  {nheve [(phwoov Av, {nhou Ap] xat petavonoov

[208] The juxtaposition of the present and aorist infinitive emerges in a
particularly striking way after peMet.

¢ pedw with the present infinitive: 2:10 (Tacyet, mafew K; falew,

Baew K, BaMew Barew S); 3:10; 6:11; 8:13; 10:4, 7; 12:5; 17:8.
¢ ueNw with the aorist infinitive: 3:2 (speMov amobavet, amobwnoxew
2014 nueMes amoPaew K, nueMeg amoPfare Compl. £299%); 3:16
(epeoat, epew S); 12:4 (texew, Tixtety Compl. £1678 1854).
This finding precludes an unequivocal decision at 1:19, where A S* Av read
ueMet yveabat, and C S* K read p. yeveaal.

Imperfect and aorist

The introduction of the imperfect in place of the aorist should once
again be noted.

Not only is the aorist completely absent in the case of duvapat, but it is
also avoided with BAemew, even in the infinitive.

Also, the aorist should be rejected as most likely a harmonization to
the previous nxovoa in 22:8 (ote yxovoa xat efremov A [hiat C] Oec [thus
also WHort™8 Weiss Bousset Charles®], e S Av, edov K).

Also, a part of the tradition replaces the imperfect with the aorist in
the two following passages:

1:12  eladet] edainoey Av (Aadet A)

2:14  edidaoxev] eddafey K

114. See 2:25 o gyete xpatnoate and 3:11 xpatel o exels side by side.
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The tradition fluctuates between the imperfect and aorist in the case
of xpalew.
6:10 expafav AC S K, expalov Av
7:2  expake(v) CS AvK, expalev A P 20535
10:3  expagev bis omn.
12:2  xpalet A PY S Av, expalev C KPlur, expafey Kpart
18:2  expakev (exexpafev A) omn.
18:18 expabav AC f1096 1611 f1678 2329 P f172
expalov S AvK
18:19 expagav AC 2329
expalov S AvK
19:17 expagev A S AvK (hiat C)
expalev Q al. pe.
The aorist tense is firmly the Urtext in 6:10; 10:3; 18:2; and 19:17, as is the
present tense in 12:2 (and 7:10). Questionable examples include 7:2 and
18:18, 19. 7:2 is probably a simple scribal error in A P. Regarding 18:18-19,
see p. 98.
[209] The consectio temporum with the subjunctive in the subordinate
clause surfaces neither in the original text nor in the later tradition.!!®

(1) Present indicative in the main clause, subjunctive in subordinate clause:
11:6  eyxovaw efovaiav, wa wy ... Ppexn [Ppeky f178 20535t 2329
Hipp.]
12:6  omou gxel..., Wa ... Tpedwaty [Tpedpouaty C S]
13:13 motet ... wa mow) [momoyn P47 1678 — 2080 1773 f172/250 (2329)]
21:23 ou xpetav gxel ... a davwaty [pavwa 2065, 2432]
7:1 €100V xpaTowvTag ... wa uy) mvey [mveuoy S 1854 f205 f172/250 5],

pc.]

(2) Indicative aorist—subjunctive aorist:
20:3  eodpayiey ... wa py mAavey [mAavae K]

(3) Indicative and imperative present—subjunctive aorist:
2:10  peMet PaMew ... wa melpachnte
3:11  xpatet ... wa undets Aafy

115. The rule Bousset establishes (Textkritische Studien, 170) does not correspond
to the facts.
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Later witnesses supplement the frequently missing copula several
times,!1¢ even in relative clauses.
1:4 7wy emTa TvevpaTwy a evemiov Tou Bpovou C K
a] Twv A S f2014, + eativ Ay; likewise 5:13
Bpovou] + eaTv Av
52 15 abog] + eoTv K
1:16 % oig auTou, wg 0 NALog datvetl
~ 1 oig auTou datvel wg 0 NALog S

3.6. Prepositions

Only what is important for textual criticism is discussed here.!!”

First we identify a few characteristic peculiarities in the use of emt.
It has long been noted that the case that follows em in the expression o
xafnuevos emt T. Bpov. (occurring 28x) depends upon the case of the previ-
ous [210] participle o xaOnuevos. If the participle is in the nominative or
accusative case, the accusative follows emt. If the participle stands in the
genitive or dative case, the genitive or dative follows emt. This principle is
often breached, however, in the entire tradition or in a part of it.

(1) Nominative and Accusative
4:2  emu ov Bpovov xabyuevos A (hiat C) SK
Tov Bpovov Av

4:4  emt toug Bpovous ... xabnuevous all

likewise 6:5 all except f2814 f2051 (e auTw)

(6:8 0 xafnuevos emavw avtov [autou om. C Av])
7:15 o xafnuevos em Tov Bpovou A (hiat C) S Av

Tw Bpovew K
9:17  Toug xabnuevous em avtwy AC Av K
emavw autwy P47 S (likewise 20:11 S £1678)

11:16 ot xafnuevol [xabyytar C P47 S K] emt Toug Opovoug autwy all
14:6  Toug xafnuevous [xaTowouvtag] emt ¢ v all
14:14 emt Tny vepelny xalnuevov [-og Av] all

116. See also ibid., 170.
117. See also the detailed descriptions in ibid., 165-68; and Charles, Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:cxxvii—cxxxiv.
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14:16 o xabyuevos emt ™y vedeAny C Av
T vedeAns A PY7 S
T veden K
17:3  xabypevny emt Oyprov all
19:11 o xabnuevos em auTtov
em avtov Hipp. Oec
20:11 Tov xabuevov em autov Av K
emautou A (hiat C) f109 £1678 1611 2053 2329 al. pc.
emavw avutou S (see 9:17 above)
21:5 o xafnuevos emt Tw Hpove all

(2) Genitive
4:10;5:1,7  Tou xabnuevov emt Tou Hpovou all
6:16  Tov xafnuevov emt Tov Bpovov AC Av
Tw Bpovw S K (see 7:15 above)

17:1 g xabnuevns em voatwy all
19:18 Twv xalyuevwy em avtwy Av K

em avtoug A (hiat C) 61 - 69

ET QUTOIS S
19:19,21  Tou xafnuevou emt Tou tmmov all

[211] (3) Dative
4:9 7w xabnuevw em Tw fpovw A (hiat C) S 1854 2050 2080
Tov Bpovov Av K
5:13 7w xabyuevw emt Tw Opovw A (hiat C) K
Tov Bpovov S Av
6:4  Tw xabyuevw em avtov AC S K
auTw APt 2329
7:10  Tw xadyuevw emt Tw Opovw plur.
Tou Bpovou Kpt al. pc.
14:15 Tw xabnuevw emt s vedelng all
19:4 7w xabnuevw emt Tw Bpovw AC S K
Tou Bpovou Av
Thus, the aforementioned rule is clearly maintained overall, although it is
broken here and there, namely, in (1) 7:15; 9:17; 14:6; 21:5; in (2) never;
in (3) 6:4 (in the vast majority of textual witnesses); 14:15. While Charles
assumes textual corruption or the final redactor’s errors in these cases, the
facts, properly interpreted, show that the author does not follow his rule
rigidly, a rule that is not important for its own sake. Because the rule is
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nevertheless maintained everywhere, the regular form should be taken as
the Urtext where it is ignored in a part of the tradition (thus in 14:16,!!8
20:11, and 19:18). None of the main text forms are free of violations. Av
seems to prefer the genitive case (see 4:2, 9; 5:13; 19:4), and K seems to
prefer the dative (see 7:15; 14:16; 6:15).

It is nonetheless methodologically unjustifiable to follow!!® As text
blindly as the best exemplar of the tradition. Nothing indicates that later
scribes and correctors were aware of the rule and altered noncompliant
passages accordingly.

Whether the accusative singular or dative plural of petwmov occurs
after emt should not be attributed to some objective reason but merely to
the author’s inclination or linguistic intuition.

[212] 13:16 emt o petwmov A S K
Tou petwmov C
TV neTwmwy P4 Ay
17:5  em 7o petwmov all
20:4  em To petwmov the majority
TWY UETWTWY AyPart
On the other hand: em Twy petwnwy 7:3; 9:4; 14:1; 22:4. But again, the rule
is broken in 14:9 (em Tov peTwmoV [Tw KETWTW S] auTou 0 eml TNV YElpa
autou), which may be all the more surprising, as the second object of em
occurs in the accusative case.

emt with yetp:

14:9  em Ty xepa [Tys xetpos P47 1611 2329 f2051 94 1773 is a harmo-

nization to the previous emt Tov peTwmov]

20:1  em v xepa [ev ) xetpt S 1611 f1678]

Conversely, 13:16 emi s yelpos avtwy )¢ Oeétas and 1:20 emt g debiag pov
[emt ™) Ok wou 2053 — 2062, ev 9 debia wou A 1611 2595].

The accusative always occurs in the plural with xedady. The tradition
varies with the singular but so does the linguistic style:

ETL TAS xscpcxkag 4:4;9:7; 12:3; 13:1 (emt T xedpadaig 1854; emt Tng

xedbays f1102053); 18:19 (emt ¢ xedbains S 2053 - 2062 2057).

118. v vedbelyy with C Av (WHort™8 Bousset) against Ty vebehns A P47 S (and
all the rest of the modern editions).

119. This includes 14:16 (see previous note); 19:18 (WHort™); and 20:11
(WHort™t Charles Merk).
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Conversely:

10:1  emt v xedainy AC sol.

s xeparns P47 S Av K (Sod Vog Merk)

14:14 em v xedainy A (non C) 1611 1854 f1678 £2014 2344 Kp< (Bous-

set Charles)
6 xedatng C PY7 S Ay Kplur

19:12 emt v xebany [ev T xedain 61 - 69]

12:1  em g xedans all
The accusative T xepadny (in the singular) is only certain in 19:12. The
accusative in 14:14 is probably a harmonization to the previous em Ty
vedpelny. Conversely, the preceding genitive vmoxatw Twy modwv may have
occasioned the use of the genitive in 12:1. But this is unlikely. And it
remains the case that the genitive and accusative cases surface side by side
with xedady in the singular after emt.

The author, furthermore, writes emt ¢ y»¢ and emt g badagang or eig
v yny and eig ™y Badacoay without any real difference between the two
modes of expression. For emi, see 5:3, 10, 13; 7:1; 10:2, 5, 8; 16:18; 18:24.

The two exceptions to this rule, 14:16 (efadev ... em [213] Ty ynv) and
15:2 (eotwras emt ™y Badacoay), are understandable insofar as in the case
of BaMew (cf. 2:24; 18:19; otherwise always eig with the accusative) and
totavat (cf. 3:20; 7:1; 11:11; 12:18; 14:1; 15:2; otherwise, only 19:17) em is
otherwise followed by the accusative.!2?

For eig: 5:6; 6:13 (emt ™y ynv S 792 1854 2329 2344 al. pc.); 8:5, 7; 9:1,
3;12:4, 9, 13; 13:13 (emt ™y ynv P47 K); 14:19 (emt v ynv P47 1611; em g
Y76 S f1678); 16:1, 2 (emt Ty ynv Av).!2!

0L XQTOLXOVVTES ETTLTYS YY) (never v Ty yy) occurs consistently (3:10;6:10;
8:13; 11:10 bis; 13:8, 14 bis; 17:8), except in 13:12 Toug €V auTy xQTOIXOUVTAS
(here the word order is also different) and in 17:2 ot xatotxouvtes ™V ynv

120. Conversely, 10:5, 8 eatwta (-T0g) emt T0¢ baagoys. Two linguistic rules that
the author employs conflict here. In 14:16 and 15:2, one is decisive; in 10:5, 8, the
other is decisive. The loyalty and unity of the tradition in both classes is notewor-
thy. An exception is 8:3 egtady emt To fuaiaatnpiov A Av [tov Buaiaatnpiov (1) CJ, Tou
Buaieatnplov S K; emt to Buaiaatnpiov? all. Also, the text of A Av is more likely the
original here, since it corresponds to the Apocalypse’s linguistic style. This argument
is stronger than the assumption that the accusative was only harmonized with To
BuataaTyprov.

121. All corrections that occur here are obvious at first glance, as they almost
always construct emt with the accusative.
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(likewise 17:8 K). Accordingly, in 14:6 Toug xabnuevous [xatoxovvtag A
(Av)] emt ™5 Y.

The accusative case occurs with verbs of mourning in 1:7 (xoovtal
em [om. S 792 2050 2351] avtov); 18:9 (xoyovtar em avtny C S K, em avty A
Ay f1006 1611 2053 2329); and 18:11 (mevlouaty em avtyy C S P 1854 3%, emr
avt K, e eavtoug Av, ev auty A 2329). The dative, however, occurs with
xatpev (11:10 e avtolg unanimously), evdpawesdar (18:20 ew avty C S K,
em auTny A, v auty) A'22), and opyrlecbat (12:17).

The Apocalypse has a marked preference for ex.!23

ex is used in place of the partitive genitive once in the phrase €is (pia,
€v) ex: 5:5; 6:1 bis; 7:13 (ex om. S 1611 1854); 13:3 (ex om. A Q* 1854 2053);
17:1 (ex om. S £1006 £2014):21:9 (ex om. Av f172).124 See also 2:10; 3:9; 5:9 (+
nuas S AvK, hiat C); 11:9. Accordingly, 2:9 v fAacdnuiay ex [om. Av] Twy
Agyovtwy is also to be interpreted in this way.

