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Or 4:6 has always been topı1C of discussıon for New 1 estament
scholars, especılally the function and meanıng of. UT} UTEP YPAMTtTal
In 1884, Johannes Balıon assumed that thıs phrase W dasSs not part of Paul’s
orıginal text but rather margınal X10SS wriıtten by scr1be. Thıs scr1ıbe, who
Sa  < in hıis archetype the UT of SE  LVa HT) E1S KT wriıtten above the last letter of
LVCX, restored thıs interlınear UN LO the text he W ds writing and noted In the

].„l ere-margın, HT} W d wriıtten above a7 e the alpha of n  LVa
fore. accordıng 1{8 Baljon, TO UT) UTEP YEYPaTTAaI should be removed
from the 1D11Ca texL. Baljon’s suggestion gave clearly acceptable
for the Paulıne PASSaLC, and indeed preferable OTMNC In 1eW of the conftext,
and ıt has attracted INalıy of the subsequent commentators;2 but edıtors ST1

553keep ıt safely down in the apparatus ıf they mentıon ıt al all, aSs there 1S
extual evidence for thıs speculatıve eOrYy far
In thıs artıcle fOCus crıbal oxl0sses in 1DI1Ca AaSs ell ASs non-bıblıcal

manuscrI1pts MOS of them publıshed recently gel SOM hınts for the
plausıbılı OT non-plausıbility of thıs eOorYy

'hıs artıicle 1S revised and slıghtly enlarged version of presented al the
Socıety of Bıblical ] ıterature International Meeting in Cambrıdge, July 2 9
2003 About VCaLS earlıer, oachım Dalfen, teacher in (!assıcs at Salzburg
Universıity who Iso introduced into the marvelous world of ancıent manuscrı1pts,
SAaVC Manı hınts and encouraged work thıs sub] eCcT.
Balıon, Tekst 49-51 (cıted according Strugnell, Plea 556)
It 1Ss followed Dy Legault, Thıngs, who Iso remarked that the “double A  IVO 1S Paulıne”,
referring Gal 3:14: 4:5 4] ıth note 1’ cf. ISO 1LEr E  » 2Cor. 9
and others (cf. Strugnell, Plea 556 otfe 3 9 Thiselton, 1 Cor. 3572 ote 285; cf. Iso
Trobisch, Kunst). Citical agaınst the gl0ss theory especıally ROSsSs, Not above What
Is rıtten; Kılpatrıck, Emendatıon Z1-352 varıant of the gl0ss theory, avoldıng
the dıfficulties lısted by Ross, has been suggested DYy Strugnell, Plea 555-558 the
scrıibe Copyıng the archetype read texi wıthout UT, inserted ıt between ULLV and
LWAXONTE, and 15 sayıngz In h1s X10SS that “the LT 1S beyond hat Was wrıtten”. Strug-
nell’s theory 1S followed DYy MacDonald, Emendatıon; Murphy-O’Connor, terpo-
atlons 84-85
Strugnell, Plea 555-556
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Crıtics have dismissed Baljon’s rendering of the phrase EO UT} UTEP
YEYPaTTAaI (“the UN 1S wriıtten above an) a4s unımportant cCOomMMent
somewhat useless observatıon of ser1ıbe. But. sımılar “unımportant”
COmMMent WOU be note In fragment of P.Oxy AA AA (2nd cent
CE)- part of elegant DPAapyTUS roll contamıng 680605 - /26-:51957-
970 of Arıstophanes’s Plutus

- a

K

P.OXY. AA A& fr.

On the right margın of thıs PaDyTIUS fragment fınd annotatıon
eadıng Y PaUs EOTIV AEyouca TpPOS TOV (“lt 1S the old
who 1S speakıng to the CHhOH:- : Iso thıs note (on Arıstophanes, Plutus 958)
m1g appCar us ds quıte useless, as In the lIıne before Can be
reconstructed”. ven ıf the change of speakers WETIC not indicated the left
margın, 1C of these fragments 1S lost, m1g 1n that sımple YPaUs
WOU have been sufficıent. However, the manuscrI1pts OW us tOo A4SSumme
‘“that the transmıtted scholion recal.ls tradıtion tO H the papyrus

Abbrevıations Of papyrı, Ostraca, and tablets accordıng Checklist.
On the insertion and meanıng of XOPOY cf. (jon1s in P.Oxy.X
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annotatıon belong  22 and other examples OW 06  us to aSSE that thıs Lype of
attrıbution SOCS back tOo ancıent commentaries.?”

Another example IS g10Ss in P.Oxy LVI 3827 that Call be attriıbuted
Homer., 1as S

P.Oxy [ VI 3827 ET UE  (part)
The gx10ss MaYy be reconstructed as OS&U0|[0EUS| mp(6s) EQXUTO|[V]

(“  ySSeus tOo himself”).’ The informational value of thıs annotatıon 1S
ELTTE TpOS OV  .absolutely L0W, ASs the Homerı1c text reads OBdUOOEUS

WEYaAÄNnTOpPA QUUOV (“  ySseus spoke LO hıs greathearted spirıt””). ese
t[WO examples that ıt 1S not OUr turn to 4a4SSeCeSS an annotatıon OT gloss as

useful OT useless as long 4S do not know anythıng about the intention of
the scrıbe who wrote it.

