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The Protevangelium Jacobi is categorized in scholarship as apocryphal. Yet, while
instability seems to be the only unifying characteristic of early Christian apocryphal
literature, the manuscript tradition of the treatise is remarkably stable. The text is attributed to

an apostle and was early considered part of the tradition of the Church.

This thesis argues that the author of PJ is not trying to add to the New Testament
canon but has, rather, two aims: first, to teach the hermeneutics and techniques for
confirming that the Scriptures are written according to Téxvn and that the writings
constituting the New Testament are written “according to the Scriptures”; second, to provide
the knowledge and critical skills for ensuring the unaltered tradition of these texts and
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and determining its subject matter.
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expand, complete, and clarify concise passages.
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beg correction. Features of the text (omissions, orthographic or syntactic errors) that initially
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reader to deduce its proposition. The authors of different manuscript versions of PJ use
various methods (acrostics, halved lines, references to grammatical terminology and

mapadelypaTa) to prevent permanent alterations.
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Chapter 1

Prolegomena

The author of the text preserved in P. Bodmer 5 is not trying to add to the New
Testament canon (to whatever extent it existed at the time) but has, rather, two aims: first, to
teach the hermeneutics and techniques for confirming that the Scriptures are written
according to Téxvn and that the writings that would eventually constitute the canon of the
New Testament are written “according to the Scriptures”; and second, to provide the

knowledge and critical skills for ensuring the unaltered tradition of these texts and teachings.

Perhaps the best way of explaining how I deduced these two aims is to provide a short
history of my own inquiry. I began with a problem stated in the secondary literature on the
so-called Protevangelium lacobi: Why does a text called “The Nativity of Mary” end with an
account of “The Death of Zechariah,” given that most of the narrative seems to be about
Mary? The question of the relationship between the title and the narrative directed me to the
oldest extant manuscript of the text—P. Bodmer 5, a papyrus dating to the end of the second
century AD. In P. Bodmer 5, the title of PJ reads “T'evecis Mapias AmokalvfiLs
lakop”'—four nouns (two nominatives, a genitive, and a Hebrew name), placed together

without any conjunction or any other indication of a hierarchy. For a title, this form is highly

' All quotations of P. Bodmer 5 follow the spelling and punctuation of the photographic reproductions of the
papyrus in Bibliotheca Bodmeriana: La collection des papyrus Bodmer, vol. 8, Planches de toutes les pages
originales, ed. by M. Bircher (Munich: K. G. Saur, 2000), 245-70.

1
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unusual—it is in fact unprecedented in Greek literature and unique to P. Bodmer 5. But it

was not so much the form of the title that interested me at first: I was more puzzled by the
juxtaposition of the two nouns yéveois and dmokd\usis: Why call the same work a
“yéveols” (seemingly an allusion to the book of Genesis and the references to the Biplos
vevéoens in Genesis and Matthew) and an “amokd\visis™ (seemingly an allusion to the

Apocalypse of John)?

A second, related question began to emerge when I began reading about the historical
context of the time of the work’s composition. In contrast to other, seemingly comparable
works of “early Christian apocryphal literature,” the Church had accepted PJ as tradition
(Tapddoois) from early on—evidenced in the work’s significance as the earliest source for
events in the life of Mary, the 6eoTokos (such as her birth to Joachim and Anna and her
entrance into the temple), which are celebrated in the liturgical cycle of the Church but do
not seem to be reported in any other early sources. And unlike other ‘“‘apocryphal

3

writings”—whose sole unifying characteristic seems to be an “unstable” manuscript
tradition—the text of the different manuscripts of PJ is remarkably uniform. How was this
uniformity achieved and maintained before a wider distribution of manuscripts and the

audience’s increasing familiarity with the narrative through liturgical usage made major

alterations of the text less and less possible?

At first, the question of the stability of the fext seemed to me linked to the literary
unity of the narrative. And so I began research for what I thought would be essentially a
literary study, taking my start from the possibility that someone put together the two

seemingly disparate parts of the narratives (one on Mary, the other on Zechariah) and
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perceived and/or presented them as one—assuming this to be the function of the title and of

the references in the work’s epilogue to the writing of “this historia.” PJ either has an
original literary unity (as had been argued before by Emile de Strycker: I discuss the
scholarly debate more fully in Chapter 2) or would have been read by audiences schooled in
classical literary criticism with a view to finding such a unity; and I postulated that this
narrative unity of P.J is not apparent to modern readers only because the narrative reflects an
anthropology manifested in different social units, different liturgical forms, and even

different calendars.

This literary approach proved only partially successful. I found links between the
different parts of the narrative, but these links, while interesting, and sometimes unexpected,
were far from being conclusive evidence for a tightly argued narrative, and the unifying

subject matter (or argument) of the narrative remained elusive—if there indeed were any.

My perception of the text as opaque and unyielding changed when I began using (and
eventually perceiving) PJ as an introduction to reading the writings of the Old and the New
Testament (a necessary side effect of searching for the sources of paraphrases composed of
phrasal and syntactical allusions) and to studying the teachings of the grammarians on
subjects highlighted in PJ through the use of technical terminology” and through allusions to

classical authorities and examples.

2B.g., toTopla (1.1, 13.1,25.1), Sumha (1.1), xapakThp (2.2), dwvi (2.3, 11.1,20.4, 24.2), \byos (11.2,
24.2), mpodépewv (3.3 P. Bodmer 5); nxetv (8.3); A0 Myewv (154, 19.1,23.2; i.e., éTupa Méyew);
€Enyetobar (19.3); mapddoa (19.2, 20.4); and dvakedaratodobar (13.1).
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PJ can be read as a commentary (Umépvmpa) by those familiar with 1)

vpappaTikn—ifamiliar, that is, with the philosophical underpinnings of the art—and with a
mode of instruction that requires an inquisitive, active audience, one trained in methodically
searching for—and expanding and illuminating—statements that are dark or implausible
because of their conciseness and their fragmentary presentation and distribution. For such a
reader of PJ, there is no need for Prolegomena. The first and the last pages of all versions—
and in P. Bodmer 5 also the last sentence—fill this role. But for most of us, the concepts of 1
vpappaTtikn invoked in the text through brief phrases and allusions to “canonical” (often

Homeric) examples are already foreign territory.

These teachings are not “esoteric.” They are preserved in the writings of the
grammarians. But the “dryness” with which these authors present much of their
knowledge—brief definitions illustrated by short phrases or groups of analogies, or long lists
with rules of accentuation and inflection—makes reading them a less than inviting prospect,
and often seems to be meant to impede rather than to further a true understanding of what is
said.  Handing on teachings through definition and (syllogistic or enthymematic)
demonstration is only one aspect of the various didactic methods (“St8ackalikol TpoTOL”
or “péfodor”), however.’ A longer narrative can serve the same function as brief

comparisons accompanying abstract definitions, while also serving as the source from which

3 A group of four Tpémot (identical with the four “dtalexTikal péfodoL”) is mentioned most often—
StatpeTikds, OpLoTikds, dmodelkTikds, and dvaivTikds.
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audiences can infer the (implied) proposition of the narrative’s argument’ or a concise,

abstract definition (6pos, i.e., OpLods or UToypadn) of the narrative’s subject matter.

Comments on overly skeptical or contentious audiences, combined (in philosophical
exhortations and textbooks alike) with emphasis on being cuvepyds of the author and
actively “following along” (or even anticipating what the author will say), do suggest that
classical and Late Antique authors did not expect, or even intend, that technical flaws or gaps
in their arguments would remain hidden or be glossed over. This is especially likely to be the
case with authors who remind their readers of their own grammatical training by
incorporating technical terminology into their texts. The presence of such terminology in PJ
suggests that the authors of the different versions of PJ counsel their readers to employ—in
reading the passages highlighted in this way (and their parallels and analogues)—the
grammatical teachings (and exegetical procedures) encapsulated in these phrases, essentially
calling them to remember these teachings (definitions, precepts, and canonical examples) and
to practice them with the material provided for them by the author. Questions—(which
imply Staléyeabat, i.e., question and answer)—or descriptions of the text or instructions

concerning its completion or transformation’ add another dimension.

This interpretation of the function of individual phrases as guides and pointers to
intertexts and common signifieds is hypothetical, since the usage of the texts and the function

of references to writing (e.g., through technical terminology or metaphors), composite

* E.g., see John D. O’Banion, “Narration and Argumentation: Quintilian on Narratio as the Heart of Rhetorical
Thinking,” Rhetorica 5 (1987): 325-51.

> Suggestive in this respect is Chr. Luz, “Das Ritsel der griechischen Figurengedichte,” Museum Helveticum
65.1 (2008): 22-33.
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quotations, different paraphrases of the same text in one source and so forth have not yet

received much (if any) scholarly attention, in contrast to subjects such as literacy in antiquity,
classical paideia (and the role of grammarians), conceptualization of writing (based on
literary texts, but not on the writings of the grammarians themselves), or pseudonymity and
pseudepigraphy, all of which are well studied. But the interpretation is supported by
cumulative evidence and is a fruitful way of looking at a text that otherwise remains veiled.
Looking at PJ in the light of these teachings, and with the same approach (following the
cross-connections built into the text), shows the text and argument to be highly complex and

intricate. P.J’s “artlessness” is carefully constructed.

I gradually began to realize the importance of ypappaTikny when I returned to the
question of the title of P. Bodmer 5—why call the work dmokd\ulsois, if in all the other
manuscripts the only title of the work is “Nativity of Mary”? It turned out, on closer

examination, that the latter is not entirely true.’

The question of how to divide the four nouns of the title of P. Bodmer 5 made me
take a look at the papyrus itself (until then I had worked with Testuz’s diplomatic edition), to
see whether there were any visual signs that would help determine the syntactical relations
between the four words. The title is displayed on the first and on the last page. I noticed that
on both pages, the individual components of the title are placed in alignment with other
words of the text to which they are related and also positioned relative to vertical axes of the

page and of the column of text (the text block’s middle and golden sections).

% For a discussion of the modern title, see Chapter 2.
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Alternative distributions of the text of the first and the last page of P. Bodmer 5 that

would result in even numbers of lines and syllables are possible; but such a visual
“smoothing” of the text would also destroy the geometrical relations between spatially
separated parts of the text, and the same holds true for incorporating additions into the text.
Emendations in the margins and between lines or cross-references based on distinct spellings
of words thus raise two questions concerning the tradition of a text. First, how can an author
assure that exegetically relevant elements of the written text are not mistakenly corrected or
otherwise altered in the process of transmission? Second, how can a scribe determine which
features of the text have to be preserved and which can be adjusted (if necessary) to provide
sufficient guidance for the reader, without changing what is signified—and circumscribed—

by the text?’

Determining the position of an element of a text is, in part, a mathematical problem—
one that is arithmetic (emphasizing intervals) and, in the case of a written text, also
geometrical (relational)}—and I began entertaining the possibility that writings and the space
occupied by them is perceived differently—not only one-dimensionally (linearly, with a
chain-like succession of elements, as in the recitation of a text) but also two-dimensionally
(like a plane), without a predetermined “course” or “direction” of reading or writing.
Consequently, I began to count letters and syllables and compare the texts of the individual

versions.

7 Put differently, how could a scribe or reader determine whether or not an element added to the text is a
correction necessary for completing a sentence—and thus to be copied into the text or to be spoken aloud in a
recitation—or a visually or spatially distinct part of the text meant to remain separate to clarify an ambiguity or
highlight alternative readings?
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PJ does not have a uniform title; but all manuscripts have a uniform beginning. The

texts of the different manuscript versions of PJ agree, with almost no variants in longer

passages of the introductory narrative, even though changes in word order would have

removed ambiguities, stressed allusions, or aligned statements through parallelisms. The first

of these longer, “stable” parts of the text has forty syllables, beginning in 1.1 with the words

“¢v Tals loToplats TOV Sddeka puAdY.”

When the text of this common introduction is arranged in lines with an equal number

of syllables, the letters in lines 1-5 at the left side of the text column form an acrostic—

“€depe”. The verb corresponds to the stem of the composite verb mpocédepe in lines 348

Ven. Marc. 11, 82 (A)
Aéyov

€V Tals loToplals TOV dbdeka
dUAGY ToD Topan\ v " Twak

€l mAovoLos oPpddpa kal TPoTépe
pe Ta 8Gpa abTod SLmhd Méyov
éoTal Ths meplovolas pov Tav

Mo Mo m

TL TO Aaw kal 7O THs adpéoe
ws KQ els thaopov épol fyyik
ev 8¢ N uépa kupiov 1
Leyd\n kal mpocédepov ol v
Lol "Topan\ Ta 8dpa avTdV

100 syllables (10x10)

o Mmoo M

€/e

1 Q

Paris gr. 1468 (E)
AEywy €V €avT

€V Tals loToplals TOV dbdeka
dUAOY Tod Topank fv " Toakx

el TAoloLos 0dpOdpa kal Tpooéde
pe Ta Shpa avTod SLTAd Aéywy
€v EauT( éoTal TO THS TepL
ooelas pov TavTl TY Aad kal TO
s ddecéws kuply TH Oe

0 pov etls thaopov épol fyyLo
ev 8¢ N uépa kupiov 1

Leyd\n kal mpocédepov ol v

Lol "Topan\ Ta 8Gpa avTdV

110 syllables (11x10)

In three manuscripts of PJ (Paris gr. 1454 (C), Ambr. gr. 192 (0),” and I'°), “Néyov”

is preceded by the prepositional phrase “kaTtd TO €00s”—“kal Tpooédepe TA dDpa AVTOD

8 In Paris gr. 1468, lines 1, 5, and 10 begin with the same syllable.
?In O, Néywv is followed by “¢v éauTy” (a cross-reference through which Joachim’s offering in 1.1 is
associated with his vow in 1.4 and his definition of a sign in 5.1).
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SumA@ kaTta TO €0os Aéywv.” Syntactically, the phrase limits Tpoodépelv, dumAa, or

Mévyeww. The manuscripts with “kata TO €0os” do not feature the acrostic “€depe”
characteristic of the first five lines of manuscripts with “Néyov” or “Néywv év €avtd —the
forty-first syllable (T6) does not include the epsilon necessary for the verb’s completion.

Nevertheless, all have acrostics in the beginning(s) of the text.

Acrostics also occur in the prepositional phrase at the beginning of the stable text,

with (A) and without (B) the genitive “Tod "Iopan\”.

A 8x2 1 r B 6x2 1 r 1 r r
EVTALO €} EVTALO € S € L L]
LOTO L LOTO T o c o O
pLacT p pLacT p T P S S
0Vdmd o §) 02610} 0 o T ®©
€KA a dekad 8 ¢ 5 ¢
dbulwv v VAWV vt v VY
TOoUuL L TOoUuL

opan\ n opan\

These acrostics are related to the text of the narrative—for example, the book of
Daniel (column A, r) is represented in 1.1 through an allusion to the story of Susanna, in 18.2
through several allusions to the first part of the vision of Joseph, and in 25.1 through
allusions to Nebuchadnezzar dream of the image with feet of clay (Dn 2) or the song of the
three young men (Dn 3). Similarly, the nouns “08wp” (B la) and “¢&s™ (B 1b) occur in the

body of the text (U8wp in 3.2, 11.1, 16.1, 18.2; bds in 19.2, 22.3).

The geometrical and numerical characteristics of the different texts of PJ are

suggestive of a method of ensuring the unaltered transmission of texts. They do not reveal

' Ms. I is an incomplete version (ending with 23.3 [46.6]).
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whether this method is unique to the authors of the different versions of PJ or has a

theoretical foundation, on the basis of which the authors of the different manuscript versions
of PJ could expect that readers would pay attention to features such as the layout of the text,
its recitation, and the number and distribution of syllables and letters in the lines. Nor do

they explain the existence of manuscript variants.

Proving that any of these observable features is intentional seemed virtually
impossible, given that we do not have any explicit instructions on how to copy a text. We do
find some information in authors describing their own work as editors (e.g., Galen’s edition
of Hippocrates, and his comments on peTaypadr and kar\typddos), or detailing individual
steps in the publication of a multi-volume work (e.g., Apollonius of Perga in the preface to
his Konica, or Hypsicles of Alexandria''), or explaining the steps in the correction of a book
for reading; mathematical principles were used by some authors for structuring their
narrative,'* and there were readers searching for acrostics;'® and we do have technopaignia;"
but on the whole, any evidence about the practical considerations (and steps) that go into
assuring the transmission of a text (or any theoretical reasons behind them) is conspicuously

absent.

Still, expositions by classical grammarians on TpoTot and oxfpaTa (in the context

of éénynoacbar and topbolr) and on letters (ypdppaTa) and writing hint that there is a

" See the preface of Hypsiclis liber sive elementorum liber xiv qui fertur, in Euclidis elementa, vol. 5.1, 2™ ed.,
ed. E. S. Stamatis (Leipzig: Teubner, 1977).

'2See F. G. Lang, “Schreiben nach Mass: Zur Stichometrie in der Antiken Literatur,” Novum Testamentum 41.1
(1999): 40-57.

" See Eustathii archiepiscopi Thessalonicensis commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem pertinentes, ed. M. van der
Valk (Leiden: Brill, 1987), 4:856.1-857.3.

' For the most recent overview, see Christine Luz, Technopaignia: Formspiele in der griechischen Dichtung,
Mnemosyne Supplements 324 (Leiden: Brill, expected 2010).
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“technical” basis (and reasons) for the empirically verifiable “arithmetic” (and even

geometrical) characteristics of the different texts of P.J, and even for stylistic characteristics.
I became aware of this when I had a closer look at other texts with a last sentence comparable

to the one in P. Bodmer 5 (eLpnvn To ypaavTL KAl T AVAYLVOOKOVTL).

Several other papyri end with a similar sentence as the one in P. Bodmer 5. Two of
them are in the same collection as P. Bodmer 5—a copy of Melito of Sardis’ ITept ITaoxa
(P. Bodmer 13), and a copy of the letters of Peter (P. Bodmer 8); they begin with the same
noun as the sentence in P. Bodmer 5 (elpfivn). Two contain school exercises—excerpts from
Demosthenes’ speech ITepi Toi oTepdrov (De corona) in the one (P. Rylands 59)," writing
exercises of increasing complexity in the other (P. Sorb. 826 (=P. Bouriant 1));'® they begin
with the adverb “evTux(s.” The two participles T) ypdisavtt and 7§ avaywdokovT also
occur at the end of the Bios ZekotvSov @iAdoogov'’ and, with petaypddewv instead of
vpddeLv, at the end of Tapaiveois A8’ in the Greek Adyor mapaiveTikol mpos ToUs kat

Alyvrrov povayots of Ephraem the Syrian.'®

Two of these proved particularly helpful in learning how to “open” P. Bodmer 5—P.
Sorb. 826 and INapaiveots A5 An excerpt from the first half of the preface to Babrius’s

Fables in P. Sorb. 826 features a reference to a time when “kat Ta Aotma Tov {owy dwvny

' See Catalogue of the Greek Papyri in the John Rylands Library, Manchester, 1: Literary Texts (nos. 1-61),
ed. Arthur S. Hunt (London: Bernard Quaritch, 1911), 184-89.

' published by Jouguet and Perdrizet in W. Crénert, Kolotes und Menedemos: Texte zur Philosophen- und
Literaturgeschichte, Studien zur Palaeographie und Papyruskunde 6 (Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1965), 148-61.
'"See Secundus the Silent Philosopher: The Greek Life of Secundus, ed. and tr. by B. E. Perry, Philological
Monographs 22 (Ithaca, NY: The American Philological Society, 1964), 65-91.

' See Mapalveots N8 in Adyor mapatvetikol mpds Tobs povayods Tis Alyimrov, in' Oolov Edpaip
To0 Xvpov "Epya, vol. 3, ed. and tr. by K. G. Phrantzola (Thessaloniki: To ITeptBoit Tns Mavayias, 1990),
162-63.
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e[v]apbpov eLxe kat Aoyovs nén.” “@wvr) €vapbpos” is a technical term of ypappatikni;

this pointed me to related concepts (and discussions) in the writings of the grammarians."
Ephraem’s ITapaiveots A6~ first attracted my attention because of a peculiarity of P.
Bodmer 5—the text includes hardly any punctuation or breathing marks. The “speaker” of

the first sentence of the Tapaiveois advises the reader to add marks (“onpeiocat™).

dyamnTe, éav mpooTaxOf ool dvayvidval év Tols ool TS adelddTnTos onpeiwoal

~ 20 ~
pet’ akpeias mod TeTéheker O €vapEdpevos kal Aapov Ty MEw™ évdpxouv Ths
avayvooens

The infinitive “dvayvévar” fleshes out this instruction through allusions to texts in
the Old and New Testaments describing reading and writing; onpeilwoat stresses one of
these in particular—the prophecy on Ariel in Isaiah, which includes a reference to a oTLypy|
(emphasizing reading “catda dtacToaiy”)?! and to sealed books and knowing ypdppata,
but allusions to the reading of the book of Isaiah in Luke 4 (with an allusion to the book of
Esther) and to Daniel also point to distinguishing between numbers and letters. The sentence
with the two participles “avaywdokovTt” and “petaypddovti” through which I became
aware of this text is preceded by instructions on the émiypadr and on the oTixes of a book.
Significantly, the reference to the émiypadn is preceded by a reference to the other means of

identifying a work—the first words of the text (dpxn).

8¢ dpxn €oTt Aoyovu, Mye TV émLypadriv: olTw yap yroocjoeTalr TO Aeyduevov.
8¢ kéktnoar Biprov evoTixés kTHoalr adTd: pHToTe €LPedf €v avTh TPOoKORLa
AVaylwookovTL 1) Kal peTaypddpovTe.

€
€
T

m- M-

t
t
®
Both texts directed me to expositions, in the grammarians, on the similarities and

differences between ypdppaTta and otouxeta and on speaking and assessing statements that

" Especially commentaries on the Téxvn Tpappaticii of Dionysius Thrax.
2 [Longinus] Subl. 28.2.8 (on mepibpaocts).
2 See Grammatici Graeci 1.1, 6.4-13.
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may or may not be true. But mapaiveois \6” additionally raised for me the question of how

to identify the émiypadn (as reader) or attach it to the body of the text (as writer). How do
oTixes, oTixoL, and émiypadn provide protection (i.e., serve as dukaxni** and Telxos>) for
the text and the reader or the writer? The search for an answer led me on the one hand to
theoretical discussions of the different exegetical headings (which include the aitia Tfs
emypadfis and the related heading of “okomds™) and on the other hand to the actual
beginnings of different manuscripts of PJ. One of them—dAmbr. gr. 798—features an

allusion to an unexpected author.

Ambr. gr. 798 (O) is one of five versions of PJ whose beginnings include the phrase
“Noyos toToptkds”, and one of two among these five in which this phrase is accompanied

by a participle.”* In O, the first words® of PJ read

\6yos LoToplkds SMAGY THY UMY kal améTeEw®® Ths Umepaylas OeoTékov Kkal
deltmapBévov Maplas

2 See Sir 34:16, 34:23. All references to the Old Testament are to the Septuagint.

> See 11. 16.210ff.

2% The other manuscript with a participle as predicate of \oyos toTopikos is Vatic. gr. 455 (G, without 25.2-
39.9), A\dyos LoTopLkos Tod aylov TakdBov éEnyolpevos dmos THv €€ érayyelias yévvnowv €oxev 1
BeoTékos kal mepl Tob prnoTipos adTis *Iwonfd. The remaining three are: Ven. Marc. 363 (12™-13" ¢.)
(B) Mdyos LoTopLkos els TO yevéolov Ths vmepaylas Beotdkov, au[y]ypadels mapd *lakdpov Tod
adelpod Tob kupiov (Like O, B is a version of PJ that includes the prepositional phrase “katda 10 €60s”
between Méyov and €oTal (1.1). B is the only manuscript in which’ lakdBos is called “48e dpos Tob kupLod”
(see Gal 1:19)—thus defining toTopla and ioTopLkds through Gal 1:18 toTopficar Kndav); Paris gr. 1176
(12 or 13™¢.) (N) Tod dylov " TakdBou Tod ddeldobéov Noyos LoTopLkds eis TO yevéolov Tis vmepaylas
BeoToékov; Vindob. theol. gr. 123 (13"-14" ¢.) (I) \éyos LoTopikds els TO yevédrov Ths vTepaylas
BeoTdkou kal aetmapbévov Maplas; F.

336 syllables, 97 letters.

% On the phrase “cOMMNLS kal dméTeELs™, see St. John Chrystomos’ comment on Mt 1:18, in Catenae
Graecorum patrum in Novum Testamentum, vol. 1, ed. J. A. Cramer (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1840;
repr., 1967), 10.12-14 1) cOMiLs TapdSoEos- 1) 8¢ dmdTebls dvoikn. ovvgkel 8¢ TH prnoThpL 1
Maprap, 8id TO ovveokLaopévos yevéahal TNv yévvnaolv.

" Three of the nouns of this part of the introduction have counterparts in the body of the text—“\éyos™ (11.2,
24.2), cOMndts” (19.1), and “Maplas™ (19.2, 21.3).
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These words are followed by the prepositional phrase of the “shared” (fixed)

introduction and the first finite verb of the text.

The phrase “Adyos ... Sn\dV” occurs in several works of Aristotle,”® in the context of
discussions of definition (3pos)® and of the unity of a \oyos. Aristotle’s De Interpretatione
is incorporated into the texts of all versions of PJ through the verb ‘“npéunocev” (14.1),30
placed at the beginning of a description of Joseph’s as Staloyilopevos. This links the
heading of O (1.1) to the body of the text and aligns the direct object of SnA&v in 1.1 to the
subject(s) pondered by Joseph in —epl avaocTdoews vekpdr (suggested by an allusion to
2 Mcc 12:43 Staloyi{6pevos) and to the word on who would betray him’' (through
“mapadldovs aipa dOGov,” an allusion to the betrayal of Judas). The phrase in the
Analytica posteriora associates the heading of O with a definitinon of BpovTni—which aligns
the sentence to John 12:29, or associates the writer (25.1  Tak®pos), through Mark 3:17, with

the son of Zebedee.

The text of the heading of O does display acrostics, when the syllables are arranged in

lines of equal length, which point to examples for illustrating grammatical concepts.

8 Arist. Int. 17al5; An. post. 93b35, 39; and Top. 153al5.

? Commentaries on these passages explain 6pos by contrasting it with dpLopés.
3% Arist. Int. 16b21. For two definitions of fipepety, see Arist. Ph. 239al1.
*!'See Jn 13:18-30.
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A 9x4 syllables 4x9 syllables B
Al \oyos toTop AOyos LoTopLkOS SnAdY TV V|
L KOS Sn\GV cOMNGLY kal améTeEwy TH n
T ™Y oAb K s Umepaylas BeoTdkou v
a ol amoéTeé kal detmapbévov paplas S
L w THS vmep

aylas 0e

oTOKOU Kal

delaphé

vou paptas

Both acrostics lead to examples in Homer used in the grammarian literature for
clarifying grammatical concepts. “AitTal” associate text column A with Phoenix’s

description of “Prayers” in his answer to Achilles in [liad 9.”

kal ydp Te Atal elol 8Los kodpal peydloto,
7 € 7 ~ /7 9 9 ’
Xwhal Te pvoal Te TapaPAOTES T O0POANPW.

Phoenix’s speech contains a line with a composite of the verb used in the Téxvn of
Dionysius Thrax for clarifying the meaning and usage of the term “ypdppata’™—a
composite of the verb Eboat. This acrostic associates the heading of the manuscript with the

sentence with the substantivized infinitive “Tov ypddar Ty toToplav Tadtny” in 25.1—

through “Coypadetv”*—by pointing to an (etymological) explanation of “Coypddos.”*

<Lwypddos>: BOebkpLtos, IMotor (woypddor Tdakpiféa ypdupat’ Eypafar. ovx OTL
ypappatt xpfATar, aA\’ 6T TH ypadidt mpookaTa&ler. ypdar yap TO Edoat. ok
€xeL 8¢ TO L wpooyeypappévor. €oTl yap Hov {Hov Lpoypddos.

Through the allusion to Aristotle in the horizontal lines, the acrostic “vnvs™ in the

vertical line of column B points to the examples illustrating metaphor and “tongue”

32 11.9.502-3.
33 See 4 Mcc 17:7, 2 Mcc 2:29.
E.g., EM412.51-55.
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(yAdooa) in Aristotle’s Poetics.”> The acrostic associates the heading with a discussion of

wépn Aé€eos.

This manner of drawing on examples and combining them to define an unstated
signified corresponds to a form of teaching “xwpls 6pwr” (Avdlvots instead of Staipeots).

A demonstration of this method is given by Galen in Book Four of his “Tlept Stadopas

9936

obuypdr’™® (a book ending with a reference to Aristotle’s Analytica).”’

Galen begins his exposition on molelv Sidaokaiias “xopls OGpov” with a
comparison between the indicating of Td onpawdpeva TOV ovopdTwr (Lépn AéEews) by
“ralatol” and the clarifying (cadnvilewv) of phrases (\é€els) by ypappaTtikol (€€
étépas).®

avTol uev yap ot Tra)\aLOL prLg Gpov E‘I‘I’OLOUVTO TaS SLSQOKQ)\Lag EVSELKI/U}J_EI/OL Td
onuawoueva TOV ovoua'rwv wv E\eyor alTi TT] KATA TNV epunvaav 18¢q, kab’ nv
SnlovdTL kal TAS TAP ‘Oppo MEets damaci Te TOls dMots Talatols ot
vpappatikol cadnridovol. TO yap THSe TH Eppnrelq pfiTe cadpes €E EéTépas
evdnlov yivetar, kabdmep éml Tob Tloupes, év pev yap TH, miouvpes EpLavyerves
{mmot cades 008émw TO onpuavdpnevéy EoTwy, év pévtol 7O Evfer Téooapa uév odke
elhov, Solpata 8’ OkTo, kal mlovpas kvvéas,” etdniov EyéveTo. TeTTApwy Yap
Svtov TOV kaBomhilopévor, Gomep odkn Téooapa \aBetv avTols dnoiv, oUTw Kal
mepltkedalalas Téooapas.

Bound together by év T(, agreement in case, number, and gender, and through
juxtaposition, and paralleled to a line from Homer’s other work (€v ... T® ‘€vbev .... kal
miovpas kuvéas’), the three words Tioupes, éplatxeves, and (oL suggest that the first

phrase illustrating the usage of “mioupes” is a quotation of the second half of a verse in Iliad

% See Arist. Poet. 1457b10.

3% See Galen, De differentia pulsuum libri iv, in Claudii Galeni Opera Omnia, vol. 8, ed. by C. G. Kiihn
(Leipzig: Knobloch 1824; repr., Hildesheim: Olms, 1965), 491-765.

37 See Galen, De differentia pulsuum, 764-65.

3 Galen, De differentia pulsuum, 715.11-716.6.

¥ See Od. 22.110-11 évbev Téooapa pév adke’ EEele, dovpata & okTd / kal mlovpas Kuvéas
xaAkfpeas trmodaceias.
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23. The selected verse® belongs to the account of Achilles’ placing the dead Patroclus on

the funerary pyre; it is the numerical middle (the seventh of thirteen lines) of a segment of

the narrative framed by two prepositional phrases with év.*!