The use of ex with verbs of filling and fullness corresponds to classical
linguistic style:'?° yewlew 8:5; uebuoxeabar [214] 17:2; uebuew 17:6 (ex! om.
S2 K 1854 2329 for it dative S* £1678). In 15:8 (eyepiadyn o vaog xamvov ex g
doéns), where only P¥7 K write ex Tou xamvov, ex is omitted in the original
text because of the ex ¢ do&y¢ that follows.

Furthermore, ex is preferred over amo.

. egspxoy.al ex 9:3; 14:15, 17, 18, 20; 15:6; 16:17 (amo K); 18:4;
19:21. Conversely, egepyopat amo in 19:5 (AC K, ex S Av
Tisch)—identical with 16:17; exmopevopat ex 1:16; 4:5; 9:17,

18 (amo K); 11:5; 19:15; 22:1.

epxeabat ex (amo A [hiat C]) 7:14.

exduxety ex 6:10 (amo Av); 19:2.

xptvety ex 18:20.

ebadeidew ex 3:5; 7:17 (amo S f1678 f2014 £2051 9] pe.); 21:4 (ex A
[hiat C] S, amo Av K).

+  Aafewex 5:7;6:4 (om. A Av 104336 [WHort] [Charles]); 10:10;

18:4.

Avew ex 1:5 (amo K).

peTavoety ex 2:21, 22; 9:20, 21; 16:11.

* & o o

122. A has the same correction in 18:11 and 18:20.

123. See Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, §212.
124. 1:5 conversely + ex ante Twv vexpwv Av; influenced by Col 1:18.
125. See Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, §172.
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In the passive (rather than the instrumental dative): 2:11; 3:18; 8:11
(ex] emt A, hiat C); 9:2, 18; 18:1.
The linguistic style varies between ex and amo in the two following cases:
5:9 ayopa(zw ex, 14:3, 4 amo.
18:3,19 mAouTew ex, 18:5 amo (ex f2044).
Bousset!2¢ talks about the constant exchange of the preposition in the
phrase ex Tou oupavou amo Tou feov.
The exact details are as follows:
3:12  ex Tou oupavou amo Tou Beou
ex] amo K
20:9  ex Tou oupavou amo Tou feou K
ex Tou Bgou amo Tou oupavou Av
ex Tov ovpavou A (hiant C S) f1678 f2014
21:2  ex Tov oupavou amo Tou Beov A (hiat C) SK
amo Tou Beov ex Tou ovpavou Av
21:10 ex Tov oupavou amo Tou Beov A (hiat C) S Av
€x Tov oupavou ex Tou feov K
o Tou oupavou ex Tou Beou Ap f250
See also 16:17 ex Tou vaou amo Tou Opovou A (hiat C) P47 f1006
1611 f1678 2053 - 2062 61 - 69.
€X TOU oupavou amo Tou Bpovou Av
[215] Qo TOU Vatou Tou ovpavou amo Tou Bpovov K
amo Tou vaou Tou Beou S
In reality, as the list demonstrates, the linguistic style is consistent. This
consistency, however, proves precisely that Av and K do not supplement
the text of 20:9 with parallel passages!?” but rather that A commits a
thoughtless error of omission. Only the overrating of A prevents many
modern editors from recognizing that the longer text is original without
hesitation. And since Av, which is one of the two witnesses of the longer
text, also makes a change in 21:2, the K text, which literally matches with
3:12; 21:2, 10, claims the original. In 16:17, the correction vaov] ovpavov in
Av has both A and P S has against it. K, however, combines the Av text
with the original text.
This review of the use of ex discloses, in general, K's tendency to
replace ex with amo.

126. Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 167.
127. Thus Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 7.
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We do not observe much of text-critical importance in those cases
where ex heavily represses amo. amo occurs (1) with the passive: 9:18 (umo
f214); 12:6 (vmo K); conversely, 6:13 vmo] amo S 1678<°™ (2) in the Hebra-
ism amo mpoowmov 6:16; 12:14; 20:11 00 oo Tou mpogwmov A (hiat C) SP 792
f1096 1611 2050 2329, Tou om. Av K. Here the article, which Av K eliminate
in order to adjust to the common phraseology, is prompted by the previ-
ous relative o0.

In the case of ey, its frequent use in place of the heavily repressed
instrumental dative,'?8 which nonetheless asserts itself alongside ev, even
with the same noun, is notable. The tradition is particularly unstable here.
We present the evidence for (ev) dwwn first.

5:2  wnpuooovta ev [om. Av] dwvy ueyaiy

14:7  Aeywv ev [om. A] dwwn pueyan

14:9  Aeywv ev [om. £200] bwvy peyary

14:15 xpalwv ev [om. P¥7 1773 2329] dwwy peyaiy

19:17 expagev ev [om. A Av, hiat C] dwwn peyady

18:2  expagev ev [om. S AvPlur KPlur hiat C) 1oyupa dwvn (+ peyaiy

Av)
toyupay dwvyy Kpart £336 (see 6:10 below)
[216] On the other hand:
5:12  Aeyovtes dwvy) ueyary
6:10  expafav dwvy ueyaly
dwvny peyainy K

72 expafe dwvy ueyaly

7:10  xpalouot dwvy weyady

8:13  Aeyovtog dwun peyan

10:3  expage dwvn peyaiy

14:18 edwwnoe xpavyyn peyain C P47 Av 1006 1854 2329

bwvy peyan A S f1006 £1678 2053 g]. pc.

ev xpavy) peyain K
If we consider that ev is missing after xpalew (6:10; 7:2, 10; 10:3) and puwvewy
(14:18), a certain order emerges in the available evidence. ev then should
likely also be discarded in 18:2 (ev A AvP“) and 19:17 (S K), leaving only
14:15, where only P47 1773 2329 lack ey, to stand in contrast to the general
rule. On the other hand, we discern no rule with Aeyew.

128. See also Charles, Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation,
Liexxxix.
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The evidence with (ev) mupt is similar.
ev mupt 16:18 (ev om. S 2595); 17:16 (ev om. S P f172/250 a]. pc.);
18:8 (om. 2329).
On the other hand, mupt 8:8; 21:8 (+ ev 1854 2030).
8:7  umemrypeva ev (om. Av) apatt
18:16 xeypuowpewy ev (om. A K) xpua(t)w
Contrastingly, 17:4 xeypuowpevn xpua(t)w unanimously.
Avew, ayopalew, Aevxawew ev (Tw) apatt 1:5; 5:9; 7:14 unanimously
with ev.
motptvety ev pafow 2:27 (ev om. Q); 12:5 (ev om. Av Oec); 19:15
matacce ev 11:6 (ev om. P Q al. pc.); 19:15 (ev] em f295).
amoxTeew ev 2:23 (om. 61 — 69 al. pc.); 6:8; 9:20; 11:13; 13:10.
21:16 epetpnoey (+ ev Av)
19:13 BePappevov (+ ev Ap)

Usage in the passive:
meptPaMeadat ev occurs in 3:5 (ev om. 2329) and 4:4 (ev om. A [hiat
C] P 1854 f2014 2031 2065, 2432; likewise WHort). Otherwise, the phrase
occurs ten times with the accusative. Correspondingly, evdveafat occurs
with the accusative (1:13; 15:6; 19:14).
The tradition in the old main stems tends to eliminate ev. Subsequent
insertion is rare. The later minuscules offer nothing noteworthy about this
tendency.
[217] €i¢ and ev.
ev = e only in 11:11 (etonABev ev autoig A AvPrt; om. ev C Av™el, eig
avtoug P47 S K).
If multiple nouns follow a preposition, these are usually repeated.'?”
See, for example, 6:8 (ev? om. S, ev® om. S min. pc.); 12:11 (dia? om. P47 al.
pc.); 15:2 (ex? om. P47 S f104/336 2329); 16:13; 17:6.
Exceptions are:
1:9  evy OAner xat [+ ev ™) Av] Bacidewa xat umopovy
dtae Tov Aoyov Tou Beov xat [+ At S Av K] v paptuptay Inoou

6:9  Owt Tov Aoyov Tou Beou xat [+ dte C S Av K contra A 1854 Sah.!/?
Boh. Latt.] tnv paptuptav

9:15 15 ™Y wpav xat [+ €5 ™Y K] nuepay xat unva xat eviavtov

9:18  ex Tou mupog xat [+ ex Av] Tou xamvou xat [+ ex Av] Tou fetov

129. Similar to the article; see pp. 204-5.
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16:4  eig [em PV S 94] Toug motapous xat [+ €5 K, + emt P47 94] tag
T™Yyas
See also the sequence of nouns in 5:9 ex Tagng GUANS xal YAWTTNS Xt Aotou
xat ehvouc.
10:11 em Aaows xat [+ emt K] ebveat xat [+ emt f2014] ylwooaws xat
Baairevat moMotg
14:6  em ¢ y7s xat emt [om. Av] maw ebvog xat dulny xat yAwaoay xat
Aqov.

3.7. Conjunctions and Particles
3.7.1. eav

The aorist subjunctive always accompanies eav in conditional sentences.
Exceptions to this rule are weakly attested and should be considered
simple scribal errors.

2:5  eav wy petavonang] -oets f194 2050

2:22  eqv uy petavonowaty] -govaw A (non C) S

3:3  eav ) ypypopnavs] -aeis f1% al. pe.

3:20  eaw wy axouay xat avolgy] axouael min. pc., avolgel min. aliqui

22:18 eav Tig emby] embyom 2014 £2029 f1678(-1778) ' emfycel min. pc.

22:19 eav TS adeln] adedet min. pe., adentar £202°, adpedertar Q sol.
[218] Tisch WHort Charles Merk consider the indicative form in 2:22 orig-
inal. The text of A S with Weiss Bousset Sod Vog, however, should also be
rejected (see the similar error in C S in 12:6 and also wa p. 1233) because
the indicative after eav is otherwise an anomaly in the Apocalypse.

As in the rest of the New Testament, eav instead of av repeatedly
surfaces in combination with other conjunctions and relative pronouns.
The tradition’s strong fluctuation between av and eav should therefore be
emphasized, making a complete overview of the data necessary.

2:25 ayptav CS2329al pe.

axpis 00 av Av (ews 00 av A)
axpt 00 eav 1611 2053
3:19  ogoug av S 2050 2053 al. pc.
oooug eav A (hiat C) Av K
11:6  oogaag av C 1611 f1678 1854 2053 2329 al. pc.
ogaxic eav A P47 S Ay K
13:15 ogotav C S Av
ogot eav A P¥7 K



230 The Ancient Stems

14:4  omou av AC (hiat P¥) Av
omov eav K Orig.
The tradition’s strong fluctuation is paralleled in the rest of New Testament
and in the LXX.13% Modern critical editions unanimously adopt the first
reading in 2:25 and 14:4, as well as the form attested in the second reading
in 3:19; 11:16; 13:15.

A second question that needs to be addressed pertains to the mood of
the verb that occurs in these passages. Nothing should be made about the
forms in 2:25 (yéw) and 3:19 (d\w).

11:6 feAnowow A S Av K (and all modern editions)

BeAngovay C
Bedwa P47 61 - 69 2329 al. pc.
13:15 mpooxuvnoway AC P47 Aypart K
-oougwy S AvPart (Tisch)
14:4  vmayn S (hiat PY) AvK
vrtayet AC f104/336 2329 al. pc. (WHort Charles)
The present indicative is impossible;!3! umayet should therefore be consid-
ered a purely itacistic error.

[219] 3.7.2. oTQWV

The aorist subjunctive regularly accompanies otav.!*? This rule is impor-
tant for assessing several places where the tradition varies.
4:9  otav dwowow S AvPlur (Bousset)
dwaovaw A (hiat C) P AvPa't (and most modern editions)
dwow K al. pc.
8:1  otavyyoige AC f19% 1611 (and modern editions outside Bousset)
ote notée S Av K (Bousset)
9:5  otav maioy [meon A S al.] all
10:7  oTav pely most
ueMet P47 Aypart gl pe. (orthographic error)
11:7  otaw tedecway AC S K (tedwaty PY)
0TE TEAETOUTLY AP
oTe TeEAeowaty 2059 - 2081 2595

130. See Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, $107; Westcott and
Hort, New Testament in the Original Greek, 2:173; von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen
Testaments, 1:1385-86; Thackeray, Introduction, Orthography and Accidence, 651F.

131. See Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, §380.3.

132. Not always (so Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 170).
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12:4  otav Texy the vast majority
Texel f104 al. pe.
17:10 otav eAby practically all
gAbet only two minuscules
18:9  otav Bremwoy (10waw S 1678) almost all
BAemovay min. pc.
20:7  otav Teredhn most
ote Tehegly f20°1 f1678
ote eTeleaBy 2059 2081
oTe eTeleaOoay f2814 £2028
The aorist subjunctive accompanies otav five times, the present subjunc-
tive accompanies it twice (10:7; 18:9), and the aorist (8:1) and the future
indicative (4:9) respectively accompany it once.'** One is tempted to reject
otav and read ote in 8:1 with S Av K, since ote surfaces in the previous
six seals. Why otav is used with the aorist indicative in the seventh seal,
which, despite being linguistically correct, occurs only once in the Apoca-
lypse, remains inexplicable.!3* ote, however, is obviously a harmonization
to the text of the first six seals.