But, the question NO  Z 15 Was there SOINC kıind of tradıtion 118 introduce
OT cCcomment corrections OT glosses? The answer 1S YCS and TE 1S
sufficiıent number of iın which g10ss OT correction 1S Just inserted

Gonis P.OxYy. 171 (referring P.Oxy. 141 and 4508,10-1 1).
The most plausıbly marks (on the reconstruction Schubert OX
28).
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between the lınes ın the margın wıthout al y further cCoOomMmMent But there
dIiC also examples where corrections 0)8 varıants dIiIcC commented uDON
introduced: In P.Oxy X A 4521 fınd [WO x]0SSeESs introduced by AavT(i
TOU On fr (see ıllustratıiıon fınd AvT(i TOU KAT[O KALPOV],
glossıng CPIKOOS In the texti (Arıstophanes, 962) On fr fınd
AÜvTt(i TOU) EBACdvV glossıng EMÄCIV INn 694 of thıs comedy. Interestingly,
Just OC Iıne elow, the TV In the text 1S glossed by NUNV,  f but thıs time
wıthout the introduction AvTG ToU)!®

A

P Oxy. LA N 4521 fr

Another detaıl of thıs fragment 1S of SOTINEC importance for Baljon’s
eory Ross argued that serıbe WOU nNnot have wriıtten TO UN UTEP
YEYPaTTAaL, but EO HT UTEP TO YEYPaTTAaI (“the un 1s wriıtten above the
a„) E In the Arıstophanes PaDyIuS the CAUVTI 1S abbrevıated, and ıt ..  15 not

Though CXVTI TOU T]LUNV ATTIKCOC 1S ell attested In the Scholıa vetera 299 ICE
(J0on1s In OX N 169) Iso the annotatıon Ag OU(TOC) (ETEPGI)
WO(VOV) In P.OXy: RN 24572 157 (cf. the form OU(TOC) TV WO(VOV)
ET(EPCI) appCAars in P.Oxy. 19 59 col 1 20).

ROSsSs, Not above What Is Written 216; Murphy-O’Connor, Interpolations 85
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clear whether the abbreviatiıon employed stands tor AXVT() OT AvT(i
TOU  29 However, c..  GVT\ accompanıed OT nOot DYy TOU, 1S standard In COM-

mentators’ jJargon for (thıs word 1S use instead Of‚lO ASs of
introducıng g10Ss It 1S ell represented in the papyrı, and of COUTSC In the

‚511cholıa of the Byzantıne manuscrı1pts.
In early 1terary papyrı there 1S regular phraseology for margınal

note about Om1ssıon In scribe’s CODY. “ The form .  OUK TV o X„ 1S OUuUnNn!|

C INn P.Oxy 268/7., Papyrus that 1ve columns of
metrical work by Arıstoxenus. The papyrus Cal be ate' the 3rd centu

At the end of col {11. there 1S X10SS LO 26 (see illustratiıon IC 1S
marked by ıple sıgn (<)13 and reads OUK 1]V T AUT CO In 26 (note the

prefixe that ıne), AXAUT CO has been corrected the plural form QCUTAs:
The margınal mark refers the sımılar mark ql the beginnıng of the g10ss
John Rea, the edıtor of thıs papyrus, remarks: “It IS not clear whether the

‚514
text 16 dıd nOoL have AUT C W ds the exemplar OT second CODY.
myself quıte SUTC that the o10SS has be interpreted ın the followıng
W: the ser1be of P.Oxy 2687 OunNn! AUTAIS ın hıs exemplar, but,
by hıs OW.: mistake, WTO AUT CO and then corrected ıt tOo Ar eOs. Fearıng
that thıs COU be easıly misunderstood AaSs his correction of In the
exemplar he had tOo CODY, he appended o10SS at the end of the column

Turner, apyrus
11 (CGon1s P.Oxy 169; (Jjon1s adds: °°It OCCUTIS both yypomnemata and

margınal nOotes, in MOSt ‚ASCS wrıtten shortened form, usually QV S avt (on the
abbreviations OL, S and ovt cf. cNamee, Abbrevjations AVTL, CXVTI TOU). the
shortened form found in P.Oxy 4517 (Jon1s further remarks: —_ have NOL found
thıs particular abbreviatiıon elsewhere. The short SINUOUS stroke placed hıgh after

regularly documentary wrıiting mark suspens1on, regardless of what letters
omıtted al the word-en (Gon1is P.Oxy. 169); for examples the

annotation of lıterary texts cNamee, AbbrevıJatiıons XVL.
Strugnell, Plea 55 / note 3 E notices that fter the 2nd century .o; form such
INTEL TO becomes standar A

13 Iso the siımple dıple ( 1S assıgned wıde Tangc of purposcs, cf. the Anecdotum
OMANUM: °°to combat WTITON£ glosses, mark words used only ONCC, mark
polemical and disputed places and Man ther fıgures and inquiriıes” (cıted accordıng