€v 8¢ mupf) VTATY vekpov Bécav dxvipevoL Kip
mol\a 8¢ {dpra pila kal eiNimodas éltkas Bods
mpdobe mupfs €depdr Te kal dudemov: ék § dpa TAvTOV
Snpov Elov ékdlvle vékvy peyddupos ~AxIANeVS
ég T68as €k kebalfs, ﬂepl 8¢ dpata chpaTa viet.
€v & étibel péiTos Kkal a)\ac{)a‘rog auc{)tc{)opnag,
Trpog Kexea kAlvov: mlovpas & épLalxevas {mmous
eoovuevmg evgBaM\e Tuph ueya)\a oTevaXLva
vvéa TG ye dvakTL Tpamelfies kives noav

kal pev TOV évéBalle mupt 8vo delpoTopnoas
Sbdeka 8¢ Tpdwv ueyaef)umv viéas éce)\oi)g

Xa)\Km Sntowv KaKa 8¢ dpeal unideto epya

¢v 8¢ mupods évos Nke oLdfpeov, Sbpa VEROLTO

The passage centering on the verse with mioupas* has two immediate parallels
(based on cross-references through diction)—the washing, anointing, and covering of
Patroclus with a soft linen cloth, followed by his being placed on a couch, which is recounted

in 18.343-67, and the preservation of Hector’s flesh by Aphrodite and Apollo, recounted in

123171,
#! Repetition of the preposition év with the verb Ti8évar (11. 165, 70) suggests an additional division of the text
into two equally long parts (six and a half lines, 23.165-71 (100 syllables) and 171-77 (104 syllables).
*2 The number of the types of offerings placed by Achilles on the pyre or cast into it is the same ([LétTos Kal
delpaTos] dpdidopiies, épLatxeves {mmot, Tpamelfies kives, and Tpdov peyadipov viéas EoBrovs).
“ImmoL,” in “mlovpes épratyeves {mrmol” (1. 171), is the only noun modified by two adjectives in the same
case; Tloupes, interpreted as a numeral, is the first of four numerals in the account (the other three are évvéa in
1. 173, 800 in 1. 174, and 8c6eka in 1. 175) and the only one that is inflected (and declinable) (acc. pl.). But
since two of the numerals apply to one category («kUves [or viéas]), bound together as a sum (deduction), and
€vvéa can limit either peyda or kvvéas, it is unclear for at least one category how many were placed on or
cast into the pyre (and for the three others the number of those who were not slain). At first glance, it is the
number of dpudLdopfies that has to become “¢E éTépas ednlov” (as Galen puts it). The genitives peiTos
kal ale{dpaTos suggest that there is an even number of jars (stressing kat), a different jar for either liquid—
provided that peXitos does modify dpudidophies (which is not necessarily the case). But it is also possible that
miovpas (1. 171) modifies dpdimophas (1. 170) (through UmepBaTév) since the adjective is in agreement with
the last word of either line—apdLpopfias in line 170, {mmous in line 171. In this case (supported by a
parallelism between péiitos kal dieldpaTos dpdidophas ... mloupas and Tpdov peyadipov viéas
€a0Mo?s) the category without a number (but like dpdidpopnas and viéas with an adjective) is {mmot, not
apdropfies.
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23.184-191. The three passages are connected through Achilles’ vow in 18.333-42,* until

the fulfillment of which Patroclos lies at the side of the beaked ships.**

In Iliad 23.170, the words cited by Galen in the nominative are in the accusative case.
But they are also represented in the nominative in Homer, although not together as in the line
in Iliad 23—“m{oupes” occurs two times in the Odyssey™ (in addition to the verse quoted by
Galen); “¢pLadyevas (mmovs” occurs one time in the Iliad.*® This division of the two

phrases reflects the division of the words in Iliad 23 through the particle “5¢”’.

The phrase “épLavxevas (mmous” (in the nom.) associates the funeral scene with a
description of Agamemnon in Iliad 11.* By combining the two passages (the one

2

represented through the substantivized phrase “t6 ...” with the three elements, the other
through the nominative), Galen—or the author of his example—suggests that Patroclus

corresponds to a “desired charioteer,” and draws a comparison between Agamemnon and the

fire.

* See 11. 18.333-43 viv & &mel o, [ldTpokhe, oed DoTepos el T yalav /ol g€ Tplv kTeptd, Tplv y
" "EkTopos év0d8’ évetkat / Telxed kal kepa iy, peyadipov oelo dovios: / dddeka 8¢ mpomdpoLde
mupfis dmodetpoTopnion / Tpdwv dylaa Tékva, aéBev kTapévoro xohwdels. / Tébpa 8¢ pol Tapd vnuol
kopwviol keloeal altos, / dpdl 8¢ o¢ Tpwal kal Aapdavides Babdikormol / khaloovTal vikTas Te Kal
AraTa 8dkpu xéovaat, / Tas avTol kapdpeoda Bindl Te dovpl Te pakpd, / melpas mépbovTe TONELS
HepOTWY AvlpdToy.

*See I1. 18.338.

¥ See Od. 5.70-71 kpijvar & EEeins mloupes péov U8aTL Aevkd, / TAnolar aAANoY TeTpappévat
AMNUBLS dANN, 16.249 ék 8¢ Zduns mlovpés Te kal elkool dGTes Eaoty.

“See 1. 11.151.

Y11 11.147-62 Tovs pév €ac’ 6 8 601 mheloTal kKhovéovTo ddhayyes,/TH p évépova’, dpa 8 d\lot
evkviudes “Axatol, / melol pév melovs hekov dedyovTas dvdykn /immels § immhas, UTo 8¢ odLoLy
opTo Kkovin / ék medlov, TV wpoav EplySovTol mhdes (mmov, / xa kd SnidwvTes. dTdp kpelwy
TAyapépvov / alév dmokTelvov émeT T Apyelolol kekelov. / os & 8Te mhp didnlov év dEl g éuméon
U\, /mdrty T eldvddor drepos dépet, ol 8¢ Te Bdpvol / mpdppLlol TTTOUCLY émELydpevol TupdS
Oppiy / Os dp” O ATpeldy’ Ayapépvovt mimTe kdpnyva / Tpdov devydvtav, Tolol & éptalxeves
{mmoL /kelv' Sxea kpoTdhilov dva mToAépoLo yedipas, / ridxovs mobéovTes duipovas: ol & &ml
yain / kelaTo, yimeoowv molb GpidTepol §) ddyoloLv.
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in the line selected from the Odyssey, is not clarified

9

The meaning of “mlovpes,’
through the words of the quotation, but derived enthymematically from a combination of the
items taken by Telemachus from the storeroom and by the list of men for whom they are
meant (together with the number of items per person). Galen highlights several words in
Odyssey 22 through his own interpretation (paraphrase) of individual “tongues” (yAoooat),
for example by rendering TeUxewv as kabBomAllewv and kvvéa as mepikedalatia. Through
links in the narrative, the adjective “miovpes” in the description of Calypso’s cave (Od. 5)
points to Eboat (i.e., ypasair). Associated with old age and death, and with losing strength,

this then provides a comment on the narrative in Iliad 23.

This method of combining phrases in one statement requires preserving the exact

form and sequence of the individual phrases.

PJ has not fared well with modern, scholarly readers (see Chapter 2). This is
certainly also the case because we are not trained to search for—or pay attention to—
elements of the text included by the authors of the different versions to assist the reader in
assessing the quality of the copy, identifying the main reference works, and determining its
subject matter, or in expanding “concise” sentences. The author of P.J points to the concepts
related to ypdppata and oTouxela by referring to toTopia (discussed in Chapter 3).

‘IoTopla is linked to the correction of texts (8t6pfwots) and to dvdlvots; this is a point
particularly stressed in P. Bodmer 5 (Chapter 4). The references to toTopia in PJ lead to
sentences problematizing authorship and the identification of sources through headings or
descriptions of the content or to passages with grammatical concepts; in both categories, the

selected sources connect as intertexts the individual statements with the term toTopia to each
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other. Even inconspicuous elements of the text, such as the seemingly generic endings,

function as reminders of grammatical teachings and as commentaries on Scriptural examples

of reading and writing (Chapter 5).



Chapter 2

Author and Text

The text that is now called the Protevangelium Iakobi (PJ),"® and usually dated to the
period between the last quarter of the second and the beginning of the third centuries AD, is
ascribed to a James (" Idkopos),” identified in the individual manuscripts either as James the
Apostle® or as “0 ddehdpobéos”,”! the archbishop of Jerusalem.>® Distinct ruptures in the
flow of the narrative, marked by abrupt changes in style and narrative focus, would suggest
to any reader—especially one schooled in classical literary theory—that the text must have
had other authors besides James. Yet, despite possible doubts about the specifically
apostolic authorship of the treatise, PJ has been declared “apocryphal” only in the West™: in

the Eastern churches, it appears to have been accepted relatively soon after its composition as

part of Scriptural tradition (mapddoots) in a technical (grammatical) sense.

* The title is not original. Introduced by G. Postel (1510-81), it appears for the first time in M. Neander’s
edition of the Greek version, published by him as an appendix to his Catechesis Martini Lutheri parva graeco-
latina (Basle, 1564), 356-92.

* See Mss G, H, F°, R 1.1. For a list of sigla, see E. de Strycker, La forme la plus ancienne du Proévangile de
Jacques: Recherches sur le papyrus Bodmer 5, avec une édition critique du texte Grec et une traduction
annotée (Brussels: Société des Bollandistes, 1961), 30-35.

0 See Mss P,M1.1.

1 See Mss A, D, N 1.1. James is called “brother of the Lord” only once, in Ms B.

52 See Mss A, P1.1.

>3 See Decretum Gelasianum (PL 59.162A), where an “Evangelium nomine Iacobi Minoris, apocryphum” is
listed in the “notitia librorum apocryphorum qui non recipiuntur”.

21
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The acceptance of PJ by the Church, evidenced by its liturgical and iconographical

influence along with the attribution of the work to " Idkwpos and the tradition of the text in
its extant form, indicates that PJ as a whole was judged to be the genuine work and word of
the apostle despite the seemingly strong evidence to the contrary. Additionally, the events
and persons were considered worthy of memory, and the writing useful. This raises the
question: Why was PJ originally recognized as part of the apostolic tradition while other

seemingly comparable works were not?

PJ and Early Christian Literature

By the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, scholars had become more skeptical, not
only about PJ’s apostolic origin but also about other aspects of the text. Cullmann
categorized the work as an apocryphal “infancy gospel,”* Van Stempevoort as a Christian
midrash.”®> Their positions are reflections of a still prevalent view: first, that P.J is a New
Testament dmékpudor, whose author rewrites the canonical infancy stories, expanding the
material given in Matthew and Luke by adding (largely ‘legendary’) material about the
conception, birth, and education of Mary; and second, that the author was just trying to put
before the eyes of the “simple faithful” God’s miraculous interventions in history and to
satisty their curiosity about Mary, a person about whom the canonical gospels say

comparatively little. According to this view, then, no aspiration towards doctrinal teaching

** See O. Cullman, “Infancy Gospels,” in E. Hennecke and W. Schneemelcher (eds.), New Testament
Apocrypha, vol. 1, rev. ed. (Louisville, KY: Westminster / John Knox Press), 414-39.

> See P. A. van Stempevoort, “The Protevangelium Jacobi: The Sources of its Theme and Style and their
Bearing on its Date,” Studia Evangelica 3 (1964): 410-26.
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could really be imputed to the author. Nevertheless, the text does have a theological

(apologetic) dimension: the emphasis on Mary’s perpetual virginity indicates that the author
was responding to Jewish anti-Christian polemics and to intra-Christian debates in the second

half of the second century AD.

This now traditional view of the text can be challenged in several ways. One may
question the usefulness of the category ‘“New Testament apocrypha” for describing such
treatises: one may support the trend that sees PJ as a Christological rather than a
Mariological work, or one may argue against referring to it as an “infancy gospel” in the first
place.”® PJ defies the notion that “apocryphal Christian literature” should be defined by an
unordered and irregular transmission of the texts in the absence of any canonizing
authority.”’ Even in contrast to other “apocryphal” writings, the work’s manuscript tradition
is remarkably uniform. There are only two versions—one shorter (represented by the
manuscript that I am discussing—P. Bodmer 5) and one longer, which includes Joseph’s
vision and Salome’s prayer, and is more or less the text of the other extant manuscripts.
Thus, PJ’s comparatively stable and burgeoning manuscript tradition makes it difficult to

maintain that the treatise is “apocryphal” in this sense.

The uniformity of the later manuscript tradition may be explained by the Church’s

liturgical commemoration of both the birth and the presentation of Mary, which can be traced

%6 See J. Allen, “The Protevangelium of James as an ‘Historia’: The Insufficiency of the ‘Infancy Gospel’
Category,” Society of Biblical Literature Seminar Papers 30 (1991): 508-17.

STE. Junod, “La littérature apocryphe chrétienne constitue-t-elle un object d’études?” Revue des études
anciennes 93 (1991): 397-414 at 404. In defining what constitutes an apokruphon, Junod does not specify
whose authority warrants that a written text is handed on without alterations. The context suggests that he
thinks of an institutionalized (regulated) system of text production.
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back to the sixth century.”® P.J happens to be the only earlier source that mentions the events

celebrated in these festivals. We have at least, therefore, a sixth-century testimony to the
work’s acceptance—and therefore preservation—by the Church. But this does not explain
why PJ might have been recognized, either then or earlier, as the work of an apostle.

959

Seemingly comparable works of early “Christian apocryphal literature™” were not so well

regarded.

Certainly, P.J was not preserved solely because it presented information about Mary
seemingly found nowhere else (at least not in the same detail) or because its attribution to an
apostle and disciple made the work valuable in itself and mandated that the work be handed
on without corruption. At the time when PJ was composed and began to circulate, there
were other Christian apocryphal writings whose authors, claiming to be apostles, “disclosed”
to their audiences information about the events and characters found in the Scriptures or
revealed words of the Lord, hitherto known only to a few. Yet these texts did not enjoy the
same long-lasting liturgical influence as PJ nor were they transmitted in unaltered fashion—

if in fact they were transmitted at all.

Apostolic Attribution

PJ’s attribution is especially surprising since the narrator really makes no claim to

being an apostle. That PJ is the work of James, one of the twelve, or perhaps even of James

%% On the early history of the feasts of the Nativity of Mary and of her Entry into the Temple, see A. P. Jounel,
“The Veneration of Mary”, in A. G. Martimort et al., The Church at Prayer, vol. 4, The Liturgy and Time, new
ed. (Collegeville, Minnesota: Liturgical Press, 1986), 130-50 (esp. 130f.).

> For a definition, see Junod, “La littérature apocryphe chrétienne,” 401-8.
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the Just, the “brother of the Lord,” is simply suggested by the writer’s name—* " IdkonBos”,

by a statement locating the writing of “this Aistoria” in Jerusalem at the time of the death of
Herod, and by an “apostolic” greeting—all in the last chapter of the work. While none of
these features is conclusive evidence for lakobos’ identity, a syntactical parallelism between
the referent of an oracular response in 24.4 [48.13]—ostensibly Symeon the Elder**—and
this " IdkoBos (25.1 [49.1-2]) could give some credence to the attribution of P. Bodmer 5 to
James the Just. An implied comparison suggests that the oracular response with which the
narrative ends concerns not only Symeon but also ' IdkoBos; implicitly, ' IdkoBos is thereby
described as a person who, like Zechariah’s successor, saw “the Christ of the Lord™®' and

was chosen by lot for Zechariah’s place.

PJ’s James does not claim to be an apostle, however: he introduces himself merely as
a “’Idkopos™—a “son (descendant) of "TakwB —without adding any other epithet, quite
unlike the way in which the author of the letter of James introduces himself ( IdkoBos 6eoD
kal kupiov 'Inood XpLoTod 8013)\03‘)62 or Paul refers to James in the letter to the Galatians (
"IdkoBos O ade dds Tob kuplov).” Nor does he compare himself to Symeon. A
relationship between Symeon and Iakobos is suggested merely by the proximity of their
names in the manuscript, and the applicability of the xpnopds to both Symeon and James,
the apostle. But this connection is tenuous, since the epilogue is not firmly attached to the
narrative—for example, it does not contain any information (at least none that is immediately

apparent) that clearly identifies “n} loTopla alTn”, written in Jerusalem (25.1 [49.2-3]), as

0 See Lk 2:22-35. All references to the New Testament are to the Mehrheitstext.
' Cf. P. Bodmer 5 24.4 [48.16-49.1] “Tov XPN ev capkt.”
62
Jas 1:1.
% Gal 1:19.
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the narrative that begins in 1.1 [1.3-4] with the words “Joachim was a very rich man” and

ends in 24.4 [49.1] with the falling of the lot on Symeon. Thus, based on the information in
the epilogue alone, the traditional attribution of P.J to an apostle, let alone to James the Just,

seems to be conjecture rather than certainty.

The Modern View

The question of P.J’s attribution and the meaning of references to “mapddoots”™ in
early testimonies to the text has received relatively little attention in modern scholarship on
PJ. The main focus has been on reconstructing the Redaktionsgeschichte (and the date) and
on determining the subject matter and models of the work (e.g., the relationship to midrash®
or to the classical novel®). In the modern secondary literature, the question of P.J’s author is

closely tied to that of the genesis of the written text.

The Genesis of the Text

Three main theories on the composition of PJ have been proposed in the last one

hundred years. At the heart—and beginning—of the scholarly debate is what Emile de

9566

Strycker called the “theory of three documents,”” that is, Harnack’s suggestion that the text

of PJ (known to him only in its longer version) consists of three originally independent

%4 E.g., see E. Cothenet, “Le Protévangile de Jacques: origine, genre et signification d’ un premier midrash
chrétien sur la Nativité de Marie,” ANRW 2.25.6 (1988): 4252-69.

65 See O. Ehlen, Leitbilder und romanhafte Ziige in apokryphen Evangelientexten: Untersuchungen zur Motivik
und Erzdhlstruktur (anhand des Protevangelium Jacobi und der Acta Pilati Graec. B),
Alterumswissenschaftliches Kolloquium, 9 (Stuttgart: Steiner, 2004).

% See E. de Strycker, “Le Protévangile de Jacques: Problémes critiques et exégétiques,” Studia Evangelica 3
(1964): 339-59 at 342, 344; Cothenet, “Le Protévangile de Jacques,” 4258.
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documents strung together by a redactor in the middle of the fourth century AD. These

documents are what Harnack calls a Nativity of Mary (chapters 1-17); an Apocryphum
losephi (chapters 18-20; in P. Bodmer 5 in an abbreviated form); and an Apocryphum
Zachariae (chapters 22-24)—each of which centers on a different protagonist (Mary, Joseph,
and Zechariah, respectively).®’ Except for de Strycker, who argues for PJ’s original unity
(he maintains that most of P.J was composed at the same time),’® most scholars have adopted
Harnack’s view, although with slight adjustments to take into account the differences
between the “longer” and the “shorter” version of PJ, which became available with the
publication, in 1958,69 of P. Bodmer 5, so far the oldest extant manuscript of PJ. The
chapters Harnack assigned to the Apocryphum losephi are now widely held to be part of the
Nativity of Mary (chapters 1-20),” while chapters 22-24 continue to be considered a (more or

less) separate narrative revolving around the murder of Zechariah.

The addition of chapters 18-20—the story of the Nativity in the cave—to Harnack’s
Nativity of Mary is not accepted unanimously,”’ mainly because the genesis of PJ’s text is no
longer seen as the composition of a text from independent treatises (Harnack’s suggestion),

but as the gradual expansion of a basic document comprising either chapters 1-17 or chapters

67 See Cothenet, “Le Protévangile de Jacques,” 4259.

% See de Strycker, “Le Protévangile de Jacques: Problémes critiques et exégétiques,” 352, 342.

% See M. Testuz (ed.), Papyrus Bodmer 5: Nativité de Marie (Cologny-Genéve: Bibliotheca Bodmeriana,
1958).

7 For chapters 1-20 see O. Cullman, “The Protevangelium of James”, in “Infancy Gospels,” 421-39 at 424 (chs.
1-20); and Cothenet, “Le Protévangile de Jacques,” 4258; for chapters 1-16 (and 25) see Testuz, Papyrus
Bodmer 5: Nativité de Marie.

' See E. de Strycker, La forme la plus ancienne du Protévangile de Jacques (Brussels: Société des
Bollandistes, 1961), 393.
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1-20. Even though this new conception of the redaction of P.J constitutes an (at least

partial) departure from the theory of the three documents, Harnack’s partition still influences
the interpretation of PJ, since many scholars continue to define the boundaries of each of
PJ’s individual parts based on whomever they consider to be that part’s main protagonist.
With few exceptions, the person held to unify, and thus delimit, PJ’s basic document is
Mary—an interpretation that suggests itself, considering that a reference to Mary (her proper

name and/or a title) appears in the headings of all of PJ/’s manuscripts.

Whether PJ’s hypothetical core document includes or excludes chapters 18-20
depends to a large degree on how individual scholars evaluate Mary’s role in P.J’s basic
narrative. Read mariologically, PJ’s core document is a “Life of Mary,”” an encomium
exalting Mary’s purity for apologetic reasons’*; consequently, it ends with chapter 17. Read
Christologically, the document includes chapters 18-20, since only then does the “Mary
narrative” (chapters 1-17) build up to—and culminate in—the description of the events in

and at the cave.

72 See Cullmann, “The Protevangelium of James”. Although chapter 16 would seem to be a more logical
conclusion of the “Mary narrative” (chapter 17 begins with an allusion to the beginning of the infancy story in
Luke), Harnack included chapter 17 in his Genesis Marias, because the diction changes in chapter 18 from the
third to the first person. Chapters 18-20 also have in common that the reported events take place at the same
location (the cave) and that the midwives are present.

3 De Strycker, Le Protévangile de Jacques: Problémes critiques et exégétiques, 351-2. In his argument for
PJ’s original unity de Strycker stresses that the account of the “Nativity in the cave” is a logical continuation of
this hagiographical “Life of Mary;” but he also makes it clear that he believes that the author of P.J is primarily
interested in Mary, not in Jesus (354).

" See Cothenet, Le Protévangile de Jacques, 4263, 4268, and 4254; de Strycker, Le Protévangile de Jacques:
Problemes critiques et éxégetiques, 354; P. A. van Stempvoort, “The Protevangelium Jacobi, the Sources of its
Theme and Style and their Bearing on its Date,” Studia Evangelica 3 (1964): 410-26 at 410-11, 413-15; H. R.
Smid, Protevangelium Jacobi: A Commentary (Assen: Van Gorcum, 1965), 15-17; O. Cullmann, “The
Protevangelium of James,” in E. Hennecke and W. Schneemelcher, New Testament Apocrypha, rev. ed.
(Louisville, KY: Westminster Press, 1991), 1:421-39 at 424-25.



29
The method of assessing a narrative’s unity by the presence (or absence) of a main

character is used not only for delimiting a text, but also for singling out sections thought to
belong to other narratives—or considered to be narratives in their own right—since they
revolve around persons other than the perceived main protagonist. PJ 22-24 is such a
“foreign” element: the chapters are set apart from the preceding narrative by a different main
protagonist and a changed theme—the narrative no longer centers on the Nativity at the cave
but on Herod’s murder of Zechariah. Both Harnack and the supporters of the theory of an
additive composition of PJ conclude from this break in the narrative that the story of the
murder of Zechariah, told in chapters 22-24, was added to an already existing, independent
document. But they disagree on when these texts were merged: according to Harnack,
chapters 22-24 and two other independent treatises were joined together at the same time
(resulting in the longer version of PJ); according to his opponents, these chapters were
attached to an independent, rudimentary version of PJ some time after it had come into
existence. The latter group is divided by its stance on the validity of Harnack’s view on
chapters 22-24: while one side maintains that the story of the murder of Zechariah already
circulated as an independent treatise before it was added to equally independent works, the
other conceives of it as a new account, composed of material taken from existing Zechariah

traditions and written as a continuation of P.J’s original narrative.

For the most part, the notion underlying both theories—namely that the murder of
Zechariah, recounted in chapters 22-24, is not an integral part of the narrative in chapters 1-

20—has not been seriously challenged. A noteworthy exception is the suggestion that PJ
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had an “original redactional unity,” a thesis de Strycker presented first in 19617 and then

again in 1964.”° On both occasions, de Strycker argued that the longer of P.J’s two extant
versions represents the work’s original (that is, its “oldest”) form and that P.J had not been
composed in stages but at a distinct point in time. What makes this theory stand out against
the other two reconstructions of P.J’s redaction history is not de Strycker’s insistence that PJ
as a whole was created at the same time, but rather his claim that the entire narrative, and not

just chapters 22-24, was a newly written and unified work.

De Strycker defends this view by arguing that Harnack’s three documents are
interconnected building blocks of the same narrative—which rules out the notion that they
were at one time autonomous. The individual parts of the narrative are interrelated in two
ways—by imitation of plot; and by central character (Mary). The narrative adheres, from
chapter 10 on, to the story-line(s) of the canonical infancy gospels—from the annunciations
of the births of John (10.2) and Jesus (11.1-3; 14.2), through the Nativity, to the Presentation
in the Temple (implied in 21.1 and 24.4). The order in which the events of the narrative are
arranged follows the sequence of events in the canonical infancy gospels: this suggests that
PJ’s seemingly separate parts are linked. De Strycker acknowledges that there are two
narratives in P.J, one encompassing chapters 1 to 20 and centering on Mary, the other
consisting of chapters 21 to 24 and revolving around Zechariah. But he stresses that what
Harnack considered to be separate narratives—the Apocryphum losephi (chapters 18-20; in
P. Bodmer 5 in an abbreviated form) and the Apocryphum Zachariae (chapters 22-24)—are

part of a larger whole, a narrative in which a group, consisting of Jesus, Mary, and Joseph,

7> See de Strycker, La forme la plus ancienne du Protévangile de Jacques, 392-404.
76 See E. de Strycker, “Le Protévangile de Jacques: Problémes critiques et exégétiques,” 351-2.
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plays the central role.”” Their journey from the cave (17.1-3), into Judea (21.1), and

eventually to Jerusalem (implied by 24.4), redirects the focus of the narrative from the

Nativity (chapters 17-20) to the Presentation in the Temple (implied by 24.4).

Implied Author and Audience

All three modern theories on the creation of PJ reflect the same opinion about the
person who assembled and completed its text, judging him by PJ’s perceived shortcomings
as a narrative. The writer who is implied—as a redactor—by the theories that describe P.J as
a composite of three or two narratives did not select texts that fit the theme and plot indicated
by the title and content of the original “Nativity of Mary.” He chose narratives centered on
persons that appear in the original text (Joseph and Zechariah) and arranged them in
chronological sequence, but did not sufficiently connect these building blocks to create a
coherent whole. As the author of a conclusion to an already existing narrative, the writer
failed to “fill out” the narrative outlined in the title and bring the original narrative to a
logical conclusion. Finally, as the author of an entirely new narrative, PJ’s writer did not
prepare the end in advance, was verbose—since he added a long excursus without clear

connection to the rest of the narrative—and ended abruptly.

This view of PJ and its author implies that the story’s first audiences received
favorably the work not primarily because of any independently verifiable (i.e., demonstrable)

historicity of the reported events, or its cogent plot, or a convincing argument supported by

" See de Strycker, “Le Protévangile de Jacques: Problémes critiques et exégétiques,” 352.
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proofs (e.g., from Scripture). Rather, they believed in the historicity of the writer and

considered his name and the information about the circumstances under which he wrote
sufficient to guarantee the truthfulness of the account—which otherwise would be
implausible, contradictory, and unattested—or (leaving aside the question of historicity) they

judged the story to provide useful (edifying) teachings on virtue.

The modern notion that PJ was copied and became more widely known despite the
limited (and ambiguous) information about the author found in the treatise and despite the
apparent inconsistencies and exaggerations marring the narrative rests on two—more or less
unquestioned—assumptions about P.J’s early reception. First, the narrative’s audiences
consistently overlooked (consciously or unconsciously) those elements of this “mixed”
account—composed of traditional and new material (invented or of recent memory)—that
challenged seeing the work as a truthful (objective) historical narrative or a fictional account
exalting virtuous individuals. Second, the individuals who received and commissioned
copies of P.J used less exacting standards in their study and criticism of the text’® than many
of their contemporaries would have done in similar situations—whether they were like the
Athenians in Acts” interested in hearing of a new teaching or like the members of the

synagogue in Beroea searching the Scriptures to see whether it was as Paul said.*’

There were certainly some—perhaps even many—among those who encountered the

story at an early stage in its life who were quick to believe that what they heard was either

78 Cf. B. M. Metzger, “The Practice of Textual Criticism among the Church Fathers,” Studia Patristica 12
(1975): 340-49.

7 See Acts 17:17-21.

% Acts 17:11.
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true or false. But that the preservation of the text of PJ in its extant forms resulted from—

and depended on—a consistently uncritical reading of the narrative by its audiences, as the
modern view of the work suggests, seems highly unlikely in the cultural and educational
context of the second and third centuries AD—not least because the modern view that P.J’s
author is wanting as writer and as exegete runs counter to the assertion that he wrote for

didactic or apologetic reasons.

Any author writing in the period could expect (and thus anticipate) that his execution
of compositional and exegetical (technical) tasks would undergo close scrutiny—
independently of the audience or purpose for which he wrote. Systematic criticism of a
narrative was not the prerogative of a small group of highly educated individuals. Students
began to acquire the skills necessary for assessing the qualities of texts like P.J as narratives
already at a relatively early stage of their education, through “mpoyvpuvdopaTa” in the
schools of the grammarians.®® These preliminary exercises prepared the student for the

composition and critical assessment of narratives in the schools of the rhetoricians,* where

81 Contemporary treatises written on the preliminary exercises (Tpoyvpuvdopara) show that students, after
learning how to paraphrase and to compose fables (u06ot) and narratives (StnyfpaTa), advanced to the
exercises of refutation (dvackevn]) and confirmation (kaTaokevr]) of narratives (e.g., fables or myths) and
“fictional” elements in historical accounts (on the latter, see Quint. /nst. 2.4.19). In gathering their material for
avaokevn and kaTaokevt, the students learned to employ headings (keddlaia). With the material thus
found, they were to argue for or against a narrative by discussing its brevity (cvvtopia), clarity (cadpnveLa),
and credibility (miBavdTns) with respect to as many of its “elements” (e.g., action, person, time, location) as
possible.

2 E.g., see Aclius Theon, Progymnasmata, in Rhetores Graeci, vol. 2, edited by L. Spengel (Leipzig: Teubner,
1854; repr., 1966), 59-130 at 60.
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narratives were composed, refuted (those of the opponent) and defended (one’s own) as part

of the composition of (mostly) juridical or deliberative speeches.®

In both contexts, practice in composition was accompanied by training in evaluating
examples (TapadelypaTa) illustrating the precepts of the art. Guided by the teacher in their
study of authoritative examples, the students learned not only to search for and discover
violations of an established standard but also to determine the reasons for these perceived
apapTipaTa. Authors who included in their own works material from other written sources
thus subjected themselves to two types of criticism: they were evaluated both as exegetes and
judges of stylistic and argumentative models and as writers who selected and placed their
material where they considered it most useful for attaining an argumentative goal.*® From
the point of view of classical rhetorical theory a work’s didactic and apologetic effectiveness
hinges more on such technical aspects—and on the skill of the reader (reciter)—than on what
audiences may or may not know about its actual author. What counts argumentatively is the
ethical, not the actual character of the speaker—that is, the noos created in and through the
Aoyos of which the narrative is a part, since a listener’s perception of the knowledgability

and trustworthiness (i.e., virtue) of an author—while influenced (positively or negatively) by

% In speeches, the narrative prepares the argumentation by describing crucial proofs in a manner later exploited
in the argumentation. (Standard examples are the stories of the death of Ajax (see RhetHer) and the death of
Clytemnestra.)

% If PJ’s author aimed at defending the antiquity of the Christian religion against “pagans” while distancing
himself from Gnostics and their myths, he had to show rhetorical versatility and demonstrate knowledge of
teachings since this task requires a re-interpretation of the history of the past and explanation of puvoTpLa;
knowledge of ypappaTiky] and of the law is necessary to argue against Marcionites and Jews (which requires
defending an exegetical method for “opening” the Scriptures).
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preconceived views on author or subject matter™—also results from the author’s

argumentation and utilization of proofs (including the interpretation of testimonies and his

character and Td6os).