3.7.3. wa

wa with the subjunctive is unanimously [220] or virtually unanimously
attested in most places. However, we need to represent the evidence pre-
cisely in the following passages.
319  mowmow auToug a NEOUTTY Xal TPOTRUVYTOUTTY ... xal Yvwaly AC
S Aypart. Kpe.
nEwaw xal Tpooxuwowaty APl Kplur (Sod)
6:4  €d0By ... xat wa adpagouay AC 2019 2329
odafwow S Av K (Sod)
6:11  eppebn autows wa avamavoovtal A S Avpart Kpart: (WHort Bousset
Charles)
avamavowytal C Aypart Kpart (see 14:13)
8:3  edofn autw ... wa dwoet AC S Aypart
dwomn AvPlur K (Sod)
3w 61 - 69 £10% 2053

133. See Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, §382.4.
134. I can only describe what Weiss (Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 177-78) says
about this as meaning]ess.
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9:4  eppebn avtalg wa adixnoovow A (hiat C) 2019 2329 2351
aduoway S Av K (Weiss Bousset 1st loco
Vog [non Sod])
9:5  €dofy ... wa wn amoxtewwow (-vouow 2019) a wa Pacavichy-
covtat A (hiat C) S Ayplur
Basanigfwaw K (Sod 2nd loco)

9:20  ov peTevonoay ... wa uy mpooxuvyoouaty AC P47 S f1942019

mpoaxvynowaty Av K (Sod)

13:12 motet ... wa mpooxuwnaouaw AC P47 f1042019 2053 al. pc.

mpoaxuvyowaty Av K (Sod Vog)
Tpoaxuvew (sine wa) S

14:13 wa avamangovtat A P47 S sol.

avamavoovtal C Av (Bousset 2nd loco)
avamavowytat K (Sod)

22:14 paxaptot, wa eotal ... xat elgeAbwaty both unanimously
But for 9:4, where C is lacunose, the indicative is the most strongly attested
reading in all these passages. Now we should note that wa has no final
meaning in all these passages, but, as Weiss emphasizes, the wa is para-
phrasing the infinitive. Weiss rejects this point in 6:11 and 9:4 but without
reason. In the last two passages (14:13 and 22:14) wa = ot1.!3* Thus, the
indicative should be taken as the Urtext in all these passages. Once again,
AC’s exceptional value emerges in an impressive way.

As something of a cross-check to this language usage, we need to
examine whether wa with the future indicative is also used consistently as
a substitute for the infinitive in the Apocalypse.

[221] Assuming the tradition is trustworthy, two passages fail to fit the
norm.

13:16 motel ... wa dwaty autolc AC P47 S* Ay

dwowaty KPur Swaougty Krel
dwaet al. pc.
19:8 €000 ... wa meptBaintat almost all
meptPalytal pe., meptBarettar 051 792
The meaning of e is not final in both cases.!3¢ In 9:5 and 22:12, the future
indicative occurs alongside the present subjunctive or the aorist subjunc-

135. Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, §369.2; in contrast,
Charles, Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, cxxxv n. 2.

136. At 13:16, however, Westcott and Hort (New Testament in the Original Greek,
2:158-59) and Blass (Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, $§369.2) want the
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tive in the most striking way. Obviously, the use of the future indicative
after wa, which in the New Testament (just as in the Apocalypse) surfaces
relatively frequently,!3” has not been implemented consistently.

In other passages, where the final meaning of wa is clear,!* the sub-
junctive is usually attested unanimously or virtually unanimously, as noted
above. What is certain is that slightly varying minuscules or minuscule
groups (such as f1%4, 2060, 2286, also 2329, 4x [12:6; 13:15; 19:15; 20:3])
and S frequently write -et instead of -7 in particular places. We must surely
consider these instances simple itacistic errors because the same vacilla-
tion fails to occur in the plural forms (-waty, -ovgtv).!13 Only the following
places will be discussed:

12:6  wa exel Tpedwaw [extpedpwaty K Hipp.] avtyy A Av K

tpedovay C (dub. P4) S al. pc. (Tisch WHort™¢ Charles™)
We should definitely reject the indicative as spurious here because the
Apocalypse otherwise consistently uses the subjunctive with the final wa,
and the present indicative (rather than future tense) is absolutely singular
here.!%0 16:15 (wa) PAenwat] PAemovat P47 Av should be assessed similarly.
[222] 12:14 wa TeTnTOLL
meTaTal Av
As in 16:15, Av uses the present indicative here.!4!
13:15 wa xat AaAnoy ... xat Toway

Aaroet f194 al. min. pc.

mooet S f194/336 2329 al. min. pc. (WHort™8 Weiss)

xat monay] momoat P47

best attested reading dwow to go back to an ancient itacistic error (dwow = dwat =
dwom). The conjecture is paleographically possible but should be rejected on exegeti-
cal grounds. Not only the context but also the other previously listed examples of this
construction (3:9; 13:12) require that the subject of douvau be different than that of
motew. adTolg = éautois does not speak against it (see p. 217).

137. See Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, $369.2.

138. 2:10, 21; 3:11, 18; 6:2; 7:1; 8:6, 12; 9:15; 11:6; 12:4, 6, 14, 15; 13:13, 15, 17;
16:12, 15; 18:4; 19:15, 18; 20:3; 21:15, 23.

139. Only 2019, a very poorly copied manuscript, repeatedly writes -ovaw instead
of -waot against Av (the group to which it belongs). There can, of course, be no discus-
sion of “tradition” in such a case.

140. Thus also Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, $369.6. See
the discussion on this reading also in Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 100.

141. For the form «, see p. 191.
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Here is a real problem, which Weiss and Charles identify.!? xai moway),
wa ... amoxtavlwaw presupposes that the image of the (first) beast is acting
as the subject. But the ogot eav un mpooxuwnoway T exovt Tou Bypiov that
follows seems to presuppose that the subject of mog is not the image of
the (first) beast but the second beast. mogy, then, is grammatically inad-
missible, “an entirely mechanical harmonization to AaAnen” (Weiss). But
if we accept this explanation, we cannot solve the problem with the very
inadequately attested motnoel from an orthographically unreliable codex
like S, but mooar must be required.!*3

13:17 wa py Tig duwytar AC P47 S

ovvatat Av K (WHort™& Weiss)

This verse resumes the previous discussion of 13:16 (p. 232), where the
aorist subjunctive was not assessed according to the otherwise respected
rule. After the overwhelming and strong attestation of the subjunctive in
13:16, the occurrence of the present indicative here in the two later recen-
sions is surprising. Weiss'#* considers the Av-K reading the Urtext and
the subjunctive duvyTar an obvious harmonization to the previous dwatv.
Since, according to Weiss, the wa in 13:17 is probably a circumlocution
for the infinitive (not however the infinitive in 13:16), the change from the
subjunctive to the indicative would be intentional and correct. In reality,
however, the presumed difference between the two was does not exist and
the two verses form a logical unit. The present indicative duvatat, however,
must be rejected since it is contrary to the Apocalypse’s linguistic style: it
must have the future indicative.!4®
[223] 19:15 wa mataéy

matagel S f104/336 2329 al. pe.
In all these cases, we observe the indicative’s infiltration into the terrain of
the subjunctive in the individual text forms.!#® In none of them, however,
does the error go back to the Apocalypse’s original text.

142. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 131; Charles, Critical and Exegetical Com-
mentary on the Revelation, 2:420 n. 5.

143. The sentence construction would then read as follows: edofy avtw Jouvat
TVEVRA ... xal Tomoal. Towoal is then parallel to douval in the sentence structure.

144. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 103, 195-96.

145. See p. 233 for 12:6.

146. Compare to Georgios N. Hatzidakis, Einleitung in die neugriechische Gram-
matik (Leipzig: Breitkopf, 1892), 216-17.
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axpt (axpis 00), as a conjunction, is usually accompanied by the aorist sub-

junctive.
2:25

7:3

15:8
17:17

axpt (sws A, axpis Av) ob av néw
avotbw K
néw is not a future indicative here but an aorist subjunctive
from n&a.
axpt [axpis 00 K] adpayiowpey
adpaytoopey f2814 2028 2053 al. pc.

axpt Terecbwoy all
axpt Tereadyaovtar AC S Av

terecbway K

20:3, 5 axpt Teheahy
Analogous is 6:11 ewg [+ 00 Av] mAnpwdwal AC 2344

mAnpwowowy S Av K

Only 17:17 breaks the rule. Even without the departure, the idea differs
from that of 15:8; 20:3, 5.

3.7.5. ov Uy

The findings are similar in the case of ov uy (usually aorist subjunctive!4”);
cf. 2:11; 3:5, 12; 7:16 (oude pun); 18:7, 21, 22 (ter), 23 (bis); 21:25, 27.
The tradition is divided only in the following passages:

3.3

9:6

18:14

ou un yvws] yvway S K (Tisch WHort™e Charles™s)

The future tense is a harmonization to the two occurrences of

the future néw before and after the verb.

ov un evpway AC Ay
evpnoovay S K 0207 (Tisch WHort™* Sod Vog Charles™*
Merk)

This example should be evaluated exactly like 3:3.

ou un auta eupygouaty A S f1678 f172 Hipp.

auta ov uy) eupyoovaty C P 1611 f18

0U ) eupnaEls auTa Av

avta ou ) evupys K (Bousset)

[224] K alone keeps the form of the corresponding rule. This

147. See Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, $364.
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cannot be the Urtext, however, because the second-person sin-
gular is a clear correction, not the impersonal plural.

15 ou Wy doPydn xupte xat dofager AC PY7 Av

dokaay S K (Sod)

The S-K reading is an umistakable harmonization to ¢ofn0y.

3.7.6. 0UOE — OUTE

Not only should the tradition’s strong fluctuation be recognized, but oute
often takes the place of oude even in the original text.!48 An overview of all
the available evidence is once again necessary.

(1) oute — oute = “neither — nor”
3:15, 16 (oute!] ou K); 9:20; (21:4).

(2) ov - oute

9:21

(3) 5:3

5:4

(4) 7:16
9:4

9:20

ou — ouTe — ouTe — ouTe. Likewise 21:4; however here ov — oude —
ovde — oude 2050.

oudetg — oute — oute — ouTe K (Tisch WHort™8 Sod Charles™s")
oudets — oute! — oute? S al. pe.!4

oudelg — oude — oude — oute A (hiat C) f1%4 (WHort™" Weiss Vog
Merk)

oudels — oude — oude — oude Av (Bousset Charlestt)

oudelg — ouTe [oude f2014]

ou — oude [+ un A 1611 61 - 69 23 2351] - oude [oud” ou K] - oude
wy — 0udE — 0UOE

w) — unde — unde f1678 1854 2329

oute ante petevonoav A Av (WHort™s! Bousset 2nd loco Sod
Vog Charles™s!)

oude P¥ S 61 — 69 1678 2053 (Tisch WHort™" Weiss Bousset 1st
loco Charles™")

ov C K (WHort™t Charles™&2 Merk)

148. See also ibid., $445.1; Mayser, Grammatik der Griechischen Papyri, 1.1:177
and 2.3:171ff.
149. om. oUTE VTTOXATW TYS V7S (yr)glﬁz).
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12:8  oux — oude
oute Av
20:4  oux — ouTe — xat oux Av
oute] oude A (hiat C) S K (and all modern editions)
xaut oux] oude 1611
21:23 ov - oude
oute f1678 2050
[225] 7:1  unTE — unTe
7:3  un — UNTE — UNTE
w) — unde — unde S f336 1854 2061 al. pc.
un —xat — unte A (non C) f1678 2351 (WHort™s Weiss Charles™#)
In 5:4; 7:1, 3; 9:21; and 21:4, oute or uxnte is made certain by the textual
tradition. The situation is reversed in 7:16; 9:4; 12:8; and 21:23, where the
textual tradition makes oude certain. The infiltration of oute into the ter-
rain of oude in the original text, however, makes it difficult to determine
the original reading in the other places. oute will certainly have to be dis-
carded in 20:4 because of Av’s insufficient testimony. And P4’ S probably
preserve the original reading in 9:20. A decision based on hard evidence
is impossible in 5:3.

3.7.7. g

The Apocalypse uses wg (womep only 10:3, never xafws'™®) in a peculiar
way. Part of the tradition omits the particle, where wg is used in a unique
way in various places.!5!
4:6  om. A<
4:7  w¢ avBpwmov A (hiat C)
wg avfpwmog Av
avbpwmov K
wg opotov avbpwmw S
5:1  om. f!8 f920 Hipp. al. pc.

150. The form woet surfaces in various places in some of the witnesses to the text,
s0 1:14in C Av; 16:13 in P47 S £1678 £2051, 1.17: 16:3 in S; 13:3 and 20:8 (ws %] woet) in
K. In other places, woet surfaces in individual minuscule groups. This reading does not
come into question as the Urtext.