J urner, Papyrı 147} The Samnle 1S true for the sıgn X ct. the hıst in Turner, Papyrı
116, and the SUMIMAL'Yy in Whıte ed.). Scholıa, Index 344) sıgn of
Arıstarchus placed before lıne indıcate cComment something notable In the
lıne, dıssent {irom readıng1Cor. 4:6 — a Scribal Gloss?  63  clear whether the abbreviation employed ..  stands for &vrT(i) or &vt(i  +7o0).” However, “&vrti, accompanied or not by ToüU, is standard in com-  mentators’ jargon for ‘(this word is used) instead of” 10 , as a means of  introducing a gloss. It is well represented in the papyri, and of course in the  »11  scholia of the Byzantine manuscripts.  In early literary papyri there is no regular phraseology for a marginal  note about an omission in a seribe’s copy. '“ The form “oük tiv To X” is found  e.g. in P.Oxy. XXXIV 2687, a papyrus that preserves five columns of a  metrical work by Aristoxenus. The papyrus can be dated to the 3rd century  CE. Atthe end of col. iii, there is a gloss to 1. 26 (see illustration 4) which is  marked by a diple sign (<)'” and reads oUuk Av T aUTO. In 1. 26 (note the <  prefixed to that line), aUut& has been corrected to the plural form aUuTais.  The marginal mark refers to the similar mark at the beginning of the gloss.  John Rea, the editor of this papyrus, remarks: “It is not clear whether the  »14 I  text which did not have aUt&©& was the exemplar or a second copy.  myself am quite sure that the gloss has to be interpreted in the following  way: the seribe of P.Oxy. XXXIV 2687 found auTais in his exemplar, but,  by his own mistake, wrote aUT& and then corrected it to aUTais. Fearing  that this could be easily misunderstood as his correction of an error in the  exemplar he had to copy, he appended a gloss at the end of the column  10  Cf. Turner, Papyrus 5.  11  N. Gonis in P.Oxy. LXVI p. 169; Gonis adds: “It occurs in both hypomnemata and  marginal notes, in most cases written in shortened form, usually as aV or 0S or av®” (on the  abbreviations 0, 0S and avT cf. McNamee, Abbreviations S.V. &vri, &vti tOo0). On the  shortened form found in P.Oxy. LXVI 4517 N. Gonis further remarks: “I have not found  this particular abbreviation elsewhere. The short sinuous stroke placed high after t appears  regularly in documentary writing to mark a suspension, regardless of what letters are  actually omitted at the word-end” (N. Gonis in P.Oxy. LXVI p. 169); for examples in the  annotation of literary texts see McNamee, Abbreviations Xvi.  12  Strugnell, Plea 557 note 35, notices that after the 2nd century CE “a form such as  Agineı tOo X becomes standard”.  13  Also the simple diple (<) is assigned a wide range of purposes; cf. the Anecdotum  Romanum: “to combat wrong glosses, to mark words used only once, to mark  polemical and disputed places and many other figures and inquiries” (cited according  to Turner, Papyri 117). The same is true for the sign x; cf. the list in Turner, Papyri  116, and the summary in White (ed.), Scholia, Index I s.v. x (p. 344): “Xx, a sign of‘  Aristarchus placed before a line to indicate a comment on something notable in the  line, e.g. dissent from a reading ..., two duals ..., a figure ..., an inconsistency ...,  14  gender ..., a Homeric parallel ..., a quotation” (cf. Turner, Papyri 116-117).  J.R. Rea in P.Oxy. XXXIV p. 24.duals DA fıgure D Al INnCONSIStENCY T

gender omerı1c paralle]l quotation” (cf. Turner, Papyrı 116-1 }7)
Rea In P.OxXY.
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1C 1S elling the reader of h“is CODY, that the form AUTOQ Was noOoL In the
exemplar, but that there. LOO, W as GÜTGT;.'
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P:OXY: 268/7, col 111 (lower part)
Perhaps, also g10Ss in the form TO UT) UTTEP YEYPaTTAaI COlr be interpre-

ted In sımılar WAaYy. 1S possıble that the scribe had exemplar eadıng A  IV EV
NULV UWAÖnTE o  1VCOA UT E1S UTTEP TOU EVOS KTA.., and Dy mistake he hımself omıtted
UN, but afterwards inserted ıt above the of  \rn  IU earıng that thıs COU be e9Ss1-
1y misunderstood ASs his insertion of word that Was missıng in the exemplar he
had LO CODY, he appende: the A (0SS SO UT} UTTEP YEYPaTTAaI {oO indıicate that the
UT Wäas not missıng In the exemplar but that he imself corrected hıs ()W) MIS-
take and inserted ıt above the iıne In thıs CAaASC the g10Ss WOU. s1gn1fy the follow-
ng “the UM has been wriıtten above the R meanıng “lt has been wriıtten there Dy

instead of wriıting ıt down wıthın the iıne ng after LVCX, the place where ıt 1S
wrıtten in the manuscrıpt 1C copied”.‘” admıt, of that thıs 1S

15 Glosses in the torm OUTOC IV (generally In the shortened form OU(TOC) 1V) clearly
refer the exemplar COomMMentary presenting varıant, ct. C P.Oxy
1174, col. DA eic (the stereotyped form OU(TOC) 1V EV T(C5) ©EO(VOC) refers the
grammarıan Theon); XMXVII 2468 19 col. 11 I PSI 1091, col 9.17: P.Oxy.
LVII
Strugnell, Plea 57 ote 3 % already remarked that e,  TO OUK NV (sıc!]64  Peter Arzt-Grabner — BN NF 130 (2006)  which is telling the reader of his copy, that the form aUtT&© was nof in the  S  exemplar, but that there, too, was auTais.‘  .  Y  e  W  A  SS  LE  ®  f  MocCe  :  S A n  K  >M  Ma  Yr BEtOM  A  X  EF  E  3nı  *\.  M7  ®  *  a  *.  4. P.Oxy. XXXIV 2687, col. iii (lower part)  Perhaps, also a gloss in the form T ur} UTEep a yeypatTTaı Could be interpre-  ted in a similar way.'° It is possible that the scribe had an exemplar reading va &v  Huv uUAONTE Tva Un EIs UTEP TOU Evös KTA., and by mistake he himself omitted  wn but afterwards inserted it above the a of iva. Fearing that this could be easi-  1y misunderstood as his insertion of a word that was missing in the exemplar he  had to copy, he appended the gloss To ur] UmEp a yEypaTTaı to indicate that the  wr was not missing in the exemplar but that he himself corrected his own mis-  take and inserted it above the line. In this case the gloss would signify the follow-  ing: “the ur has been written above the a””, meaning ‘“it has been written there by  me instead of writing it down within the line right after (va, the place where it is  written in the manuscript which I copied”.'” I admit, of course, that this is a  15  Glosses in the form oUt]g Yıv (generally in the shortened form oü(t@c) Hıv) Clearly  refer to the exemplar or to a commentary presenting a variant, cf. e.g. P.Oxy. IX  1174, col. i 8.22 etc. (the stereotyped form oU(tw@c) Hv &v ı(©&) GEnm(voc) refers to the  grammarian Theon); XXVII 2468 fr. 1, col. 1i 13; PSI IX 1091, col. i 9.17; P.Oxy.  16  XLVI 3326,6.  Strugnell, Plea 557 note 35, already remarked that “tö X ovr nv [sic!] ... is virtually  indistinguishable in meaning from our tö X urt£p ä& [sic!] yeypantar”.  {}  The impersonal passive form is typical for glosses, cf. e.g. the gloss to P.Oxy. IX 1174,  col. iv 13: [S]uvuy(wa) oü(t@c) T (apcaTtov) | [&]neyeyp(anto) &v t(&) Oknm(voc), and  the quite common ypagetAL OF YPAQETOAL KAl, that is used in medieval manuscripts to in-1S virtually
indıstınguıshable In meanıng TOom (J)UT TO UTEP 61 S1C!| YEYPOTTAL”.