References to PJ by authors such as Origen of Alexandria and Epiphanius of Salamis
indicate that the work was used in discussions of theological questions. “Hostile” or
“envious”—or even simply contentious—readers would certainly have looked for—and
criticized—any perceived or real weaknesses of the narrative as a literary composition and
used the author’s misinterpretations or omissions of written proofs and laws to demonstrate
by what kind of teachers and “Noyos” Christians—either as a whole or within a particular
branch—are swayed to worship that which is not or to worship a god other than the one their
fathers knew. If PJ were as vulnerable to criticism as it seems to modern readers, the text
would provide material for a well-argued (irrefutable) speech demonstrating—from the
authentic words of an apostle—that Christians believe in mAdopaTa or false testimonies.
The ecclesiastical recognition of such an argumentatively “weak” \oyos as the work of a
disciple and apostle—taken to its logical conclusion—would imply that Jesus is not “the

Christ, the Son of God”*® and, therefore, did not “reveal the Father.”’

% The importance attributed to pre-conceived notions (about a particular case and the persons involved,
including the speaker) is reflected by the instructions on the composition of introductions and conclusions, and
the definition of the types of cases (genera causarum) in manuals of classical rhetoric.
86

Mt 16:17.
8 Mt 11:27; Lk 10:22; see Jn 14:7, 9; and Jn 1:18. Notice Clement of Alexandria, St. 6.15.122.1-2, discussed
in J. Danielou, “Recherche et tradition chez les péres,” Studia Patristica 12 (1975): 3-13 at 8-9.
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Title

One of the more important arguments for the negative judgment about the author and
his work in the modern scholarly literature—and the corresponding view of the audience—is
a perceived mismatch between the story of the “Death of Zechariah” and the title of PJ.
Because a work called Genesis (or Gennesis) Marias recounts the “nativity” (yéveotis) of
Mary and her “coming-into-being” (10 yiyvecOot) as mother of the “king of the Jews” (22.1)
and of the Christ (22.2, 24.4),88 the title does not leave room for, or does not require, the

story of the murder of Zechariah.

But this argument lacks a solid foundation, since it is based on a short, “generic” title

that seems to reflect the manuscript tradition—but is not actually attested.

Only two versions of PJ have a “formal” title (i.e., a title without references to the
text as “Aéyos”, “loTopla”, or “dufynois”—Paris. gr. 1468 (11" ¢.) and P. Bodmer 5.
While the titles of PJ in Paris gr. 1468 and P. Bodmer 5 are not the same, they begin with
almost identical phrases—“yévvnois paptas” (Paris gr. 1468) and “yéveois paptas” (P.
Bodmer 5). “Téveats” appears in the introduction of only one of the other manuscripts;®’
however, the noun “yévvnols” is also represented in the introductions of six other
manuscripts. Since both titles include the name “Mapta” in the genitive, this seems to imply

that “yévvnois paptas” is the work’s original (and, therefore, authoritative) title. Both

“yéveols paplas” and “yévvnois paplas”™ are translated (without distinction) as “Nativity

% Mary is visible in the narrative until the end of the nativity story in 20.3 (the angel’s order to Salome); after
that, she appears briefly, as the mother of the little child, at the end of the story of the Adoration of the Magi (in
21.3) and for the last time, as Maria, in the story of the Sign of the Manger (in 22.2).

¥ Vatic. Gr. 455 (Ms F®), described as “loTopla " TakdBov €is v yéveowr Ths mavaylas 8eoTdkov”.
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of Mary*“ (De Nativitate Mariae). This short title (seemingly original) and the title

Protevangelium lacobi (stemming from the sixteenth century) are usually the ones used to

refer to (and describe) the narrative in the modern secondary literature on the work.

The different etymological explanations of the two verbs “yevv®” and “ywv®”, and
discussions of the terms “yéveots” and “yévvnois” by authors such as Galen,” Origen,91 or
Epiphanius of Salamis’> show that the difference between the two terms is significant—not
only etymologically” and semantically but also with respect to their function (within the
individual works of these authors) as “pointers” to explanatory sources in the writings of the

Old and the New Testaments.

What is more, neither title ends after the first two words, contrary to the modern
usage of referring to the narrative as “Nativity of Mary”; and the syntax of both, together
with morphologically ambiguous forms, allows several readings, all of which can be

supported through material from the body of the text.

Paris. gr. 1468 (E)

The full title of PJ in Paris gr. 1468 (E) is “yévvnois paplas Tis aylas 6eotdkov

kal UTepérdoEov piTpos “Incot xpLoTot” (27 syllables). The sentence is followed by the

% E.g., see Galen, De naturalibus facultatibus, in Claudii Galeni Pergameni scripta minora, 3, ed. J.
Marquardt, I. Miiller, and G. Helmreich (Leipzig: Teubner, 1893, repr. 1967), 101-257.

! Origen, Scholia in Matthaeum, PG 17, 289.

%2 E.g., see Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion 1.372.25-77.15.

P E.g., see EM 225 <yevvd>: 70 T{kTo® Tapd THY yHv THY mdvTev pntépa. €0TL yap yéa, €E ob phua,
Yéw, kal TAeovaopd Tod v, yevvd. 1) mapd TO Yelvw, yevwd: éml pev ThHs yevvioeons, Std 80o v+ éml
8¢ Tis motfoens kal kTloews, 8U €vds v EE ol kal yevnTos, 6 kTLoTSS. Td 8¢ dTd TOD YLvd
ywdpeva dvépata 8U €vos v ékdépovTar: olov, yéveals, yevédiov.
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prepositional phrase “év Tals toToplats TOV 8ddeka dvAdY Tob lopai)” (16 syllables)—

the beginning of the first, longer section of text shared by almost all manuscript versions.

At first glance, the syntax confirms the modern view that the main subject of the
narrative is Mapla, since the first two words seem a well defined syntactical unit, separated

from the rest of the title by the definite article “rfis”.”* The noun “Mapia” is defined by two

genitives as 1 ayla OeoTdékos (the subject of yevvav in the passive voice) and as
vmepévdokos piTne Inocod XpioTod (the subject of yevvav in the active voice). This
parallelistic reading of the syntax of the title requires defining the gender of “UmepévSoEov”
(m. and f.) by analogy with “cryla” (f.) and interpreting the force of the conjunction “kai” as
connective (resembling in this the definite article Tfis). While this is the reading that has

governed modern interpretations of the content of PJ, it is only one of several possible

interpretations of the syntax.

The name “Mapla”, emphasized by its position at the beginning of the long title,
attracts the attention of readers familiar with the writings of the New Testament. Readers
primarily (or only) acquainted with the writings of the Old Testament, or versed in the
technical terminology of ypappaTiky and pnTopikr), may have been more interested in
“OmepévdoEov”—the first word(s) of the second half of the introduction. The composite
adjective “UmepérdoEos™ is rare, especially in the genitive. In the writings of the Old and

the New Testament it is used only three times—once in a verse at the beginning of the Song

% The article introduces an extended genitive object with two syntactically similiar elements (adjective and
“composite” noun) connected to each other through a coordinating conjunction (kai). This genitive—whose
gender, number, and case are defined by “Tfjs”—is in agreement with “Maptas” (i.e. it is the name’s
predicate); “Maplas” in turn, is the genitive object of “yévvnois™.



39
of the Three Young Men in the book of Daniel’” (in the translations of the book according to

the Seventy and according to Theodotion)—and twice in the version of the same song in the
Odes of Solomon.’® In all three instances, the adjective is in the nominative singular,
preceded by the adjective vmepOpvnTos, and followed by the prepositional phrase “eis Tovs

2 A b3
aLwras .

The book of Daniel is a source emphasized through its position—the narrative begins
in 1.1 with a reference to the beginning of the story of Susanna’’; an allusion to the end of
Daniel is incorporated into Joseph’s vision®®; and the epilogue ends in 25.2 with an allusion
to the story of Nebuchadnezzar’s dream of the image with feet of clay.” Readers familiar
with the adjective from the Greek text of the Old Testament are thus more likely to see
“UmepérdoEos™ as an allusion to a passage in the book of Daniel or in the Odes of Solomon
than (solely) as an epithet honoring a mother of Jesus Christ. Since the adjective in these
books refers to “kiUpLos”, Old Testament usage suggests interpreting vmepévdo€os in the
title of manuscript E as a substantivized adjective (m.) limited by the genitive “untpos”
rather than as an adjective attribute in agreement with p1jTpos. In this case, the title refers to
two “yevvnoels”: the other “yévvnois” described by the title—paralleling the “yévvnois
paptas Ths aylas Beotdkov—is a “yévvnois ... [Tod] Umepérdokov THs WHTPOS

"Inood XpLoTod”.

%% See Dn 3:52-56 at 53.

% See Odes 8.53, 56.

7 Sus 4.

% See 18.2; Bel and Dragon 33.
% See Dn 2.
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‘Ymwep évdoEov
These interpretations of the syntax presuppose that the text of the title is elliptic. But
the position of the second half of the title between a conjunction (ka() and a preposition (év
Tals LoToplats...), and the genitive case and the components of “Umepévdoov” (Umép is
prefix of évdoEos or preposition [+gen.]) also supports reading the second part of the title as
an alternative or separate description of the text as A\yos “Umep évd6Eov unTpos 'Incod
XptoTod”, separated from the first part (or title) by “ca(”.'” Separating “Omép” from the
adjective “€v8oos™ aligns “€vdofos™ in the title with the two references to “mapddo€a’ in

' and associates all three (as two of the four Tpémor'® of a rhetorical

the narrative,lo
“CATnua’) with an allusion to dvakedalaiwois in Joseph’s recapitulation of “n toTopla

ToU ~A8au” in 13.1.

Such a division of the text into two distinct parts may seem forced when one glances
at a modern edition, in which the text of the heading is divided into individual words and the
accents have been added. But the results of displaying the text in different ways (stressing

the two possibilities) suggest that both interpretations are feasible.

With “UmepérdoEov™ as composite, the text has 27 syllables and can be displayed in a

narrow (9x3 syllables) or in a wide column (3x9 syllables). The narrow column displays an

1% Interpreting “Omép” as preposition rather than as prefix (recognizable only through the position of accents
and breathings) and as the beginning of an alternative title is supported by the alternative title of Demosthenes’
speech “Tlepl ToD ZTédavov”—“Umep KmnowdpdvTos”. The speech is one of the sources of the phrase “dAN
Eduker €autov els” in 1.4.

"1 19.3 [38.11] and 20.4 [41.6].

192 The other two are d8oEov and dpdiSoEov.
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and thus etymologically associated with “yf” (‘7

mavTa Xwpoboa”). The second part of the heading is additionally associated with “ywpetv”

through the midwife’s “kawvorv 6éapa”, which is linked to the title through the phrase “Tfis

HUNTPOS + gen.” (see below).
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Moving the genitive “papias” to the end of the first part of the title eliminates the

acrostic “o080s”. The first part of this altered title displays acrostics, including “yf” (A,

1)'104

9x3 A 1 r B 1 r
vyévvnots T 9yl T 8 vy O
fis ayl 5. M 6 T L
as BeoT 6 al T 6 a T
OKoU pLa 6 o aj 6 o a
plas kal 7T p 7 p il
vTepév 6 v v 5 v €
SoEov un 7 8 1 10 8 p
Tpos 'Ino 6 T 7 4 o 7
0vU XpLoTOU 10 o v 10 o v

The alternative interpretation of “Umép” as a preposition (Uep évdGEov) rather than a

prefix (UmepevddEov) can be stressed by displaying the text of the title in a bisected column

193 See EM 229.50-53 <yfi>: mapd TO yd, TO Xwpd, §) TdvTa Xwpodod. TodTo 8¢ Tapd TO XG* (TpoTi TOd
X €ls 7y, Y0°) dd’ ov mapdywyov, Xelw: olov, 0v8os & dudoTépovs 68e xeloeTar [Od. 18.17].

194 «Atvn” (column A, r) is an adjective (aivn) or a verb (aivq).
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In this case, the two columns are semantically

whose halves are connected through “kat”.
linked through two words in the horizontal lines—iaTpés (1. 5)'* and 8eétns (1. 6). One

half of each noun is provided by the column to the left (A), the other half by the column to

the right (B).

A 7x2 B 6x2

vévun

oLS pap UTrEp

las Kal évdoé

Tis ay ov un
la - | *1pos I

S '9eot |~ |’ns  od

OKOV XPLOTOD

While acrostics can help prevent alterations in the word order (or signal such
alterations), such horizontal links between the two columns have the same function in the

case of interpolations.

MnTnp 'Inocov XpLoTov

With a personal pronoun (m.) in place of the name (“Tfis unTpos avTod”), the
phrase “unTpos 'Inocod XpLoTod” has two counterparts in the text, one at the end of the
account of what the midwife (and Joseph) see in the place of the cave (19.2), the other in the
report on what the magi see in the cave (21.3). Both times the phrase is followed by the
name “Mapia” in the genitive.

192  kal mwpos 0)\Lyov TO dds UTeoTéNETO €ns TO Bpédos ecl)avn Kal n)\@e Kal
ENaBe pLaochov ék 7'775‘ /1777',005‘ avrov Mapzas‘ Kal aveBoncev M uaLa KOl €LTTEV
Meyd\n pot oxjpepor Hpépa 8Tt €1dov TO Kawdv Béapa TodTo

105 Gee 20.4.
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21.3  186vtes & avTOv ol pdyoL €0TOTA WETA TAS unTpos avtol Mapilas

¢EevéykavTtes amd Ths Thpas ddpa xpvoov kal ABavor kal opdpvav
TPOCHVEYKAY aAVTH

“TfAs unTpods avTod Maplas™ in the first sentence is an allusion to a genitive
absolute in the first sentence of the narrative on the manner of the “yévvnois” of Jesus

Christ in the gospel according to Matthew,'*

Tod 8¢ 'Inood XploTod 1) yévvmols olTws M. pvnmobevbeions ThHs PnTpoS avTod
Mapias 16 "Tocnd, Tplv 1} cvve dely alTovs evpédn év yaoTpl €xovoa ék TVeULATOS
aytov.

The account in Matthew includes a paraphrase of prophecies in Isaiah,'”’
incorporated into the text of the apparition of the angel to Joseph.'”™ “MeTd Tfs pnTpos
avToU Mapias™ in the second sentence (21.3) is an allusion to the text of the Adoration of

the Magi in the gospel according to Matthew.'"

The double allusion in PJ 1.1 to the genitive absolute in chapter 1 and the
prepositional phrase in chapter 2 of Matthew link the phrase “puntpos Incod XpioTod” in
the title to two sections of the narrative with additional allusions to Matthew—the “kaivov
féapa” (19.3) announced by the midwife and questioned by Salome (Tapbévos
éyévvnoev—an allusion to Isaiah with elements of “T0 pndeév UTO TOD Kuplov Sta TOD
mpodnTov ...” in Mt 1:22-23), and the onpetov seen by the magi, linked to Herod’s inquiry

110

from the priests (in 21.2)" " through his order to the magi, “avalnTioaTe mOU yevvaTat

106 Mt 1:18.

19715 7:14 and 8:8, 10.

108 See Mt 1:22-23; Is 7:14, 8:8, 10.
19 See Mt 2:11.

10 See Mt 2:4-6.
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NN o 9 ’ o s N \ 7 s 7 9slll .
KAl €AV €VPNTE ATAYYELAATE [LOL OTTOS KAYW ENOOV TPOOKUVNO® AUTOV (paralleling

the priests’ inquiry in the Scriptures, likewise in 21.2). The one centers on T} yevvdoa”, the

other on “0 yevvndeis Baoiiels”.

The allusion in 19.2 (ékx TAs UNTPOS avTod Maplas) to the account on the
“yévvnots” of Jesus Christ in the gospel according to Matthew is prepared through an

exchange of questions and answers between the midwife and Joseph in 19.1. Asked by her

(13

kal Ti{s €oTw 1 yevvdoa €v TO omniale;’, Joseph tells the midwife first
“€puunoTevpérn pot avTn Mapidp €oTL”; then he recapitulates the events recounted in

8.1-9.3 (the allotment), 13.1-14.1 (Joseph’s dream), and 15.1-16.3 (the trial).

\ b / 9 \ ~ \ 9 b4 / b \ / b4 b
Kol €EKATPWOAUNY aUTNV YUVALKA® KAl OUK €0TLY HOU Yuvr, dAAd CUAANYLY €XEL €K
TredpaTos aylov.

When the midwife responds with the question “ToUTo dAnbés;”, Joseph tells her

“€pxou Kal (8e”.

The two imperatives are an allusion to Philip’s words when he hears Nathanael’s

question, “éx NalapeT dtvaTal Tt dyabdv elvar;”''? In PJ spoken by Joseph, the words

align Joseph’s answers to the midwife to Philip’s announcement at finding Nathanael.
evplokel d{ATTOS TOV Nabavan\ kal Méyel avTd
ov €ypaer Movofis év 7O vopw kal ol mpodfiTal evphkapev, Incodv TOV viov
700 'Twond TOv amd NalapéT.

Consequently, the midwife’s reaction to what she sees in the place of the cave (in

19.2-3) is implicitly compared to Nathanael’s confession, “papptL o¥ €l 6 vids Tod Beod oV

"' The personal pronoun in 21.1 refers to the grammatical subject of yevvav in the magi’s conclusion from

their observation of the star—“kal MLels olTws Eyvoper Tt Baciiels Eyevvion év T4 " lopan\ kal
A\bopev mpookuvijoar atTov”.
"2 In 1:46.
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H ) 0’ AP _and similarly answered with an allusion to (or repetition

€L 0 Baolievs Tob lopan

of) Jacob’s dream at Bethel.''*

95115

In conjunction with the participle “€pvnoTevpévn and the allusion to the dream

apparition (cOMNLY €xel €k mrelpaTtos aylov), the name Mapiap associates Joseph’s
116

answer in 19.1 with the order given in Matthew by the angel to Joseph in his dream.

"Toond ULog Aavid pn c{)anGng Trapa)\aﬁew MapLap Ty yuwvailkd cov: TO yap év avTh
yevvmBev éx mredpaTds éoTiv aylou ...

“Mapiap’ occurs only two times in Matthew; thus, the allusion to the first instance of
the name in the gospel points to the second, in Matthew 13:55, in the account on Jesus’
. . . . , . . 11 .
teaching in the synagogue in his matp(s. The teaching causes astonishment''’ and questions.
m60ev ToUTY 1) codla alTn kal al Suvvdpels; obx ovTos €oTy 6 Tod TékTOVOS VIGS;
oUxl N uiTnp adTod AMéyetar Mapiap, kal ot adeldol avTod 'IdkwPos kal “loond kal
Ylpov kal To0das; kal al adelpal avTod ovxl macal mpOs NPas eilow; THlev odv

TadTA TAVTA;

Maptdp, “n pitne avTod” in Matthew 13 is identified—through the cross-reference

to the first chapter—with the yvvn of Joseph, a son of David.

The substantivized participle “f yevvdoa” in 19.1 associates the subject of the
midwife’s question—the antecedent of avTn Mapidp—with Mary’s Stakpivewv of the
angel’s message in the Annunciation, recounted in 11.2. In E, the verb yevvay occurs two
times in the exchange, both times in Mary’s (Maptdj’s) question.

kal 180V dyyelos kupiov eo’rn VLoV av‘rng )\eywv

\

un dopod Maptau €VpES Yap Xdpy €vamiov Tob TavTor SeomdTou, CUANGT Yap
€k Moyov avTod.

'3 Jn 1:49.
14 Qee Jn 1:51.
"5 As allusion to Mt 1:18, “¢pvnoTevpérn” implies the phrase “Tfis unTpods avTod Mapias™.
116
In Mt 1:20.
"7 Mt 13:54; see Mt 7:28, 19:25, 22:33.
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e \ b / /7 b € ~ /
1 0€ akovoaoa SLekpiBn €v eauTi) Aéyovoa
el €yn ovA\fbopat amo kuplov Beod (OvToS, Kal Yevviow oS Tadoa yuvn yevva;

The direct object of yevvav is implied through the sources of the finite verbs
“yevvnow” (Ezekiel) and “yevvd” (Proverbs)—the direct object of “yevvnown” is

’ 118 ~ s 119
avBpotol, ° of yevvad codla.

The questions of Mary (to the angel, in the future tense) and the midwife (to Joseph, a
present participle) are linked to the midwife’s words to Salome and Salome’s response (both
past tense) (in 19.3), which follow after the first sentence in E with the phrase “Tfis pnTpos
avtod Maplas™.

kal dveBfémoev 1| pala kal elmev
7 4 € ’ 14 3 e 9 ’ \ \ ’
MeydAn pot onpepor Népa, 0TL €L8ov ol 0dBaipol Lov TO kKalvov Beapa.

\ b ~ ~ /7 < ~ \ b /4 9 ~ 4 \ 3 9 ~ e
kal €ERNOev ToD omnlaiov 1 pala, kal ATAVYTNOEY aUTH TaAOUT. Kal elTer avTh 1
pata

’ ’ ’ ’ ” ) ’ 120 ’ ) ’ o
Ta\opn Zakoun, kawdv Béapa €éxo eEnynoacbalr ™ cou: maphévos éyévimoev O
9 ~ e 9 ~
00 X0pel N dUoLs avThs.

\ 3 7

Kal eLTeV ZaAOWT
~ / e / 2\ \ Y 9 \ ~ / 9 /
{1} kUpLos 0 BeOS povu, €av pn Ldw, ov U1 TELTOB OTL TapBEVOS €yévvnoey

Both sentences with the phrase “mapbévos éyévvnoev”—a compact allusion to

Isaiah 7:14, 9:5, and 49:21'*'—include phrases from the gospel according to John: “o¥

95122

XWPETL, with a neuter pronoun, suggests that the midwife refers to the great light that

95123

apeared in the cave (kal épavn dds pwéya év 1O ommlaie); “éav un (dw,” " spoken by

Salome, parallels the midwife’s words to the words spoken by the other disciples to Thomas

"8 See Ez 36:12 kal yevviow ¢~ Dpds dvBpdmouvs Tov Aadv pouv Iopan), kal k\npovopiocovoty vuds,
kal €éoecBe alTols €is KaTdoXeow: kal oU P TpooTedfiTe €Tl dTekvwdfval am adTdv.

19 pr 8:25; cf. Pr 8:22.

120 The verb suggests an allusion to Lv 14:57, the “vépos Tis Mémpas™.

! See 3.1.

1 See Jn 8:37; Jn 21:25.

13 See Jn 20:25.
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the twin—“wpdkapev TOov klptov.”'** Salome’s demand for proof corresponds to asking

to see and touch the marks of the nails and the spear—the text in 19.3 presupposes,

paraphrases, and confirms the testimony of the disciple in John 19:33-37.

Mary’s comparison between herself and “mdoa yuvvn” in 1.1 suggests an allusion to
Joseph’s comparison (in 13.1) between Mary and Eba, the yu1 of Adam.'* But in 11.2,
“mdoa yuvi” is the grammatical subject of “yevvav”, not Tikteww.'”® The prepositional
phrase “éx Adyou avToD” in the angel’s message hints that Mary is pondering whether or not
she will bring forth “¢x oméppaTos avdpds™.'*” Her question in 11.2 prepares an allusion

to the Wisdom of Solomon in 22.2.

dakovoaca & Maptapn OTL avaipelTat Ta Bpédn, dopndeica élafe kal adTn TOV
Talda kal éomapydvocer alTov kal €0nkev év ATy TOV Bodv.

(13

The swaddling clothes are mentioned in Wisdom (in the same context as “€k

omépparos avdpss”).!?

€v omapydvols aveTpadny kal dpovtioL.

oV8els yap Bacihéwv €Tépav EéExev yevéoews apxnv,

pia 8¢ Tavtov eloodos eis Tov Blov €E0dbs Te o).

In conjunction with the allusion to Ezekiel in the Annunciation (in 11.2), the reference

to the swaddling clothes indicates that Mary has brought forth someone who is

OvnToOs avlpwtos {oos dmacLy

~ 129
Kal ynyevods dmdyovos TpwTOTAATTOV

4 Jn 20:25.

125 Joseph’s narrative parallels the account in 11.2, since he speculates on what has happened in his absence.
126 See Gn 3:16 &v Nomats TEEN Tékva.

127 See Wis 7:2.

1 Wis 7:4-6.

12 Wis 7:1-2.
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In 22.2, the child’s mortality is stressed through an allusion to the account of the

entombment of Christ in Matthew 27:59-60 (already prepared in 19.1, through an allusion to

the Raising of Lazarus'*’).

\ \ \ ~ e \ b 7 9 \ b /7 ~ \ b4 9 \ b
kal Aapov 70 oopa 0 Twond éveTiNEer adTo €v owddvL kabapd kal €Omker avTo év
TO kawwd avTod pvmpely O élatoépnoer év TH méTpa kal mpookviicas ABov péyav
TH 00pa TOD pvnuelov dmirdev.

At the same time, the allusion to Proverbs in 11.2 underlines that the account in

chapter 7 of Wisdom does not apply in every respect—as Wisdom, he is “begotten before'*’

and, therefore, not “ék oméppaTos ardpds kal Hdoviis UmVe cureNdolons.”'*?
In the form “n} pjTnp Tob "Inoov,” the phrase “unTtpos "Incod XpLoTod” has three

133

parallels in the gospel according to John—two in the story of the wedding at Cana ~~ (where

Jesus made the beginning of the signs),"*

and one in the crucifixion (linked to John 2
through “f) Gpa adTod”)."*> In E, the making of the beginning of the signs (in John 2) is
implied, in 24.4, through the participle yeyevnpévov.

Kal TO TTORA avTod ovx €Vpov, GANG TO alpa avTol A Bov yeyevnuévov.

In the gospel according to John, “yeyevnuévov” refers to the water that became wine

N s ’ 1
(TO Vdwp olvov yeyevnueVOD). 36

B0« Eoyou kai {8e” in Jn 11:34.

Plpr 825,

2 Wis 7:2.

' See In 2:1, 3.

4 See Jn 2:11.

1% See In 19:25.

136 Jn 2:9. The order “yeploaTe” in Jn 2:7 associates the brief allusion, in 24.3, in the story of the wedding in
Cana in the gospel according to John with the description of Mary’s filling the kdAmis with water in 11.1 (an
allusion to the story of David’s thirst in 4 Mcc 3:6-18).
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The reference to the blood that became stone connects the report on the finding in

24.3 to Zechariah’ prediction (or revelation) of the pouring out of innocent blood (in 23.3)
and to the allusion to the betrayal of Judas in 14.1. These references come together in Jesus’s
prediction of the €kdiknots of all the righteous blood poured out onto the earth “amd ToD
alpatos "ABel Tob Sikalov €ws Tob aipatos Zayaplov viod Bapaxiov Ov
édoveloaTe petaly Tod vaod kal Tod BuotacTnplov”.®” Thus, when one follows the
allusions and cross-references, the phrase “unTtpos "Incod XpLoTod” in the second part of
the title is connected, through allusions to Matthew and John, to Jesus’s word on the the
blood of the righteous—the death of Zechariah is an integral element of the title and the

narrative.

P. Bodmer 5

The title of P. Bodmer 5 in its full form poses different exegetical challenges. P.
Bodmer 5 begins with the words “yeveoils papras amokalvfis takwf”, followed by the
phrase “ev Tals toTopLals Towv dwdeka dviwy” (all without accents or punctuation marks).
For a title, the juxtaposition of four nouns without conjunction (f) or kat) or preposition is
highly unusual. Yet even though it is unprecedented in Greek literature and unique to the
source, the form of the title of P. Bodmer 5 is quite unlikely to be a scribal error.”*® P.

Bodmer 5 is a carefully copied and corrected document; and the words of the title appear not

7 Mt 23:35.

18 For a discussion, see E. de Strycker, La forme la plus ancienne, pp. 212-213. In those cases in which a
treatise is known by two names, the alternative title tends to be separated from the main title by a conjunction
(). Frequently, the second title is introduced by a preposition that either indicates the content (Tep() or the
recipient (mpds) of the work.
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only in the colophon, but also in an identical form at the beginning of the treatise, where they

constitute the opening lines of the document.

Modern discussions of the titles of P. Bodmer 5 may leave the impression that

13

dividing the four words “yeveois papias amokaluvls Lakwf” into two groups and
selecting the first (yeveois papias) as the work’s main title are the logical—if not
inevitable—choices any reader would make when seeing the words on the page. But a look
at the document shows quickly that this is not the case. On the first page, they fill the first

one and a half lines of the text block; the noun amokd\sis is divided into two halves (amoka

/ \uiLs), one placed at the end of the first line, the other at the beginning of the second.

He MAPT ACATONN |
; Fle LAKeOR- ENTAICCT® T
; ? Aa(:wﬁ’ﬁ%% B 6 e V"‘Mé‘aﬂ”“

L Rovaieg edlopgaratiyoc

This division of the noun, seemingly necessitated by a line break caused by the width
of the page, leaves it open whether “amokalusts” is to be added to the first two words or

joined to the fourth.

On the last page, the words of the title are distributed in three lines, visually set apart

from the last lines of the text and from the last sentence of the papyrus.

. renNETe naaé?,‘&c‘”
}\nbk&‘\yY}_r
- : S h{AKw“g’ jr
The line breaks suggest that the title falls into three groups (yeveois papias /

amokaAvits / takwP). The distribution of the words “yeveoios papias amokalvls

takwP” in the title section, differences in the size of the letters, and the positions of the words
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relative to each other and to other position markers on the page, all suggest that deciding

which of the words is the title of P. Bodmer 5 depends first on determining the criteria for a

particular word separation.

The sequence of the nouns suggests analogies—since a nominative singular noun of
the third declension is followed by a name in the genitive, followed, in turn, by a second
nominative singular of the third declension and a name, the uninflected name “takwp” seems
to be a genitive (Tob lakop, corresponding to “papras”). The letters of the name “Lakwp”
can represent any grammatical case, however. The conventional form of a title suggests a
division following “yeveois”™—“Muapras amokalvis”. lakof can be linked to the
preceding phrase as genitive (limiting amokaAuiLs) or dative (“for” or “through” lakwp), or

be a nominative, separated from the phrase in the middle (like yeveois).

The arrangement of the words in the first lines of page a” suggests that considerations
of numbers and ratios played a role in defining the “width” of the first line, and, with it, of
the text column. P. Bodmer 5’s “flexible” introductory line comprises 14 syllables (28
letters), divided through a line break into two groups. As in the clause as a whole (14
syllables, 28 letters), the ratio of syllables to letters in these two groups is 1:2 (9+5 syllables,
18+10 letters). An even distribution stresses the 1:2 ratio of the total number of syllables to
the total number of letters.

P. Bodmer 51.1 [1.1-2] s 1 Even Distribution s 1
YEVEOLS LOPLAS ATOKA 9 18 YEVEOLS LOPLAS O 7 14
AUPLS LakoP 5 10 TOKAAVPLS LaKwp 7 14
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In both distributions, the letters at three of the four “corners” of the text block are the

first three letters of the Greek alphabet. This even continues to be true when the text is
displayed in a narrow column of two syllables per line, since the first (and only) letter
representing the second to last syllable is an alpha, and the last letter of the last syllable is a
beta. In all three cases, an alpha is in the middle of the three letters (y / a / B); but in the
narrowest column, the letter’s position changes both in the column—from first to last

(second)—and in the respective line—from last to first, and right to left.

While gamma and beta remain the same in the three configurations, the letter alpha
belongs each time to a different syllable—but still marks the “end” of a line. This hints at a
second criterion for line-breaks, in addition to multiples of the same number—namely ending
(or beginning) each line with the same letter. The line break of the first lines of the first page
of P. Bodmer 5—and the letter’s total number—suggest alpha as the marker of a line end. In
contrast to the other letters in the ‘“corners” (one instance each), the letter alpha is
represented five times in the brief text—more than any other letter. When added up, the
number of letters by which these alphas are separated, yield groups of equal sums, first
2(pL)+1(s) = 3(mok) with the two sums of the “intervals” between the four alphas in line 1 (-
pL a s a Tok), then with this sum and the number of letters separating the last alphas of lines
1 and 2 (2+1+3 (1. 1) = 6 (-pras amoka / AviLs ta-)). The text columns resulting from such
a division are uneven in lenght, both in syllables and numbers—the lines count between 1

and 4 syllables, and 2 and 9 letters.