151. See also Charles, Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation,
1:357; Charles, Studies in the Apocalypse, 95-96.
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5:11  w¢ dwvyy S K, wg om. A (hiat C) Av (habent Tisch WHort™s
Bousset)
6:6  om. wg ante dwvy K
6:12  om. 1854 Sah. Boh. Arm.? Gig. Vict. Beat.
9:7  om. wg! f1¥78 al. pc.
14:2  om. wg ante xifapwdwy Ay
14:3  om. wg ante wdnv P4 SK contra AC Av (om. Tisch Weiss [Sod])
16:3  om. f2814,2059 - 2081 2595
~ WG Qe Ayrel plur.f104/336
[226] 16:21 om. S 94 141 - 1719
19:1 om. wg ante dwvyy Av
19:6 om. wg! Ay
om. wg? A (hiat C) f14° 2057
19:12 om. wg ante dpAo§ S Av K contra A (hiat C) 1006 f1678 £2029 yerses
(see 1:14 wg dAok)
(habent wg¢ WHort™8 [Bousset] Charles)
Conversely, 21:21 + wg ante yv S
+ wg ante £ evog P Q 1611 f2014 (Bousset)

The general tendency is restricted to the “mannered use” of wg. And
indeed, all important textual witnesses except C are involved in it, even
A in one place (19:6). Nevertheless, this observation does not allow us to
declare wg original retrospectively in 5:11; 14:3, and possibly also in 19:12.
None of the reasons adduced for or against the authenticity of wg in these
places are clearly decisive. Thus, in the case of 19:12, the parallel passage of
1:14 can be cited both as proof of the authenticity of wg as well as accepted
as a subsequent harmonization at A.

3.8. Stereotypical Expressions
The Apocalypse receives its peculiar linguistic flavor through its many ste-
reotypical phrases. These also have some significance for textual criticism.

We shall only consider the text-critically important cases.!>2

(1) The double name Inooug Xpiatog is only used in the introductory verses
(1:1, 2, 5). Afterwards, the simple Inyooug occurs alone, making certain the

152. Comprehensive compilation of material in Bousset, Textkritische Studien,
176-77.
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inauthenticity of the accompanying Xptotog that follows in 1:9 (ev Ingov C
S P 1611 f1678 2050 2344, ev Xpiotw A, ev Xpiotw Inoov K, Incov Xpiotou
Av; Inoov?] + Xpiotou K); 14:12 (+ Xprotov f2014); 22:20 (+ Xpiotov S* Av
Ap); and 22:21 (+ Xptatou Av K). Otherwise o Xpiaros itself (+ autouv 11:15;
12:10) occurs four times (11:15; 12:10; 20:4, 6), each with the article, which
only Av 20:4 deletes.

(2) The phrase dta Tov Aoyov Tou Beov xat T paptuptay Incou has a formu-
laic character.

1:2  Inoov] + Xpiatou (see above)

1:9  + O ante Ty paptuptay S AvPlur K, Inoou] + Xpiotou K

6:9  + O ante Ty paptupav C S Av K against A 1854 Sah.!’2 Boh.

Latt.

[227] 20:4 ~ Ot T paptuptay Ingou xat Tov Aoyov Tou feou all
Minor variations surface repeatedly in these frequently used phrases; thus,
two different forms stand side by side here: one with dia? (6:9; 20:4) and the
other (1:2, 9) without it.

(3) ex Tov owou...:
14:8  ex Tou otvou Tou Bupou TNG TopvELas QUTHS
Likewise 18:3, though with the following variants in the textual tradition:
Tou owov om. AC 2053 - 2062
~ 7ou fupou Tov owou Av (see also p. 146)
On the other hand, 17:2 ex Tov owou Tvg Topvelag autyng
Notably, no single manuscript harmonizes this passage to 14:8 or 18:3.
Similarly: 16:19 ex Tou owou Tov Bupov Tvg opyns auTou
Likewise, 19:15 Tou otvou Tou Bupov [+ xat Av] 5 opyns Tou Oeou
On the other hand, 14:10 ex Tov otou Tou Buyov Tou Beou

(4) The tradition also preserves the stereotypical combination ot pixpot xat
ot ueyaot without deviation in 11:18; 13:16; 19:5, 18.

Only 20:12 ~ ot peyadot xat ot pxpot, where Q Ap f2°0 restore the other
form.

(5) Exactly analogous are 3:14; 19:11; 21:5 (~Av); 22:6 mioTog xat aAnbwog.

(6) The tradition of the phrase aotpamat xat dwvat xat Bpovrat (xat ce1p0s),
which surfaces four times, is problematic.
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4:5  aotpamal xat dwvat xat Ppovrat

acTpamal xat Ppovral xat dwvat APt
11:19 aotpamal xat dwvat xat Ppovrat

acTpamal xat Ppovral xat dwval f172/250 2014 ] pc.
16:18 aotpamal xat dwvat xat Ppovrat A (hiat C) Aypart: £1006

actpamal xat Ppovrat xat dwvat P K

Bpovtar xat actpamal xar dwvar xat Bpovral S*

(xat Bpovrar? om. S?)

xat dwvat om. Aypart

85  Bpovtar xat aotpamar xat ¢wvar A (hiat C) f178 2329 Syr.?

(WHort™8 Weiss Charles)

Bpovtar xar dwvar xat actpamar S K Sah. Boh. Syr.! Latt. (so

most of the modern critical editions)

duwvar xat Bpovtat xat aotpamal Av
[228] 4:5 and 11:19 confirm that A AvPat preserve the original text in 16:18.
In all three passages, 4:5; 11:19; and 16:18 have a part of the tradition
that changes the order to Ppovrat xat dwvat. The expected order!'>® is not
handed down in any particular textual group in 8:5. This suggests that it
was not present in the original text. S K and Av agree that aotpamat stands
in the third position, A and S K agree that Bpovtat precedes aotpamat, and
A and Av agree that the Bpovtat and aotpanat similarly follow one another.
Weiss!>* regards the text of S K secondary to that of A because the arrange-
ment of the similar Bpovtatl and dwvat betrays itself as a correction. This,
however, is unconvincing and also improbable because the transposition
of aotpamat to the third position is an obvious corruption. Considering
Av a subsequent correction of S K if the text of S K is not simultaneously
the Urtext is also questionable. Av cannot be understood, however, as a
correction of A. More likely, A is a half correction of S K, which improves
the misplaced position of agtpamat in the last place. The text of S K then
maintains the stronger claim to being the original text, which the most
important versions also support. We cannot do more in this case.

(7) Contrary to the rest of the New Testament (Matt 2:1; 8:11 = Luke 13:29)
and the LXX’s linguistic style, the Apocalypse writes amo avatoAyg (in the

153. Normally the lightning is mentioned before the thunder, as occurs in the
three other places. But Exod 19:16 preserves eyevovto ¢pwval xat agtpamal.
154. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 108.
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singular) three times (7:2; 16:12; 21:13). A (against C) has the reading in
the first passage, A Av (against C P4’ S K) have it in the second, and K has
it in the third, which is a harmonization to the commonly used plural amo
QVALTONWY.

(8) The Apocalypse writes 9 ftfAog (3:5; 20:15 [to fifriov K]) T {wns and
(17:8; 20:12; 21:27 [ BifAos £1678 2060, 2286 2050] To BrAtov T7¢ {wrs next
to each other. The tradition varies more strongly in 13:8:

Tw [om. C] BifAiw AC AvK

) BifAw PY7 f2814 1678

BiBAw (anarthrous) S 1611 1854 £200 2019 2057
However, Tw M is attested strongly and decisively.

The tradition surrounding the Greek word for the “book” in the angel’s
hand in Rev 10 is very mixed.

[229]10:2 Bifrapidiov  ACE S* Ayplur
Biprdapiov  C* Avel Compl.
BiAiov p47vid- K 792 1854
10:8  Pifrapdov S Avelur (hiat PY7)
BiBAdapov  Avel K Compl. £104/336 £1721250
BiBAtov AC f10%6 1611 61 - 69
10:9  Bifrapiov  C Avelur, Biffdaplov A 2329
BiBAdapoy  Avel K Compl. £104/336 £1721250
BiBAtov P47 S f1006 £1678 1854 2053
10:10 Bifrapotov A (hiat C) Ayt Syr.! Prim.
BipAwdioy P
BiBMidapov  Avel Compl. al. pe.
BIBNOV S Kf104/336f172/336 792 1854
Of all the textual groups, only Av has a consistently attested form
(BtPAapidtov or BiAtdaptov, although we cannot ascertain which of these
is the original Av text). The remaining textual groups fluctuate: AC read
BiBAiov in 10:8; P47 reads it in 10:2, 9; S in 10:9, 10; and K in 10:2, 10. C*
replaces the more unusual BiBAapiotov with BifAwdaptov in 10:2, and K does
itin 10:8, 9.

All modern critical editions correctly reject BiAdapiov in every
passage because of its inadequate attestation. Of these readings, WHort
Weiss Charles Merk adopt tBAtov into the text of 10:8, apparently on the
authority of AC. In contrast, Tisch (because of S) Bousset Sod Vog adopt
BiBrapidiov. In addition to the authority of AC (as the best textual stem of
the Apocalypse’s entire Greek textual tradition by far), BtBAtov in 10:8 can
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be defended on the grounds that BiBAapidtov is more easily understood as a
harmonization to 10:2, 9, 10, rather than as the only subsequent intrusion
to the uniform expression that disturbs BtBAtov.!>* Just how problematic
the evidential value of this consideration is, however, is manifest by the
fact that BiAwov is read in 10:2 (P4 K); 10:9 (P¥7 S); and 10:10 (S K). Why
should not fBifAtov in 10:8 be the same correction in AC?!%¢ The versions
fail to settle the issue in this case, as the details in the aforementioned
places show, since they blur further the distinction between iAoy and
BiBAapidov.!>7 [230] Thus, the reading BifAapidiov in 10:8 has an equally
founded claim to the status of original as does AC’s text. We cannot decide
unequivocally what the Urtext is without decisive evidence.

3.9. Singular and Plural Constructio ad sensum

(1) With the noun: The constructio ad sensum usually occurs with nouns if
it refers to one thing as belonging to a plurality, the plural, e.g., at xedarat
QUTWY.
Exceptions:
13:16 emi 7o petwmov avtwy AC SK
ETL TWV UETWTWY auTwy P47 Ay
20:4 el TO UETWTOV [TWY METWTWY Min. pc.] 1) EML TNV XELPQ AUTWY
11:8 70 mrwpa avtwy AC K
Ta TTwpaTa autwy P47 S Ay
11:9 7o mrwpa avtwy! AC P S K (plural Av)
on the other hand, in the second location: Ta TTwuate avtwy all
17:17 7Tog xap&ag AUTWY
TV xapdiay autwy 1854 Hipp.

(2) Only A (hiat C) with Ap! f104 1773 departs from the consistently fol-
lowed rule that verbs related to several singular subjects are in the sin-

155. As always, Weiss is certain about entirely too much here (ibid., 105, 184),
when he simply asserts that BiBAaptdiov stands in the narrative, while the worthy
BiBriov was used in the mouth of the angel (108).

156. Unfortunately, a gap exists at this place in P47,

157. Thus, the Latins Prim. and Vulg. offer libellus in 10:2, liber in the other loca-
tions; Vict. offers librum in 10:2, libellum in 10:10; and Gig. Tyc. Cass. consistently
offer liber.
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gular if it precedes them and in the plural if it follows them!>® in 20:13:
edwxav] -xev (probably a thoughtless harmonization to the previous
edwxev). Accordingly, eyeveto yahale xar mup pewypeve (with A [hiat
C] K, peurypevov S Av) should be read in 8:7. eyeveto is in the singular
because it precedes the subject; peprypeva is in the plural because it refers
to both nouns.

(3) With a neuter plural, the verb is usually in the plural and in some
exceptional cases only in the singular:

1:19  a peMet [pnedovat 2051, 2064, 2067]

13:14 a €000y [edobnoay f20°]

14:13 Ta gpya axolovbel (unanimously)

16:14 a exmopevetat [exmopevovtal Q f194, exmopeveafaut sine a P47 S* Av]

18:14 Ta Mmapa ... amwleto [amnAlev Av, amwiovto S f1%4 Compl.,

likewise Tisch Bousset 1st loco]

[231] 19:14 Ta otpateupata nxoroubel [nxorovbovy Av]

20:3  Teleodn [tededbwat 2014 149 1611] Ta x1Ala €Ty

20:5  Teleody [teredBwat 2014 792 2070, 2305]

20:7  teheahy [Tedeabwat 792; ote eTereatinaay f2814 £2028]
The plural can generally be understood as a constructio ad sensum, as
Bousset!® and Charles!®® note.!®! But this understanding cannot apply
everywhere, since 19:14 has the singular with ta otpatevpata (plural only
Av). On the other hand, the plural also occurs with impersonal subjects
(1:19; 8:11; 15:4; 16:20; 20:12; 21:4); a 1ot xat a weMet in 1:19 is especially
characteristic. The finding is not surprising; it fits within the parameters
of language development.'®? Notably, corrections occur in both directions
within textual transmission.!63

158. Supporting evidence in Bousset (Textkritische Studien, 164) and Charles
(Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:cxli).

159. Bousset, Textkritische Studien, 164-65.

160. Charles, Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:cxli.

161. See, above all, 3:4; 4:8, 9; 5:14; 11:2, 13, 18; 15:4; 21:24.

162. See Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, §133; and for the
Byzantine era, Fritz Hérmann, “Beitrdge zur Syntax des Johannes Kinnamos” (diss.,
Miinich, 1938), 4-5.