1/ The ımpersonal passıve form 1S typıcal for ol0sses, ct. the gl0ss P.Oxy. 1174,
col IV O |ovuy(ıa) OU(TOC) TO (AMPCITOV) C |nEyEYyP(OnTO) T(c5) ©EM(VOC), and
the quıte COLLTMNON YPAQETAL YPAQETOAL KOl, that 1S medieval manuscrIipts InN-
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Vaguc interpretation, but ıt 1S ONMNC 1C Call present clear [CAaASON for the serıbe
wriıte such o]0ss. Concernmeg the wording of T: UT z  UTTEP YEYPATTAL, there woull
have been nothıng really strange In such SS Furthermore, such interpreta-
tiıon makes INOTEC than assumıng that the nexXtli cCopyıst OUnN! the UT wrıtten
above the of  Sn  1Va and therefore commented what he and aM yOMNC else COU. SCC.

All the observatıons far SET1 do NOLT explamn TE and how later cCopyıst
coul have interpreted the g10Ss _E UT UTTEP YEYPaTTAaI NOLT d cComment,
but dS accıdental Om1ssıon o be re-inserted. So, let us SOTIIC examples
of gl0sses that have been interpreted d OmM1I1sSsS10ONSs and WETC, therefore.,
subsequently inserted nto the text Dy later COpYISsts.

quıte sımple ONC 1S oun In P.Oxy EG 4094, DaDyIUS wıth parts of
Menander’s SpIS

z
a

9 P

D:E 4094 pa
In of the PapyIUsS (= Menander., SpIS L/ SCC 85 later cancel-

led by the scer1be. The [Cason 1S clear: the interlınear nota for Daos,
indicated Dy ÖC above the and of DEAEV, Was aft fırst miıstaken for — —’

troduce textual arıant presented In margınal annotatıon, In '\odex Vındobonensıs
suppl. phıl (= Stallbaumun Vınd. ® urnet Oodex contamnıng the tetralogıes

and of Plato (cf. the of J Burnet’s edition. 155 853 S CI d ' e47
158 bl, E 166 DS, E d ° K - 209 b > 219 d2, 2722 b E S d5, 284 bO6, 286 e7; 297
c3, 209®% d4); cf. Iso Olympiodorus’ tary Plato’s Gorglas 2 (on Plato, (JOr-
g1as 487 a6); 30,11 (on Plato, Gorglas 495 85’ 45, / (on Plato, Gorglas S e8-: al; for
these VETY thankful Joachım Dalfen, Salzburg, and for the checking ofodex
Vındobonensis Suppl. phıl. G’r. Johannes Dıethart, Vıenna),

IX Handley in P.Oxy. LACI
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1HNOTC elaborate example 1S iIragment of P.Oxy. HC 4109; thıs pIECE of
1S OC AaIMONS several iragments elongıng o set ofro wriıtten In the

2nd CENTUFY that contaın everal parts of book 111 of Thucydıides.

P.Oxy. ET 4109 Fr

However, the text of IT 1s unıdentified and “does not colncıde wıth
anı y part of OUT Thucydides.””” The edıtor of the PapyTUS fragments,
Haslam, remarks fr “It IMAaYy be commentary. The compendıium UW(EV)

In lıne 6, and ın and El In 10 sımılarly uggest that thıs
May be somethıng other than regular book-text. The best Can make
1S that it 1S note assoc1lated wıth the mentıion of Doreus al V1 35 adducıng
the 111 reference {tOo hım 1UNS IV ÖE OAUTIAS ÄCcoapleus PoSıo05 T
ÖEUTEPOV EVIKO). But no belong In the margın, whereas what have
here has CVCIY appCaranCce of the beginnıng of ICQUaAT column of the
Thucydıdean text. But SCC reasonable WaYy of takıng ıt actually
Thucydıdean. Thus take ıt that AIc confronted wıth Casc of elevatıon
of scholiastıc materı1al into the body of the LEXT, the incorporatiıon eing due
presumably O cCopyıst who mıstook the margınal note for portion of text

inadvertently omıtted by hıs 2220  predecessor.

Haslam in P.Oxy LXI 1
Haslam in P.Oxy. x 1 ell known and ften discussed example 1s

perhaps Cicero, De officHs 331442 ad fin. (“though that be dehberate
interpolatiıon”, Haslam In P.Oxy EXI 1)
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The manusecrı1pts clearly show that scr1ıbe COU NOT always be SUTC about
the meanıng and ımportance of margınal note ıt COU be g10SS, COIN-

ment(t, correction. textual varıant. FEach ON of them Can be wrıtten in
the Samne SIZ7e the Samnec Dasc In the SaJmle column of manuscri1pt; they
all Cal be interlinear OL margınal. An example of pecıal ınterest 1S P.OxXy
L: \EI 45 E the lower part of eaf of PapyrIus codex from the Ath

contamıng 592-605.630-64 / of Arıstophanes’s Ranae.