Numerals 1 11

@

YEVEOLO pa | a’ yeveols W L
B~ 2 pLa apt L
a’ +1 sa as o
Y’ +3 TOKA ATOK K
c’ 6 \uts La a\viis t L

KoP axkop B
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The page number a —included in both column I and [I—serves as a reminder that the
same sign can represent a written letter (alpha) or a spoken syllable (sound, long or short),
but (with the addition of additional signs) also a number—a numeral (eis, pia, év [with

rough breathing]) in column I, or an ordinal in column II (¢’ = mpwToS, -1, -0V),' >’

marking
the (position of the) first letter of each line. Read as an allusion to the title of the Apocalypse

. , , . 14
of John, “amoka\uis” underlines the latter—“a ”’ and “o "’ are ordinals and names.'*°
9

The letters at the line endings of column II suggest several semantically meaningful
words when read downward—yi(a, oktd—or upward—plos; but they always fall short of
providing all the letters required to complete the respective word. This aligment does not
have to be at the extremes of each line, however (see column II, “a ™, read as ordinal and
heading of the first one-letter column). The layout of the title on the last page points to a
geometrical alignment by position in a sequence of vertically aligned letter-columns as an

alternative.

9 See 1.2 [1.15] “mpoTw.
"“OF g., see Apoc 1:8,22:13.
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lst 2nd (B ') last 4th
a a
Y €veaits TR Y’ €Eve g
ap L Lo ap L
a a g
sl a mTo 0 am o
K a \vdiLs S K aav L
-1  a’ke Lol AK® B 1
%

The problem to be addressed is the direction of reading, and how to deal with
diphthongs/combinations of vowels (i.e., keep them together, so that they are read as a
unit,"*" or long vowels (lenghtening through position; Blos, Ploats, Blwots;'* duAdv (p. a,

1. 3) and bOMov (p. B, 1. 3)). The page provides the material for solutions.'*

The narrowest text column with an equal number of syllables per line has seven lines.

1

(-
-

7x2 Syllables

-

A
Yeveo 5
Lopa 4
pLa 3
oamo 4
KaAus 5
Lot 3
akop 4

Q-xQD =
- €029 q
AU
csRQ-un=
™o e&ex Q0o M

Q

The acrostic “okid” (A, 1), as part of a title, evokes distinctions between different

144

forms of definition (Umoypadn and 6pLopds); * &b (A, r) is a synonym of ¢wvn used in

Hler Saipeats.

12 See Sir pr. 12, Acts 26:4.

3 For example, in ypappaTtik, the term Sumhd (1.1 [1.6]) denotes double consonants zeta () (8+0), ksi (€,
illustrated on page a’ by “e€EloTi” in 1. 15) (k+0), and § (amokaivsis) (1+o).

144 E.g., see Ammonius in Porphyrii isagogen sive quinque voces, edited by A. Busse, Commentaria in
Aristotelem Graeca 4.3 (Berlin: Reimer, 1891), 54.23-55.7 (Ammonius comments on “0 kal UToypddovTes
dmodedwkact”) TalTy obv SLadépel 6 HpLopds ThHs vToypadfs TO TOV dpLopor ék Ths ovdolas
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etymologies of nouns denoting “human” (such as pépos'*® or dr0pwmos) to define humans

as beings with an articulate voice (bwvn évapbpos). In the context of arranging ypdppaTta
uli

in lines, the acrostic “tacts™ (B, 1) points to the theory of the four elements (oTouxela,

kpaots).'*

The “shared” beginning of PJ in P. Bodmer 5 is shorter than its counterpart in the
other manuscripts of the text. Instead of the name of the numeral (8&8eka—or the sum Svo

147

kat &éka / &éka Svo "), P. Bodmer 5 features the number twelve (L") as numeral; the

genitives limiting “ev Tats toToprats” end with “duvlewv”, which is immediatedly followed

by the name Ioakerp,'*®

in turn followed by the finite verb n(v). Since the number can be
represented as name (8c)0eka) or as sum (800 Séka), the text can be 10, 13, or 15 syllables
“long.” The shortest version (10 syllables) can be written separatedly or together with the
flexible introduction (24 syllables, divided into 2x12, 3x8, 4x6, 8x3, 12x2 [adding the two
columns together]); the longest version can only be divided separately from the flexible

introduction, and the other (13) can only be read together with the text of the flexible title

(14+13 syllables, arranged 9x3 or 3x9).

Setkvival Ta ﬂpaypa'ra ™y 8¢ UTl'prC((bT]V €k TOV oupBePnkdTov. vﬁoypad)n 8¢ )\eye'rat olov
omaypad)ta LS ovoa: GoTEp yap n ﬂpaa TOLS‘ YpadevaL omaypmbm Sn)\OL pev TO }upnpa S
elkdvos, o unv 8an9pwuevws‘, ov'rwg Kal M vﬂoypad)n dnhot uev Tws TO Tpdypa, ov HEV‘I'OL
Sinpbpopévos: 6 8¢ OpLopds adTo Huiv TO Tpdyua oad)wg maploTnow. dvaloyel otv 6 pev dpLopos
'rn Telelq ypadf, N 8¢ vmoypadn TH OKLaypacha dL0 kat Uﬂoypad)n )\eyeTaL

“E. 2., see EM580 37-41 <u€p0(b> vawvvuov ywe'rat Wapa TO petpw TO pepilo, 6 pepepwuevnv
™ 6ma (6 éoTL TNV <]>u)vnv) EXoV Ka evap@pou oS Trpog O'U’YKpLO'LV TOV dN\ov (Pov: éTeLdn), €av elTw
avbpwos, peplleTatl els oulaBds. ) 6TL ob mdrTes THY adTNHY dwvny €xovat.
146 See Chapter 3.
"“TE.g., see Ex 28:21, Sir 44:23.
"% In the other versions the name is preceded by fv—and thus spatially separated from “Tod Iopan\”.
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5x2 Syllables 2x5 Syllables Letters Numbers | Letters
EVTALS € S €| s a’ 1 1
LOTO L o L 0 € VTALO LOTOP L 6+6 12
pLat p L P o aL otov L dul wv 5+5 1 12
oToVLp’ o B o B
dbuvAov b v oY
A 6x4 B 4x6

Y€ veols pa p ly ev(v) Y €v eclopapt a a’

Las amo CATOKAAVPLS L

KAAUiLs L aKkoP €v Tals LoTop
al axkoP ev Tau 3 Lats Tov B duk wv  ov?

0 S LOTOPLALS T
) 0V dvio v

“”Aow” associates the prepositional phrase in the column with the song (dopa) of

Anna, in 6.3 [14.2].

8x3 3x8

(-
-
(-
-

YeEveTLS YEVECLOLAPLASATOK 17

alvLstakopevTats 17
LoTopLtatsTov LB dbvlov 17

papLas
aToKa

AuPiLs L
akopP €

V TALS LOTOpP
LALS T

VB dvlwv

“—o 9Q>»an|
S RoweEeaQ agl-
<«
o< - awn
T o a>»aTfE <=
< goMm

6x2

EVTALO
LOTO

L 'e vTaLo LoTo pLa a’

o T wrdo Sekad v\ 0*(v)
pLACT P
0Vdw ()
dekad )
VAWV v

STe € 00n
€
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With two syllables per column, and a bisected column (the last letter of “Lakwf”

provides the ordinal/page number for the second column); the two columns are connected

horizontally through “yeveois” and “papra’.

a’ B’
EVTALS
YEVED | - LG TO
Lo pa - | pLa LS S
pLa TWVOW ©
|0 | camo dekad | ¢
K | Ka\uvys VAV
L oL
a  akKw
a’ B’
EVTALS S
YEVEG | - L0 TO 0
Lo pa — | pLats T T
p | pL ac - | 10} )
a | amo deka at
K | Ka\uls dulov
L LoL
a aAK®

When “iB” is transcribed as “6éka 800, a line break between “yeveois” and
naptas makes “Mapra” the name of the author of the revelation'*:

YEVEOLD yev eoio papiac amok ‘a
papLac AVLO LOKOP €V TALO LOTOP
atToka L ato Tev deka Svo du\ ‘ev
AVLoL
aKkwPev 1-4: yaiwv or yev(v)atwv
TALOLOTO
PLALOTWV
deka dv
0 dUAwY

1498 syllables, 16 letters.
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In this version, in which the first two lines correspond to the lines in P. Bodmer 5

(3x9 syllables), the phrase “8éka Suo duAdv” suggests an allusion to Sirach 44:23."°

How many LoToplat?

' In two of the four

In every version of PJ, the term “loTopia” occurs four times."
instances, the noun is limited by a “name” in the genitive: “TOV 8wdeka UGV TOD
"Topan)” in the work’s “fixed” introductory line (1.1 év Tals toToplats); and “Tod AdSap”
in the middle of the narrative (13.1 1) toTopia; with paraphrase).'”* In the other two—both

in the epilogue (25.1)—“n} toTopla” (followed by a demonstrative pronoun) is the direct

object of the verb “ypddeLr” in a sentence in the first person singular.

In general, modern scholars, following Tischendorf’s division of the text, read “€yo
8¢ 'ldkwpos O ypdias Ty toToplav TalTny év ‘lepovoalfp” (the words with the first
of the two references to “n LoTopia alrtn”) as one sentence, the first of the epilogue. The
demonstrative pronoun limiting “tnv toToplav” seems to imply, therefore, that “7f) toTopla
avTn” refers to the narrative as a whole, thought to end in 24.4 with an allusion to the story
of Symeon the Elder and the “Meeting in the Temple” recounted in the gospel according to
Luke. Moreover, seemingly not part of the narrative proper, and placed side by side with the
name IdkoBos (a name in a larger number of manuscripts used in the flexible introductory

line), the first reference to “r) loTopla alTn” suggests an allusion to the phrase “év Tals
n p n gg p

130 See Sir 44:23 kal StéoTelker pepidas atTod, év dulals EpépLoer Séka Svo.

131 Except C—the epilogue of the manuscript lacks the reference to “f) codia Tod ypddar THv toToplav
TaOTNV”.

152

L0

P. Bodmer 5 is the only version of P.J without the personal names “Tod *Iopafi)\” and “Tod ~Addp” in 1.1
and 13.1.
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totoplats” in 1.1, thus placing “n loTopla avTn” among (i.e., “év”) the “loToplar”

mentioned there. ’ldkopos—referring to himself as “0 ypddas Tnv toToplav TadTn —
claims to be the author of a “loTopla TOV 8ddeka dbvAGY Tod 'lopai)”, a narrative
beginning in 1.1 with “fv "Toakeip mhovolos odb8pa’ and ending in 24.4 with the words

“Un 18etv BavaTtor €ws av (8 Tov XpLoTov €v oapki™.

Both suggestions are problematic, not to mention that neither one addresses whether
or not the Death of Zechariah is an integral—i.e., necessary—part of the narrative. The first
rests on an assumption—on the position of the name ’ldkoBos and the reference to “r
toTopla altn” in the work, their syntactical relation, and the referent of the demonstrative
(the narrative as a whole)—that does not take into account the polyvalence of the written text
at the transition from the narrative to the epilogue. The text with the name " Idkwpos and the
phrase “tnv toToplav TadTnV” can be divided (and enunciated) in several ways, depending

(3

on the selection of analogies for punctuation. “ ‘O ypddsas™ is not in all possible versions

the predicate of “Idkwpos.

The second suggestion (linking the first and the third reference to “ioTopla” in PJ)
presupposes two things—namely that the reference to “0 ypddas™ is part of the epilogue
(rather than of the narrative, similar to “f loTopla ToD ~A8du”) and that both references in
25.1 to “ypddewv T loToplar TadTny” have the same signified, and (therefore) the same

speaker.

The repetition of the phrase “tnv toToplav TadTnV” in the epilogue, in sentences

with the same grammatical person and number, suggests that “n toTopia avTn” refers to the
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same narrative. But the phrases with ypddewv are very different syntactically. In the first

sentence, the words “ypddelv Tnv toToplav TaldTny” are part of a participial phrase (“O
vpdisas TNy toToplav TaldTny —the predicate of a name or the subject of a finite verb); in
the second, they are bound together as a substantivized infinitive (or imperative) in the
genitive (“tob ypddar Ty toToplav TadTtny”). Consequently, the two references recall
different models in the writings of the Old and the New Testaments (with the same syntactial
patterns), which define the direct objects of ypddewv in the two sentences by analogies.

These models, in turn, are linked to other Scriptural patterns.

In addition to alluding to different models in the Old and the New Testaments, the
sentences with the references to the writing of “f loTopla altn” point readers to different
parts of the narrative. The words “€yo 8¢ "Idkwpos™ align the sentence beginning with the
pronoun “€y” in 25.1 to the beginning of Joseph’s vision in 18.2. As in the clause in 25.1,
in 18.2 Joseph’s description of what he sees begins (in most manuscripts) with the words
“€yn 6¢” followed by a name (" Ioon¢ instead of "IdkwPos); the pronoun is preceded by a
prepositional phrase with “év” (év BnOieép) that can be attached to the preceding clause
(ending with “patav™) or to the clause with “€yw 6€”.

\ / 9 ~ \ e \ 9 \ b ~ b / ~ e /7 b
kKal TapéoTnoer alTH TovS uvlolUs avTovu, kal €éEANOwy é(fTer palav ‘EBpalav év
BnO\eép. éyo 5¢ "loond TeptemdTouw KAl 00 Kal TEPLETATOUV.

IMepimaTetv in 18.2 corresponds to cuoTé\\ewv in 25.1 (in those versions in which

the latter is in the first person singular).'*?

'33 The connection between the two parts of the narrative is stressed in versions of PJ with “¢v Téme épfipe” in
25.1.
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The verbal link connecting 18.2 “éyn 8¢ 'lwond meptemdTour” and 25.1 “éyw d¢

"ldkopos O ypdisas™ and the emphasis on the first person singular suggest that Daniel 4 is
the main model for meptemdTour without the negative'>*—the account in Daniel 4 features
TeptemdTowr (peTa Tév Onplwr)'> and Eypaise,' connected to each other through the

same grammatical subject, king Nebuchadnezzar.

The phrase “Sofdlewv Tov S86vTa [+ dat. (personal pronoun) +acc.]” similarily
associates the second sentence in 25.1 mentioning “ypddelv Ty toToplav TadTny” with a

sentence in the body of the text (14.2). This sentence is placed at the end of a longer

158

account'®’ with allusions to the betrayal of Judas in the gospel according to Matthew'™® to the

narrative of the appearance of an angel to Joseph “kat ~ dvap”, after Joseph has decided to
dismiss Mary secretly.'>’

\ b /7 b \ b \ ~ e \ b4 /7 \ \ b \ \ 7 9 ~
kat avéotn Toond damod Tod vmvov, kal €86Eace TOv Beov Topan Tov SévTa alT@
™Y xdpw TadTny, Kal épOlacoer alThv.

“Kal avéotn 'Iwond amd Tob vmvov”, the sentence preceding the sentence with the

participle “Tov 86vTa” in 14.2 is either a sentence combining two concise statements with

5160

different verbs—“avéotn dmo ThHs kAlvns” and “fyépbn damd Tod UTrou or a

134 Another possible model “meptemdTovy” is in chapter 3 of Theodotion’s translation of Daniel. See Dn (6")

3:23-24 kal ol Tpels ovToL Zedpay, Mioay kal APSevayw &émecov eis péoov Ths kaplvov Tob Tupds
THis katopévns memednpévoL. kal TepLeTATOVY €V Péowp THS dAoYOs vprolvTes TOV Bedv kal
evloyodvTes TOv kUpLov. The participle “remeSnpévol” (also in Dn 3:91) leads to Is 9:1 (through Ps 106:10;
notice Ps 78(79):10).

135 A link to 1.1 metpalépevos (in Heb 11) and 1.4, an allusion to the Temptation in the gospel according to
Mark.

1% See Dn (LXX) 4:37°.

'5713.1-14.2, covering one day, and including the reference to the LoTopla ToD ~AddyL.

" 1n 14.1 mapadidovs aipa dBdov; see Mt 26:25, 46, 48, and 27:4.

1914.2; see Mt 1:20-24.

0 With a6 +gen., “avéoTn” implies (properly speaking) “kAivns”, whereas “4md Tod Umrov” requires
“Nyépdn”; see Ammonii qui dicitur liber de adfinium vocabulorum differentia, edited by K. Nickau (Leipzig:
Teubner, 1966), 1 216.1-2.
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oolotktopds (use of the preposition “amd” instead of “€E” with “Tol Umvov”), or else a

juxtaposition, in the written text, of parts of diction (a verb, a nominative [sg.], and a

preposition) that belong to different thoughts.

Interpreted as two concise statements, the words “kal dvéotn 'lwond amd ToD
umvou” describe Joseph (and his actions after “standing up”) through allusions to two
sources. With “€yepBeis”, the prepositional phrase “amd Tod Umvou” aligns the end of the

account on Joseph’s dream in 14.2 to the end of the same account in Matthew.'®!

b \ \ e b \ b \ ~ e/ b 7 € Vé 9 ~ e 3y
€yepbels 8¢ 0 'lwond amod Tod Umvov €moinocer ws mpooéTafev avTd O dyyelos
kuplov kal mapélafev TN yuvaika adTod.

But “avéotn loond amo Ths kAlvns’associates Joseph with Tobias, and glosses
the preceding narrative (13.1-14.2) through Tobias’ account of the making of Adam and Eve

and the events leading to his making of the prayer.'®

Even though they are linked (through verbal echos) to different parts of the narrative,
and thus separated from each other in chapter 25, the two references to “loTopia” in 25.1 are
connected to each other through their counterparts in the body of text. For, these narratives
are bound together through the person of Joseph and through intertexts—for example, both

~95 164

. 1 ’ . . 1
feature allusions to dreams,'® to “kaTaxpively Bavatd”,'® and to Aristotle’s Physica. 63

This casts doubt on the notion that the first reference to “ny toTopia avTtn” in 25.1

refers to the entire text, or at least raises the question of how the individual narratives in the

1M 1:24.

12 See Tb 8:4-8 (s 8¢ cuvekhelodnoav dpddTepol, dveotn Topras amd Ths kKA vns kal elmev
"AvdoTnbi, dde dn, kal mpooevEdpeda, (va Nuds €élerion 6 klpLOS.

19 In 14.2 Mt 1:20 Svap; in 18.2 Dn 4 évimuiov.

14 Through the allusion to the betrayal of Judas in 14.1, see Mt 27:4, 20:18; and Dn 4:37"in 18.2.

19514.1 Arist. Ph. 239a11 fipéunoev, in 18.2 Arist. Ph. 253427, 254b1 fipepodvra.



63
text (with different narrators) are related to the narrative as a whole,'® or to those sections

singled out through the noun toTopla.

The review of the secondary literature thus leaves us with two questions—the
function of the title, and the function and interpretation of the reference to “loTopia”. In the

next chapter we will see that the two are closely related.

166 E.g., does the vision correspond to the narrative, and if it does, what are the implications for reading the text?



Chapter 3

‘ToTopla: AtopOoty and Tpadew

We have seen in our discussion (ch. 1) of Galen’s example of St8aokalia “xwpls
Gpwr” that the interpretation or translation (€ppumveia) of what is signified by a term (in
Galen’s case milovpes) is brought about by juxtaposing two sentences or verses from
different passages or texts, one of which allows a clarification of the meaning (but not of the
usage) of the word it has in common with the other. The usage of the term is clarified
through the juxtaposition, without connectives, of two phrases selected from different
origins; these words or phrases evoke tightly woven narratives and arguments that, in their
proper locations, clarify their usage. Placed together, these phrases syntactically imitate
another sentence featuring both—and thus serving as common referent. Together, the

different references point to Opota in the narratives that clarify what is signified by the term.

Without keeping in mind this mode of defining a term (through a Adyos defining the subject
descriptively and through usage, illustrated through examples incorporated into the very
definiton itself, e.g., through verbal or morphological allusions), the present chapter may
seem to lack inner coherence or even relevance for our discussion of PJ. But this chapter is
meant to help us determine not just the meaning but the usage of the term toTopla in the

period when P.J was composed and began to circulate—even though much of it is devoted to

64
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a discussion of a chapter in the Téxvn Atovvaiov ypaupatikov entitled “mept oTourxelov”

that does not mention “loTopla” at all!

We will see, however, that in order to determine the usage of “loTopla” we have to
inquire into the usages of ypddewv (and to some extent of avayitdokely, too). Despite its
heading, “mept oTolxelov” is a discussion of both ypdppata and oToixeta, with
explanations of the terms through etymology and examples demonstrating usage together
with the plausiblity of the etymologies. Clarifying the usage of the term ‘loTopla” by
studying grammatical teachings on ypdppata and oTouxela, and on writing and reading,
does have antecedents in the writings of the grammarians. More importantly, however,
taking such a “grammatical” approach is not only true to the period—in the case of the
references to “loToptla” in PJ it is quite necessary. The two verb forms (and substantives) “0
vpddsas” and “ToU ypddsar” are used by the authors of the different versions of PJ to allude
to sources in the Old and in the New Testaments. But placed together in the same chapter,
and juxtaposed to the grammatical term “loTopia”, they also point point the reader to
classical mapadelypaTa used by grammarians to illustrate and clarify definitions of the

terms “ypdppaTta” (letters, lines) and “oTolxeta” (elements, dTopa).

Because definitions of grammatical terms such as “loTopla” are accompanied by,
and clarified through, “canonical” examples (especially from Homer)—examples that may
also be illustrating the usage of other words—the terms themselves are associated with
metaphors and signifieds that may not be immediatedly apparent from the abstract definition
alone (especially not to the modern reader), or may be fully understandable only in relation to

other concepts. In the case of “loTopla”, such a conceptual web is reflected in (and thus to
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some extent accessible through) different characteristics of the appearance and structure of

the spoken and written word such as repetitions or paraphrases for completing and
“straightening” otherwise fragmentary or misleading statements, usage of vocabulary and
syntax that is not cUvnbfes or consistent, or preference for indirect speech and pronouns
instead of personal names (causing syntactical ambiguities) and “dynamic” (flowing)

sentence boundaries.

The different mapadelypaTta explaining the terms ypdppata and oToulxela
associate the term “loTopla” with “general” narratives associated with “ypddewv”. They fall
into into three groups, corresponding to different explanations of the term “oToixela” in
Dionysius Thrax'“’—one emphasizing an analogy between oTotxeta and the four kéoptia
oToLx€la, another stressing a link to “oTolxos” and “Td€is”, and a “mixed” one combining
aspects of both. These narratives (which draw on the definition of dvbpwmos as (@ov
AoyLkov BunTér and as having a dwvny €yypdpupaTos) do fit PJ (e.g., Anna’s change of
clothing, or Zechariah’s death), and especially the parts of the treatise called ‘toTopla” (and

the models after which the sentences with the term are patterned).

Second, the word is conceptualized as “flowing” (a dwvn évappovios, with
ouvbeots as main “ordering” device) or as “architectonic” (bwvn €vapbpos; with emphasis

on “parts” and structure). This implies that when we are reading a text called “loTopla”, we

"7 E.g., see Grammatici Graeci 1.3, 317.18-28 OTOLxda 8¢ elpnrTat éx Tod oTan86v ypd(beo@m
O'TLX€LOV Kal Tr)\€ovaopw Tob <o> O’TOLXELOV ol 8¢ TAEOVATUH TOU <g> O’TOLXELOV d)amv €v yap TOLS‘
TOLXOLS‘ eypad)owro 'ITpOTEpOV TANLY oLV )\eyovow daaiot ovopaoenvm adTd 4mo Tod OTELX(JJ €€ ov
viveTar aTolxos" kal Gomep ATO TOD TPATOS YiveTal TPWTELOV, OUT® KAl ATO TOD OTOLX0S GTOLXELOV.
Twes 8¢ daoL oTolxela avTd dvopacdijval ék peTadopds TOV KOOWLKOY oToLxelwy: dv TpdTov ydp
éxetva 7§ plkel T mpos dANAa Ta MuéTepa copata kablotnol Te kal amToTENET, TOV alTOV TpdTOV
Kal 4T ToUTeY TOV gTolXelwy TH Tpos dAN\a kowevig dmoTe obvTal at cukaBal, kal 4o
oUMaBOY 1) TV MEewr oloTaols.
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have to take both aspects into account. A toTopla is a wvn éyypdppaTtos that may not be

harmonious (or remain without thought) without help in restoring the proper proportions

(size, TOvOs, etc.) and order for reading without stumbling (or sending forth a Adyos).

ALOPOWOLS

The problem of distorting a text by removing necessary components from their
assigned position or by altering their form falls into the same category as the problem of
introducing changes into a text by “correcting” seeming textual corruptions. Grammarians
writing on the topic of TpoTot and oxpaTa (figures of speech and of thought) emphasize
that—in order to determine accurately whether a deviation from customary usage (cuvnfeLa)
in writing or speaking is an dpeT1 (or kakia) (which is the basis for judging the poet)—it is
necessary to examine whether the discovered “apdptn na'% is voluntary or involuntary and
to inquire into the author’s reason for committing it. Some even liken this process to an
dywv in a court of law, in a legal case in which both sides agree that a deed was done but

debate its quality (and definition). Consider, for example, Heliodorus’ explanation of the

difference between oxfipa and colotkiopds.'®

Stadépel 8¢ oxfipa cololklopod, €meldn oxfpa pév éott monTod 1) ovyypadéws
apdpTnpa €kovolov Sta Téxvnr 1§ Eevodoviav T kKaAA0TLOROV, GOAOLKLOPOS &€
apdpTnupa dkovolov, ob did Téxvny dika ot apadlav ywopevov.

18 «* ApdpTna” reflects the goal of ypappaTikii—to speak without sinning; e.g., see Eliae in Porphyrii

isagogen et Aristotelis categorias commenaria, ed. A. Busse, Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca 18.1 (Berlin:
Reimer, 1900), 5.

' Grammatici Graeci 1.3, 454.23-26. Similar Tryphon (emphasizing dmoloyia): oXfid é0TL GONOLKLOLOS
amoloylav éxwv, s dTav elmoper, 6 kiplos *ludvvns, dv 6 Beos éxefoel, dyadds éoTi (“Tryphon: De
tropis,” ed. M. L. West, Classical Quarterly n.s. 15 (1965):230-48, 26.1.12-15).
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The emphasis on €kololov or dkotolov (each additionally divided by the cause—

Sta Téxvny or Ot apabiav) associates this definition with discussions on the

commonplaces for speeches of defense whose authors stress the defendant’s intent.'”

The search (for corrections or confirmation of an impression (perception) or
prejudgment by the reader or listener) requires assessing 0pfoypadia (and the four kavéves

This dpBoypadias), and identifying the okomds of the book.'”!

"Opboypadia

Finding an “amoloyla” for a perceived flaw in a written text (and thereby correcting
it) includes determining which of the four “kavéves Tfis Opboypadlas” (avaloyla,
StdlekTos, €Tupoloyla, and toTopla) is to be applied in judging the respective case. A
kavév'’? can take the form of a paradigm—a phrase demonstrating usage (in which case the
“apdpTnia’ may be a correctly written allusion to a source)—or the form of an abstract

definition (clarified through analoguous examples).

'"""E.g., see Quint. Inst. 7.4.

1 «ALopBotv™ (of these dpapTipaTa) takes two forms—making physical (and lasting) corrections on the page
(or in another place fo the same work), or changing the perception (by pointing to the reason or an analogy
demonstrating usage, or by identifying the speaker).

"2 For an etymology of “kavdv”, see EM 489. <kavdv>: mapd TO kaivw, TO KOTTw, 6 Td TOV MéEewy
kKOTToV (nTHpaTd. €oTL 8¢ €ldous TepLekTLkoD. elpnTal 8¢ kavov amd ToD TEKTOVLKOD Kavovos:
Gomep yap O TékTov kéxpnTal kavdve Sud TO émavopddoal TO AToTeEAOUpEVOY, TOV alTOV TpdTOV Kal
NUels kexppeda TO kavdve dLa TO émavopddoatl Tas AéEets. €oTL 8¢ kavovr A\oyos EvTexros
SnAuTLkds, dmevdiver dpoléTnTa Tpos TO kabbdlov. <kavévas> éml Tfis domidos, Tds pdpdovs, als
€kpdTouvr Tds aoTidas: olmw yap €xpdvTo Tols mopmaliy, obs bxava ékdlovv: UoTepov yap émevonom
o Kapav, os * Avakpéov énol.
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Both types of kavdves are represented in this explanation of “Opfoypadia”, which

belongs to a chapter “mepl mpoowdias™ in the treatise “Tlepl ypappaTikiis” by the

grammarian Theodosius.'”
lotéor &, O6TL Slo onpaiver TO TAS Odbpboypadias dvopa: €oTi yap Opboypadia
MELs 1) 0pBds  yeypappévns €0TL kal O KaAvov O ATOSELKTLKOS THS 0pBds
veypappévns Aé€ews

olov €dv ypdbw: ‘Taxela’ dtd Ths €L StpBbyyov, altn 1 AéEls 1) ypadeioa dpbds
opBoypadia kakelTar:

kal éav épotndd THv aitlav Ths ypadis kal elmw TOV kavéva, TL ‘Ta amd TOV €is
<vs>’ \nyovTOV dpcevmdw enxde ﬂapgoxnuanouéva ‘SLa Tob €La Sia TAHS €l
8L¢60yyov ypacbovrm otor’ Taxls Taxela, okis wkela, N80s Ndela, 6Els oEela 174
aldToS O kavov opboypadia kakelTat.

“Taxela” is used twice in the paragraph, in statements paralleled to each other
through the repetition of phrases (“olov”, “Sid Tfis €L dLdBSGYyov”, “dpboypadia
kaletTal”) and also contrasted to each other through the tenses and grammatical persons and
numbers of the finite forms of ypddelwv—"“ypdidsn” (linked to the AéELs) and “ypddovTar”
(linked to the ypadr}). “Taxela” in the first sentence is aligned to “ypadetoa 0pdds”
through its position (immediatedly behind the verb ypddetv) and to “olov Taxis Taxela”
through “olov”; this suggests that the two words illustrate different usages—the first
“Taxela” limits the verb (similar to the adverb “Taxéws”, by analogy with “0p8&s™), the
second is a substantivized adjective (6vopa) in the nominative singular feminine, a

“mapeoxnuatiopévor” (“olov Taxls Taxela”).

' Theodosii Alexandrini grammatica, ed. K. Gottling (Leipzig: Libraria Dykiana, 1822), 61.22-32.

74 The ypad1j of the kavdy (spoken in answer to the question about the ait{a THs ypadiis) is composed of a
quotation of a sentence, interrupted in the middle by a phrasal allusion (to another sentence). Both sentences
are from the grammarian Aelius Herodianus and end with a list of analogies that include “Tax0s Taxeta”. See
Herodiani partitiones, ed. J. F. Boissonade (1819; repr., London, 1963), 222.20-223.3; and Grammtici Graeci
3.2,708.27-30.
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The list with the four pairs of adjectives suggests that “Taxeta”, too, has two

signifieds. The “AéEls” Taxela (followed, after an utterance, by the adjective wkela) points
to a phrase in the //iad terminating in “Taxela”—the words spoken by Zeus at dispatching
Iris: “Bdok’ {61 “Ipt Taxela”.'” These words begin a message (ayye\in or pvbos) to be
conveyed by the messenger. At the end of the message, a sentence in the third person
singular refers to Iris again, this time with an epithet—“Gkéa Ipts™.!’® Written with the
diphthong “ev”, i.e., as oketla (the form of the adjective in the list of analogies), the
combination of the name with the adjective points to the account on the descent of Iris (born
by Electra to Thaumas) in Hesiod’s Theogony—fy 8" okelav Tékev "Ipw™.!”” There, the
adjective is in the accusative case.'”® By analogy with “Taxeta” and “dkela”—joined by

4 2

one referent (Ipts)—the two adjectives “n80s” and “0E0s” are linked as synonyms of

95179

“ANLy0s™ “—and, therefore, point to Nestor.

The correctness of the spelling is based on two criteria—a phrase in Homer (and in
Hesiod) serves as measure; the writing is correct but the authority has to be found; or the
kavov the closest to (i.e., the most like) the writing has to be found, to reconstruct the correct

word and identify its analogues.