163. See above for examples of the plural instead of the singular. For the singular
instead of the plural, see the following places: 3:2 epeMov] -ev f104/336; 4:5 ¢ e1o1w S Av,
a eotwv A (hiat C) (likewise Weiss and Charles), at etow K; 9:18 amextavinoav] -0y p¥7
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(4) The constructio ad sensum surfaces frequently in collective nouns:
7:9  oxhog TOAVS ... eaTwTeS [-ag K, eatwtwy C f1678 2028 284]
13:3-4 ebavpacdn oAn n yn xat mpocexvvnoay

mpoaexvyyaey P47 2019
18:4  efeMbate [-Bete Av] ... 0 Aaog pwou A S Av Hipp.
efelfe CK 1611 2053 — 2062
19:1  oxAou moMov Aeyovtwy nearly unanimously (by contrast, 19:6
does not belong here)
In addition, the two following similar passages:
8:9 7o TpiTov Twv MAotwy dledbapnoay A (hiat C) S Av
dtedbapn K
9:18  amextavinoav To TpiTov Twy avbpwmwy AC S AvK
amextavly P47 f1678 94 £498 2019
The details are as follows for exaotog:
2:23  Owow VLY EXQOTW XATA TQ EPYOL ULWY
vpwv] avtov Q 2050 2329
5:8  gyovtes exaatos xibapav [-ag Av]
[232] 6:11 €dofn auTolg exaoTw oToAN
exaotw autwy f2014, om. exaotw K
20:13 expldyoay eXaaTos XAT TQ EPYCL QUTWY
avtwy] avtov K
On the other hand, 21:21 e exaatos ... 1y, 22:12 exaoTw wg To
EPYOV QUTOV T
See also 4:8 Ta Tecoapa {wa ev xab ev exov
exovta P f1678 1611 2050 al. pc.

Constructio ad sensum also occurs in those cases where natural rather
than grammatical gender is used in relative pronouns and the like in the
attibutive position.

(1) with apviov, bnptov, and {wov
5:6  apylov ETTNXWS WG ETHRYILEVOV EXWY
eoTxws S APt al. pe., exwv AC S Aypart: f104
eatyros AC Av K pc., gxov Avpler K

94 f1678 a]. pc.; 9:20 duvavrar] -vatar P47 K; 11:18 wpyobnoav] -6y P47 S*; 15:4 ebavnpw-
byoav] -6y P47; 16:20 evpebyoav] -6y P47; 21:4 annrbav] -Bev K.
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Of the modern critical editions, von Soden alone reads eoctnxog and
gxov. All others read eywv, but only Tisch WHortm¢ Bousset Charles™s:
read eocTxwWG.

Everyone abandons eactnxws except Tischendorf, who as always swears
by his prized Codex Sinaiticus, and Bousset abandons it with reservations.
On the other hand, von Soden alone rejects exwv.

5:12

14:1

11:7

13:1

13:8

aklov ... To apviov
afiog A (hiat C) (WHort™g Weiss Bousset 1st loco Charles™s)
apviov eatog AC S (all modern editions)

eoTws P47 Ay

eatnros K

eoTnxws f1%4 al. pc.
70 Bnplov To avaPawov

7o avafawwy A (non C) f1%4 2060, 2286

fnprov avafBatvov

avafBavwy f104 2060, 2286 al. pc.
avtov (sc. o fyptov) AC P¥ K, autw S Av

13:11 fnprov avafatvov

avafBawy P47 f104 2060 - 2286

13:14 7w Onpiw og exet AC PV Ay

17:3

[233]

o exet SK (Sod sol.)
(In contrast, 13:2 o fnptov o edov all; 17:11 7o Bypiov o ny all)
nptov ... yepovta ... gyovta
yepovra A (hiat C) S* P 2053 - 2062 2329
gxovte S P sol.
yepwy f104 £2060 g pe.
exwv A (hiat C) f2814 f2060 £104 ] pc,
yepov Av K
gxov Avlr K
Modern critical editions are very divided here. Sod Vog Merk
read yepov; Weiss alone reads yepov ta; Tisch WHort Bousset
Charles read yepovta. Weiss Sod Vog Merk read eyov; WHort™®
Bousset 1st loco Charles™s read exwv; Tisch WHort™& Bousset
2nd loco Charles™s read eyovra.

17:11 7o Bnptov ... autog A (hiat C) Av

4:7

outos SK
{wov ... exwv A (hiat C) 104336 a]. pc.
gxov S Avplur Kplur (WHort™8 Sod Vog)
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4:8  (Cwov) ev xab ev exwv A (hiat C) Aypart: f104/336
exov S Avrel- K (Weiss Sod Vog)
17:16 Ta dexa xepata ... xat To fnplov ... outol
These passages should be discussed together because of their similarities.
First, To Onptovin 17:11, 16 should obviously be understood as a masculine.
In both cases, however, the masculine form is selected only with autog or
outol, and it precedes the neuter relative pronoun (o nv xat oux eatt 17:11;
a e10gs 17:16). Likewise, the masculine is chosen only in a newly inserted
sentence in 4:8 (xat avamavay oux exoucly ... Aeyovtes). Therefore, the
question at hand is whether a relative pronoun linked to a neuter noun
or participle could be construed as a masculine. The textual tradition’s
diverse inventory at individual places appears to suggest that here, as in
other cases, a singular principle is not carried out consistently. Decisions
must be made on a case-by-case basis depending on the available testi-
mony. That the tradition undergoes changes here, not only through con-
scious corrections but also through purely orthographic violations, is not
difficult to recognize. The neuter participle or neuter relative pronoun
is unanimously attested in 13:1, 2 and 17:11!% so that its authenticity is
not in doubt. Furthermore, [234] the neuter participle in 11:7 and 13:11
should obviously be considered the original reading, and A or P¥’ simply
have an orthographic error, especially in 11:7 (to avaBawwy A). And we
can likewise make definitive judgments about 4:7, 8, despite the contrary
judgment of all modern critical editions except Sod Vog (and in 4:8 also
Weiss). That a few Av and some K manuscripts are also added in these two
places to A and f104/336 as apparent witnesses for the masculine implies
nothing and apparently has not been decisive for the modern editions.
For if the neuter here can be understood as an obvious correction of the
rest of the text’s witnesses, we should nonetheless emphasize to the con-
trary that a masculine eywv among the three neuter forms of opotov (4:7)
must be considered an impossibility for the Apocalypse’s language. And
it is not tolerable when the masculine stands immediately next to ev xaf
ev autwy in 4:8. In both cases, only the prevailing tendency to overrate A’s
authority (C is missing both times) since WHort explains why almost all
modern critical editions adopt the masculine form and reject the neuter

164. There are only the same orthographically inferior minuscule groups f104/336

and £299the same ones that repeatedly write -¢t instead of -7, as has been noted (p.
233)—and a constantly changing small number of other minuscules that out of sheer
orthographic ignorance write w for o.
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as a correction.!®> The high regard for this best of the Apocalypse manu-
scripts, however, must not be uncritically extended to orthography. The
same judgment is also true for 5:12, where A alone (C is missing again)
provides aftog ot To apviov.'%® Indeed, this is the more difficult reading
because neither the distant eywv of 5:6 nor the masculine alos et (5:9)
supports it. Thus, it is only A’s mistake.!6”

Two passages with identical wording, 5:6 and 14:1, should now be dis-
cussed. Only Bousset considers the masculine eotwg in 14:1 the Urtext.
The others do not because P reads with AC S egtog. Meanwhile, P47 joins
Av as a “witness” for €0Twg, so that now this reading’s manuscript testi-
mony seems even stronger than the testimony for eatyxwg in 5:6 (S Avpart).

[235] However, the two passages discussed above, 11:7 and 13:11, prove
that the old witnesses, and all the more the carelessly copied S, may have
replaced o with w through a simple scribal error.!68 Weiss!¢® judges quite
correctly here: “On no account is ectws authentic, since it could not have
occurred before the neuter ecdayuevov constr. ad syn” The two following
passages can be cited as confirmation of the claim that the old majuscules
cannot be followed without caution and criticism in orthographic matters
where it is beyond question that the constructio ad sensum occurs.

17:4 moTyptov xpuoowy ... yepwy S* f104 al. pc. (Tisch WHort™&
Charles™s). In addition to S, the particularly orthographically bad f1%4
again offers the obviously erroneous yepwv.

Not to be judged any differently, despite the contrary opinion of the
modern critical editions!”® (except Weiss Sod Vog), is 21:14: To Tetos ...
exwv A (hiat C, om. S) P 12059, 2081 f1%4 min. al. against AvP"" K. Again,
A’s authority explains why most modern critical editions attribute this
orthographic error to the original text itself.

165. For Weiss to reject the masculine eywv in 4:8 as a simple scribal error and yet
to state with the usual certainty that exwv is the Urtext in 4:7 is entirely methodologi-
cally inconsistent. As always, Weiss is not at a loss for an explanation in these places
(Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 122, 169): “The creature with human eyes is personified
and therefore the eywv ad syn is presented in masculine”

166. Against Weiss on this verse.

167. Even the most determined defenders of AC’s text and particularly of A,
WHort and Charles, present aftog only as a marginal reading.

168. Conversely, P47 11:18 opytafy instead of wpytad.

169. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 56.

170. See also Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, $136.4.
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In 13:14, the masculine og is undoubtedly the Urtext due to its strong
testimony. Similarly, the masculine ywv in 4:8 (about which more will be
said below) is so well attested that it is certainly original.

17:3, where the tradition is obscure at first glance, requires careful dis-
cussion.!”! A (C and P#’ missing) first reads yepovta with $* P 2053 - 2062
2329, continuing with the orthographically inferior minuscule groups f1%4
and 2% and several other minuscules with the nominative. The same
minuscules, however, also write yeuwv before this, which is simply an
orthographic variant for yepov (thus Av K), simultaneously demonstrat-
ing that exwv is a simple scribal error for eyov (thus AwPlux K). Thus only
A remains as a “witness” for eywv again, and therefore the adoption of a
simple scribal error (instead of exov) is also probable here as in the pas-
sages discussed above: 4:7, 8; 11:7; and 21:14. A AwPlur K, then, attest the
grammatically correct exov, and only S P read eyovta, which is nothing
more than [236] a harmonization to the previous yepovra. But if eyovta is
abandoned, then yepovtal’? stands in a different text-historical light. Its
testimony by A S P 2053 - 2062 2329 is certainly much stronger than that
of exovta. But its status as the original remains uncertain. The assumption
that yepov (Av K) should be a later correction is obvious, but it remains
possible that yepovta is a simple error caused by a thoughtless harmoniza-
tion to ovopata, just like the rejected readings of all or nearly all modern
editions: 9:10 opotois (A [hiat C] S); 2:9 Toudatwy (C S* 2050 2329); 11:3
meptPefAnuevous (A [non C] S* P f194); 19:20 tng xatopevns (A [hiat C] S
P); and 21:9 Twv yepovtwy (A [hiat C] S A).

That two participles standing so closely together in the Urtext would
have different genders is without analogy in the Apocalypse. (The first is
the masculine, standing nearer to the neuter noun 6»ptov, and the second
is the grammatically correct neuter.) This is the basic reason for the rejec-
tion of yepovta: it is a thoughtless harmonization to ovopata, and eyovta in
S P is a conscious, subsequent harmonization to yepovta.

In summary, the constructio ad sensum surfaces only in some of the
cases presented in this section. A careful deliberative critique of the textual
tradition will eliminate the rest.

171. See already p. 82.

172. The spelling yepov ta is impossible (Weiss). Not only does the subsequent
exovta speak against it, but also the fact that the BAaodnuiag, which is dependent upon
T ovopata, should have the article.
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(2) A number of other places must be examined for the existence of this
construction.

Three times it occurs with ¢pwvn:

4:1 9 dwwmn mpwty ... Aeywy A (hiat C) S* K

Aeyouoa Av
9:13  dwvny piav ... Aeyovta A (hiat C) $*
Aeyouaav P47 Av, Aeyovtog K
11:15 dwvat ueyadal ... Aeyovtes A K
Agyovoat C P47 S Av (Sod Vog)

In all three cases,'”3 the masculine form of the participle Aeywv is still con-
sidered the Urtext, correctly so, by all or most modern critical editions.

[237] We need to make an important observation here: the masculine
participle never follows the feminine noun to which it refers immediately
but is always separated by several intervening words. The attribute stand-
ing adjacent to the noun, on the other hand, always retains the noun’s
gender. The same observation applies to the cases discussed above. Thus,
eomyxos and eapaypevov keep the neuter gender of apviov in 5:6, and only
exwv is masculine. In 13:14, the relative pronoun o¢ occurs immediately
adjacent to Tw Onpww, but the logical connection between the two remains
far from clear, as o¢ introduces a new clause, albeit a relative clause.

The tradition’s imbalance encumbers the following case regarding
QuTog.

9:3  e&nMBov axpioes ... xat edoby avtaig A (hiat C) Av K [al. pe.

auTolg S Q f2060 f1042329
9:4  xat gppndn avtaig A (hiat C) AvK
avtolg S Q 61 — 69 f172/250 f18 £2065 2329
9:5  xat €00bn avtaig AvPart K f104 1611 2053
avtotg A (hiat C) S Ayrel

Of the modern critical editions, WHort™** Vog Charles Merk read avtag
three times; Tisch (with S) Weiss Bousset read autoig three times; and
WHortm¢ Sod!7 read avtaig!?, autoig® (with A). S’s testimony!”> for auToig
in 9:3 and 9:4 is quite inadequate and should be rejected. In 9:5, avtoig

173. For 4:1 and 11:15, see again p. 252. 9:13-14 departs from the rule discussed
there, as the accusative Aeyovta stands here.