P:OXYy. DA 451 /

Nıcolaos GonI1s, the edıtor of thıs PapYTUS, notes text 1S richly
provıde wıth lectional S12NS. All INay have been wriıtten al the SaInec time d

the text (same mk).„21 In the lıne, IC corresponds wıth 596-597 in
Arıstophanes’s comedy, SCC AUOıs In the margın, iCc belongs to the
tEXT, thus representing correction for omıtted word. eIi0W thıs inser-
tıon Can read EAvO, s1ignıfyıng that there 1S change of speakers; the
followıng Iınes ATiC spoken by 2av61otg.22

Most interesting 15 ÖEIVOV in the margın SOTINC lınes eI0W It must

belong LO the (CXT. but the other codices have ÖE  1V Nıcolaos (Gjon1s notes
° SEIVOV EOIKEVUV makes but ıt 1S not clear how ÖELVOV Came

enter the text It m1g stem from ÖELVOV ın 592 OT from misreadıng; but

(jon1s In P.OxXy. MK N EAZ
P.Bodmer 18.26.27 Menander, Samıa 733-734), and the interlinear NOotes

above P.Oxy XI 4306 l’ col and (both correct10ns), (a varıant),
(an abbrevıatıon); the be dated Ü the Ist 2nd LUrYy
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note that the DAaDYyTIUS csShows S12NSs of areful correction. Another possı1bılıty
1S that ıt 1S interpolated: ÖEIVOV IMNay have been influenced by the 1gn111-

of the preceding BAETOVT’ OPIYAVOV, 0)8 it INAY be mean iıllustrate
X anthıas’ emotıional StTate followıng the NOC the door In thıs
Casec it May be worth considering the poss1bılıty of intrusive o10ss„23!

probable Om1ssıon of portion of text by scer1be 1S attested Dy
1terary DaDYyIUS from Herculanum containıng Phılodemus., De poematıs

etrc AT and where, In 5.22-23, Phılodemus AI 9UCS —_
YyPa DEUS TAPAÄEAOLTE (“OI‘ the scer1ıbe eft ıt )2

In everal manuscrI1pts the scr1ibe clearly marked the place where OMIS-
S10NS that he had at the LOp OT foot of DASC should be inserted.

e

P Bodmer I1 (Tatel S, 106)

(JOon1s n P.Oxy. 155 See Iso P.Oxy 111 (line tollowing Euri1-
pıdes, Iphıgenia in Aulıs 918) and the problems commented by Haslam in
P.Oxy. 111 149
For thıs hınt VE thankful Jeffrey Fısh, Baylor Universıity, Waco (cf. in
the forthcoming edıtıon On Poems V, edited and translated by Davıd Armstrong,
James Porter,. Jeffrey Fiısh, and Cecılıa Mangon1).
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Or they Can be the left OL ng margın, agaln wıth mark
clearly indıcatıng the place where the addıtion has IO be inserted, ıke ETTOINOC

23 of the Samnec manuscrı1pt, 16 1S the ast word of John 4:39

SE1Cor. 4:6 — a Scribal Gloss?  69  Or they can be added on the left or right margin, again with a mark  clearly indicating the place where the addition has to be inserted, like &Toinoa  on p. 23 of the same manuscript, which is the last word of John 4:39.”  A  {  E  R  5  Sa  ar  Sn  XE  nnn y ma  33  M  9. P.Bodmer II p. 23 (Tafel Bd. 8, 115)  Cases like these are without any problems.  Of great interest is p. 41 of the same manuscript, P.Bodmer II:  4  AB  ä‘f  Hr  W  CO  ELE  H  4  cA  M  a  d  E  x H  E  43  43  y  F  C4  2  E  Ar  7  Brr  i  0  E  4  S  L7  F  RA  X  e>x  A  K  DRAI AL  &5  E  _10.P.Bodmer ILp- 41 (Tafel Bd::8, 129)  2 Ct;. e.g. on p. 54 of P.Bodmer II.a

F FErı
E >1

n

P Bodmer {1 (Tafel S, H3)
Cases 1ke these arc wıthout anı y problems.

Of gre. interest 1S 41 of the Sainlec manuscrIı1pt, P.Bodmer I1

W  d  n i

a
:

E  w
Fe Au

S

/n S

S 0U S  EDA AL

O r

P _ Bodmer I1 (Tafel Bd. S, 129)

25 &s of P.Bodmer IL



eter Arzt-Grabner 130 (2006)

The note the Ng margın 1S Just continumg the text of the lıne,1
had been omıtted. Of COUISC, the orıgınal text IO VCGO) WOU nOot make
an Y So it 1S clear that the nNOoTte the margın has o be to the
ICX 110 eadıngz TPCOYCOV WOo(U) TNV OCAPpKAa Kali) M | VV KCE
6:56). Thıs Om1ss1ıon the Ng margın 1S longer than IManYy
OMI1SSIONS that have not been the margın but top OT al the foot
of DALC TOM thıs example, it IS CaS y to imagıne how serıbe COU. have
miısınterpreted o9]10SS 1ke 5 MT n  UTEP YEYPaTTAaI OM1SS10ON, + the
orıgınal text of the Iıne had en! wıth UWaOnTE.

.e
AF

f

r
R

ET Reconstruction: Interliınear and margınal ol0ss;
AOHIF al the end of the Iıne before

The SAa’dMle Ltype of mark ın 26 of POXY 2687 (see 1L1US-
ratıon 4 referring LO g10SS al the end of the column, has been used by the
secrıbe of P.Bodmer 1 contaınıng Ps 373 and 34 In vers10n, but he
used thıs mark tOo indıcate portion of text that has be O the ıne
next LO the mark *'

Quite 1S the mark between LWLOU and TO above lıne Normally such mark 1S
indıcatıng the EXaC place where Omı1ss1on has {O be added. But here thıs 1S not the
CASC, it Just indıicates that the margınal ote has to be inserted between lIıne E and 1 '
which exactly fter lıne 11 before Iıne Starts. For interlinear insertions of
longer portions of omıtted text CS P.Oxy. KEEN. 4458, 19a (3rd century CE).
P.Bodmer 4),2 Ps 34.4 LXX) reads | A |mOCTPAOHNTOOOV EIC Ta GCONEICO Ka
EOYXUVONTOOOV, and then NAVTEC Ol AOYICOLLEVOL LLOUVU KOK[ X] 1S added above the Iıne
and marke: ıthl In manuscrı1pts Plato dıple in the form 15 ften used
mark of Platonıc doctrine, C P.Oxy. L1 3072 col. 11 68 (CE Dıiogenes
Laertius 3,65).