"5 11.8.399; 11.186; 15.158; 24.144.

' The spelling “Okéa” instead of “Gkela” is an example illustrating Std\ekTos.
""" Hes. Theog. 266.

'8 The epithet “Oketla” is explained through a comparison in Hes. Theog. 269.
" E.g., see EM 564.54-57, illustrated with /1. 1.248.
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Tkomdés and 'Emiypadn

Corrective statements can be part of the text itself. But guidance for the reader is also
provided by the “okomds” of a work, which is in agreement with and “contained” in the
emuypadr]. A rigorous scrutiny of what is said in the “Adyos™ and of its agreement with the
emuypad] is part of the introductory discussion a work by exegetes. Lists of the headings
giding the exegete in this task (6 okomds, TO xprjoLLov, TO yvioilov, | Tdéis, 1 aitia
Ths émypadfis, N els TA pépia Staipeots, 6 Sidaokakikds Tpémos)'™ appear in
commentaries on individual works, such as Aristotle’s Categories or the Texvn} of Dionysius

Thrax, or Aphthonius the Sophist’s Progymnasmata, but also in prolegomena to bodies of

works (such as the anonymous Prolegomena Philosophiae Platonicae'").

In this excerpt from Pseudo-Archytas’ treatise ITepl maidSevoews nbikis, the
meaning of the term “okomds” is clarified through Homeric examples anchored in the text
through phrasal allusions.'*

€mel 6 €v dmavti TpaTov davdyka okoTmav pev TO TéNOS (ToDTO ydp TOoLéovTL
- 183 . 184
kuBepratal'™® pev Mpéva vens és dv katax®oovtal® mpotibépevor, davioyxor 8¢

0E g. TTpokeydpeva Tov ~AdBoviov IMpoyvpvacudrtev 1, in Prolegomenon Sylloge, ed. H. Rabe (Stuttgart
and Leipzig: Teubner, 1995), 73 (see 6 pp. 76-78); Grammatici Graeci 1.3, 162.22 (159 1. 9 okomds; 1. 11
xpnotpov; 160 1. 24 yviorov; 161 1.9 Tdéis, 1. 12 attia Ths émypadiis, I 17 els Ta popia draipeots, 1.
20 Stdackalikol TpdmoL, L. 25 o TL pépos).

'81' See Anonymous Prolegomena to Platonic Philosophy, translated by L. G. Westerink (Amsterdam: North
Holland, 1962).

'82 The Pythagorean Texts of the Hellenistic Period, ed. H. Thesleff (Abo: Abo Akademi, 1965), 42.29-43.6.
'3 The reference to the Té\os associates the nautical imagery with Alcinous’ description of the ships of the
Phaecaeans. In conjunction with the chariot race imagery, the image points to //. 23.319.

'8 See Od. 10.140-41 (arrival on Circe’s island) év0a & ém’ dkThs vl kaTnyaybpeoda oLwmi vadloxov
€s Mpéva, kal Tis Beds Nyepdrever. The account continues with a description of Odysseus as okomos (el
TS €pya (dotpl BpoTdv évomiy Te muBolpuny) in 10.148-50 €ty 8¢ okomn és Tatmaldecoav
aveNddv, / kal pol €eloaTo kamvos amo xBovos elpuvodeins, / Kipkns év peydpolot, dia SpupLd muvkva
kal DAnv.
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/ 7/ 7/ \ A\ ~ / b Al ~ 3 /
Téppa Spdpw, - ToEGTAL 8¢ KAl odevdovdaTal okomdy, moh OV TavTd appnoécdovTal),
avdyka kal Td dpeTd mpokéeoBal Twa domep Téxva TO Blo okomov T mpdbeowy,
TabTa yap ovvpaive ka®’ éxatépwr: TolTo 8¢ dapl elpev TOV PEV TPAKTLKOV TO
’ ~ \ ’ \ /7 b ’ \ ’ \ b ’ A
KpaTLoTov, T® O Plw TO TEAELov ayabBov, TOo AéEyovTL <TOol> TaVOpwTeELAd Codol
evdatpoviav.

185

The examples illustrating in the first clause what is by necessity the first in
everything—namely “okomdv TO Télos”—are taken from the Iliad and Odyssey. The
second clause—paralleled to the first through the repetition of “avdyka”—features allusions

to a passage in Plato’s Laws on éxdopd and Tadn.'*

Where the judgment of written statements is concerned the okomos is the okomTos of

187

the writer.”®" Knowing the okomds is essential for a successful (knowledgable) reading of

the text.'s®

kal yap Tov okomov {nToboly, €meLdn 6 okomos év cuvTOLe Teptéxel mdvTa Td év
TO Noyo eydpeva kal EEw Tvd év TO dvaylwdokovTL Tilnot

[6Ailov OTL mdvTa T év TO Adyw Aeydpeva Set mpos Tov okomov amevdivechat]: 6
yap TOV oKOTOV ayrodv OkvmpdTepos €Ml TO oUyypappa €pXeETal, GOTEP Ol LAKPAV
080V ambvTes kal dyvoolvTes mod dmépxovTal. Kal ATAOS €LTeEly O TOV OKOTOV
ayvodv €otke TUPAG PBadilovTt kal mOANA poxBodvTL: Kal yap O TOV OKOTOV AyVvodv
otk émloTaTal T{ avaywdoket, a\ka vopilel mdvta Ta év 7O N\oyop \eydpeva pdtnv
\éyeobat.

When the okomds is not be stated explicitly by the author, it has to be derived

(inferred) from the text.

The headings “okomds” and “aiTia THs émypadiis” are interrelated.'®

'3 The phrase dvioxot 8¢ Téppa 8pe is a combined allusion to /7. 23.358-61 and 460 fivioxos. See I1.
23.358-61 oTav &¢ petaoTou(, ofjunve 8¢ Téppat ~AXLANeUs / TNAGBer év Aelw medlyp: mapd 8¢
okomov eloev / qutiBeor @olvika, dmdova maTpds €oto, / s pepvéwTo Spbpov kal dinbeinv dmoeimol.
'8 These allusions to Plato are prepared by the participle “mpoTi8éjevol”, which links the grammatical
subjects of the three Homeric examples to the passage in the Laws.

87 See Ammonius in Aristotelis categorias commentarius, ed. A. Busse, Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca 4.4
(Berlm Reimer, 1895), 7.17-21 Tov okomov Tod BLB)\LOU domep yap 6 'ro‘g'O'rng el TOXOL, OKOTTOV TIva
€XeL TPOS OV Ba)\)\et kal ov BéNel TUXELY, olUTw Kkal O ypad)ow TL TpdS TL Te)\og a(bopa Kdkel{vov
omouddlel Tuxely: 8etl Tolvur TolTo éminTely & TL MoTé €0TL, BeUTepov €Ml ToUTw T{ XprioLpoV
€xopeV €k TOD OUYYPARILATOS, €L UT) ouvavadaivoltTo T okomd (Em TOAGY ydp TodTO cupBaivel).
'8 Davidis prolegomena et in Porphyrii isagogen commentarium, ed. A. Busse, Commentaria in Aristotelem
Graeca 18.2 (Berlin: Reimer, 1904), 80.16-81.3.
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\ \ b /7 \ ~ 9 ~ 9 ’ ~ b \ b \ /7 e b \
Kal TN altiar 6e TS emLypadis evAOYws {nToloLy, emeldn el kal BENeL 1) €TTLypad)
oUpdovos evat TQ okomd Kal TOV okomov év ouvTOpe mepiéxelry (olov Gomep
emuyéypamtat Iepl ovpavod, émeldn mTepl ovpavod okomov €xel StakaBelv), dAN’ ovv
TOAAKLS  doadns evplokeTar 1 émiypadr, @omep AploToTéns Eméypaldev
b \ /7 \ ~ 9 ra b \ \ ~
AvalvTika Pouvlopevos Tlepl oulloyLopdv emiypdidal, €mTeELON TEPL OUANOYLOPLOV
Stalappdvet éxel.

"IoTopla

Similar to the examples of “Taxeta” and of the list of adjectives in the “kavoy”—
both of which lead to examples in Homer illustrating other, related concepts—expositions on
the term “loTopla” are linked to examples clarifying the meaning of term relative to other
concepts, or leading to technical discussions of related terms. Even though these other
examples and concepts may not be stated explicitly, they are included in the text through
allusions or cross-references and are presupposed in the argumentation (e.g., as referents of

abstract statements).

At first glance, abstract definitions of toTopla are more or less the same—in general,
“loTopla” is defined as a type of narrative. For example, the grammarian Tryphon,
commenting on the definition of the third part of ypappatikyj in Dionysius Thrax,"® first
paraphrases an abbreviated quotation of the entry in Dionysius Thrax (stressing cuvTopla
and épdTnots) and then (after distinguishing between StdlekTos and yAdooa) speaks of
y\dooa and toTopla separatedly:'”’

TO TpiTOV pépos THS YPUPpaTikAS €oTLY 1) o0vTOROoS ATdd00Ls fjyovr AmdkpLoLls TOV
Te YA0OOOV Kal LoTOPLAV ...

') Davidis prolegomena et in Porphyrii isagogen commentarium, 81.5-11.
0 See Grammatici Graeci 1.1, 6.1 Tp{Tov yAwoodv Te kal LoTopLdv TpdxeLpos AT6doats.
! Grammatici Graeci 1.3,302.33-35, 303.3-4.
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oupBdAeTal 8¢ 1} yAdooa Tpos OpBoypadlav kal éTvpoloylav. iloTopla 8¢ éoTL
Taaldv TpdEewr ddrynots.

A very similar worded definition of toTopla (probably drawing on the story of Arion
and the dolphin in Herodotus as clarifying example)'®® is given by the grammarian

Theodosius in a brief list with questions and answers on five “Tpdmol” of dvdyveois

’ ) ’ ’ ’ ’ 1 s v ’ .
(Gvaloyla, éTupoloyla, cuvalotodr, StdekTos, toTopla).'” “T{ éotw loTopla;” is

the last question.'™ (Except for the third—“cuvalotdri”—these “TpémoL” correspond to the

four kavdves of dpBoypadia.)

méooL  TpoTOL TAS dAvayvdoews; mévTe: dvaloyla, éTvpoloyla, ocuvaloidd,
SLdekToS, LoTopla.

T( €éoTw avaloyia; 1 TOV Opolwy Tapddeots.

T €oTww €Tupoloyia; avdmTuvEis NEewv appdlovoca TV dovny TPOS TRV TOD
vTokeLpévou mhardTnTA.

T( €oTL ovvaloldr; ovvélevols kal ocvpdoria 800 cuAABOY e€is plav cvAapiv ThHs
TehevTalas ovAlaBiis dpviatTopérns Ths 8¢ mpdTns ddavilopévns.

T( €0TL SudlekTOS; LSlopa YAOTTNS.

T( éoTw LoTopla; adjynois mpdEews Takaldy avdpdv.

Both Tryphon and Theodosius associate ‘“loTopia” with OpBoypadia (which
determines/shapes mpodopa). In Tryphon, this is accomplished through the comment on
yA@ooa (linked to éTupoloyia and opboypadia through the different spellings—and thus

pronuntiations—of words); in Theodosius, the same occurs in a brief definition of the apxn)

12 See Hdt. 1.24. This is suggested by the combination of a rhematikon of LoTopelv and a rhematikon derived

from dnyetoBar in Hdt. 1.24. Aristides Quintilianus uses the phrase in his work ITepl povoikfis; he
identifies the “makers” of such accounts with “roinTail” (in the context of invoking the Muses and Apollo); see
Aristides Quintiliani de musica libri tres, ed. R. P. Winnington—Ingram (Leipzig: Teubner, 1963), 1.3.1-5 “f{dn
8¢ kal v éktéov Tod mpdow Bedv povonyETny KaTA Vopor kakeoapévols. Tols pév yap ToLnTals
kal TadTa undev povotkis mépt dLamovoupévols pikpd 8¢ Tt TadTns poplo mpdEewv Takaldy
adryynow morovpévors Modoal Te kalobvTat kal ~ATéAwr Movadv émoTdTns”. Aristides then refers
back to “moLouvpévors” with the words “malatovs pobovs Sinynoopévors” (1.3.6-7).

193 See Theodosii Alexandrini grammatica, 57.30 (5 modes). Twelve modes are listed in Grammatici Graeci
1.3,169.11-18, 309.6-8, 453.27, and 454.14-16.

% Theodosii Alexandrini grammatica, 57.29-58.5.

15 The definition of cuvaloldrj presupposes pLépn MéEcws (Tehevtala, mpdtn) and a distinction between

vowels and consonants; without “cuvaloidr|”, the Tpdmou are bound together by the acrostic “16éa” (read from
bottom to top).
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and Té\os of ypappariky'® (with emphasis on barbarisms and solecisms in speaking) in

the paragraph preceding the discussion of the question “Ti €éoTwv avdyvools;”

The same association of toTopia with Stjynots as in Tryphon and in Theodosius is
part of a complex exposition on the term by Heliodorus. In contrast to Tryphon and
Theodosius, however, Heliodorus puts particular emphasis on a connection between toTopla
and ypdppata and oTouxela. In his exposition, “loTopla” is clarified through the

definitions and through the examples (from Homer and the ancients) incorporated into them.

Heliodorus refers to “loTopla” five times in discussing the description of the third
part of ypappaTikn in Dionysius Trax” Téxvn. In the middle part of his exposition, he
connects individual statements on toTopia (and the entry in Dionysius Thrax explained by
him) to statements made by him on other, related parts of the Texvn. Through the phrase

“loTopla 8¢ SuTTOs AéyeTar” at the beginning of a longer paragraph,'”’ Heliodorus

. o ’ , 7 ~ 7 7 1
associates a description (\éyetv) of “loTopla” as “Siiynots TéY mdlar mpaypdTer”®

95199

with definitions of “loTopla”, “uddos”, and “mAdopa in his comments on Dionysius

Thrax’ introduction of ypappaTtiky as “€pmelpla TOV Tapd TmonTAls TeE Kal

ouyypadebow @s ém TO ToNb Aeyopévor”;?’ with the same phrase he links the

196 See Theodosii Alexandrini grammatica, 57.6-11, 56.3-4.

7169 (i.e., 137) syllables; 400 letters.

% See Grammatici Graeci 1.3, 470.4-5 .oTopla 8¢ 8LTTAS MéyeTat kal ydp THY SLiynow Tév mdlau
TpaypdTov toToplav dapéy kal THy TOV makalowv xphow.

"% See Grammatic Graeci 1.3,449.11-14 toTopla 8¢ mpaypdTov yeyovdtov | dvtwy év Suvath cadns
amayyella pvbos 8¢ Eévov TpaypdTwv amnpxdlopévor SLynoLs i dduwdTwy TpaypdTov
TapeLoaywyn TAAopa <8¢> To duvdpevor pev yevéobar pn yevopevov €. This connection between the
two parts of his explanation is strenghtened through a reference to “memhacpévar” in 470.10-11, at the end of
the exposition on different types of ypappaTikol.

20 Grammatici Graeci 1.1,5.2-3.
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, . ~ 2 . . . .
sentence(s) about toTopla to a description of oTotxetor®! in a discussion of the seeming

contradiction between the beginning of Dionysius’ chapter “mepl oToulxelov” (ypdppaTd

’ 202 . . . \ \ ’ \ \ ~ ~ 2
éoTw elkoottéooapa)’® and its continuation (Td 8¢ avTd kal oTolxela kakeiTar).””

The paragraph with the words “loTopla 8¢ StTTds \MéyeTar” begins and ends with a

sentence on LoTopla.’®* The positions of the individual parts of speech are “fixed” through

acrostics.

13x13 syllables (400 letters) A 1 r B 1 r

LloTopla 8¢ 8LTTHs MéyeTat kal yap TN 30 L, 7

v Sufynow Tov Tdlat Tpaypudtov toTopl 32 v oL

av dapér, kal TNy TOY Talaltdy xpioLwr: TOV yap 35 a p

YPARRATIKOV TLveS AMéyovTal LoTOpLKOL, 33 0y L

Tves 8¢ BLpiiakol- kal ol pev Bipiakx 31 T K

ol éxéyorTo, 8TL olk amedidooav 26 o0} V| V|
Aoyov, A\’ éxeyov, OTL 0UTwS €XEL TA 286 A a 28 A a
BLBAla- LoTopikol 8¢ dool Eleyov, 27 B o 27 B o

671 o0TwS Eypaler ) avéyvw ~Apt 25 0 L 26 v S

oTapX0S. 0VX GoTep 8¢ TAs yAwooas mdoas 0pel 36 S L} 36 T Al
AeL O ypappaTikos eildévat, oUTo Kal TAO 32 A © 30 € a
av toToplav, d\\a THY TeTpLppévnr: To 30 a o 31 0 o

Aal ydp €lol memhaopéval Tols VewTépoLs. 35 A s 35 A s

Heliodorus gives his “double” definition of toTopla in explaining Dionysius Thrax’
definition of the third part of ypappatTiki—“TpiTor Ylwoodv Te kal LOTOPLOV
TpOXELPOS amddooLs”. Yet the participle “TeTpLppérn” in the sentence at the end of this
paragraph is an allusion to an adjective in Dionysius Thrax’ definition of the first part of

YPARRATIKNI— “TpATOV ardyrenols évTpLpns kaTa mpoowdlav”. Moreover, the sentence

201 .. . ’ \ ~ ~ \ 5 1 ~ > 7 7 \
" See Grammatici Graeci 1.3 Méyetal 8¢ oTouxelov SLTTAS Td Te dd’ Eavtdy dpxdpeva ypdupata, kal

Ta €€ dv olykewTal TA cdpaTa.
292 Grammatici Graeci 1.1,9.2.

293 Grammatici Graeci 1.1,9.5-6.

2% Grammatici Graeci 1.3,470.4-11.
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with the reference to LoTopla as “TeTpLppérn” is followed by an explanation (ydp) with an

allusion (the participle memlaopuévar) to Heliodorus® first definition of toTopla as “cadns
atmayyelia”, which is part of a discussion of Dionysius’ introduction of ypappaTiky] as

éumetpla (aligning LoTopla to Aeyopeva).

Heliodorus additionally stresses the connection between toTopia and dvdyvoots in
the sentence with the participle “TeTpLppérn” through a reference to an explanation (\éyewv
and peTtpadpdlewv) of the pronuntiation (Tévos) of “ufviv” for one who is introduced
(eloaybpevos)™™, which follows after an exposition on how a grammarian knows “rdoa
yAGooa” (through kavdoves), and a statement on StdlekTol and opboypadia. He draws on
the same example (Lfjvis) in discussing the order of the different pépn ypappatikiis in
reference to a véos, beginning with dvdyvwois.”®® In both cases, “pfvis” is associated with

“€ppéver”—explained through Std\ekTos and through éTupoloyia.

The participle TeTpipupévn is usually in agreement with dvdyvoots,” not with
“lotopta”. The verb “Tp(Belv” emphasizes dvdyvoots according to what is transmitted by
the ancient grammarians, i.e., customary and examined (€vTplffs is paraphrased as
ournfns and Sedokipacpérvn). ~Avdyvwots, linked to a discussion on oTouxeta (through
SLTThs MéyeTal), suggests an allusion to the explanation of the term “dvdyvoots” as “n

8

Sevtépa yrdols” by ypappatikol,”” which expresses a core distinction between

oulapatl (the subject of “1 TpdTn yroots”) and pépn AéEews (the subject of 1 devTépa

295 See Grammatici Graeci 1.3, 470.22-28.

29 See Grammatici Graeci 1.3, 453.25-31.

27 See Grammatici Graeci 1.3, 13.11-18; 169.3-6; 305.17-19 454.4-7.
298 See Grammatici Graeci 1.3, 57.12-17; 305.14-16; 453.34-454.1.
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YV®OoLs) as basic units in the conceptualization of sound. (This distinction corresponds to a

distinction between dwvn évappdvios and dwvn Eévapdpos.)

The sentences on ioTopla in the discussion of ypappatikol are preceded by a
paragraph with seven phrases excerpted from Homer (varying in length from a single word to

two lines); the quotations, which are introduced by a definition of “y \dooa”,*” illustrate

different modes of how “Novtar ai y dooar”.*'® The phrases and the comments on
individual words in them are subdivided and bound together through five ordinals (from

~ ’ . . . ” 211
mpOTOV to mEpTTOV, arranged in ascending sequence) and through two acrostics (“e€6eL™),

as well as through the books of Homer from which they are taken.

11.9.539 x\ovvmy A" kata €| €Tupoloylav

11.16.63%" TTéAepés B’ kata 8 SidhexTov

Od. 5.69 Nuepts r kat €  ém\uoLy €}

Od. 5.70, 22.110f Tmlovpes A 8 & étépov ToHTOU
[11. 16] emAloews

1. 1.106f. Kpfyvov € €& avtidpalduevou
11. 1.39. Tpvbed E° «kata v iloToplav L

The explanation of “pufjyis” associates the statement on how a grammarian ought to
know “mdoa toTopla” with the last two examples of Heliodorus’ list, including “kaTa
toToplav” (the fifth category with the preposition “katd”). The adverb “mdlar”, in

contrast, links the definition of “loTopla” as “f Sutfynots TOV mdlatr Tpaypdter” to the

29 See Grammatici Graeci 1.3, 469.10-12 yYA\Good éoTi MéErs Eévm peTadpalopévn els Ty fueTépav
StdlekTov, 1) Aeyopévn pév mpooexds, peTadpalopévn 8¢ eis 16 olvndes.

219 With the exception of “¢m{\vots” (with two subdivisions), the categories correspond to the kavéves of
opBoypadia; émilvots is in the place of dvaioyia.

2B g., the first letters of the accusatives of “kaTd” form the verb “¢8eL”: éTupoloyia, StdhekTos, EmiAvaLs,
toTopla.

12 See 11. 6.328, 12.436, 15.413, 17.736.
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first entry—*“kaTd €Tupoloylav”. This corresponds to a division by speakers—Calchas and

Phoenix—and analogies between toTopta and 6ecompdTiov and toTopia and ETupov.

Q€eomTpoTLOV

“Miviv” seems to refer to the first word of book A of the [liad—“pufjviv delde Bed
IInANudden ~Axiifos / ovlopévnr”; in Heliodorus® explanation, however, it also points to
Calchas answer, in Illiad 1.74-75, to Achilles’ suggestion to call for someone to speak on the
cause of the plague—=0 ’Axi\eD, kéeal pe, Siidihe, pvdioacal / piviy *Améiwvos
ekatnpe éTao dvaktos”. Which line of the Iliad is meant (1.1 or 1.74) depends on the
finite verb of which “pfjriv” is the direct object—“ddelv” or “puvbetobat”—or on the
speaker—*“r} 0ed” (II. 1.1, a muse), or the referent of “pe” (/I. 1.74). “Me” has two

antencedents, since Achilles proposes

b b b4 7/ a b /7 n ¢ ~

AA\" aye 6N Twva LavTLy epelopev 1 Lepfia,

) kal dvetpomdlov, kal yap T dvap ék Sids éoTuy,

o ” o ~ 213
6s k7 elmoL & TL Téooov EéxdoaTo Poifos S ATdNwv,

and Calchas (the speaker of “ké\eal pe”) is introduced as

... olovomOlwr 8 * dplLoTos,

O0s Ndn Td T’ é6vTa Td T éoodpeva mpbd T
kal vijeco’ NynHoat ~ Axardv "Ihov elow

a \ / ’ 3 7 ~ ’ 7 2
nv dLa pavtoouvny, TNv ol mope Dotfos  AToOAwV.

B

s s 214
eovTa,

15

The words then spoken by Calchas as pdvris*'*—summarily described by Achilles

/ 21 . 21
as “deompbmior™*!” spoken by someone with sure knowledge®'*—cause an angry response

2B 11.1.62-64.

1" Notice Hes. Theog. 38-39. Similar to Calchas, the muses know of things past, present, and future.
2 11.1.69-72.

21071.1.92.

2711.1.85, 385.
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by Agamemnon. Heliodorus quotes the first two lines of Agamamnon’s words to Calchas in

explaining the fourth mode of solving “tongues” (i.e., €€ avTidpalopévou).

In the list with the examples, the fourth mode is closely related to the fifth (kata
toToplav)?*—both are taken from the same book of Iliad; and the first implies a reference to

the second (Calchas’ Beompémiov®® revealing the cause of Apollo’s wrath).””!

TétapTov €€ avTidpalopévov, udrTi kakov ov Td TOTE ot TO kpryvov elmas | alel
\ 4 b b \ / \ / b \ ~ / \ /

TolL Tad kKak €o0Tl ¢pida ¢peol pavteveohar (A 105-6) €k yap ToU KAKA TO KpPYyvov

SnhodTal ayabov elpficBal 1| d\nbés, ds TioL Sokel. TIépmTov kaTa toToplav, ©s TO
~ ” ’ ~ \ e ~ ’ ~ \ 3 ’ ~ ’ 222

Zuvbev, el mote Tot (A 38) del yap nuds avaltoal Ty LoToptar Tov XZpwvdlov.

€k ToD eldous 8¢ TO yévos BolleTal dSnidoat.

In the Illiad, each of the quoted passages is linked to a second statement with a
description of the respective speaker through the same participle. Chryses makes his first
request as “eUx6pevos”.*> The quotation of his invocation of Apollo has a counterpart in a
prayer made by him on behalf of the Danaans,*** again as eUx6jLevos, after Odysseus returns
Briseis to her father with a payment; in this prayer, in Chyrses refers to his first request
(emphasizing that he was honored by Apollo). In contrast to his first prayer, Chryses does

not invoke Apollo as Zyvevs.

218 11.1.385.

219100 syllables from “TéTapTov” to “Tod Tpivbiov”.

220 See 1. 1.93-100 (1.94 refers to 1.9-12), 2.384f.; 1.109.

2! Grammatici Graeci 1.3, 469.20-26.

22 The grammatical form “Tod Zptvéiov” in “f toTopla Tod Zpiwblov” can be explained in two ways: the
definite article “To0” is the article of the noun limiting “f) tloTop{a” (in the nominative “0 Tpivbros™ (Beds) or
“r0 TplvBov” (Lepdv); or it is the genitive of a neuter article through which a noun (dvopa) quoted in the
genitive is substantivized—“10 ‘Zpvbiov’”, in analogy to the first syllables of the verse from Homer quoted
for illustration, “os TO ‘Zpurded, el ToTé TOL 17

299

or “Tob ‘kakd’” in the explanation of the example for the
fourth mode (udvTtL kak®v ... Ta kak éoTi dpida).  AkolovTos kakd €pya” is the subject matter of a
speech in 1. 9.595 (referring to an €kdppacts of the taking of a city made by Meleager’s wife). Linked to “A
toTopLa”, the genitive describes the subject matter of the narrative or inquiry (e.g. | LloTopla mept ToD
Tuwdiov) or the source of “f LoTopla™.

> See 1. 1.43.

**See I1. 1.450-57.
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The words that cause Agamemnon’s anger are spoken by Calchas as 6eompoméwr.

This is stressed by Agamemnon in the lines following Heliodorus® excerpt.**®

9 \ 9 kA Ve 3 b4 R 9 9 /
€00V & 0UTE TL TW ELTAS €TOS OUT €ETEANECAS
kal vdv év Aavaolot Beompoménv dyopelels ...

The participle associates the passage with a report on another prophecy by Calchas,

this time in a speech by Odysseus. In arguing for enduring rather than leaving, Odysseus

99226

recalls the “péya ofjpa of the sparrows and the serpent at the sacrifice in Aulis and

Calchas’ interpretation of the “Seiva mélwpa™ as “Tépas pwéya” shown by Zeus. Similar to

Agamemnon, he first mentions what Calchas divined.*”’

TATE, didoL, kal pelvat’ ém xpbvov, bbpa Sadpev
) éTeov Kdlxas pavteveoTal, ne kai ovki

Odysseus returns to what Calchas said after describing the great sign witnessed by all.

Now he refers to Calchas as one who “spoke prophecying”.**®

¢ ~ ¢ 4 7 ° ) /
NUels & eoTadTes Bavpaloper otov eTuxOn
S oLv dewva Télwpa Bedr elofAd * EkaToppas
Kd\xas & altik’ émelta Beompoméwr dydpeve

At the end of his recitation of Calchas’ words, Odysseus again stresses the manner in

which Calchas spoke.”*’

KELVOS TOS aydpeve: Ta 81 viv mdvTa TelelTal
With the assertion that now all things are being fulfilled or will be fulfilled or

accomplished Odysseus counters Agamemnon’s argument for returning home—viz. that after

nine years, the task of taking Troy is unfulfilled.”*

223 11.1.108-9. In his paraphrase of Calchas’ words, Agamemnon omits mentioning dTtpodv Tov dpnTipa,
according to Calchas the main reason for Apollo’s wrath; see /1. 1.94.

220 See 11.2.308 &vB  Eddum péya ofjpa.

27 1. 2.299-300.

8 11.2.320-22.

> 1. 2.330.
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These two instances of Beompdmiov involving Calchas illustrate two meanings of the

noun (and emphasize Calchas’ knowledge of past and future things).>!

<Beompémiov>: TO ék Beod pdvrtevpar §| TO Beols mpémov: ovToL Ydp, WS TAVTA
émoTdpevoL, MyovoL Td Tols avBpdmols nNyvonuéva: olovel Beompémidéy TL dv. 1)
Beompoémeor, TO ék Beod mpoleyedevov. kal BeompTomia, OnAukdr. Tapd TO €Tw, TO
Ayo, yiveTal émov, os Myn, AdyLov: kal petd THs mpo ylveTal mpoémiov: ouykomt,
mpdmLov: Kal [LeTa Tob Beos, Beompdmiov.

The revelation of the dishonoring of the priest as reason why Apollo is angry

concerns an ayvénpa (Achilles is not aware of it); the sign and its interpretation are spoken

beforehand.

The truth of Calchas’ statement cannot be determined before the advised action or
before the limit (and requires comparison between an event or prediction in the past and
events now). It thus depends, in part, on the time whether a narrative can be defined as

’ s 232
m\dopa or toTopia.”

"ETupov

“IId\ac” links Heliodorus’ definition of “loTopia” as “n dufynoils ToV mdlat

99233

TPAYULATWV to the first entry—“katd €Tupoloylav”—of the modes of y\dooas

, 234
AveaOal.

\NovTal 8¢ al yAdooal TevTax(s' TPpOTOV KATA €TUpoloylav, ws TO ‘wpoev é&m

5,235 236 y
xhovvmy odv’- = mapd THY XAV kal 7O ‘ebvdlecBal’° 6 xhoelvns elpnTat

208ee 11.2.137-38 €pyov ... dkpdavTov.
1 EM 446.1-8.

22 Qee Grammatici Graeci 1.3,449.11-14.
23 Grammatici Graeci 1.3,470.4-5.

24 Grammatici Graeci 1.3,469.12-14.

23 11.9.539; see 9.533 (poe.
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The adverb mdlat associates the definition of toTopla with the sentence in Phoenix’

response to Achilles. Before speaking the quoted words (T0 ‘Gpoev émt x\olvmy odv’),

Phoenix refers to what was long ago.

ueuvnuat T086 6py0v eyw T wdhai, ob TL véov e,
23
s M- €v § Lulv €péo TavTeoal diloLot. §

Phoenix prepares the account on the épyov that he remembers by referring to “ot

2
Tpbodev”

4 \ ~ / b / / b ~
oUTw Kal TOV mpdobev emevBopeba kKAea avdphy
Npdwr, 6te kKév T’ Eémlddelos xdAos (Kot
SwpnTol Te méhovTo TapdppnTol T éméeoot.