174. And Charles Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:cxlii
and 242-43; on the other hand, 1:289-90.

175. Q’s testimony is useless because K, to which Q otherwise belongs, always
reads avTalg.
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may be a simple careless error in A. At the very least, autois is not certain
in 9:5. This reading is therefore not adopted with certainty in any verse in
the text.
3:4  ovopata...a
ot Ay (Bousset 2nd loco)
The modern critical editions ignore the Av reading because P reads &. The
Av reading should probably be abandoned, since Av otherwise never pre-
serves the Urtext alone when all other text forms have a different reading.
However, Av is not inferior to S in its value as a witness.
9:7  TaopolwpaTe ... ool
opotot S 792 2057 (Tisch WHort™s- Weiss
Charles™s)
[238] If we abandon S’s reading in 9:3-5, we cannot render a different
judgment in 5:6.
5:6  mvevpata Tou Beov ameatadyevor A (hiat C) 2053
ameataiypeve S f1678 1854 2050 (WHort™ms:
Charles™s)
T ameoTapeve AvPt (Bousset 2nd loco)
amooteMopeve K (Bousset 1st loco)
That the remaining text forms diverge and the neuter can be understood
as an obvious correction give the text of A 2053 the balance of probability.
The support of 2053 shows that A’s reading is not simply a careless error.
5:13  Ta xTIoOUA xal Te €V QUTOLS TQVTA Y)Xouaa Aeyovtag Av
Aeyovta A (hiat C) f2814 £2051 2057 2595 (WHort™¢ Charles™#)
... Xa Tt €V quTolg” mavTag nxovaa Aeyovtag K
+ xat ante yxovoa S f172/250 f2031 ] pc.
A makes a correction here. Av alone preserves the Urtext.
7:4  yihades ecdpayropevol [-wv K]
14:3-4at [om. £104336] pu§ yihiades ot yyopacuevol. outot (unanimously)
On the other hand, 14:1 pud ythdes exovoat.
11:4  outot etoty at Ovo edattaet xat ot Guo Avyvtat at [om. S Ay f172/250 a],
pc., ot f1¥] ... eotwTes [eaTwaar Av Hipp.]

The linking of the feminine article (which only WHort place in brack-
ets) with a masculine participle in the examples below constitutes the most
egregious violation of Greek grammar. The prepositional phrase that sepa-
rates the article from the participle, however, tempers the incongruity.

19:14 otpatevpata ... evdedupevol A (hiat C) Av K

-olg
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19:4 o1 mpeaPuTepol ot ¥ xat T TegTrpa {Wat ... AEYOVTES
There is no longer an actual constructio ad sensum here, since Aeyovteg also
refers to ot mpeafuTepol.

The numerous cases where a participle’s natural gender replaces its
grammatical one are a serious anomaly for the Greek language (and are
also unusual in the rest of the New Testament). However, the Apocalypse
also commits additional infractions against the Greek language. Of these,
we mention the following, divided into two classes: [239] (1) Hebraisms
and (2) other linguistic irregularities.

These features give the Apocalypse its peculiar linguistic flavor.

3.10. Hebraism

Charles!'’® attempts to attribute the Apocalypse’s “solecisms” almost
entirely to its “Hebrew” style, which was far more Hebrew than the LXX.
In order to properly assess the tradition, we must arbitrate between
Hebraisms that can be ascribed to the author himself and those that are
simple scribal errors of a later tradent.

(1) The apposition to a noun standing in an oblique case occurs in the
nominative case.!”” This serious violation of the Greek language repeatedly
causes corrections in part of the tradition.
1:5  amo Ingov XpiaTov o puaptug o moTog
0¢ UapTUG TETOS EGTLY f172/250
2:13 eV Taig Nuepalg AVTITIAS 0 MApTUS WOV O TILOTOG, 0 amexTavdy
nuepais] + ag K, + ev aig Av, + ev taig $*
If we do not accept Lachmann’s conjecture—that Avtima should be read—
then the nominative Avtimag is in apposition to o paptus ... K, Ay, and S
have made unsuccessful attempts to clarify the text.
2:20 v ywvaa [elafel n Aeyovoa AC S* 2053 2329
™V Aeyouoay Av, ) Aeyet K
3:12 ¢ xawng lepovaainu 1 xatafaovoa
1 xatafawet K

176. Charles, Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:cxlii—clii.

177. Indeed, the nominative always has the article with it, except for Aeywv. The
article is missing, so the case of the preceding noun is maintained; cf. 9:14 Tw ayyelw
0 exwv next to 7:2 ayyehov exovta (ibid., 1:cl).
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8:9

9:14

20:2
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TO TPLTOV TWV XTIOUATWY T EXOVT
Twy gxovtwy 2028 2031 - 2056
T EXTW CLYYEAW O EXWV
Tw gyovTt f172/250 1611 2329
Tov dpaxovta 0 odis o apyatos A (hiat C) f1678
Tov odw Tov apyatov S Av K
A f1678 have the original text.

[240] 6:1 may also be added here:

NXOUTTL EVOS ... AEYOVTOS wg buvn BpovTng
dwv] dwwns Av, dwvyy S al. pe.

The proposed spelling of dwvjj by WHort Weiss Sod Vog Merk should be
rejected and the nominative read (with Tisch Bousset Charles), following
the parallels in 9:9; 14:2 (bis); 19:6 (see Charles).!”® The “unprecedented
construction” (Weiss) must be tolerated, and the parallel to 5:12 is entirely
inappropriate.

(2) The participle Aeywv (Aeyovteg) is repeatedly treated as indeclinable.!”

4:1 9 dwwmn TpWTY ... Aeywy
Aeyovoa Av
5:11-12 0 aptBuos auTwy ... Aeyovteg
Aeyovtwy 498 920 2065, 2432
Agyouaar 2028
11:1  €doBy pot xadapos ... Aeywy

Part of the tradition (S¢ Q 172250 Compl. 1854 2329 2351 61
- 69 versions)—admittedly of no importance for determin-
ing the Urtext—attempts to bring order to the construction by
inserting xat eloTyxel o ayyehog before Aeywv. The original text
contains an entirely intolerable difficulty. Instead of the passive
voice, the reading should be: edwxev pot xadapov ... Aeywy.18

11:15 eyevovto dwval ... Aeyovtes A K

Aeyouoat C PY7 S Ay

14:6-7 €100V ad\OV ... EXOVTQ ... AEYWY

Aeyovta P47 (om. S) f2814 f2031 1611
2053 254

178. Ibid., 1:161.

179. Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, §136.4; he also offers
several analogous examples from the LXX.

180. For additional, analogous cases from the LXX, see Charles, Critical and Exe-
getical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:374.
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19:6  nxovoa wg dwvny ... xat wg Gwyny ... xal wg Gwwy ...
Aeyovtes K (WHort™s Weiss Bousset)!8!

Aeyovtwy A (hiat C) P Ap? f172 f1006 1611 2053 — 2062 2329
f2014 £2065

Aeyovtag Av, Aeyouowy S

The Aeyovtwy adopted by most modern editions, which As
authority supports and S confirms, can be considered [241]
the most appropriate reading. However, As reading does not
explain the origin of either the K or the Av reading.

Blass and Charles adopt the same approach for eywv as they do for
Aeywv.182 Of the passages to be considered, 4:7, 8; 17:3; and 21:14 should
be eliminated since eywv is a scribal error for eyov in every case (on this
see p. 245). Only in 5:6 (see above) and in 14:14 (xaOnuevov opotov viov
avBpwmou exwv] exovta P47 $* min.) is this construction likely or certainly
present.

(3) Nominativus pendens
2:26;3:21 0 VIXWY ... 0WOW AUTW
3:12 o vixwy ... TOoW AUTOV
(On the other hand, 2:7, 17 tw vixwvTt dwow autw; see below 4.)
6:8 0 xafnuevos emavw autov, ovopa autou o Bavatog
ovoua autov om. 141 — 1719 2329
Related to this is 9:11 eyovow ... Tov ayyeAov s afugoou, ovopa auTw.
ovopa autw] @ ovopa PY7 94, &) ovopa autw S
Similarly also 1:20 To puoTy)plov TwV ETTA ATTEPWY ... XAl TG ETTA AUXVLOS. ..,
Ol ETMTQ ATTEPES ALYYEAOL ... ELTIV.

(4) Pleonastic insertion of the demonstrative or personal pronoun in rela-
tive clauses:
27 Tw VwVTt 00w QUTW
autw om. S Compl. f20° f2031
2:17  Tw ywvTt dwow QUTw
auTw om. S sol.

181. Charles also originally explains this reading as the Urtext (Studies in the
Apocalypse, 85) but prefers Aeyovtwy later in his commentary.

182. Blass, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, §136.4; Charles, Criti-
cal and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:cl.
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The nominativus pendens used in 2:26 and 3:21 with the following
aUTW or auTov is somewhat corrected in 2:7 and 2:17.

3:8

6:4

7:2

[242] 7:9

12:6

12:14

13:8

13:12

17:9
20:8

20:11

21:6
21:7

7V 0UOELG QUVALTAL XAELTAL QUTHY
0] xat f2814 £2028 gyyy om. S f293! al. pc.
Tw xafnuevw em autov dody auTw
autw om. A §¢
o1 d0fy auTolg
autols om. 1771854 f2014 £2031 2329
ov aptbunoat autov oudels eduvaTo
avtov om. K
OTIOV EXEL EXEL TOTIOV
exet om. C Avpart (but cf. 2:12; 11:8; 20:10)
0TIV TpEdETALL EXEL
omws TpedpnTat exet K
06 0l yeypamtat To ovopa autou (A) C 1678 1854 2053 2344
wv o yeypamtal ... autwy P47 S f1006 1611 2329
wv ou yeypamtat Av K
However, 17:8 wv ov yeypamtat To ovopa [+ autou 2919 792]
ov eBepameudy ... autou
avtov om. P 61 — 69 1006 sol. 2329
omov 1 yuwn xabdytat em avtwy (all)
@v o aptbpos auTwy
auTwy om. Ay
ou amo Tou mpoowmou] + autou 109 2053 - 2062 2329 2031 -
2056 f290 a]. pc.
gyw Tw OWwytt dwow [+ avtw K, Tisch]
0 VIXWY XAY)POVOUNTEL TAUTAL
0 Vixwy 0wow autw Tavte K
K harmonizes these two verses to 2:7, 17.

Part of the tradition makes corrections in almost every place on this short
list: A makes corrections in 6:4; C in 12:6; S in 2:7, 17; 3:8; Av in 12:6; 13:8;
20:8; K in 7:9; 12:14; 13:8; and some unimportant witnesses make correc-
tions in several places.

(5) Participle instead of finite verb:

10:2
12:2
19:12
21:12

exwv] etyev AvPart, exer Ayrel
EV YaoTpL EXOUTQ

EXWY

gxovoa
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21:14 exwv A (hiat C) Aypart: f104
exov S Avrel K (see p. 248)

(6) Resumption of the participle through the finite verb:
1:5-6 Tw QyamWYTL ... X0l AVGQVTL ... XL ETIOLY|TEY
emowyoev] momaavtt Q** 42325 61 - 69 1854 2019 2429
1:17-18  eyw el 0 mpwTog ... xat o {wy xar eyevouy vexpos [= xat
YEVOUEVOS VEXPOS]
2:2  Toug Aeyovtag equToug amoaToAous [+ etvat Av K] xat oux el [=
ovtag] all
[243]2:9  Twv Aeyovtwy loudatous ewat equtoug xat oux etaty all
2:20 T yuvaa TelaPel, n Aeyovon ... xar didaoxel xat TAava [=
ddaoxovaa xat TAavwoa], § Aeyet ... xat odaoxet K
3:9  Twy deyovtwy eautoug Toudatoug evat xat oux Loty aAka Yevdovtal
[= %t oux ovtwy ada Peudopevwy]
7:14 Ol EPYOMEVOL ... XOU ETAUVAY ... XQL EAEUXAVAY [= Ol EPXOMEVOL ...
2O TAUVAVTES ... Kol AEUXAVAVTES |
12:2  ev yaotpt exouoa xat xpalet C P47 S 1006 Oec 2020 - 2080
~ xpa{a xat A, xat om. Ay K
14:2-3 dwvny nxovoa xibapwiwy ... xat adovaty [xat adovtwy f2051]
15:2-3 €100V ... EGTWTAS ... EXOVTAS ... Xal adouaty [xat adovtag S (non
P47) £2051 multiple versions]
See also 4:8 and 3:7: o avorywv xat 0UOELS XAELEL, Ol XAELWY KoLl OUOELS avmgst.
For these verses, the K text reads: o avorywv xat oudels xAetoel auTyy €t
N 0 avorywy xat oudelg avolEeL.
How seldom later correctors make changes to the text in these places
is striking. They appear to have been at a loss about what to do.