1Cor. Ser1bal Gloss? E11Cor. 4:6 — a Scribal Gloss?  71  ‚Ta  FE  RE  12. P.Bodmer IX p. 4 (Tafel Bd. 8, 300)  Obviously, there was no clear convention how to mark a gloss instead of  a textual variant or an omission of text. And, of course, this is reason  enough to assume that — at least sometimes — it was quite difficult for a  copyist to distinguish between a gloss and a textual variant or an omission  that had to be re-inserted into the text.  All these observations show clearly that the thesis that Tö un UTEp &  y£eypamrtaı in 1Cor. 4:6 is a scribal gloss, is quite plausible. At least, none  of the arguments brought up against this thesis is convincing enough to be  counted as evidence against the gloss-theory. The gloss would seem to be  as useless or useful as several other glosses preserved in ancient manu-  scripts, and there would not be anything strange in the phraseology of such  a gloss. The manuscripts show that there were no clear conventions to distin-  guish glosses from textual variants or omissions and that it could happen —  and in fact actually did happen — that a copyist took a gloss for an omission  and inserted it into the text.  A reconstruction could look as follows:* The 1* exemplar would have  u&OnTtE at the end of one line and {va un eIs UTEp TOoU Evos KTA. at the  beginning of the following line.  a  A  ‚6IO  %  rr  ®  e  E  S  al  S  Bn  13. Reconstruction of 1* exemplar  28 _ The letters are taken from P.Oxy. LVI 3823 (1* century CE).Fa

P Bodmer (Tafel S, 300)

Obvıousliy, there W as clear convention how LO mark g10ss instead of
extual varıant OT Oom1ssıon of text. And, of COUTSC, thıs 1s TCAason

enough I(8) ASSUNMC that al least somet1imes ıt W as quıte dıfficult for
Copyıst o distingu1s between g10ss and extual varıant OT Oomı1ss1ıon
that had tO be re-ınserted into the text

AIl these observatıons sShow clearly that the thesıs that F M UTEP
YEYPaTTAaI ın CGor. 4:6 1S cr1ıbal o10ss, 1S quıte plausıble. Atf least, NONC

of the arguments brought agaınst thıs thesıs 1S COoNVincıng enough tO be
counted ASs evidence agzalnst the gloss-theory. The x10SS WOU SCCI1I {O be
dSs useless OT: use everal other losses preserved in ancıent I1a u-

scr1pts, and there WOU not be anythıng strange in the phraseology of such
gl0oss The manuscrI1pts sShow that there WFG clear conventions to dıstın-

SUIS losses from textual varıants OT OM1SS1ONS and that ıt COU. happen
and ın fact actually dıd happen that Copyıst took g10ss for om1ss1ıon
and inserted ıt into the text

reconstruction COU. ook Aas follows:  28 The 1St exemplar WOU have
UAÖNTE al the end of ON lıne and En  1Va WT E1S UTEP TOU EVOS KT al the
beginnıng followıng lıne.

«>

D €  }  CN N

Reconstruction of lsl exemplar

28 The letters AL taken firom P.Oxy. 1LVI 38923 (1st century CE)
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CODY of thıs 1St exemplar WOU ShOW Om1ssıon of T in the lıne
after LVCX, but re-1inserted above the of LVCX, and gl0ss al the bottom of the
DALC that STa) wıth ıple sıgn referring prefixe: to the lıne startıng
wıth Kn  IVa (ıllustratiıon 14), margınal g10ss startıng the ng of WUAÖNTE
(ıllustratiıon 15) In both varıants, the g10ss wrıtten by the copyıst hıimself
WOU read TO UT} UTIEP YEYPaTTAaL, indicatıng that the UT W ds NOT
m1ssıng in the exemplar but that the cCopyıst left it out al fırst, and later
corrected hıs OW. mistake and inserted ıt above the lıne.

COopy of IS!. exemplar (varıant
S E

4 5K {r. $ S3 AA

15 Copy of.1“ exemplar (varıDE  ant 2
The CODY of this COPDY WOU have the ol0ss inserted into the fEXtT; bet-

Weecn UAÖNnNTE and LVCX, part of it (ıllustratıon 16) Thıs COPY then WOU
have served the archetype ofall preserved manuscrI1pts.
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AA Ta

COopYy of CODY archetype of all preserved manuscrI1pts)
Of COUTSC, all thıs does not that 7 UT UTEP YEYPaTTAaI in