In addition, Phoenix (the person and speaker) connects Heliodorus’ definition of
toTopla to the narrative on the chariot race at the funeral games for Patroclus in book 23 of

the Iliad, which provides material illustrating “oTolxos” and “Td€is” in Dionysius Thrax’

: ~ 24
explanation of “oTotxela”. There, Phoenix appears as “okomés”.**

299

While “rd\at” and “1d ‘Opoev €m xovvnr odv’” illustrate the explanation of the

first mode with a passage in the Iliad, “T0 ‘etvd(ecbal’” associates the second half of the

exposition with the first sentence®*' voiced (dwreiv) by Calypso after hearing from Hermes

that she is to send away with all speed the man who is with her (Tapetvar).**

oxe'r)\LOL €oTe, Oeol, Cn)\nuoveg e‘éoxov Aoy
ol Te Beals ayaaoee Tap avé‘)pacw evvaégceat
apdadin, v Tis Te dilov mouqjoeT * dkolTny.

20 See Od. 5.119; Hymn. Hom. Ven. 5.190.

>7 See 11. 9.475.

28 11.9.527F.

29 11.9.524-26.

240 See 11. 23.358-61. Through a syntactical ambiguity, “okomés” refers to the Téppa of the race (described in
11.23.324-33, see 11. 7.89 mdlat kaTaTebun@dTos) and to Phoenix.

> 0d. 5.118-20.

2 See Od 5.105-12, see 5.129.
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Because the text in Iliad 9 on which Heliodorus draws in his definition of “loTopta”

falls into the category of “kaTa €Tupoloylav”, the examples of the speeches of Phoinix and
Calypso are glossed through definitions of éTuvpoloyia®® and an etymological explanation

/ 244
of “éTupoloyla” as “arndvoloyia”.

Heliodorus associates his definition of “loTopla”—with its allusion to these words
by Phoenix—through the phrase “NéyeTat 8tTTGs” to his explanation of a change from a
discussion of “ypdppata” with a discussion of “oToixeta” in Dionysius Thrax’ chapter
mepl oTolxetov. He thereby highlights examples (in the narratives about and by Phoenix)
clarifying etymological explanations of the two terms ypdppata and oTolxela in
Dionysius’ Texvn. For, “10 ‘elvdlecbal’” points to the beginning of Phoenix’ answer,
which provides one of the example clarifying the usage of a verb (EDoat) to which Dionysius

Thrax points in explaining the term “ypdppata’.**

ypdppaTta 8¢ MéyeTar did TO ypauuaLg KaL Evopals TU‘I‘I’OUO‘@OLL ypdbar®® yap TO
Evoar™”’ Trapa 'rOLg Tra)\aLOLg wg Kal 1T(1p Ounpw viv 8¢ ' émt ypazﬁas‘ Tapaou
770505‘ evyear avTes™ Td 8¢ alTd kal oTolxela kKakelTal SLd TO Exelr oTolxXOV TLva
kKal TaEw.

“I'padar yap 10 Evoat ...”

The phrasal link (through the repetition of “6tTTds AéyeTar”) between Heliodorus’
definitinon of loTopla and his reference to Dionysius Thrax’ explanation of the terms

ypappata (“ypaar To Eboar”) and “oTolxela’ suggests that Heliodorus, by adding the

MWE, g. see Grammatici Graeci 1.3, 470.29-31 é'rvuo)\oy[a €oTl )\(')yos‘ MéEewv Evvorav éEnyolpevos, §
ovopdTov éERynots, kad fiv altlav 'rnv Tl'p(UTT]V €oxov ﬂpoonyoptav
% Grammatici Graeci 1.3,470.36-71.1 kai €oTiv 1) éTupoloyla ds dv elmol Tis dndivoroyla.
245
Grammatici Graeci 1.1, 9.2-6.
% See 11. 13.553.
247 Hymn. Hom. Ven. 224.
¥ 11.11.388; see I1. 13.553.
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second substantivized phrase to the first, wants his audiences to focus on what Calypso says

after referring to “evvdleoBal”: First the nymph compares her own situation with those in
which two other goddesses found themselves—Dawn (with Orion), and Demeter (with

Tasion). In the comparison between herself and Demeter, she mentions an evv).

Os & oméT 'lactiovt évmAdkapos AnpiTnp

® Bupd elEaca plyn GINGTYTL kal edvi

veld €t TpLTONY: 0VSe SN Nev dTuoToS

Zels s pv katémedre Bakov apyfTL Kepavv)

ts & av viv pot dyacbe, Beol, BpoTov drdpa Tapeival

Then, having described how the avrjp came to her whom she is now ordered by Zeus
to send away, Calypso says
... N06¢ €daokov

’ ’ ’ \ ’ e ’ 24
ffoew dddvaTov kai dyhpaov fpata mavra.*

The example of Dawn receives clarification through the story of Dawn and Tithonius
in the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite—which is the second source of Heliodorus’ “To
evvdleoBar”. The implications of Calypso’s offer are brought to the fore through this hymn
and through the story of Demeter’s nursing of Demophoon in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter.
Heliodorus points to these narratives by singling out—through his definition of toTopla as
“Suynots TOY mdlar mpaypudTov’—a passage in Phoenix’ speech with the adjective

“véos” and by highlighting (through the juxtaposition of the quotations from Phoenix’ and

Calypso’s speeches) two words found in both speeches—jtyvivar and Onoewv.

“Néos” links Phoenix’ introduction to the story of Meleager’s boar to the beginning
of his response to the words spoken by Achilles. The adjective—referring to Phoenix—

occurs in the introduction to the story how Phoenix came to accompany Achilles to Ilium,

29.0d. 5.135f., repeated in Od. 7.257, 23.336.
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entrusted by Achilles’ father Peleus with teaching Achilles deeds of war and speaking in

2
counsel. >’

Heliodorus’ indirect allusion (through “t0 elvalecbar”) to Calypso’s reference to
Demeter’s puyvivatr points to the reason why Phoenix’ father cursed his son. Phoenix

recounts how he, persuaded by his mother, had intercourse with his father’s concubine before

his father (mpopLyfivar).”!

... & alév épe \ooéokeTo yolvov

Takak{St mpopryfral (v éxOpete yépovTa

TH mOouNY kal €pe€a maTnp & €pos avTik ~ OLobels
TOMNA KaTNPATO, oTUYEPAS & émekékheT Epuis,
w ToTe youvaow olow épéooeadal dilov viov

€€ épébev yeyadTa: Beol & étélelov émapds,

Zels Te kaTaxBévios kal émawwn IMepoeddrera.

He refers to the curses a second time*” in speaking of how he reared” Achilles

when Achilles was a child.

Phoenix recalls his mother’s pleading and his father’s curses in explaining that he

does not want to be left behind by Achilles should the latter leave to return to Peleus.>*

e ” b4 9 b \ ~ /7 / 9 b 7/

OS AV ETELT dATO O€lo, LAOV TEKOS, OUK €BENOLILL
\elmeah ’, 008 el kév poL vmooTain Beds avTos
vipas amoEloas Ooewr véov nBdovTa,

® 14 ~ 7 e ’ 7

oLov 0Te mpOTOV Almov EANdda kalAlyvvaika,
delywv velkea maTpos ~Apdvtopos  Oppevidao.

The combination of véos and MBwwy associates Phoenix with Nestor who describes

99255

the strenght in his “supple limbs”*>> when he killed Itymoneus.**®

20 See J1. 9.442f. Tolveka pe mpoénke dLdaoképeval Tdde mdvTa, / pibov Te pnThp’ Epevar TpnkTHpd
TE Epywr.

111.9.451-7.

2 See 11.9.492-5.

23 See 11.9.485 kal o€ ToooDTOV E0nKa, eots EmieikeN’ T AXLANED, 9.495 AANG ¢ Taida, Beols Emieikeh
” AXU\eD, Totetpuny.

4 11.9.444-48.
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... 00 yap éun is
€00’ oiln mdpos éokev évl yrapmTolol péleooLy
€10’ Os NPdoLL Bin 8€ pot Epmedos €in
s 0moT 7 Hhelowol kal Nuly velkos éTix6n
apdl Bonhaoin, 6T €yw kTdvor  ITvpovia
“OnoeLr” aligns Phoenix’ description of himself as “pot ... yfipas amoioas™ to the

description of Odysseus, the BpoTds and avrp who is the referent of Calypso’s offer to make

him ageless (Bfjoewv ... dyfpaov).®>’

Ilapa Tols walaiols

The verb “dmoflew” and the participle “nBoovta” in Phoenix’ hypothetical
condition “el kév poL vmooTaln Beds avTos yhpas amoEloas Boewr véov npdovTa”
point to the text “mapa Tols malatols” with “Eboal” at the heart of Dionysius Thrax’
explanation “ypdsat yap 10 Eboar”—the story of Eos and Tithonius in the Homeric Hymn
to Aphrodite. In this story, the infinitive Eboat—followed by a prefix (Eboat ... amo)—is
part of a comment by Aphrodite”® on a request made by Dawn concerning Tithonius, a
BpoTds dvip who is “OpeTépns yevefis,?’ émelkelov ddavdToloL”™.

~ v 9 7/ / Ve
BN & tpev alttnoovoa kehawvedpéa Kpoviova
dbdvatév T elval kal (dew fpata mdvta:
T 8¢ ZeUs émévevoe kal ékprnrer é€NSwp.
vnmin, 008 événoe peta dpeot méTvia  Hos
AN atthoar Eboal T dmo yfpas dlotdy

> See 11. 11.684 véos, 11.762.

%0 11 11.668-72.

27 Stressed by Heliodorus, the verbal link between the two passages in the (on in the liad, the other in the
Odyssey) suggests an implied comparison between the “véos” (at the time when he left Hellas) and the fpepis
“stretching” around the hollow cave of the nymph—both nouns are limited by a participle of “ffdw” (ZhBdovTa
and fiBdwoa respectively).

8 Hymn. Hom. Ven. 220-24.

2% Hymn. Hom. Ven. 219; see 199-201 €oxev dxos, éveka PpoTod dvépos épmeaor evij: / dyxifeot 8¢
pd\loTa kaTabvnTdv dvbpdmov /alel dd’ UpeTépns yevefis €ldés Te vy Te. The personal pronoun
refers to BpoTol dvépes like Anchises.
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Aphrodite refers to Tithonius in answering a request made by Anchises after she

shows herself to him as goddess.”*

b4 \ \ \ ’ 2 4

dAla o€ mpos Znros yovvdlopdl aLyLoxoLo,

n pe LovT T apevnrov év avfpdmoloy €dons
/7 b b b / 9 b \ 9 / b \

vatewr, alX’ €eNéatp * €mel ov BLoBaApLos avnp

viyveTat, 6s Te Oeals evvdleTal dbavdTnot

This request is highlighted by Heliodorus in his explanation “kaTtd €Tupoloyiav”

through the verb etvdleobar.

Aphrodite implicitly compares Tithonius—whom Dawn wants “to be deathless and to

live all days”—to Ganymede, whom she mentions immediatedly before she recounts the

. . . / \ /7 b4 ~ 2 1
story of Dawn and Tithonius. Ganymede is “d0dvaTos kal d ws {oa Beotow.®
y y

Tithonius, in contrast, because of Dawn’s oversight, is eventually “pressed down by hateful

old age”. Aphrodite uses Tithonius’ decline and how he eventually “lives all days” in

explaining why she will not take Anchises to be deathless among the immortals.*®*

AA\’ OTe 81 TAuTar oTuYEPOV KaTd yhipas EmeLyev,
00&¢ TL kwwfioal peléov lvat’ ol dvaelpat,

/ / e A\ A b e /’ /

Noe 6€ oL kaTa Bupov aptotn datveto PouvAn:

b /7 / 7 s 9 / 7

€V Baddpw kaTednke, B0pas & emébnke daelvas.
Tob 8 1 ToL dwvn péel domeTos, 0VSE TL KIKUS

€00 |, oln mdpos €okev évi yvapmTolol Léleoot
ovK av €y ye o€ Tolov €v dbavdToloy éXoluny
abdvatdér T etval kal {dewv fuaTta TavTa.

This part of the story is linked to the passage with the infinitive Eboat through a

repetition of the words of Dawn’s request.”® This cross-reference is preceded by an allusion

995264

to the beginning of the hymn—the phrase “60pas & éméfnke daelvds”™ " associates the

20 Hymn. Hom. Ven. 187-90

' Hymn. Hom. Ven. 214.

22 Hymn. Hom. Ven. 233-40.

29 Hymn. Hom. Ven. 240, 221.
2% Hymn. Hom. Ven. 236; see 60.
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place where Tithonius’ “unspeakable voice flows” (dwr) péel domeTos) with the temple of

Aphrodite in Paphos on Cyprus where her precint (TéjLevos) and altar are; there, Aphrodite

is bathed by the Graces and anointed with oil and puts on “mept xpot elpata kakd”*® or

“oryanéevTa’® before she goes to Troy and appears to Anchises on Ida.*®’

The place where Dawn lays down Tithonius connects the description of the
“répevos” on Cyprus to Aphrodites’ description of the trees called Tepévn, mentioned by
her in speaking of the nymphs who will rear the son to whom she will give birth. These

pines or oaks, Aphrodite explains, spring up when these nymphs come to be. Towering into

heaven, they are not cut by mortals,*®®

b b 14 A\ ~ / /
dA\" O0Te Kev On polpa mapeoTnkn BavdaToLro,

b4 ’ \ ~ b \ \ /7 4
alaveTal pev mpdTOV €mL XBovl BEVOpea KA,

\ L) / ’ Y v 9 ¥ 26

droLos & " apdLmeptdBvuber, mimTovoL & am olot,

~ / 9 e ~ \ /7 a b /7
TOV 6€ B ool Pux1n AelTeL ddos neAtoLo.

9

/7 . . . ~ 2
The verb “aldveTtar” associates this example with (fjv, 70

the topic stated by
Anchises in his request (U] pe (ovT ~ apevnrov év avbpomolor €dons vatewv) and

addressed by Aphrodite with her example of Dawns request “[avTOv] (deww TpaTa

mTdvTa’.

Aphrodite speaks of the trees after predicting for Anchises what will happen to him

soon, being at present in appearance (€150s) like the gods.*”’

viv 8€ o€ pev Tdxa yfpas opoliov audrkalifset

263 Hymn. Hom. Ven. 64.

266 Hymn. Hom. Ven. 85.

27 See Hymn. Hom. Ven. 60.

2% Hymn. Hom. Ven. 269-72.

29 Notice P. Bodmer 5 20.1 [40.7-8] kat €L80U 1) XELp IOV TUPL ATOTLTTL AT €LOV.

270 «” A ¢y —with smooth breathing—means EnpaiveLv, explained as negation of (v, “Td yap Enpd ob ¢,
TO 8¢ LoV kal Vypdv éoTv” (EM 22.29). With rough breathing—*“d{ w”—means céBecdat.

2" Hymn. Hom. Ven. 244-46.
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vnielés, 10 T €melTa TaploTaTal avbpdmoloLy,
ov\Opevov, kapatnpdv, 6Te oTuvyéovol Beol Tep.

The verb “mapioTdval” aligns yfipas with poipa Bavdroro.””* Thus, by analogy,
the symptoms preceding the death of the trees (and of the nymphs) correspond to the effects
of old age on Anchises, the BpoTos avnip. *  Amofboar” concerns that which enwraps

(ApdLka\iTTewy).

The change in strenght and physical appearance that is old age (or brought about by
it) receives more explanation through an allusion to a passage in the Odyssey. The wording
of the verse in between the intratextual allusions (the sentence with Eboal and the sentences

with Tepévn) echos a statement in book 11 of the Odyssey (differing only in the tenses of

etvat)—Odysseus’ description of the yux1| of Agamemnon.273

Eyvo & ai’ €’ ékelvos, émel mev alpa kehatvédy:
~ b 174 / \ A\ / v
KAdle & 0 ye ALyEws, Balepov kaTa ddakpuov eLfov,

TUTVAS €ls épe Xelpas, OpéEacbal peveaivov:
A\’ 00 ydp ol €T My is €pmedos 00dé TL Kikvs,
oln mep TApos €oker €Vl YVapTTolol PéNECTL.

In the Odyssey, these verses are connected to two other references with the phrase

“€vl yvapmTolol péleool”, in a passage linked to the verse in book 11 through a reference

274
h7

to Agamemnon’s deat (of which Odysseus learns from Agamemnon’s soul). The two

instances of the prepositional phrase belong to descriptions of a plan and its execution—

beginning with Athena’s declaration that she will make Odysseus dyvwoTos BpoTotor.””

5 [ [ /, 276 ~
a\\’ dye 0 dyvooTov Tebén " TavTeoal BpoTolot:
kdplw pev xpda ka\ov vl yvapmTolol pélecat,

\ b 9 ~ 9 / /7 b \ \ ~
Eavbas & ék kepalfls ONéow Tpixas, audl 8¢ Aaldos

272 Hymn. Hom. Ven. 269.

23 0d. 11.390-94 at 394.

274 See Od. 13.382-85, 11.405-34.
25 0d. 13.397-403.

276 Notice Od. 7.235; 1. 5.61, .
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€oow O ke oTUYénoLy 8oV dvBpuTor €xovTa,
krulhow &€ Tou booe mdpos TepLtkal\é EédvTe,
®S AV delkéllos TaoL prnoThpol davins
off T a\dxo kal Taldl, TOv év peydpololy ENeLTes.
The description of the execution of the plan closely resembles Athena’s

announcement. But instead of the one statement about the “Aatdos™, there are two sentences

(134

concerning 8éppaTta (and three with “apd(”).>”
.. auol 8¢ déppa
TAVTETOLY Leéeool Talatod Bfike yépovTos,
kvilwoev 6€ ol booe Tdpos TepLkal\é ~ édvTe-
apdl &€ piv pdros dilo kakov Bdlev Nde xLTOVa,
poyaréa puTéwrTa, KAKY LEPLOPUYUEVA KATTVH!
apdl &€ v péya Séppa Taxeins €oc’ élddolo
PLAOY ...

7

The adjective “GANG” suggests that “Séppa ... yéporTos” corresponds to “pdkos”—
with an additional analogy between “malaids” and the attributes describing “pdkos” and
“YXLTOV” (pwyaléa puméwrTa, Kakd pepopuyypéva kamv@)—and that both nouns render

“Natdos™.

Both pdkos and \aidos are mentioned again in later books of the Odyssey. The
pdrkos resurfaces in Odysseus’ “Cretan tale”, which is linked through an allusion to the
account on Odysseus’ encounter with Agamemnon’s soul that features the line incoporated
into the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite.*”™ The first mention made of the pdkos in this story is
almost identical with line in the account on Odysseus’ transformation in book 13. Speaking

to Eumacus, Odysseus now attributes his clothing to Thesprotian sailors.””’

€k pév pe xAalvdv te x1tovd Te elpat ’ €dvoav,
b \ /7 e 7 b \ /7 9 \ ~
apdl 8€ pot pdkos dAAo kakov Bdalov nde xLTOvd,
poyaléa, Ta kal avTos év odBalpoloy dpnat.

27 0d. 13.431-37.
28 See Od. 14.329-30, 11.455.
2 0d. 14.341-43.
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Odysseus then refers to the pdkos again®™ in describing how he escaped from the

anchored ship, having been bound by the Thesprotians and left behind alone. The gods
easily “bent back™ his Seopdv, he explains, and then
... ke 8¢ kaTa pdkos apdLtkariias

EeoTOv €dONkaLov kaTaBas émelacoa Baladoon
oThoos ...

99281

In the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite, “yfipas ... ApdLcaisel expresses this link

between the first description of the pdkos in book 13 and the second.

In addition to the instance in Athene’s announcement of what she will do, the noun
Aatdos is used only one more time in the Odyssey (in the plural), in lines addressed by the
cowherd Philoetius to Odysseus, whom he enounters in the disguise as aged stranger.
Having wished him 6ABos, Philoetius draws a comparison between his master Odysseus and

the stranger (to whom he refers as avnfp and as being brought into existence by Zeus

TATN p).282

4 e b 7/ / / 4
LdLov, ws evonoa, SedAKpuVTAL OE LOL OCCE
pvnoapéve *Odvofos, émel kal ketvov dlw

/ /7 b b4 9 b ’ b a
TOLAOE Adlde €xovTa kaT avBpoTovs alainobat,
el mov €Tt {del kal Opd ddos nelloto.

The participle “éxovTa” reinforces the allusion, which rests on the noun “Aatdos”, to
Athena’s announcement concerning the \aldos that “6 oTuvyénow dvbpomos LSov

éxovTa’.

Before speaking to the stranger, Philoetius asks the swineherd Eumaeus questions

about him; he ends his inquiry by commenting that the stranger is

20 0d. 14.349-51.
281 Hymn. Hom. Cer. 244.
22.0d.20.204-7.
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80O Lopos, N T €olke SEpas BaolAfiL dvakTL:
b \ \ /7 /7 ~ b 7
aAla Beol dSvOWOL TOAUTIAAYKTOU aAvBpwTTOUS,
o ~ 2
émméTe kal Baoikedowy emkdowrTar oulow.

In Odyssey 20, the phrases with Aaidos and 6épas are connected to each other

chiastically (Toudde \aide’ / 8épas Baotaijt dvakTi). This suggests that Aaldos is a

284

metaphor for the body of a human who is (still) alive™" (emphasized by {wel) and that

Toldde corresponds (i.e., is paralleled or opposed) to what befits a “lord king” (Bactlevs

avaé).

Read in conjunction with Calypso’s offer to Odysseus to make him “afdvaTtov kal
aynpaov”, amoflewv in Iliad 9 additionally connects Phoenix” words to the Homeric Hymn
to Demeter. The combination of the two adjectives (and especially dynpaos) associate
Calypso’ words with two lines in the story of Demeter’s nursing of Demophodn.”®* The first

marks (with dynpov T dbdvaTtév Te) the end of the description of how Demeter cared for

the child at day and at night.**®

VviOkTaS 8¢ KpUTTeoke TUpOS pével NUTE Salov
Ndbpa dilov yovéwr: Tols 8¢ péya Badp ~ €TéTukTO,
©s mpoBalns TeéBeoke Beolol yap dvTa EQKet.

kal kév P mToinoev ayfpov T dbdvatév Te,

el un dp ~ adpadinov evlwvos MeTdvelpa

vikT émitnprioaca Buhdeos €k BaldpoLo

oKéPATO ...

> 0d. 20.194-6.

B g, see EM 255.36-44 <8épas>: TO oOpa” mapd 7O 8w, TO Seopetn’ TH ydp buxf ovrdédeTar TO
odpar i amo TOD 5180 BLbeels, 8L8n|u 0 1TC(9T]TLKO§ Tapakelpevos, dédepat, €€ attod Seuag TO yap
odpa SEO'HOS‘ €oTL THS vaxns‘ n ﬂapa TO Sepd, TO 0lkOdOp®, 8€|L(l§ ‘IT€pL80|lT]|lG yap €07l TT]S‘
(bUXT]S Kal OLKT]‘I'T]pLOV totéov O6TL TO Bpe‘rag, Sémas, 8épas, ov kAlvovTar: ov yap AMéyouoL ToUTwY
TS yevikds. (fTeL els TO <kpéas> Tov kavéva. EG (adAiov - {eral) 344.8-10 <8épas>: ... Sel d¢
ywaokewly, § TL 6 monTNs Sépas elwde Méyewr 1O Epuxov Tapd TO Sedéabal THv Ypuxny €v alTd,
odpa 8¢ To duyov, émeldn ofjpd éoTv Bs Tddos Tod ToTe {OVTOS.

85 See Hymn. Hom. Cer. 242 and 260.

28 Hymn. Hom. Cer. 239-45 at 242.
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The second line (with aBdvatév kév ToL kal dynpaov fjpaTta TavTa)—is part of

Demeter’s rebuke of Metaneira, Demophodn’s mother. Demeter begins with declaring that
humans are are not foreseeing (mpoywwokelv) their lot, whether good or bad; then she
contrasts what she would have done with what will come to be (because of Metaneira’s
interference). (The phrase “afdvaTov fjpaTta mavta” echos Dawns request in the Homeric

Hymn to Aphrodite.)

addvaTtév kév Tol kal aynpaov fjpata TdvTa
matda didov moinoa kal ddbLtov Gdmaca TLPIY

~ » 2 ~ 287
Vv 8 ok €00’ s kev BdvaTov kal kfipas a\GEaL®

995288

The reference to kfjpes is one of the explanations of the metaphor “8a\os used

for the child (and the significance of the fire).

In the Homeric Hymn to Demeter, Demeter herself is the example of “shedding off”
old age®®—she is ypads at first,”® but then casts off old age. This action, which parallels
apoxuein geras, results in a different appearance, ... and from her body (xpoa) shines a light,

and her hair becomes gleaming.

The examples (images) from the Homeric Hymn to Demeter seem to be reflected in
nouns whose etymologies are linked to “Evelv”.

<ypads>: 1} malkatd yvvy: dmod Tob ypdew O éoTw éobleww Ny Edeww: 1) Tals puTiol
kateEvopévn. §| Tapd TO patw, pads kal ypals, | dtapparcbeloa VIO xpdvov. | Tapa
TO ypddeobar, 6 éoTL kaTakéeabal, ypads, 1 kateEvopévn TO odpa Sta TO yHpas
<ypaBdis>: 1 Aapmas, Tapd TO ypddw, T0 Elw, 1 kaTeEvopérn kal Steoxitopévn: 1
Tapd 1O ypddeobar, TO Eéecbat, ypaBdis, N kateEeopévn Aapmds.

7 With emphasis on the derivation from pe{pw pdpTos (and in analogy to delpw, dOapTds) BpoTés is
defined as “0 U0 polpav memTwkds” (EM 215.43-44) and as “dpOapTos drpomos”. Molpa and pOopd
connect (and contrast) “BpoTds” and “wdkap”. The latter explanation of the name is stressed through the
second source associated with Phoenix’s statement.

288 Hymn. Hom. Cer. 239.

28 1., lack of childbirth and lack of beauty.

0 See Hymn. Hom. Cer. 101 ypni makavyevér, 113 makatyevéwr avBpdmov.
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Through EVoar (ypdppaTta) oTouxela are explained as the four elements. The
stories associted by Heliodorus with “loTopia” address the separation of body and soul

(8dvaTos and Hades), and yéveais and $66pa.

Thus, when we pursue the grammatical explanations of these terms, we can see that
there are “canonical” narratives: the statement “ypddsar yap 170 Eboal” (with sources in
which to find the verbs and the associations) points to a peTaBolAn turning with what is aged
and dried, ancient and stained through exposure to heat or smoke, in rags, or blackened,
through cleansing (washing, anointing—making the body shine) into something renewed and
adorned (clothes and ornaments). This describes a process of change over time ({fjv, being

as one of the pakapes in appearance).

While this process is illustrated through examples of persons, it also applies to words
or phrases. For example, Eunapius, writing about the excess of the Tatdela and avdyvwois

of Libanius, describes Libanius’ treatment of an ancient AéEts in the same terms.>”!

oUToS NéEW €VpdV Tva meptTTv kal U dpyatétnTos Stakavldvovoav, s dvdénud
TU makatov kabBaipwv, €ls péoov Te nye kal dtakabipas ékal\dmilev, Umdbeciv Te
adTh TepLTAdTTOY OV kal Siavoias dkolovBoloas, doTep dBpas Twas kal
Bepamaivas Seomolvn veomholTe kal TO yfipas dmeEeopév.

Hap” “Opnpe

The line “map ~ “Ounpe” quoted in Dionysius Trax’ chapter mepl oToLXeLOV
belongs to a group of four passages in the Iliad—all with (composites) of “ypddelv”—

whose individual members are paired (or yoked together) and linked to each other through

' Eunapii vitae sophistarum, ed. J. Giangrande (Rome: Polygraphica, 1956), 16.2.5 .
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the same words and phrases. In two of them (/I. 11.388 ém ypapas and 4.139

éﬂéypadje)zgz “emiypddelv” describes an archer’s “scratching” the surface of a body

(emdavera Tov cwpaTos) with an arrow and reddening a dry surface with blood or staining
it with a liquid that dries and solidfies (with red or with “black” blood); the other two*** are

linked through the direct object of ypddelwv—otfjpa—and through “Set€al”.

Xpoa

In the account on the second wounding of Diomedes through an arrow—this time by

(3

Alexander, husband of Helen®”*—the sentence with the participle “~ypasas” belongs to

words addressed by Diomedes to Alexander (after Alexander, and before Nestor (see //.
11.661)); “émL” is either the prefix of the participle (the latter with “pe” as accusative) or a

preposition with “Tapcdr” as accusative.

9 \ \ b ’ \ 7 /7
€L pev on avTifrov ovv TevxeoL melpnbeins,
ovKk dv TouL xpaiopnot BLos kal Tapdées tol-
viv 8¢ ' €m ypdias Tapoov Todos evxeal alTws
ovKk ANéyw, 0s €l pe yurn Bdlot ) Tdis ddpov
\ \ / b \ b / 9 ~
Kwdov yap BENOS avdpos AdvAAKLOOS oUTLOAVOLO
N T _d\os U épelo, kal €l K ONyov mep émalpn
9 =\ 295 ’, ’ Ny 3 ’

O0EV™” Bélos méeTatl, kal akrpLov ala Tibnot
Tob 8¢ yuvailkos pév T apdidpudol etol maperal,
~ b 9 /7 e / b 14 ~ b /
TAldeS O opdavikol 0 &€ 6 alpaTL ydtav €pevbwv

mOPeTAL, Olwvol 8¢ Tepl TAéeS NE YVavikeS

292 Explicitly linked in Heliodorus, Grammatici Graeci 1.3, 324.25-28.

293 11.7.187 émuypaisas and 11. 6.169 ypdisas.

94 The first time Diomedes is wounded be the arrow of Pandarus (see 1. 5.794-5, 798). The two passages are
additionally connected through the noun “dxnfpros” (II. 5.812, 17; 11.392). “’ O&v BéAos™, in I1. 11.392,
associates teh accusative “dkfpLov” is the direct object of “BéMos ... T{bnoL”. The grammatical subject
“dknfpLos” is linked to being struck by an “60EV BéNos™, the .

23«7 OEGs” is etymologically linked to “Eéw”. E.g., see EM 625.50ff. <6EUs>: mapd 170 E€w EGos” kal bs
TAdTOS TAATVS, 0UTws kal Edos Eolis’ kal év UmepPLBacpd, 60Evs. Ihid. 627.[-]-5 6EDvw ék ToD OEDs.
GoTep 8¢ mapd TO xéw x60s Xols, olTws mapd TO E€w Edos Eods: kal év UmepPLBacpd, 0Evs kal OED,
TO AVTLOLAOTENNGLEVOY TO ApPAeL.
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Tapods (limited by T086s) is a term denoting a part or the width (or “dkpor”) of the

9 296

foot, which is “dried” and “fleshless”. These qualities contrast “Tapods™ in “p’ €émt

99297 298

ypaas Tapoor modds” " (and the phrase’s parallel “OAiyov émavpn™)™ " with “yf” in

8e 0" alpaTt yalav €épevbov”—a staining or reddening of earth through blood.

(13

Through Diomedes’ comparison, the participial phrase “émi. ypdlias Tapoov
m080s”™ is associated with a “Bélos”™ that is “kwddv” (i.e., not hearing or not talking) and

contrasted to an “0EVU BéNos”. Such a dart is mentioned at the end of the account.

.. 0 8 Omofe kabeldpevos BéNos kv
€k m080s €Nk *, 680vn 8¢ Sua xpods NN ° deyelvy.

The sentence with “ém ypddas™ in Iliad 11.388 (illustrating and explaining the
terms “ypdppaTta” and “oTolxela”) is a paraphrase of a third person narrative (in 11.
11.368-78) on the wounding of Diomedes—with a first mention of “Tapcds™ (the direct
object of kaTémmkTo?). This account, which begins with a description of Diomedes’

position and posture, is separated from Diomedes’ words to Alexander by the word (or line)

95 299

(émos) with which Alexander, speaking as “e0x6pevos™,” sums up the longer narrative.