(7) xau for the introduction of the concluding clause:!?
3:20  eav TS axovuay)..., xat elcerevaopat S K
xat om. A Av
Some modern critical editions erroneously reject xat (WHort™"
Weiss Sod Vog Merk) because they overrate As authority.
6:12  xat €100V 0T NVOLEE ... XaL TELTIUOG UEYAS EYEVETO
xat? om. f29512019

183. For its presence in the rest of New Testament, see Blass, Grammatik des neut-
estamentlichen Griechisch, $§442.7. The xat corresponds to the Hebrew waw consecu-
tivum.
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10:7 eV TaUg NUEPALS EXEVQS. .., XAl ETEAETDY
Misunderstanding the sense of the passage, the Av text con-
nects the subordinate clause xat Teheaffj Av with otav uedy
cadmlew so that the main clause is missing in this verse.
14:9-10 EL TIG TPOTKVVEL. .., xaul auTog mieTet all

(8) The difficult infinitive in place of the verbum finitum is also an explicit
Hebraism:!84
12:7  MuyanA xat ot ayyeot autou Tov moAepnoat AC f10% 1611 Compl.
f2031 £2065 2019, om. Tou P47 S Ay K
[244] We must also consider 13:10b alongside this passage. The inter-
pretation of 13:10b is taken up here because of its relationship to the con-
clusion that A alone preserves the original text, or at least comes close to
it 185
ELTIG €V patyalpy) amoxTaviyvat, auTtov ev wayatpy amoxtaviyval
For the Hebraism amo mpogwmou and for the instrumental ev, see further
p. 227.

3.11. Other Linguistic Irregularities

Even Charles, who, in addition to Bousset, investigates the Apocalypse’s
language and textual tradition most accurately, acknowledges that a rem-
nant of difficult linguistic incongruities remain. Although he demonstrates
that a number of changes (which Bousset dubs grammatical violations) are
actually Hebraisms, he also cites several examples which neither Greek
nor Hebrew grammar “explains,” that is to say, justifies. “The bulk of these
solecisms though not all, are simply slips of our author which a subsequent
revision would have removed, if the opportunity of such a revision had
offered itself”!86

Explaining this class of linguistic errors poses a particularly serious
problem for textual criticism—a formal dilemma. Because they generally
occur only in part of the tradition, usually in AC, and because the later

184. See also Charles, Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation,
1:cxlvi, 322; ibid., 315.

185. On this see pp. 147-49.

186. Charles, Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:cliii. Weiss
wrongly maintains (Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 56): “Nowhere in the Apocalypse are
pure grammatical blunders present with reason”
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texts Av K correct the same text of the Apocalypse, there is no specific
criterion for deciding definitively in some places whether AC’s erroneous
text is the original and the other text groups have made corrections or,
conversely, whether AC’s text is corrupt and the original reading resides
in the other textual witnesses. It is nonetheless methodologically unjustifi-
able for Hort and even for Charles to consider the text of AC (S) absolutely
“neutral” and to adopt its clear errors in many places. Textual criticism will
have to accept a non liquet in some places.

We mention the following solecisms here:

1:10  nxovoa dwwny ... wg CUATILYYOS ksyovong (instead of Aeyougay S¢)
[245] 1:15 o1 modeg auTou opotot xaAxolPavw wg ev xapvw Temupuuevys AC

memupwpevw S 2050 2053 — 20625 336 Sah. Syr.!2 Vulg. Vict.
Aeth.
memupwpevol Av K (see on this already p. 74)

We cannot deny the fact that AC’s text is linguistically incorrect.!8” If
we assume that memupwpevw is the Urtext and the text of AC is a scribal
error, the reading -ot of Av K can be understood as a misguided correction.
But AC’s error may go back to the original.

1:20  TO MUTTYPLOV TWY EMTA QOTEPWY ... XQl TQS EMTA AUXVIAG TOG

xpuoag

Both the absolute accusative (which is then completed by a newly
inserted main clause) and the new accusative Tag emta Avyviag (instead of
a dependent genitive from To pvatypiov, which only f4°8 Sah. Boh. Prim.
Arab. Aeth. produce) disrupt the sentence. The tradition’s uniformity
proves that the difficulty goes back to the original or at least to the entire
tradition’s archetype.

4:4 The accusatives attested by A (hiat C) S f1678 2053 f20 Gpovoug!
... mpeaPutepoug xabnuevous meptBefAnuevous ... aTedavous xpuooug rep-
resent a breach of the construction. Such is also present in Av K, which
read Bpovoug!] Bpovol, but which also retain the accusatives that follow. If
we add etdov, the reading Bpovous of A S claims the right to the status of the
original.!88

187. Weiss (comment on this verse) gives an utterly incredible explanation and
justification of the genitive (here and 17:8).
188. See the comment on this verse on p. 76.
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A similar disturbance surfaces in 13:3 and 14:14 (see below) as well
as in
7:9  eoTwTeS ... meptBePAnuevovs ... dotvixes A
ETTWTAG -oug ... powxas K
ETTWTES -0t ... owixes Av
eatwtwy C al. pc., powixas with K as well as S*.
Weiss reads eotwtag but not powixas and allows an independent sentence
to begin with xat ¢owixes. Tischendorf, following S*, reads powixag. Av
and K eliminate the ruptured sentence structure in two different ways.
Only Av corresponds to the [246] Apocalypse’s other type of representation
(cf. 4:2; 19:11). However, it is clearly a subsequent correction here.'®
9:7  Taopoiwpata ... opotot S 792 2026
opotwpatae A (hiat C)
opote Av K
Despite Tischendorf (who here as always swears upon S) and Weiss, opotot
is in all probability a simple scribal error of S’s careless scribe and does not
go back to the original. The error opotwpata of A is more easily explained
as deriving from opota than opotot.
9:12  epyetat et dvo ovat A (hiat C) P47 SK
epyovrat S* Ay
The immediately preceding n ovat 1 wia disproves Weiss’s assertion!®? that
the singular surfaces because the author thought ovat was neuter. The
incongruity in number as such must be allowed to persist.
10:8 1 dwwy, v yrovoa, Aadovaay ... xat Aeyovaay AC S Ay
Aaovaay ... Aeyouoay] -oa bis K (brings the text in order)
N dwwn ] dwwny f1006 1854 2053 2329 2344 f104 (another cor-
rection with the same result)
11:3  mpodntevgouoty ... meptPefAnuevous gaxxous A S* (hiat P¥)
Aypart: f104 3] pe.
meptPeAnuevor C AvPlur K Hipp.
Only WHort and Charles track the error of A §* Awpat (based on a
thoughtless harmonization to gaxxoug) to the original. Because A S also
have common errors in other places, such as the opotoig (instead of opota)

189. Blass (Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, §136.2) understands
the sentence structure as follows: The accusative meptBefAnuevous is dependent upon
the etdov at the beginning of the sentence over xat 1dov with nominative. The continu-
ation xat ¢powixes must then be understood as a new sentence.

190. Weiss, Die Johannes-Apokalypse, 181.
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axopmiolg in 9:10,'! which all modern editions reject, or the senseless and
therefore undoubtedly spurious tepetg (instead of tpig) in 4:3, it is not pos-
sible to attribute the error (meptBefAnuevous) to the original without being
partial to the “neutral” text.
13:3  wav ... wg eabayyuevyy..., xat 1) TANYy ... ebepameudy
The addition of ewov in front of wav in f1006 £2065 203 — 506 is probably
analagous (cf. 4:4).
[247] 14:14 vedeAn Aeuxn, xat ... xafNUevoV OpoLOV ... EXWY
xafnuevos opotog Av
0 ... xabnuevos opotov P47
Av’s correction brings order to the text. P47 $* min. instead change eywv
into eyovta. But exwv appears to be treated as indeclinable here (see p. 253)
and then to be understood as accusative. In that case, xat emt ™ vepeAny
should be thought of as depedent upon &tdov over xat 1dov vepeAn Aguxy.
The four similar cases in 4:4; 7:9; 13:3; and 14:14 should also be explained
in the same way.
The following readings contain a difficult incongruity in gender:
14:19 7y Apvov ... Tov ueyav AC Ay part Kplur
TOV ANVOV ... TOV peyay AvPe
T MYOY ... T peyayy S F1006 £172/250 £104/336 £1678 Aypart.
TN Ao ... Tou ueyarov P47 2019 - 2429
16:13 xat edov ... mvevpata ... ws Patpayot A (hiat C) Av K
waoel Patpayouvs P47 S*
The decisively and well-attested nominative Batpayot shows that mvevpata
is in the nominative case. The vision’s content is thus described in an inde-
pendent sentence, similar to (as 6:2, 5, 8; 7:9; 14:1, 14) xat £1dov xat 1dov.19?
17:4  yepov Boehvypatwy xat ta axafapte (unanimously attested)
Eliminating the incongruity in 17:4 by following Weiss (see his comment
on this verse) and perhaps Charles in allowing ta axabapta to be depen-
dent on exyovoa is not possible. “The impurities of her fornication” are
rather to be understood beside the abominations as the content of the cup,
which the Whore of Babylon has in her hand. The difficulty of the genitive
and accusative in relation to one another must be tolerated. The fact is that
the author constructs yepew both with the accusative (see the preceding

191. See p. 78.
192. So correctly Weiss in his comment on this verse.
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verse 17:3: yepov ovopata BAacdyuias) and with the genitive (cf. 4:5, 8; 5:8;
15:7; 21:9).
17:8  Bavpachnoovtal ol XaTOIXOVVTES. . ., WY OV YEYPATTAL. .., BAETOVTWY
BAemovteg Avee Compl. 792 1854 2019 Hipp.
The incorrect genitive should not be understood as a genitive absolute
(with complementary autwv)!%3 but rather as a byproduct of the influence
of the relative Gv.
[248] 19:20 Ty Aty Tov Tupog ¢ xatopevys A (hiat C) S P f0°1 2595 2057
TNy xatopevyy Av K
Because T7¢ xatopevys (or Ty xatopevny) is not the attributive to Tov mupog
but (cf. 21:8 ™) Aiwwy ) xatopevy Tupt xat feww) to Ty Ay, the error does
not lie in the word’s gender but in its case. The intervening genitive Tou
mupos appears to be the cause. But whether the correct ™y xatopevny of Av
K is the Urtext or only a correction cannot be decided.
21:9  Tw ayyehwy TwY EXOVTWY Tag EMTA GLAAAS TWY YEUOVTWY TWY ETTA
mAnywy A (hiat C) S* Av
Twy Yepovtwy] yepovaas K
Weiss sees no other possibility here than to assume a thoughtless error of
the older text. The linguistically correct reading tag yepovoag, which Weiss
adopts into his text, is only present in a few minuscules (f2814 f2028 £104
f109) and is explicable only as a correction because of its weak attestation.
Since errors also surface elsewhere with very strong attestation that do not
go back to the original,!** the strong witness to the error is not indisput-
able proof here that it goes back to the author. But this possibility should
be acknowledged.
22:2 Eudov Lwng motwy ... amodidouv
motwv A (hiat C) 2080, amodidouy A Avpart a,
motouy S Av K, amodidoug S Avplur K
The textual tradition’s inventory is contradictory here insofar as A juxta-
poses the masculine mowwy and the neuter amodidouy, and, conversely, S Av
K place the masculine amodidoug beside the correct motouv. Indeed, Tisch
WHort™& Bousset 1st loco Charles™8 read motwv and (the latter also Sod)
amodtdovs. But neither one is justified. mowwv is masculine only in appear-
ance. In reality, as the nearby neuter amodidouv proves, it is a simple scribal
error that does not go back to the original. That A preserves amoddouv with

193. So Weiss in his comment on this verse.
194. See in particular 13:7 s5oen1m2 AC P Ay against SK; 13:10 &1 Tig ev puayapa
amoxTewvel Oet auTov ev pay. amoxtaviyvat all except A; 18:3 memwxay or TEMTWXAY.
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some minuscules as the original here (as enigmatic as the emergence of
the masculine amodidou¢ remains) must be concluded from the fact [249]
that the form -dtdouv comes from dtdow, which the AC stem also attests in
3:9. With this decision, any linguistic violation in this location disappears.
The phrase opotov utov avbpwmou surfaces twice:
1:13  opotov utov avBpwmov S K
viw avBpwmou AC Av
14:14 opotov utov avBpwmov A SK
viw avlpwmov P47 C Av
In both places only a part of the tradition, namely, S K, retain these diffi-
culties, which seem to be violations of the language based on a thoughtless
harmonization to the accusative opotov. That it surfaces twice, however,
suggests that it goes back to the original'®> and that the linguistically cor-
rect text is a subsequent correction.

Finally, the designation for God appears as a rigid, indeclinable for-
mula: 0 wv xat 0 Ny xat o epyopevos 1:4, 8; 4:8 (~ 0 N xat 0 wv xat o gpy.), also
11:17; 16:5 0 wv xat 0 Wy, linked with amo in 1:4. Only the K text mitigates
the difficulty here, which lies in the combination amo o wv, by inserting the
genitive Oeov after amo.

3.12. Results

As with any author, a precise examination of the Apocalypse’s linguistic
style is very important for textual criticism. The tradition is afforded a
consistent cross-check in this manner. This is particularly important in
the Apocalypse because of the nature of its linguistic form, its idiosyncra-
sies, and violations of Greek grammar, which precipitate repeated correc-
tions in the tradition. The frequent stereotypical formulations that give
the Apocalypse’s language a certain rigidity and liturgical solemnity are
especially important for textual criticism because they offer the possibil-
ity of looking into the value of each of the tradition’s stems. Moreover,
two insights emerge. Again and again, the study of the book’s linguistic
style shows that the seer repeats certain stereotypical phrases. Time and
again, moreover, exceptions also surface where the [250] rule is broken.
These exceptions surface in various kinds of linguistic phenomena. There-

195. Of the modern editions, only Weiss rejects it. Charles judges it properly
(Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation, 1:36-37): The seer uses duotog
with the meaning of wg and constructs it in these two places also as .
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fore, we must conclude that they go back to the author himself and cannot
be attributed to a redactor or to the tradition. The demonstrable rules of
the Apocalypse’s linguistic style are not rigid laws, to which the author is
bound with absolute rigor, but are linguistic habits, which the author occa-
sionally disregards.!?® It is methodologically unjustified to see a later hand
wherever the rules are broken.!®” With that, however, we do not abandon
the other methodological principle: that where the tradition is divided,
the reading that corresponds to the rule claims the right to be considered
the original.