SOr 4:6 really WAS gloss It has often been remarked that there 1S
textual evidence for the gloss-theory. It 1S tirue that all the manuscrı1pts that
have been oun far have TO UT UTEP e YEYPaTTAaI ASs part of the text,
eXcept the codices D! F G, and SOTINC others that read E instead of Sr
e maybe CX Vatıcanus o1VveESs hınt that there Was al least OTMNC

nuscript that read Sr  1VCA EVvV NULV  n WAÖNTE nC  LV UT E1S UTIEP TOU EVOS DUOLOUGOÜE
IC TOU ETEPOU. As Phılıp B..Payne and Paul Canart recognized In theır
etalle: study of the codex, throughout “the margıns of the Vatıcanus
afe approximatley 765 paırs of dots resemblıng dieres1is umlaut”: ql-
mMost all of them "°OCCUr next Iınes of text 1C dıffer s1gnıfıcantly
from SOTIIC other manuscrıpts. The frequency of textual varıants ın these
Ines 1S far greater than In Iınes that have umlaut. Thıs trongly upports the
conclusıon that umlauts In the marg1ns of Vatıcanus mark textual varıants. 5529

ecently there Was SOTINEC discussıon the authenticıty of these umlauts,3 S
dASs it 1Ss known that between the Oth and 1th CeENTLUrY ser1be, “apparently
concerned wıth tadıng, traced OVeTrT the orıgnal In of CVCLY letter word of
Vatıcanus unless it appeare tO be incorrect.  295 ayne and Canart, however,
WEeETC able tOo that ‘“eleven unreinforced umlauts unambıguousiy match
the orıgıinal aprıcot color of unreinforced texti the Samne DasCc of the codex.1Cor. 4:6 — a Scribal Gloss?  B  ’ä  16. Copy of copy (= archetype of all preserved manuscripts)  Of course, all this does not prove that Tö Un UTmTEp a yeypaTTAaı in  1Cor. 4:6 really was a gloss. It has often been remarked that there is no  textual evidence for the gloss-theory. It is true that all the manuscripts that  have been found so far have TO ur UTEp & yeEypaTTAaı as part of the text,  except the codices D, F, G, and some others that read 5& instead of &.  Yet, maybe Codex Vaticanus gives a hint that there was at least one ma-  nuscript that read va &v uv UAONTE va UT EIS UTTEP TOU EVÖS QUOIOUOBE  KAaT& TOU ET£pou. As Philip B..Payne and Paul Canart recognized in their  detailed study of the codex, throughout “the margins of the Vaticanus NT  are approximatley 765 pairs of dots resembling a dieresis or umlaut”; al-  most all of them “occur next to lines of text which differ significantly  from some other NT manuscripts. The frequency of textual variants in these  lines is far greater than in lines that have no umlaut. This strongly supports the  conclusion that umlauts in the margins of Vaticanus mark textual variants.  2229  Recently there was some discussion on the authenticity of these umlauts, ”  as it is known that between the 9th and 11th century a scribe, “apparently  concerned with fading, traced over the orignal ink of every letter or word of  Vaticanus unless it appeared to be incorrect.”*' Payne and Canart, however,  were able to prove that “eleven unreinforced umlauts unambiguously match  the original apricot color of unreinforced text on the same page of the codex.  ... Nine of these eleven umlauts mark a location where text is omitted,  inserted or replaced in other manuscripts.  »32  29  Payne / Canart, Originality 106-107.  30  Cf. Niccum, Voice 245; see Epp, Factors 240-241; Epp, Junia 18-19; Payne / Canart,  Originality 109 note 25.  31  Payne / Canart, Originality 105.  32  Payne / Canart, Originality 107.Nıne of these eleven umlauts mark locatıon where texti 1S omıtted,
inserted OT replace in other manusecrI1pts. 5532

29 Payne Canart, Ori1ginality 1061{05
Nıccum, Voice 245; Na Epp, Factors 240-241:; Epp, Junia 18-19; Payne Canart,

Originality 109 note
Payne Canart, Orıiginalıty 105
Payne Canart, Orıiginalıty 107
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} oygcfw M.'Ä"f‘? £3_‘ä1' —_..  KEI-  7 RCIAZEIANAÄHT: N HM H
Ä'‚‘ Ä'Y‘ÄMOCTE NEIMHTI‚ 159  KCYTEAAÄA

]oacKAI 24  47  a  U-o  . C
CHTE EYXHHT  KAMIHETIn  rı  -KA| TOAYTOHTE N AHTMEI KZHY  —-ACO c ;rrj3gil C JA'TH

- AK A C TOAE
:}—. . FAa&H a R rexrnx: ä z 8a2

Codex Vatıcanus fol (umlauts lıne 1Cor 5)

According tO ayne and Canart the eleven unreinforced umlauts esta-
15 that al least these umlauts date the tiime Ö% the orıgınal wrılıng of the
codex Ihey dIiICc not imıted specıfic ection but afre scattered hrough-
Out the manuscrıpt Siıince there 15 scholarly CONSCHNSUS that single scrıbe
WT' almost all of the of Vatıcanus and the ınk of these umlauts
matches that of the orıginal LEXT, 1T 15 reasonable inference that the orgınal
ser1be penned al least these eleven umlauts.5533 They aIc, S prefixe: O
lıne of COT. (see illustratıon 17) 54 where everal manuscrı1pts Ä2

and insert VNOTEIC <o ! (“fastıng before‘prayer-., 1le others
such ASs 33() 451 and John Damascus add Kl VIJO LEIG after DTraycCr

Concerning Cor there 15 umlaut prefixe the ıne that reads
ETITOMHYTIEPATETPA (Codex Vatıcanus tol Iıne but thıs
ONC Was nOot identified dASs unreinforced Dy ayne and (anart

z  IN IKCA < Al O T<
SM AIKNM Sn  X}  F{  W  /  \  Or.“ m—X

e 4 &,  }—.  O-  E  o  a  3/  o  ‘<  Xc  .szTALE ÄAGA5 OGiMEDn FX T  ‚m. VEOGLAY
C \  Z  W  Ä«  \w.MAÄCTN  A&  ‚rz  A  h—„.  M  S  A

‚”T E’F'O' TEEF TA
ü  n

4 c  Q  H..  w  o  w.. N  E u E  cCiÖYE n -

Codex Vatıcanus fol (1Cor 6)