.. 0 8¢ Té6E0V THYVY drelke
kal Bd\ev, 008 dpa piv ditov Bélos Exduye xeLpds,
Tapoov deELTepoto mModds Sta & dpmepes 10s

€v yaln katémnkTo: 0 8¢ pdla ndL yeldooas

€k Moxov apmdnoe kal ebyxdpevos €mos nuda-
BéPANaL ovd * dAtov Bélos Ekduyer: ws ddhelov Tol
velaTtov és kevedva Balov ék Bupov eNéobat ...

~

2% See EM 747.7-15 <'rap00g> €K uepovg N TO TAATOS TOV MO80S, 1} TO aKpov Tfis XeLpds. pNTOPLKT.
€oTL 8¢ kal ‘ITOLT]TLKT] olov viov ¢ p’ émypdias TCIpO'OV 060" TaApd TO Tgpaaweceat nyovv
énpaweo()m aoapKov yap 1O ﬂpog Tous SakTUAOUS uepog opos. onpalvel Tpla: TO dyyelov, vs TO,
27;671[)00[ 1eV Tupav BpiBov: kal TO dkpov ToD T080S. Tapoov SefitTepolo moS0s" Kal TNV TONLV.

1l. 11.388.
2% 11.11.391. For examples of émavpetv with xpda as accusative, see I1. 11.573, 15.316 mapos xpda Aevkov
emavpetv; 1. 13.649 pn Tis xpda Xarkd émaipn).
*11.11.379.



98
Diomedes’ comparison of the effects of a “kodov BéXos™ (hitting Tapoov ... T086S)

and an “0EV Bélos” (reddening the earth with blood) suggests (by reverse analogy) that the
reddening of the earth is preceded by hitting (with an 60EV Bélos) “és kevedva™ (I1. 5.857).
This prepositional phrase associates the text [selected in Dionysius Thrax as example] with
Iliad 5, a description of Diomedes’ striking of Ares (with a spear) in book 5 of the /liad.

(The two passages are linked through woundings of Diomedes.)

SGUTepos‘ av®’ (f)pudTo Bonv dyabos AtounSng
eyxet xa)\KeLw 6TI'€pELO'€ 8¢ TTal\as ’ Aenvn
veLaTov €s KEVELVA, 60L CUJVVUO'KETO piTpy:

'rn pd pv olTa ‘rvxwv Sta 8¢ xpoda kaov Edalsev
€k 8¢ 86pv omdoev avTLs .

As a result of the wound, Ares bleeds—“6el€ev & duppoTtov aipa katappéov &€
OTeLM|S” (II. 5.869). The wound is healed (with the curdling (mnyvivair) of milk as

comparison).

“’Emuypdisas” has an antencedent in book four of the Iliad. The finite verb
eméypalse in Iliad 4.139 belongs to the account on the breaking of the oaths through the

wounding of Menelaos.

. 8L(1Trp6 1S e’(ca‘ro Kal 'rng
aKpOTaTov & dp’ OLO"I’OS‘ eméypailse xpoa dwTdS"
abtika & €ppeev alpa kehawvedes €€ OTelNfs.

The passage with émiypddewv is followed by an image beginning and ending with a

reference to staining (Latvew).’®

ws & 6te Tis T ENédbavTa yuvn dolvikt pujvn
Mnovis ¢ Kdelpa, Tmapfiiov éppevat (mrov:
kelTal & év Baldpw, morées Té pv RpRoavTo
Lrmfis dopéelv: Baota\it 8¢ kelTal dyalpa,
apdoTepov kéopos 0 {mme élaThipl Te kbdos*

30 11 4.141-47.
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~ /7 / / 14 \
Totol ToL, Mevéhae, pLavbny atpaTt unpot
9 ’ ~ 7 9 \ \ AR ’
evdvées kvfipatl Te 16e odupa ka\ vmévephe.

The passages in the Iliad with émiypddewv are all linked to the term “xpda”.

<Xp0a> Xpovv ELpn‘raL els 1O <[30a> <Bovv> Kat <8ia xpoos‘> 'YLU€T(1L ‘IT(lp(l TO
Xp®, O ommwa TO BdmTw: €E 0L Kal xpdua. M EUGELa Xpols* 60ev TO xpoos dujevat
al/épo,ueow 29 kal peTaBolrf] Ths OY, xpds, vs Bods Bds Tapd AwpLedol.

Staining with blood leads to xpwleLv.
INpa

“’Emuypdadas” (with “émi” as prefix) associates the words addressed by Diomedes
to Alexander and quoted in the chapter “mept oTolxelov” with the account on the selection

of Ajax through the casting of lots (\axeiv) for single combat with Hector.**?

9

mg dp €dav, md\\ev 8¢ Fepnmog LTToTA Nec’rwp,
€k & &Bope K\fjpos vaeng ov ap’ n@e)\ov avTol,
AlavTos- kfpu€ 8¢ c[)epwv av’ out)\ov aTqvTy

SeLE 61}86&(1 TACLY apto’rneoow Axaunv

at & ov 'YL'YUL\)O'KOVT€§ aﬂnvnvourro EKao'rog

a)\)\ OT€ 81] TOV (kave cbepwv av ouL)\ov amdvT,
Os‘ uw €‘lTL’yp(lL’)(l§ vaen Ba)\e d)aLSLuog Alas,
N ToL vméoxebe xeLp 0 8¢’ dp~ EpPalev dyxL mapaocTds,
YVo 8¢ k\jpov ofjpa 1ddv, yitnoe & Oupd.

TOV pev Tap mHs €ov xaud&s‘ Bd\e dovnoév Te-

o didot, 1 ToL KAfpos €pds, xaipw 8¢ kal avTos
U, émel Sokéw viknoéper "ExkTopa Stov.

Limited by the genitive “k\1jpov”, the noun “ofjpa’ associates the sentence with the
participle émiypadsas (in I1. 7.187) with the description of marking of the k\npot (in 7L.

7.175), thus aligning émiypddelr to onpaivewv. But, through the reference to Hector, the

1 71.11.398.

2 11.21.70.

% 11.7.181-92 at 187.

3% The relative pronoun s links the verse with the participle to Nestor’s general description of the one of the
nine about to be choosen; see 11. 7.171-74 k\jpw viv memdiecbe dlapmepés, s ke AdxnoLv: / ovTos ydp
&1 ovioel évkviuidas T Axalovs, / kal 8 avTos Ov Bupov ovioeTat, al ke dbUynot / Snlov ék ToAépoLo
kal alvijs dNLoThHTOS.

395 The phrase “cuvén Bd\e” clarifies that émiypdderv (I1. 7.187) corresponds to [k\fjpov] onpaivey (1.
7.175).
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noun also points to a ofjpa described by Hector when issuing the challenge that leads to the

casting of the lots. Hector declares that he will bring the armor of his opponent as offering to

the temple of Apollo, but will give the body (vékus) to the Achaeans for burial.

ofipd Te ol xeboow ém mhaTel "EXAnomévTe

kal moTé Tis elmmot kal oPLydver avlpdTor

vl ToAukALSL mAéwv €Tl olvomoa mévTOV:

‘avdpos pev T6de ofipa Tdlal kataTehmaTos

v moT’ dpLoTetovTa katékTave daldipos "ExkTop’
®s ToTé Tis €péel TO & &pov kAéos ol ToT ONelTal

The verse with the reference to “ofjpa” has a very similar parallel in /liad 23.331, in
Nestor’s advice to his son, to always look at the turning-post (in the race) and, at first, at the
man who leads.

onua &€ ToL 6p€w ua)\ aptcbpaSeg, 008€ oe Moel
eo’rnKe Ev)\ov avov Goov T’ opva vmep ains

1) 8pvos 1) melkns: TO pev ov katTamifeTar SPPpw,
Ade 8¢ Tod €kdTepBer épnpédaTal 800 Nevkw

€v Evvoxfow 6800, Nelos & LTTESpopos apdis:

N Tev ofijpa BpoTolo Tdlal kaTaTedhndTos,

N T6 ye vicoa TéTukTo €l mpoTépwr AvlpdTLY,
kal vov Téppat’ €bnke Toddpkns Slos S AXII\eUS

Instead of avijp, Nestor speaks of a BpoTds.>”

The conclusion “k\éos ol moT olelTal” associates the ofja on the plane of the

Hellespont with Calchas’ 6eompémiov on the péya ofipa in Aulis.*”’

TpaTa

“fpa” in the plural is the direct object of ypddeiv in the account on the meeting of

308

Diomedes and Glaucus in book six. The sentence with ypdderv is part of Glaucus’

3% Here, too, is a casting of lots, linked to arrangement in order; and Phoenix appears again, as “okomds”.
711, 2.323-29 at 325.
% See 11. 6.169.
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answer to a Diomedes’ question whether his one of the immortals (in which case Diomedes

would not challenge him) or a mortal. In his answer, Glaucus first addresses whether he is
BpoT6s by comparing the yeved of men to leaves poured “yapddis”. Then Glaucus turns
to speaking on his yévos, claiming descent from Bellerophon. The passage with the verb
ypddewv (0 ypdidsas) is preceded by a brief account on the reason why Bellerophon was sent

by Proetus to the king of Lycia to perish there. (Bellerophon had been falsely accused by

Anteia, Proetus’ wife, of having wanted to sleep with her against her will.)’*

mépte 8¢ pv Avkinvde, mopev 8 & ye ofpata \vypd,
ypdias év mivakt TTUKTG BupodBopa ToNd,
Setal 8 Mrdyewv © Tevbepd, bdp’ dmdloLTo

IpaTta—the direct object of “ypdidsas” (in attributive position)—and “ToA\a”—the
direct object of both ypdisas and Set€ar is taken up twice in the next part of the narrative,

the account on the king’s request, on the tenth day, to see a ofjpa.’'’

kal TOTe pv épéelve kal fTee ofjpa 1&éabat,

6TTL pd ol yapppoto wdpa IpoiToro GpéporTo

abTap émel &n ofjpa’ kakov mapedéEaTto yapBpod
TPATOV €V ...

SevTepov av ...

TO TplTOV AV ...

T & dp’ dvepyopérw Tukirov 86 ov dAlov Udatve ...

From these deeds, says Glaucus, the king of Lykia “ylyvwoke 6eod yovov nuv

399 See 11. 6.164-65 Tebvains, & Ipolt , §| kdkTave BeAkepodbvtny, / s 1 €Beker GAGTNTL pLyfpevat
ovk €Belolon.

1911, 6.176-90.

' An entry on “ofjjLa” in EM clarifies the meaning of “ofijjia” in the story of Bellerophon through other
examples (EM 711.9-13): “cfipa Tapd 16 08, T0 Uytalve. onpalver 8¢ kal 10 ypdppa: "INddos (', kal
fiTee ofua (5éobar- TO onuelov: s TO ofua &€ Tot €péw pdA’ dpippadés [I1. 23.326, Od. 11.126]: kal
TOV Tddov, 05 TO, drdpds uér T68e chua mdlat katatedvnaTos” [Il.7.89 dvip; 23.331 BpoTis]”. The
verse with “€péw” (identical in Iliad and Odyssey) points to two texts—Nestors instructions for his son before
the race, and the sign given to Odysseus by Teiresias.

211.6.191.



Chapter 4

P. Bodmer 5

The most prominent (and most discussed) difference between P. Bodmer 5 and other
manuscript versions of P.J is the absence of longer parts of the narrative from the text. More
puzzling, however, is a feature less visible to modern readers of PJ, who are most likely to
encounter the text in the form of a modern, printed edition, in which the text is displayed in
the form of numbered paragraphs (not text columns), with word divisions, accents and
breathing marks provided by the editor(s). The text of P. Bodmer 5 has almost no
punctuation, accents, or breathing marks, even though the papyrus ends with an explicit
reference to a reader (25.2 [49.16-17]). In addition, despite two different systems of
corrections—which suggests that the text was read and corrected either by at least two
persons or twice by the same person—the manuscript is full of uncorrected phonetic
spellings or duplications (e.g. kat / kat>™ and mrw / mropa®'?); corrections are at times
confusing; and emendations (interlinear and in the margins) suggest that entire words or
phrases were omitted or added. This raises two questions: If P. Bodmer 5 is a faithful copy

of a (no longer extant) original, why correct some mistakes and not others? If it is an original

313 See 24.3 [48.4-5].
314 See 24.3 [47.15-48.1]

102
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(i.e., an autograph), why not correct all mistakes to create the basis of a clean copy, which

then can serve as model for future copies?

The incompleteness of the corrections in P. Bodmer 5 might simply be due to
inattentive proofreaders. But there is another possible explanation, one that is grounded in an

approach to reading the text trained through exercises in composition.

Correcting a copy by comparing the written text of copy and original and making
adjustments where a scribe accidentally omitted or misspelled letters or words is a
comparatively mechanical task that does not require much training. Al6pbwois (emendatio)
in the technical sense is the work of the critic and of the teacher. In the case of the latter,
correction means not only correction of the written work (e.g., by adding punctuation or
making stilistic improvements) but also of the student, or rather of the student’s assessment
(manifest in his compositions) of the models provided for him by the teacher for imitation

and emulation.

Imitation and emulation of authors can take two forms, since what is imitated can be
the diction or an author’s treatment of thought or subject matter. The two are interrelated,"
but whichever aspect is emphasized would determine the questions with which a reader
approaches a work or even only a passage, to study them in detail with view to imitation.
Plutarch sets forth the modes of reading suited for both. He stresses that the student is to

examine how something is said, trying to find better ways of expressing the same thought.*'®

xpRoLpor 8¢ mTpos ToUTo kal TO ThAS mapaporfis, OTav yevduevol kad’ avTovs Ao
Ths dkpodoews kal NaBOvTeS TL TOV WN) Kalds T un ikavds eipfobar dokolvTov

33 Implied, for example, by Quintilian’s comments on commonplaces; see Quint. /nst. 2.4.30.
316 Plut. Mor. 40e. He points his readers to Plato’s dialogue Phaedrus for a more detailed discussion.



formulating his thought, or points to the cause or origin of the perceived flaws.

104
b ~ 9 9 \ \ / e \ \ \ 4 b ~ \ b
EMLXELPOPEY €lS TAUTO KAl TPOAYOREV AUTOVUS TA WEV GOTEP Avaminpodv, TO &
émavopBotobar, Ta & €Tépws dpdlewv, Ta & Ohws €EE Umapxfis elodépelv
TpeLpdLevol Tpos THv Umdbeoty. O kal TINdTwv émoinoe mpos Tov Avaiov Noyov. TO
HEV YAp AVTELTELY 00 XANeTOV AANA Kal TAvvu pddiov elpnpévey Aoyo.

This exercise either demonstrates that the author exercised much diligence in

317 (Quintilian

puts a similar emphasis on studying in detail individual authors®'® or passages’'” that will be

used for imitation.)

Imitation of the subject matter, in contrast, requires paying attention to keddhata.’*

Tous & dpyovs €kelvovs mapaka\dpev, OTav Td KEd)o’()\aLa T voﬁoet ‘lT€pL)\dBL\)O'LV
ou’)Toi)g SU avTev Ta )\omd ouvTLBévat, kal TH LVHun Xapaymyew Tnv elpeatLy, Kkal
TOV AANGTpLov Adyov otov dpxTy kKal oméppa AapévTas ékTpédely kal avEelv.

Once learned, this mode of attending to what is said does no longer require a teacher

(or rests on finding different expressions of the same thought by different authors). But for

those who have not yet acquired this critical skill, a teacher’s guidance is necessary.

Stressing that the teacher may not discourage the student through the strictness of a

correction (emendationis severitate), Quintillian recommends two methods of correction for

teachers:>>' Leaving certain parts without comment, the teacher (praeceptor) is either to

*'7 See Plut. Mor. 40b.

318 See Quint. Inst. 10.1.20. Having stressed that a speech’s virtutes are often hidden, Quintilian warns to be
cautious in judging canonical authors (and persons), “modesto tamen et circumspecto iudicio de tantis viris
pronuntiandum est, ne, quod plerisque accidit, damnent quae non intellegunt”.

1% See Quint. Inst. 10.5.8.

20 Plut. Mor. 48b-48c.

321

See Quint. Inst. 2.4.12-13: ucundus ergo tum maxime debet esse praeceptor, ut remedia, quae alioqui natura

sunt aspera, molli manu leniantur: laudare aliqua, ferre quaedam, mutare etiam reddita cur id fiat ratione,
inluminare interponendo aliquid sui. nonnumquam hoc quoque erit utile, totas ipsum dictare materias, quas et
imitetur puer et interim tamquam suas amet: at si tam neglegens ei stilus fuerit, ut emendationem non recipiat,
expertus sum prodesse, quotiens eandem materiam rursus a me retractatam scribere de integro iuberem: posse
enim eum adhuc melius. Quintilian gives his recommendations in a digression in a chapter on the preliminary
exercises (progymnasmata). These exercises provide training in assessing the quality of a work, e.g., with
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praise some parts of a student’s composition while correcting others (mutare etiam reddita

cur id fiat ratione, inluminare interponendo aliquid sui), at times additionally prescribing or
dictating (dictare) complete themes (fotae materiae) for imitation; or, having gone over the
same materia again, he is to order (iubere) the student to write on it anew and better (helped

by the additional explanations).**?

Corrections (added to the text as visible corrections) do provide alternative readings
of a passage and do, therefore, reflect—and invite—comparison and judgment of which
alternative is better, or what subject matter is clarified. The absence of almost all
punctuation marks (emphasizing dvdyvwols according to vTOkpLols, Tpoowdia, and
StaoTo\y]) and the uncorrected misspellings etc. that are characteristics of P. Bodmer 5
suggest that the reader is meant to examine sentences by reading them with different
boundaries, discover reasons for alterations, or determine which lack of clarity is to be helped
through the additions. Statements are to be corrected by analogy with the models
incorporated into the text and in view of the teachings represented in the text through
allusions.  P. Bodmer 5 provides the basis—the material and the argument (or
mapddetrypa)—for creating different, “beautified” versions of the same narrative; the

authors of these other versions emphasize different alternatives.

P. Bodmer 5 provides examples for assessing alternatives. In this chapter we will
examine two—the account on Anna’s second vow, and Zechariah’s name. In the case of

Anna’s vow, uncorrected deviations from OpBoypadia that seem to indicate phonetic

respect to its credibility (through the exercises dvaokevr| and kaTaokevn) or through comparison (cUykpLaLs)
(not only of persons, but also of statements expressing the same thought through different words).
22 Quint. Inst. 2.4.12-13.
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spelling (i.e., “BapPapiopol™) lead to intentional “phonetic” ambiguities (expressing a

“kinetic” quality of the text) based on different avalioeirs of vowels (i.e., an etymological
assessment of changes). Corrections provide alternative readings of the same text by
pointing to differen Scriptural models and by creating different cross-connections.

Zechariah’s name (spelled Zaxxaptras) links two spatially separate parts of the narrative.

“TNns unTpos avtns”

Anna makes her second vow when she sets Mary on the ground (xapai) to test
whether the child can stand and Mary, “having walked around seven and seven steps,” comes
to the bosom of her mother.

ta’ 11-17 NUEPU B€ KAL MNUEPA EKPUTEVETO T TULS YEVARLEVOUS avTns eEape'vov
€oTnoer avTtn’s N UNTNp auTn® XApE® dLATELpATE " 1 LOTATE KAL €TTA
KoL eTTa fnpata mepLtTaTnoacd NABEV €LS TOV KOATOV TNS KN

pr1-5 TPOS AUTNS KAL AVNPTACEY AuTNY 1N UNTnpe avtns Aeyovoa {n KX o OX
LOU OU [T TEPLTTATNONS €V TN YN TAUTN €ws o€ amalw €v To vao KY.

This account is a narrative nodal point, connected through the adverb “xapai”
(spelled xape) to the account on Joseph’s reaction at finding “oykwpevn” (13.1 [26.16]
eplpev avtov xapat), through mepimaTely to the account on Anna’s going down ‘“is Tov
Tapadeloov avtns Touv meptmatnoar” (2.4 [5.6-7]), and through the verb “amalw” to

Joseph’s description of the place (17.3 [37.7]) where he finds the cave. In addition to these

323 “Aramelpdoal” suggests an allusion to the introductory statement of a speech, by relatives of the king, on
his continued attempts to “adpavicar” the Jews (i.e., to send them to Hades) (3 Macc 5:39-40)—*“ol 8¢
ouvavkelpevol ovyyevels TNy doTadfi dtavorar atTod BavpdlovTes Tpoedéporto Tdde Baoiled,
péxpL Tlvos 0s a\dyovs nuds Siamelpdletls TpooTdoowy H{dN TplTov alTovs ddavicar kal TAA €m
TOV TpaypdTov ék peTafolfis davailov Ta ool Sedoypéva;...” The speech is paralleled by a mpooeux 1
by Eleazar (one of the priests of the region) and the elders around him.  AXéyous”, the direct object of
Stamelpdlewv in 3 Maccabees, and mpodépeLv (TdSe) associates the account with the verb in 6.1 with an
earlier one in PJ, linked to the account with “Scameilpdoar” through phrasal cross-references based on the
corrections of “avtn” in 6.1.
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phrasal links, the time limit (ews) joins the narrative on the making of the vow to the account

on its fulfillement—Mary’s entrance into the temple, in 7.2-3.

The text describing Mary’s steps (BfjLaTa) features a larger number of words that, in
spelling and syntax, deviate from customary usage (T0 ouvnfes). This is not only surprising
because the account is so well connected to other passages (which suggests that readers of
the papyrus consulted it more than once for clarification) but also because some of these
mistakes are corrected while others are not. Words that remain without correction are

24
“ekpaTeveTo” and “yevapevovs™

and the endings of “xape”, “Siameipace”, and
“lotaTe” (all with “e€” instead of “ar”). Letters are added to correct the adjective

“eEapevov” (an “n” is written above the “e”) and alter the case endings of “eEapnvov”

(e€Eapnrovs) and of the pronoun “avtn”.

This (seeming) inconsistency in correcting the text illustrates the problem of
corruption through incorrect alterations of a text (word or sentence)—and thus underlines the
importance of determining the reasons for deviations from cuvfifera. For, a closer look at
the sources of the unclear words and phrases demonstrates that there are indeed “Noyor”—
arguments and parallels for the drawing of analogies—that can be “returned” for leaving

“expaTeveTo” uncorrected and for having alternative endings (and punctuation) for “avtn -

n pnTNp avtn”,

324 Testuz suggests “yevapevns”, de Strycker (La forme la plus ancienne, 251-52) a contamination of

“yevapevouvs” and “yevopevns”.
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The letters “exkpaTeveTo” suggest two “kavoves” in the writings of the Old and the

. . ~ , 2
New Testaments for “straigthening” the phrase—‘“€kpaTatodTo” or “€ykpateteTar”.’?

Together, the sources combined in “ekpaTeveTo” through these allusions point to a shared

signified—Dbeing dyLos.

“EkpaTeveTo” (or either one of its “correct” versions) does not have any verbal
parallels in PJ. Joined by a pronoun, the noun “rj prjtnp”, in contrast, does occur three times
in the account on Anna’s second vow in 6.1. The corrections alter the grammatical cases
(and syntax) of the pronouns preceding and following the first instance of the noun: a nu,
written above a oTuypt| (or sigma)’*® separating the pronoun from the definite article of n
unTnp, turns the first pronoun (with n mats as antecedent) from the nominative into the
accusative; a sigma (possibly followed by a cancelled nu), written (in raised position) in the
space between the letters eta (of the second pronoun) and chi (of xape) turns the second
pronoun from the nominative into the genitive. The change in the grammatical cases
highlights what would otherwise be unclear, because of the absence of breathing marks—the

corrected pronouns are personal pronouns, not demonstrative pronouns.

[ Taikmendvefadr cesarbey |
ettt e AN TH B MU T Ay T+

The sentence with the corrections is followed by a sentence in which “n pnTnp” is in
the genitive and limits the accusative of the preposition els—“mepLTaTnoaca n\bev eLs

TOV KOATOV TNS U Tpos avtns”. Because of the grammatical case of untnp, the syntax

323 Rhythmically, the two verbs differ from each other and their model through the lenghts of the ultimate and
the penultimate.

326 Testuz’ reading; but cf. 24.3 [48.1] “ovx evpwoav-”, the only other instance of a sign in this shape in P.
Bodmer 5. (Testuz omits the oTiypn.)
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of “avtns” has two explanations—the pronoun is in agreement with the noun (n punTnp

avTm), or it limits the noun as genitive (n untnp avtns). Each reading pairs “tns pntpos
avtns” with a different phrase in the text—syntactically, “tns untpos avtns” (limiting
“eLs Tov koAmov”) corresponds either to “n yn avtn” (the dative of the preposition “ev”
[12.4], paralleled by “ev To vaow KY”) or to “n untnp avtns” (contrasting “ecTtnoev
avtny xape” on page ta’ (6.1 [11.14]) with “avnpTacer avtnr” on page L (6.1 [12.2]) or
“avnpTacer” on page Ly’ (6.3 [13.14-15])). Since the personal pronoun avTfs limiting 1
puTnp refers to the grammatical subject of “expaTteveTo”, the referent of the noun “p

unTNe” changes with the verb chosen as the correct form of the barbarism “exkpaTeveTo”.

In conjunction with the prepositional phrase “ets Tov koAmov”, the “Schriftbild”
suggests the phrase with the corrections displays “layered” allusions to two TapadelypaTa
of mothers—the mother of the little child in the judgment of Solomon,”*’ combined with a

$ and

TLONVYo6s in a comparison in the story of the “pvipata THs émbuplas™ in Numbers;*
mothers mentioned in Lamentations 2:12. The one model depicts Mary as “0 \ads ouToS”,
taken into the bosom of the one who took her into the womb (yaoTnp), gave birth to her
(TikTew), and is feeding her with morsels of cakes made of manna, with the tase of
honey.”” ©n\dlewv (in both Numbers and 3 Kings) stresses the reference to Anna’s giving
the breast to the child and “naming her name” in the sentence preceding the account on

Mary’s steps (in 5.2 [11.9-11]); at the same time, the phrasal allusion to the story of the

Judgment of Solomon indicates that her mother gives her share of the little child away (to

327 See 3 Kgs 3:27 abTh f phTnp avTod, with kéAmos in 3:20.

328 See Nm 11:12; and 3 Kgs 3:21.

329 Notice the references to Mary’s taking “Tpodnv €k xeLpos ayye ov” (or ayyelwv) in 8.1, 13.2, and 15.3;
see Wis 16:20.
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another woman whose son died) lest the child who is alive be put to death.”® The other

model*'—based on the interpretation of “Tns unTpos avtns” as “n PnTHE AVTNS —
portrays Mary as a {suxn (the subject of Anna’s first vow), poured out into the bosom of her

mother 3

Both phrases (n pnTnp avtn and n unTnp avtns) have referents in other parts of
the narrative, to which they are connected through the repetition of phrases and through
intertexts. The implied comparison between “n untnp avtn” and “n yn avtn” (suggested,
in 6.1, by the first interpretation of the genitive “tns puntpos avtns”—corresponding to the
not corrected “avtns: m unTne avtn’”) associates the dative “ev Tn yn avtn” in Anna’s
vow with a dative in the last question raised by Anna in the lament made by her after going
down “ts ToV Tapadeltoov avtns Tou meptmatnoal”. The answer to the question is the

only one in the lament in which Anna does confirm a likeness:

OLILLOL TLVL OpoLwbny €yw TN YN TAUTN OTL KAl M YN TPOPEPEL TOVUS KAPTOUS AUTNS
KaTa katpov kat e evhoyL KE

In 3.1-3, the referent of “n yn avtn” in Anna’s lament is defined in detail through
allusions to a wide variety of sources (discussed below). In 6.1, all of these receive

additional commentary through an allusion to the gospel according to John.

330 See 3 Kgs 3:25-26.

*1Lm 2:12.

32 See Lm 2:11-12 EEENLToV év Sdipuoiy ot ddBarpol pov, ETapdydn 7 kapdla pov, / EEex0n els yiv §
86Ea pov éml TO olvTpLppa THs BuyaTpos Tod Aaod pou / év TH ékALTely vATLov kal On\dlovTa €v
mhaTelats méAews. / Tals pnTpdoww adTév eimav Iod olTos kal oivos;/év T4 ék\leabal adTols OS
Tpavpatias év mhaTelats mOXews, / év TQ ékxelobal Yuxds avTdV €ls KOATOV UNTEPWY AVTOV.
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“Xape” 1s a verbal link associating the account on Mary’s steps with the report on

Joseph’s finding of “oykopevn”. But the two parts of the narrative are also connected

through allusions to weeping for the cOvTpippa of a daughter.**

We will see that the different analogies for the corrected phrase “avtn” 1 pnTnp
avtn®” connect the report on the steps of the child to passages with allusions to grammatical
concepts (linked to the desccription of Mary’s steps through “mepitmaTely” and “xapal”™—

\oyos mpodopikds and avdyvwots (TeptmaTelv) and StacToln (13.1 xapal).

“’EkpaTaLovTo”

Read as “expaTaiovto” (i.e., interpreting the letters “ev” and “e” as representing the
diphthongs “at” and “ov”), the letters “expaTeveTo” associate the first sentence after the
report on the naming of Mary (in 5.2 [11.10-11]) with two instances of the phrase “T0 &€

Tardiov ni€aver kal €kpaTarodTo” in chapters 1 and 2 of the gospel according to Luke. In

334

Luke, the grammatical subjects of the verb are John the Baptist’>* and Jesus.”>> The account

in PJ with the verb “expaTeveTo” contains links to both passages. Mary is thus implicitly

95336

compared to both “matdia’’""—but with different emphases. The brief descriptions of her

naming and of the location where she is until the fulfillment of her mother’s second vow

33 Lm 2:11 70 olvTpLppa Tis Buyatpds Tod Naod pod in 3.1; Is 22:4 in 13.1.

33 See Lk 1:80.

33 See Lk 2:40.

338 The terms “mratd{ov” and “mats” denote different stages in the yéveots and adEfots of a human being—as
does Mary’s ability to “walk around”: “ratdlov 8¢ 10 Tpeddpevor UTd Ths TIONYOD: TarddpLlor 8¢ To 1idn
meptmaToly kal MEews avTexdpevor: madlokos 8¢ 6 év TH éxopévn nhikia: Tmals 8¢ 6 Sua THV
EykvkMov padnpdtoer duvdpevos Léval: T 8¢ éxopévny TalTns NAtkiav ol pev mdiAnka, ot 8¢
BoUmaida, ot 6¢ dvtimTaida, ot 8¢ peA\é[p]ldnBov kakobow” (Herennius Philo: De diversis verborum
significationibus, ed. V. Palmieri (Naples: d’Auria, 1988), 42.5-10).
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align the reference to Mary’s “kpaTatoboBal” to the sentence concerning John (the son born

for Zechariah from Elizabeth).*’

7o 8¢ mawdlov ni€avev kal ékpaTairodTo mrelpaTti, kal Hr év Tdls éprpols €ws
Nuépas avadeléens avTod mpos Tov Iopani

Her mother’s first vow—patterned after the vow with which Hannah, the mother of

Samuel, dedicates her son as Nazirite>*®

—and the allusion to Anna’s purification from
childbirth associate the sentence with the sentence on Jesus, preceded by a reference to the

“law of the Lord” and to Nazareth.**

kal 0s éTélecav dmavta Ta kaTtd TOV vopov kupiov vméoTpedav eis THv Taklaiav
els ™ mOMv €autdy Nalapéd. T0 8¢ maidlov nd€avev kal ékpatatodTo mredpaTt
mAnpovpevor codlas kal xdpts Oeod N ém’ adTd.
Mary is paralleled to John through the position of the sentence with the verb
. .. . . 4
ekpaTeveTo in PJ—it is preceded by a brief report on the naming of Mary”** and followed

by a description of the d-ylaopa in which she is.>*!

This (implied) comparison between the
two texts stresses the naming of the child’s name “Mapra’ and helps fills out the brief report

in PJ through the drawing of analogies with the more detailed account in Luke.

In the gospel according to Luke, the account on the naming of John falls into two
parts—first Elizabeth objects to the name by which they were calling him, then Zechariah

declares in writing what the little child’s name is.***

kal €kdlovy avTo Eml T OvdépaTtt Tod maTpds avTod Zaxaplav.
kal amokplBetoa 1 pjTne avTod elmev:
9 7 b \ / 9 /7
ouxl, a\\a k\nbnoeTar "lodavvns.