The second insight obtained from a study of linguistic style refers to
the value of the textual tradition’s individual forms or stems. The linguistic
style confirms what has already been shown in other ways regarding the
outstanding value of AC’s text. But this rating of AC’s text was also quali-
fied. AC’s text is generally “neutral” in ways that P4 S, Ay, and K are not,
but this judgment should not be extended to orthography. Furthermore,
real corrections are not entirely missing in the individual witnesses of AC’s
text, not even in A. However, the respective grammatical errors of AC in
particular require a careful consideration of whether these go back to the
original itself. We cannot always arrive at clear results, but it is method-
ologically unfounded for WHort and Charles to prefer this text almost
without limitations.!%®

Working through the Apocalypse’s textual tradition from the ground
up, as was done here, does not achieve revolutionary results but, on the
contrary, confirms that the textual arrangement of the newer editions to
appear since Tischendorf and Tregelles are in principle [251] correct.!®® The
current study is justified, in the first place, in the fully standardized usage
of the manuscript tradition. We now really know how the archetype of Av
and of K read. The subordinate value of these two recensions, however,

196. The description of the occurrence of the Apocalypse’s four horsemen is a
particularly clear example of this in 6:11F; pp. 136-37.

197. Therefore, we dismiss Charles’s list (Critical and Exegetical Commentary
on the Revelation, 1:cliv—clv) of collected “primitive corruptions,” like the following
in §14.

198. This prejudice for AC is the counterpart of Tischendorf’s preference for his
discovery, Codex Sinaiticus.

199. In line with this, a judgment is also pronounced over Touilleux’s otherwise
stated opinion. His radical rejection of the previous criticism of the Apocalypse’s text
and its methods lacks the necessary expertise. The study of the linguistic style itself
leads to results that confirm the results of the use of the textual tradition.



3. The Linguistic Style of the Apocalypse 263

has been confirmed anew, especially through the study of the Apocalypse’s
linguistic style. Also, the inflated estimates of their common witnesses by
Bousset and all the more von Soden must be corrected because although
the two recensions share a recognizable but narrow common basis, they
are not completely independent of each other.

The “older text” has been split into two clearly distinguishable text
forms since P*”’s discovery: AC and P*’ S. Also, P¥/, which is now the
oldest manuscript of the Apocalypse by far, confirms the outstanding
value of AC’s text again.

The number of places where the modern editions diverge, as one
can see most conveniently in Nestle’s edition, is not small. By methodi-
cally using the tradition and considering the author’s linguistic style, the
number of uncertain places can be significantly reduced.?’® There remain,
however, a small number of places where careful, deliberative criticism of
the tradition will not eliminate a non liquet and the choice between two
competing readings for the Urtext cannot be settled. Future text-critical
studies will hardly be able to remove this remnant of uncertainty. But
on the whole, it is correct to say that by using the textual tradition fully
we have greater certainty, even in those places where agreement already
existed about the text’s reconstruction, and the initially quoted judgment
that the Apocalypse’s text was “extremely uncertain” or “very poorly trans-
mitted” can no longer be justified.

200. In particular, many of S’s separate unique readings, which Tischendorf
includes in his text, should be deleted. But also many readings that von Soden
accepts on his theory that H I K are three independently juxtaposed texts are defi-
nitely to be rejected.






Appendix: Errata

Errata Pertaining to Codex Sinaiticus’s Correctors

Sigla Use

49,53 n.113,75 18:7 eautny S Sa (= C?) > C

128 n. 247 12:6 + mevte $? S (=C) >C¢

180 16:10  eoxotiopewn S? S8 (=C) >Cv

227 16:18  om. xat Bpovrar® ¢ S (=C?) > C

70 21:27  xou motwy S¢ Se(=C) >(Ca

241 6:4 auTw [om. A S S(=C) >Ca

Notes

14 Schmid claims that C? corrects the first two leaves of Codex
Sinaiticus and that C¢ begins with his corrections at oknvwoet
in 7:16. This is incorrect. C* made corrections throughout the
Apocalypse; C corrects the first two pages; and C begins at
7:16.

127-29 Schmid’s attribution of the corrections of S¢ to scribes A and

D is erroneous. The corrections of A and D were made in the
scriptorium (fourth century). S¢ are post-scriptorium correc-
tions (ca. seventh century). Schmid’s claims about the fourth
century origins of S corrections, and their implications for
the dating of the Andreas Text Type, are therefore problem-
atic.

-265-
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Errata Pertaining to Readings in Greek Manuscripts

57,128 n. 247,180 11:9  adnoovow S* > §2 correction is incomplete

172
196
226

4:2 xat evbewe S2 > eubewe 8e S?
11:16 ot [om. A $?] >ot[om. A]
22:20  + Xpiotou §* > + XpioTe $*

Other Errata

Updated Manuscript Designations in the Translation

1 > 2814 1140 > 2922
94 > 2917 1352 > 2824
180 > 2918 1857 > 2923
181 > 2919 1894 > 2926
2054 > 2886 20364 > 2891
209 > 2920 2040 > 911

429 > 2921 20624 > 1824
598 > 2595 20628 > 2350

Additional Updates

15 Under Q (046), Gregory of Nyssa is crossed out in Schmid’s
personally annotated copy of the Studien.

15, 31 P is dated to the ninth (not the tenth) century.

15,31, 171 0163 is dated to the seventh century, not the fifth.

27 Regarding 18 - 2039 - 2138 919 2004 2200, elsewhere Schmid
explains that 18 - 2039 - 2138 together form the subgroup
f18. The manuscripts 919 2004 2200 that follow are closely
related to this subgroup but do not belong to it. This explains
why only the first three manuscripts are connected with
hyphens. See J. Schmid, “Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des
griechischen Apokalypsetextes. Der K-Text,” Bib 17 (1936):
11-44, 167-201, 273-93, 429-60.

31 Schmid’s original listing of third and fourth century papyri

that preserve the book of Revelation has expanded to include
P85> (fourth/fifth), P8 (second?), and P!> (third/fourth).
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34 2351 has two hands, not one.
39 Schmid’s claim that the Andreas Commentary is not origi-
nally included in any manuscript with other New Testament
writings is incorrect (e.g., 82 94 250 254 424 632 743 911
1678 1862). See Ulrich Schmid, “Die Apokalypse, tiberlief-
ert mit anderen neutestamentlichen Schriften - eapr-Hand-
schriften,” in Studien zum Text der Apokalypse, ed. Marcus
Sigismund, Martin Karrer, and Ulrich Schmid; ANTF
(Berlin: de Gruyter, 2015), 421-41.
86 1611 is crossed out in Schmid’s personally annotated copy of
the Studien.
111 81-86 corrected to 81-108 (for Byz.-Ngr. Jb 11 [1934]) in
Schmid’s personally annotated copy of the Studien.
218 C is removed as a witness for ogot av in 13:15 from Schmid’s
personally annotated copy of the Studien.
223 C is removed as a witness for ov pn gvpwowv in 9:6 from
Schmid’s personally annotated copy of the Studien.
235 In the penultimate paragraph, 6:8 is corrected to 4:8 in
Schmid’s personally annotated copy of the Studien.
251; cf. P47 is no longer the oldest manuscript of the Apocalypse.
14,173
Typos Corrected in the Translation
18n.45 EH.AA. > EH.A.
48 XQTTIXOUVTAS > XATOIXOUVTAS
102 mpoePuTol > mpeaPutepot
111 81-86 > 81-108
143 BoBurwy > Bafurwy
128 (4) > (44)
131 wav > waw
159 105 > 205
195 %3 > 8
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212

235
240

The Ancient Stems

eig )¢ ynv and el g yny
Badaooay

6:8
11:9

> etg TV ynv and e TNy
Badaooay

> 4:8
>11:19
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Xxix, xxxiii, xxxv, 6, 11, 16, 21-22, 24,
27-31, 39-44, 83, 95, 120-22, 128,
138, 150, 161, 176, 180, 190, 193, 197,
205-06, 211, 215, 233, 237, 240-41,
246, 248, 257, 266

xxviii-xix, xxxiii,

local text(s) xxvi, 126

mixture/mixed reading(s)/mixed text(s)
XXV-XXVi, Xxxiv-xxxvi, 10, 12-13,
27-28, 30-31, 44, 49, 63, 68, 82, 88,
103, 111, 118, 125, 130, 134, 137, 146,
150, 152, 187

neutral text xxvi-xxvii, xxx-xxxi, 4, 13,
54-55, 102, 108, 117, 120, 122, 126,
151-52, 155, 157-58, 180, 257, 259,
262

orthographic/orthography — xxx, 53,
66-67, 89, 101, 103, 117, 150, 157,
159, 184-88, 191-92, 194, 197-99,
201, 230, 234, 246-48, 262, 278

paleography xix, xxi, 8, 233

recensio xxiii, XXv, XXvii—XXiX, XXXi—XXXV,

13
examinatio XXXi, XXXiii, XXXV
divinatio XXXi, XXXiii, XXXV

recension(s) xii, xxvi, xxix, 5-7, 11-13,
45, 54, 65, 67, 69, 73, 121-22, 125-26,
145, 155, 157, 214, 234, 262-63

scribal/scribe(s) xxii, xxvi-xxvii, xxix,
XXXiv—-xxxv, 5, 15, 26-27, 33, 37-38,
43, 49, 59, 66-67, 75-76, 78, 80, 82,
94-96, 98, 100, 103, 105-107, 109,
118, 121-22, 124, 135, 139, 142, 146,
148, 150-52, 159, 166, 169, 184-85,
187, 189, 192, 197, 200, 209, 214, 220,
223, 229, 247-48, 251, 253, 257-58,
260, 265, 274

stem(s) XXiv—Xxv, XXiX, XXX, XXXiV, XXXVii,
6, 12, 14, 18, 26-27, 30, 45, 64-65,
102, 117-18, 120, 154-57, 183, 187,
193, 228, 241, 261-62
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stem(s) (cont.) Urtext/original text xxiv, xxvi-xxx, xxxiii,

AC/AC Oec xii, xxiv, Xxvi-xxvii,
Xxx, 5-7, 9-13, 16, 26-27, 29, 31,
54-56, 64, 66-71, 73-75, 78-81,
83-84, 87-98, 100-102, 107, 116—
131, 134-37, 140-41, 143, 145-47,
149-50, 153-63, 166-67, 169-71,
174-81, 183, 185-94, 196-202,
207-8, 213-15, 217-18, 220-22,
224-25, 230-32, 234-36, 238-39,
241-42,244-45,247, 251, 256-63

P47 S/PY S Orig xxiv, xxx-xxxi, 3,
9-10, 12-13, 29, 31, 48, 51, 53-54,
59-60, 66, 68-71, 78-82, 85,

1-8, 12-13, 22, 31, 46, 50-51, 54, 56,
60-63, 64-66, 68, 69, 71, 73-103,
106-111, 113-18, 120-30, 132-134,
137-38, 140-44, 146-56, 158-59,
176, 180-81, 184-85, 188-90, 197,
199-200, 204, 206-209, 213-15, 217,
220, 223-26, 229-30, 232, 234, 236-
38, 240-42, 246-250, 252-53, 256-63,
279

Vorlage XXV, XXVil, XXX, XXXV, XXXVii, 22,

24,27,31,37-39,41, 45, 66, 69, 73, 88,
94, 103, 115, 117-18, 148, 151, 159,
165, 177-78, 215

88-89,94-97,99,101-2, 104, 107-
14, 117-129, 132, 134-36, 141,
143-49, 151, 153-59, 163, 165-67,
173, 176, 178, 180-81, 183, 186,
188, 190-93, 195-97, 199, 205,
207,211,214,217-18,220-24, 226,
228-29, 232-34, 236-38, 241-44,
249, 252-56, 258-59, 262-63
Av xi—xii, XXiv-xxvi, XXViili—XxXx, Xxxiii,
XXXV, 45-55, 66-88, 154-59, 261~
63
K xii, xvii, xxiv-xxvi, Xxxviii—xxX,
xxxiii, xxxv; 55-66, 66-88, 154-59,
261-63
stemma(ta) XX, XxXvii—xXxix, Xxxiii-xxxvi,
7, 156,274-275
supplements/supplemented manuscripts
33-34,41-43
text form(s) xxiv—xxvi, xxviii—xxxi, xxxiii,
XXXV-Xxvi, 5-6, 9-13, 39-41, 43-45,
53-54, 64, 66, 68-69, 73, 76, 88-89,
96-97, 99-100, 102-3, 117, 120-22,
126-27, 129, 134-35, 138, 148, 153—-
58, 199, 233-34, 250, 263
text type(s) xxix-xxxi, xxxv, 9-12, 22,
26-27, 31, 39-40, 44, 53, 68, 75, 90,
102-3,116-18, 121-22, 124, 126, 128,
136, 156, 265, 270, 272
Textus Receptus 2-4, 21-22, 28, 35, 40,
45

Western readings/text xxxi, 11, 13, 15,
157-58, 165, 180