33 Payne / Canart Origmalıty 108 109
Payne / anart Originalıty 108
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Nevertheless, to ayne and (anart ıt ...  15 implausıble ıfCX Vatıcanus
had only eleven orıgınal umlauts that later ser1be WOU have identified
theır PUurpDOSC, let alone expande theır uUusec 1S also implausıble that
scribe half mıllennıum later WOU sımply by chance have used the SAdI11lc

symbo!l that the orıgınal scr1ıbe had used tO mark the locatıon of extual
varlants, especılally SINCEe it became conventional after the wrıting of
Vatıcanus ın the (8101 TU: for scr1bes uUusSscC umlauts for thıs PUTDOSC
Thus, ıt 1S far ess lıkely that the reinforcer In the Miıddle Ages orıginated
these umlauts than that he sSımply traced OVCTI them 1ıl1e reinforcıng the
rest of the texL. It 1s reasonable tOo eXpecCt that the chocolate-brown umlauts
the reinforcer traced, lıke the texti ıtself and the aprıcot umlauts that WEIC

not reinforced, alsoO date {tO the orıgınal wrıting of the codex. Ssma
protrusion of the orıgınal ink of Vatıcanus along the edge of reinforced
umlaut 1S e confirmation of or1ginalıty. (anart discovered that the
fırst dot of the umlaut Dy the 1Ina lıne of Cor. Da E has SMa protrusıon
toward the eft1 reveals color LHNOTC nearly the aprıcot ö* the orıgınal
text than the chocolate brown of the reinforcement. Thıs strongly ‚upports
the of umlaut al thıs pomt In the orıginal text It also reinforces
the expectation that the chocolate-brown umlauts In exX Vatıcanus result

3535from the reinforcement of umlauts that date ıts orıg1nal wrıting.
So then Can infer that the umlaut at Cor. 4:6 W dsSs ı1kewıise wrıtten DYy

the or1g1inal scr1be In the 4th Century in order LO indıcate extual varıant In
the ıne that reads EIOMHYITIEPAT ET PA, varıant that he had OUunNn:! 1ın
another manuscrıpt avaılable hım Thıs does nOT, however. automatıcally
INcan that the textual varıant W ds> Om1ss1ıon of VITER EYPOTITLAL
The umlaut INAaYy also indıcate the ell known extual varıant SE in the
relatıve clause E YEYPATTAL, instead of1C| the codices D, F, and others
read the sıngular torm E ASs have already mentioned. trıctly peakıng,
must admıt that do not exactly know 1C. textual varıant 1S indıcated
Dy that umlaut al all, AaSs ıt MaYy also refer varıant unknown O far
(Jut of about 59 umlauts along the margıns of the texti of 1Cor. ‚36 OUnN! S
wıthout known textual varıant lısted in N A27 But, the other hand, the
umlaut in question FHHLAV indıcate that the orıg1inal scr1be of Vatıcanus had
manuscrıpt al hand wıthout the clause UTE YPATMTFTAL, Just [CAa-

ding 1VCA EVvV N  HIV UAONTE IV HT) E1S UTIEP "EOU EVOS MUGLOUODE ATa 5OU
ETEPNOU ...  SsSo that yYOUu INAYy earn by us that NONC of yOUu MaAaYy be puffed In
favor of ON agalnst another‘””.

Payne Canart, Orıigimalıty 109-1
checked the texi and umlauts the Codex Vatıcanus facsımıle edıition. In ONC AaSc

not S U1 X 14 there really 1S umlaut fol. lIıne (the dots AI wıder
ap ds normally), and N A27 0€eSs not 1ist an Y textual varıant thıs Iıne
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S50. W as TO HT) UTTEP YEYPaTTAaI crıbal gloss? erhaps! More 1mM-
portantiy, 1n thıs poss1ıbılıty should be mentioned In CVEIYV cCommenta

thıs DaASSagc of Cor Nevertheless, there 1S nNnOot sufficıent TCasSson fOo intro-
duce thıs thesıs nto modern texteritical edıtıon, dSs stil] do nNnOoTt have Al y
clear textual evidence for it

Summary
In 1884. Balıon put forward the thesıs that T UT UTEP YEYPaTTAaI In 1Cor.
1S scr1ıbal o10ss that Was introduced nto the texti by miıistake close o0k al

scr1bal o]0sses in bıblıcal ell non-bıblical manuscrı1pts cshows that thıs thesıs
1S quıte plausıble. At eastl, ONC of the arguments brought agaınst thıs thes1ıs 1S
COoNVvıncıng enough be counted evidence agaınst the gloss-theory. Nevertheless,

st1l] do NOT ave aı y clear textual evıdence for such readıng.

Zusammenfassung
Balıon tellte 884 dıie ese auf, dıe Wendung TO UT UTIEP YEYPaTTAaI in

Kor 45 se1I ursprünglıch dıe Gilosse eiınes Schreıibersn und aufgrund eines
Miıssverständnisses ıIn den ext geraten Eıne Untersuchung zahlreicher Glossen In
bıblıschen und außerbiblischen Handschriften zeigt deutlıch die Plausıbilıität dıeser
These auf; dabe!1 wıird deutlıch, dass keıines der bısher diese These -
brachten Argumente stark ist, S1E wıderlegen. Dennoch fehlt für eınen
klaren posıtıven Beweis VON Balıons These weıterhın ein Beleg AaUus der Textüber-
hıefung VOonNn Kor 47
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1st of Illustrations

Illustrations I:E and SA AdIiCcC the creation of the author. Al other iıllustrations
have been re-worked for thıs publication; the or1g1ınal vers10ns Call be found
follows:
I 2YyYp Exploratıon Socıety,

http://www.papyrology.ox.ac.uk/POxy/papyri/the_papyrı.html.
£yYp Exploratıon Socıety, P.Oxy XAXAIV, plate 11

5 YD Exploration Socıiety,
http://www.papyrology.ox.ac.uk/POxy/papyrı/the papyrı.html.
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Bıblıotheca Bodmerı1ana, vol 85 300

En Codex Vatıcanus facsımıle edıtion.
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