337 Lk 1:80.

38 4.1[7.16-8.4]; see 1 Kgs 1:11.
339 Lk 2:39-40.

30 See 5.2 [11.10-11].

1 See 6.1 [12.5-8].

2k 1:59-63.
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kal etTav mpos avTny 6TL
ovdels éoTv €k THis ovuyyevelias ocov Os KaelTal TG OVépaTL ToUT.

b /7 \ ~ \ 9 ~ \ /7 N / ~ 9 4
€VEvevov de TG maTpl avTob TO TL av Bélol kaieloBal avTa.
kal attoas mwakidiov Eypaer Myor:

"Todvvms éoTiv 7O Svopa alTod.

Elizabeth’s correction “a\\d kAn6noeTal” echos a phrase in a sentence in chapter 60
of Isaiah.**

kal ok dkovoBioeTal €TL ddikia €v TR Y cov 0vde olvTpLppa ovde Talatmwpia €v
Tols OploLs oov, dA\a kKAndjoeTal ToThHpLov Ta Telxn cov kal at TOAat cov TAVppa

The verbal echo aligns the name “ "Iwdvvns” (by which the little child will be
called—as Elizabeth prophecies) with “XoTnpLov” (in Isaiah applied to the walls of the city)

and “I'\Oppa” (applied to the gates).***

More importantly, perhaps, in PJ it associates Anna’s description of the steps of the
little child’s steps—alluding to John 8:12 (on following the “bds ToU k6opov”) —with a

. . . . ~ s/ 4
prophecy in Isaiah concerning a promise of the dds aidviov.**

The name written by Zechariah—*’ Iwdvvns”—is the name revealed to Zechariah by
Gabriel in the temple.**® Tt is the name of a son of the priest Symeon’*” and the name of one
of the five sons of this Symeon’s son Mattathias.**® The name stresses an explanation on the
“seed of these men” in 1 Maccabees 5:62—“Noav ék ToD OMéPRATOS TOV AUdpdV

éxelvov ols €860n coTnpla Iopan\ dud xeLpos alTov”.

3 Is 60:18. Chapter 60 begins with the call “@oT{{ov duTi ov, Iepovoakny, fkel ydp cov TO dds, Kal 1
86Ea kuplov éml o€ draTéTalkev”, an allusion to the three days of darkness in Egypt (Is 60:2, see Ex 10:22-
23), and a call to “dpov kUK g Tovs ddOAaLoUS Tov Kal 18¢ cuvnypéva Td Tékva cov”.

3 In Is 60, the references to the walls and the gates draw on a brief passage in Is 60:10-11.

*3 See Is 60:19.

*0See Lk 1:13.

7 See 1 Mcc 2:1.

3 See 1 Mcc 2:2 6 émkalotpevos Tadsi.
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The infinitive “kaletoBar” aligns the question directed to Zechariah to the second of

two offers made by king Alexander in a letter to Jonathan®*

kal viv kabeoTdkapér ce ofpepor dpxlepéa Tob €0vous cov kal dilov Baciléns
kaleloBal oe (kal améoTellev aldTd mopdipav kal oTédbavov xpuvoodv) kal Gbpovelv
TA NUOV kal ovvTnpely dLllas mpos Nuds.

Zechariah’s written response— Iodvvns, not Iova®av—highlights the offer of the
archpriesthood. This associates “ Indvvns” with John (Gaddi), mentioned as archpriests at
the end of the first book of Maccabees,” and points to another golden wreath—the

oTeddvos xpuvoods in the description of Aaron in Sirach.*®!

In addition to the implied comparison between the names (which does highlight the

name “Maptappun” in 17.2-3%?), the allusion to the Tatd{ov by the name’ Indvvns points to

Anna’s making of the dylaopa and aligns Mary’s stay there with her stay in the temple.*>®

In the case of the little child John, Luke reports that

TO 8¢ mawdlov ni€avev kal éxpaTtarodTo mrelpaTti, kal MU év Tdls épRpols €ns
Nuépas avadelEens avTod mpos Tov Iopan\.

The noun “t0 Tatdiov” at the beginning of the sentence has two antecedents, both of

which bound back to the first reference; one belongs to a description of the reaction of all

those who heard “all these words”, the other is part of Zechariah’s prophecy—“kal ov 8¢,

Tadlov, mpodiTns UhioTov k\ndhon”.”*  Through the allusion to the “mpodiTns

*1 Mcc 10:20.

0 See 1 Mcc 16:24.

331 See Sir 45:12. The passage is linked to the account on Mary’s steps through a reference to Aaron’s steps
(BpaTa) in Sir 45:9.

332 Mariamne the Hasmonean was the second wife of Herod the Great; falsely accused of adultery and of
plotting to murder her husband, she was executed by Herod.

> See 8.1.

334 «K\nBfon”, with a person as grammatical subject (and with reference to €pnpLot), associates Zechariah’s
words with Is 58:12 olko8pos dpaypdv.
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UioTov”, the phrase “¢v Tals épripols™ recalls Ezekiel 13:4 and its context.’> In Ezekiel,

the place in which the prophets were to stand is “¢v oTepedpart”.*®

Anna’s vow features an allusion to words in the gospel according to John that are
preceded by the question about the prophet from Galilee®” and followed by questions about
his father (with emphasis on two or three witnesses).””® This phrasal allusion stresses an
(implied) comparison between Mary and Jesus—as Nazirites. The vow of the Nazirite is
implied by the wording of Anna’s first vow, echoing the vow made by Hannah.**” Tt is also
implied by “ama&w”—in the counterpart of the verb in Anna’s second vow in a question by
Joseph, in 17.3 [37.7]—“mov o€ ama&w;” This question is modelled after a question in 1

Maccabees 3 in which the pronoun refers to Nazirites:*®

kKal freykar Ta LpdTia THS lepwolvns Kal TA TpoTOYEVALATA Kal TAS dekdTas Kal
fyetpar Tovs valipatovs, ol émMipocav Tas Mpépas, kal éRonoav dwvi eis ToOV
oVpavor AéyovTes
Ti moujooper ToUTOlS Kal TOD alTOUS dmaydywpev, kal Ta dyid oov
kaTamemdTnrTal kal BePRlwrTal kal ol lepels oov €v mévhel kal TATELVAOEL;

Mary, in 6.1 the grammatical subject of “ ékpaTatodTo”, is the prophetess®®' and a

Nazirite (i.e., ayla).

333 See Ez 13:2-6 épdg TpOS ou’)'ro{)g " AkolboaTe Noyov Kvpiov Tdde )\éya kUpLos Oval Tols
ﬂpodm'revovow omo KapSLag av‘rwu Kat TO kKaBdlov pn B)\ewovow ol ﬂpod)n'rm oov, Iopan)\ oS
ANOTEKES €V TGLS‘ €me0L§ ok eo-rnoav ev OTepewpaﬂ kal ovviyaryov Tolpvia €m TOV olkov TOD
Iopan), olk dvéotnoav ot AMyovtes 'Ev fpépa kuplov: BAéTovTes Pevdfy, LavTevépevol pdrata ot
Myovtes Aéyel kipLos, kal kOpLos oUk dméoTalkey abTols, kal fpEavto Tob dvaoThical Aoyov.
336 See Ex 26:33-34 kal Ofjoels TO kaTaméTaopa €m Tovs oTONUS Kal elooloels Exel EodTepor Tob
KaTameTdopaTos THY KPeToV Tod paptuplov: kal Stoplel TO kaTaméTaopa vulv avd péoov Tod
ayiov kal dva péoov Tob dylov TOV aylov. kal kaTakaliels TO kaTameTdopwaTt THY KIBOTOV ToD
papTuplov év 7@ dayle Tov aylov. Anna’s making of a aylacpa in her bedchamber (6.1 [12.5-6]) suggests
an allusion to placing of the curtain and its function—8top{{eLv (see Gn 1:6 SLaywplleLv).

7 See In 7:52.

¥ See Jn 8:17-19.

39 See 4.1; 1 Kgs 1:11.

03 Mcc 3:49-51.

301 See Is 8:3.
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“’EykpaTeveTar”

“ExkpaTatovto” is the reading attested in all manuscripts versions of PJ except P.
Bodmer 5. The verb “mepimatelv”—used twice in the relatively brief account in 6.1
(Teptmatnoaca and TepLTATNONS)— suggests “€ykpaTeleTal” as an alternative
correction of “ekpaTeveTo”—and thus an allusion to a different text: 1 Corinthians 9:25.

olk oidaTe 7L el év oTadly TpéxovTes mdvTes pEv TpéxouoLy, €ls 8¢ Napfdrel TO

Bpapelov; olTws TpéxeTe (va kataldfnTte. mas 8¢ O dywwlbpevos mdvTa

€ykpaTeleTal, ékelvol pev obv (va ¢OapTov oTépavor NdPwoiy, Nuels 8¢ dddapTov.

Here, too, the reference to the (first) naming of Mary plays a role in supporting this
“corrected” reading of “expaTeveTo”. But in contrast to the allusion to Luke resulting from
a reading of “ekpaTeveTo” as “ékpaTalodTo”, the emphasis is on the words used for the
giving of the name (and on allusions based on them).

Kat €dwke ToV LacBo(V) Tn TaLdL KAl OVORLACEVY TO OVOLA AUTNS HapLa

“ "Ovopa ovopdlew”, concerning the name of a female, associates the sentence
with a promise in Isaiah 62. In the prophecy, the name is joined by a reference to a

oTédavos.

Sta Ziwv ob clemoopal kal dia lepovoain ovk aviow, €ws av EEENON ws dds 1)
Stkatoovn pov, TO 8¢ coTHPLOY Pov S AapmTds kavdjoeTal. kal dovtal €0vn THv
Stkatootvmy cov kal Bacilels v 86Eav oov, kal kaléoeL o€ TO Ovopd cou TO
kawvdr, O O kipros ovopdoel avTd. kal €om oTédavos kdAlovs év xelpl kuplov kal
Stddnpa Bacilelas év xeipt Beod oou.

The name “Mapta” is likened to the name of a “city of David”.

Audévar +dat. (Tn maidi) associates the two clauses in 5.2 describing the nursing of

the child by Anna and the naming of her name with a brief account on a blessing. At the
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banquet given by Joachim when the first year comes around, Mary (n mats) is offered by

Joachim to the priests whom he called and blessed by them.**

KL TPOOTIVEYKEY TNV TALSA Loakel i’ TOLS LEPEVTLY KA UAOYNOAY AUTTV AEYOVTES
o OX TQ ITPON npov evioynoov Tnv maldd TAvTny Kdl 80S aUTN OVOpdA
OVOWLAOTOV dLOVLOV €L'TACES TAL YEVEES

KOL ELTEV O AAOS YEVOLTO AUV

The part of the blessing singled out in the account on the naming of Mary (through
the phrase St6ovat Tn Tatdl ... ovopa) draws on a promise in Isaiah, spoken by the Lord as
the one who gathers together the dispersed of Israel. Identified through the noun 6vopa
(modified by the two adjectives “atdvior” and “ovopacTdr”) the line in Isaiah selected in

PJ marks the end of a section of a promise that follows after a call to “do justice and

mercy’™® and the announcement of the approaching of the coTptov of the Lord and the

impending revelation of his mercy.’®®

N Aeyéton O dA\oyevns O mpookelperos mpos kiplov ~Adoplel pe dpa KOPLOS ATO
Tob Aaod alTod: kal un AeyéTto O ebvobyxos 6Tt "Eyd etpt EOlov Enpdv. Tdde Aéyel
KUPLOS
Tols evvovxots, oot av duldéwvTal Ta odBBaTd pov kal EkNéEwvTal d éyn Béw
kal avTéxovTat Ths Stadfkns pov,
Sdow alTols év TY olky pov kal év T Telxel pov TOHTOV OVOLACTOV KPELTTW VIOV
kal BuyaTtépwr, dvopa atdvior 8dow alTols kal ovk EkAelPeL.

The blessing of “n mats” by the priests (with the invocation of this promise) implies

that Mary is “e0voUyxos”.

This allusion to Isaiah in 6.2 stresses the context of the second instance of the verb

“¢ykpaTeteadal” in the First Letter to the Corinthians:>®

362 6.2 [13.3-7].

363 The finite verb “mpoomveyker” (echoing Heb 11:4; see Heb 9:14) suggests that [wakeLp is portrayed as
Abel (i.e., as dikaros); see Heb 11:4. This allusion aligns Inakeip’s offering of the child to Abel’s offering of
afvoia.

3% Notice Gn 24:49; and Is 63:71f.

15 56:3-5.

%1 Cor 7:8-9.
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Myow 8¢ Tols dydpols kal Tals XNpats, KaAOv avTols €av pévuoly 0S KAyo: €l 8¢
ok €ykpaTelovTatl, yaunodTwoar, KpelTTov ydp €oTwv yapfoal § Tupododar.

In conjunction with the allusion to being evvolxos, the allusion to this advice
(resting on ékpaTalodTo) associates the account on Mary’s steps with the word on being
eunuch in the gospel according to Matthew.®” The word is preceded by Jesus’ answer to a
question with which the Pharisees test him—“et €EeoTiv avbpodme dmolboal TNV yuvaika
abTod katd waocav aitiav;”®® This answer causes the disciples to comment “el 0UTws

éotiv M altia Tod dvbpdmov peTd Tiis yuvaikds, ob cupTdépet yapfoar”.*®

In the gospel according to Matthew, the noun aitia occurs only three times—twice in
the discussion on divorce, and one time the crucifixion.’”® In the crucifixion, aiT{a is part of
the sentence describing the placement of the written charge against him (40 syllables). The

text displays acrostics when it is arranged in lines of four or of five syllables.””"

I110x4 1 r II 8x5 1 r 1 r 1l r
Kal €médmk K| « Kal Emédmkav 11 k v K aj

av éTdve a o ETAVo THS K€ 10 € € 1 v ¢

TS kepal\fis T O} dalfis avTod TV 13 b} v 11 al 7

abtod THr al @ attiav alTod 11 a v 13 v vy 12 a vyl
Tlav abTovy T Yy veypdppevny ot 14y T 12 € v 12 € v
EYPALEVT € M 6s éoTv 'In 9 o 7 11 T o 10 7 7
v ouTéS €0TLV vV V| 00ds O Baotlels 13 ¢ o 11 o w 13 ¢ S
"Incods 6 L o TOv ‘Tovdalwv 1 T v 12 ¢ v 1 T v
Baolievs TG B o

v ‘TovSalwv vy

367 See Mt 19:11-12.

38 Mt 19:3.

39 Mt 19:10.

3710 Mt 27:37.

3 Onvodv (I1), see Mt 24:15, with Hb 2:2, 4; on ddyos (II A 1), see Mt 11:19.
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“n yn avrn”

Anna’s vow features phrasal links to three definitions of “n yn”—"“n yn avtn”, the

phrase “ov pun meptTaTnons e€v”’, and the referent of the demonstrative pronoun (xajLe).

Anna’s lament

[TepiTaTetly “on this earth” connects the vow to Anna’s walk in her garden (kaTefn

372

LS ToV TapadeLocov auTns Tov meptmaTnoat)’ ~ and to her Opfivos, in which she refers to

herself as being like “this earth/land”.*"

The lament is preceded (and thus seemingly caused) by the sight of a “kaAAia

oTpovbuy ev TN dadvidea”,’™ seen by Anna after she goes down into the garden, sits down

375 and

beneath a laurel tree, rests, prays to the master (eAtTavevoe(v) Tov deomoTny),
groans up into heaven (aveoTevafev). Having seen the “sparrows’ hut” (kalid), Anna
immediately “makes” a lament “ev avtn”. In all versions, the lament falls into two parts, the
second of which is additionally divided into two sections. The first part—in which Anna
asserts that she was begotten/brought forth as a curse before all and before the sons of Israel

(thus contrasting “eUNoyetv”)—begins with brief questions with allusions to Isaiah, the

Pseudo-Aristotelian treatise De Mundo, and Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus and ends with a

3722 4 [5.5-7].

313 See 3.3 [7.5-10].
7431 [5.16-17].
37524 [5.9-10].
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reference to the temple—“kat e€wptlav pe €y vaov KY Ttov ©Y nov”.>’® The second part

begins with comparisons based on being “yovipa evwmiov oov, KE” and ends with a
section on eVloyelv. It includes comparisons between Anna and “Td mTeTewd TOD
ovpavot” and between her and “d\oya (@a”, and ends with comparisons drawn by Anna
between herself and “U8ata” and between herself and “ny yfi”. (The latter is the only

comparison in which Anna affirms a likeness.)

Kat €Ldev KaAtav oTpovbwv €v TN Sadvidea kar evBews emolnoev Bpnrov Avva ev
avTmn Aeyovod
OLILILOL TLS HOL €YYEVYMOED ToLd 8 punTpa eEedoloer pe ...

OLHOL TLVL O poLowbny €yw ovk opolwdn(r) TolS TETLVOLS TOU OUPAVOU OTL YOVLHLA
eoTLy evotior cov’ KE

OLILPLAL TLVL OpoLndny €yw ouvk ~ opolndev Tols aloyols (woLS OTL Kal Td aloyd
{oa yovipa etowy evomior couv KE ...

OLILOL TLVL OLOL0ONY €yw ovk’ opolduwny TOLS udaoLy TOUTOLS OTL Kal Ta vdaTa
TOAUTA YOANVLOVTA KAl OKLPTOVTA Kal oL LXOves avTwy o€ evhoyouvoly KE

OLKOL TLVL OopoLwdny €ywm TM yn TAUTN OTL KAl T YN TPOPeEPEL TOUS KAPTOUS
avTns KaTa kaipov kat o€ evioylL KE

The first question (TLs pou eyevvnoev) associates the lament with a prophecy in
Isaiah 49" The second question—mota pnTpa e€feduoe pe—associates it with
Sophocles’ tragedy Oedipus Tyrannus. The question contains allusions to three lines spoken

by Oedipus, each in a different part of the tragedy.””®

In conjunction with the interrogative pronoun “rmola;”, the phrase “€xdvelv pe”
directs the reader to a question toward the end of Oedipus’ consultation of the seer

Teiresias.’”

37631 [6.7-9].

377 See Is 49:21 kal épels év T kapdlq cov Tis éyévvmoéy pot TovTous; €Yo 8¢ dTekvos kal xhipd,
ToUTOUS 8¢ TiS EEEBpelsér poL; éyd 8¢ kaTelelBnv wévm, ovtol 8¢ pot mod Roav;

378 See Soph. OT 437 molotoL; petvov: Tis 8¢ | Ekdlel BpoTdy; 827 EEBpelse kKaEEDuaé e, and 1017
€Eéduoe é.

379 Soph. OT 437.
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TE. 008 ikéunv €ywy 4, el ob un  kdlets.

OI. o0 ydp Ti o’ 1o pdpa dovioovt’, émel oxolj o av oikovs Tovs épovs
€oTeELNAUNV.

TE. nuels Towold’ €duper, ws pev ool Sokel, popor, yovedol 8 ol o éEdbvoav,
Eudpoves.

OI. molotot; petvov: Tis & | ékdiel PpoTdv;

TE. 18 npépa dpioel oe kal dradOepel.

Ol. s mdvT dyav alvikTd Kdocadh AéyeLs.

TE. olUkouvr oV TadT dpLoTos elplokely Epus;

Here, the pronoun “molol” refers to yovels; the grammatical subject of “ékdilely”
(in P. Bodmer 5 untpa) is “tis BpoTdr” (€udpwr). The demonstrative pronoun “Tavt’” in
Teiresias’ reponse to Oedipus’ characterization of the seer’s words prepare Teiresias’ last

description of the person for whom Oedipus is looking.*™

TE. daviceTal 8¢ matol Tols avTod Evvov
b \ e \ \ / b o S
adeldpos avTos kal Tathp, kaE Ns €du

\

Yuratkos vios kal wools, kal Tod TaTpos
Opoomdpos Te kal dovels. kal TadT LoV
elow Noyilov.

The grammatical subject of the phrase “€Eédbvoe pé” in P. Bodmer 5 is “untpa’.

This underlines the noun “yvvn)” in Teiresias’ response.

In Isaiah, the prophecy continues with a second, similarly phrased question—*“€yo
8¢ dTekvos kal XRpa, ToUTous 8¢ Tis €EEBpedsév poty™*®' The allusion to the verb
“eEebpedsev” in Isaiah (implied by the phrase “Tis pot eyevvnoev”) glosses an allusion to
De Mundo in P. Bodmer 5 whose referent is defined through a combination of the verb
“€kdeLr” in the question at the beginning of the lament and the prepositional phrase “kaTd
katpoy” at its end. With “f) yf” as grammatical subject, the prepositional phrase “kaTd

kaLpdy” associates the last sentence of the lament with the pseudo-Aristotelian treatise De

Mundo. In De Mundo, “éxdvelv” is the first of several participles following “kaTtd katp6y”

%0 Soph. OT 457-61.
¥ Is 49:21.
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~99, 29

and limiting “n y7”; the second participle (joined to the first through “re ... kal ...”) is

, 382
“Tpédovoa’.

N Te yi dvuTols kopdoa Tavtodamols vduaci Te meptPAlovoa kal TePLOXOUPRELT
{dot, kaTa kaipov ékdiovod Te TdvTa kal Tpédovoa kal Sexopévm, pupias Te
dépovoa 18éas kal wddn, T dyripe dloww Opolws Tnpel kalTol kal CELOPOLS
Twaooopévn kal TAnpupiowy émuchulopnévn mupkaials Te katd Lépos dproyLtlopévn.

“’ ExTpédeLv” highlights verbal links®®® between this paragraph and a second one.”®

vivovtar 8¢ veTol kaTa kalpOv kal dvepol kal dpécol Td Te wAdN TA €v TH
TepLéxovTL oupBaivovTta dia THY TpdTNY Kal dpx€yovor aiTlav. €movTtat 8¢ ToUTOLS
TOTALOV ékpoal, Baldoons dvoldioels, 8vdpov Ekdloels, kKapTdy TeTdroeLs, yoval
{dov, ékTpodal Te TAvTwy kal dkpal kal $pbicels, cvpBalopérns mpos TadTa Kkal
TS €KACTOU KATAOKEVAS, WS €PNV.

Not mentioned in the second paragraph, “r yfi”, in De Mundo, is defined at the
beginning of the treatise in a definition of “kdéopos” (by its position, an epithet from the
Homeric Hymns to Demeter and to Delian Apollo and from Hesiod’s Theogony), and two
metaphors (€oTia kal piTnp).

/ \ \ \ / b /7 7/ \ ¢ ~ b4 e /7 4 ~
TAUTNS O0€ TO pev péoov, akivnTov, Te kal edpdlov ov, 1 depéoPLos elAnxe yf,
TavTodamdr {Yuv €0Tla Te oboa kal PRTnp.

In the Homeric Hymn to Demeter, “bepéapros” is the attribute of “dpovpa’;® thus,

the allusion to De Mundo in P. Bodmer 5 singles out another reference in Sophocles’

Oedipus Tyrannus.*™

dolTa yap nuds €yxos éEatTdv mopety,
yuvdikd T ol yuvvdika, unTpgar 8 Emov
kixolL SLTAfv dpoupav ouTe Kal TEKVOY.

In P. Bodmer 5, the two paragraphs in De Mundo (one identified by “€xdieLv”, the

other by “7f yf{”) are joined to each other through an allusion to an epithet of God in the

382 Arist. [Mund.] 397a24-29.

3% See Arist. [Mund.] 399a24, 25, 35 “katd kaipby”, “mdon”, and “pupiat 18éar”.
3% Arist. [Mund.] 399a24-30.

5 See Hymn. Hom. Cer. 9.

3% Soph. OT 1255-57.
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‘KaALa

3

second book of Maccabees. Anna’s entreaty, which precedes the sight of the

95 387

oTpovor ev T dadvidea”,** is introduced by an allusion to an entreaty"

with a more
detailed direct object of “AtTavetelr” than “Tov deamdTNny”.
dkovoavtes & TNv ToD Nikdropos €&dodov kal Tnv €Emibecvy TOv EOvov
KaTamacdpevor yir éEXtTdvevor TOV dxpL aidros cvoThoavTa TOV avTod Aadv, del
8¢ pet ’ émdbavelas avtilapBavépevor Ths €avtod pepidos.
Implicitly present in P. Bodmer 5 through the allusion framing Anna’s entreaty, the
participle “Tov ovoTnoavTa” points on the one hand to the definition of “kdoos™ as

, ) 9 ~ \ ~ \ ~ , ’ , 389
“cOotnpa €€ ovpavod kal YAs kKal TOV €v TovTols TeplteXopévor dloewr”

preceding the definition of earth in De Mundo and on the other hand to the question about the

/ ) / ~ 90
permanence of the c0oTnpa ¢€ Eavriwy dpxov.’

Anna’s vow

The phrase “ov pun mepLTaTnons” associates Anna’s vow with a testimony by Jesus

in the gospel according to John.*"

/ 3 9 ~ b / e ~ /
TAALY OUV aUTOLS €ENAANCEVY O Inools Aéyov:
€yn €lpt 70 dds Tod kdopov: O dkoAovBdV €pol ol pun meptTaTtiomn év T
okoTia, AN €Eel TO dds TAS (wfs.

This testimony by Jesus is linked to the second ending of the gospel according to

John through the participial phrase “0 dkolovOdv poi”—a definition clarified in John 21

#73.1[5.16-17].

¥ In 2 Mcc 14:15.

3% Arist. [Mund.] 39159-10.

39 Arist. [Mund.] 396a33-34.

391 In 8:12 36 syllables. Arrangend in 9 lines of 4 syllables each, the initial letters of lines 5-8 read “OmTd”, the
final letters of lines 6-9 “vads™.
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392 and the word signifying how

with an example—the call to Peter “oc0 dkoloUBeL ot

Peter would glorify God (featuring the verb meptmateiv).*”?

In the gospel according to John, the testimony incorported into Anna’s vow is
additionally linked to the second ending through an acrostic—“0m7d” (A, I)—and through a

confirmation of the truth of the papTupta.

Jn 8:12 A 1 r Jn 8:14 B 1 r 1 r
9x4 Syllables 8x3 Syllables

€y el 7 L an oM 5 al 5

TO dds Tob kbo 11 c S éoTwv 1) 7 © 7

HLou* O dko 7 0 papTupl 7 1 7
AovBodV €pLol 10 L a pouv, 6 5 a 5

00 1 TepL 8 o0} TL olda 6 6
TaTthon év 8§ m™ vl m6Bev NG 8 m, 06, 8 m A}
TH okoTlq, 8 T a ov Kdl ToU 8 o v 9 A v
A\’ €Eel TO 9 a o vmdyon 50 0 5 v oo
¢ds s Cons. 10 S

Jn 21:24

13x3 Syllables

oUToS €07 T oUToS €07

w0 pa a w0 pa

nTns o 0| nTns o

LapTUpOV T m [LapTUpOV T

€pl TOUT T €pl TOUT

v 6 ypd a o) ovoypd

Pas TavTa K K ¥ Pas TavTa K K|

al olda a al olda a

Hev OTL L Hev OTL L

axnén n! a, a\non

S alTou N B 0 S avTou N

apTupl L R paptupl

a éoTiv v a aéoTiv

32 1n21:22, 19.
393 See Jn 21:19.
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The allusion associates Anna’s vow with the sentence on “o ypasas Tnv LoTopLav

Tavtny” in 25.1—one of the sources of the sentence is the second ending of the gospel

according to John.>*

“ITepl avTHS”

The prepositional phrase “eLs Tov KoAToV Tns PnTpos avtns” is preceded by the
participle phrase “mepimaTnoaca emTa Kat emTa BnpaTa’—an allusion to two passages
in the Wisdom of Sirach with the noun “Brijpa” in the plural. The one refers to a human
being’s BpaTa as signs: “cTOAMCPOS Ardpos kal yélws 086vTov kal BipaTa avdpdmTou
dvayyekel Td mept avTod”.*®® The other associates BripaTa with the sound of the bells on
the \dpa of the oTo\ of Aaron.*”°

kal €kUkAwoer abToOV polokols,

XPUOOLS KOSwoLY TAEloTOLS KUKAGBED,

nxAoar puviy év pRpacty avTod,

dkovoTov Tolfijcal Nyov év va®

els pvnudéouvrov viols Aaod avTod

This account draws on the instructions to Aaron in Exodus 28:35

kal €oTal Aapov év TO AeltTovpyelv dkouvoTn 1 dwvn alTod eloltévtt eis TO dyLov
evavtiov kuplov kal éELévTe, tva pn dmobdvy.

“Ta mepl avTod —in Sirach 19:30 the direct object of dvayyelel—associates the
description of the steps in 6.1 with the words spoken by Joseph in 13.1, having found “**™"
397

oykwpevny” and cast himself onto the ground (eptev avtov xapar). Weeping bitterly

Joseph asks first “moiw mpoowTw Tevicw mpos KN Tov ON TU apa evéopat mept

% See ch. 5.

3 Sir 19:30.

0 Sir 45:9.

397 An allusion to the “cOvTpippa THs Buyatpds Tod yévous pov”, in Is 22:4.
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avtns”. Then he explains and/or confesses “oTL mapBevor mapelafov ek vaov KY Tov

OY kat ovk edvhaa avtnr”.>®

In P. Bodmer 5, question and narrative (or reason) together have 33 syllables (11x3 or
3x11). The introductory phrase in P. Bodmer 5—“tL apa”—aligns Joseph’s question in
13.1—“1L apa evéopat mept avtns;” (10 syllables)—to Euthine’s question in 2.3—“TL
apa ecwpe oe* (7+11 syllables).”” Euthine speaks of Anna’s “untpa”.*®’ The intratextual
allusion to Euthine’s words connects the paraphrase “mept avtns” (2.3) to the question

“rora e punTpa eEedoloer pe” (3.1 [6.3-4])).

Joseph (13.1) Euthine (2.3)
TL apa TL apa

€| evEopat € €0WUE

™ TEPL AV o o€ kaboT

T TNSoTLT L L OUK MK

a apBevov 0 ouoas TS
Tapelaf ¢t dwvns pov
oV €K va
ov KY Tov

0 OY katL ovk

€ edvlat

a aavtnv

In most versions the finite verb of the question is evEopai. “EvEopar” is an allusion
to the account, in chapter eight of Exodus, on the Lord’s “mapadoEdletv”*! of the land of
Geshem through the plague of the kuvépuia. As grammatical subject of the finite verb in P.J

13.1, Joseph is implicitly compared to Moses. For, in Exodus 8, seemingly responding to the

3% 13.1 [27.2-7].
39923 [4.12-13].
402 3 [4.14-16].
41 See Ex 8:18.
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o 3 \ ) ~ \ Y 402 o ) \
request “eV€acbe ovv TeplL €pod TPOS KvpLOV”, 2 Moses says to Pharaoh “0de €yw

eEeletoopal 4md cod kal ebEopat mpos Tov Bebv.* “EbEopar”, in the first part of
Joseph’s speech, prepares Joseph’s statement (or question) “kat eEemaTtnoev” in the story
about the serpent and Eve in the second part of the speech, since Moses, having announced
the departure of the kuvvépuvia, ends with the words “pr mpoobfis €1, Papaw,

~ ~ \ ~ \ \ A~ ’ 404
¢EamaTiioal Tod puy é€amooTellat TOv Aadv Hdoat kuple”.*

This is not the only function of the allusion, however. The selected passage

demonstrates how é€amaTav is brought about.

The adverb “éT.” and the phrase “60cat kuplw” indicate that the answer in Exodus
8:25—which connects Joseph’s question “Ti eUEopatl mepl THS kdépNs TavTNS”, in 13.1, to
the narrative on Eve—concerns not only Pharaoh’s request in the account on the plague of
the kuvdpuLa but also an earlier, identically worded request in the account on the plague of

the frogs. During this plague, Pharaoh says to Aaron and Moses,*”

\

eVEaoBe mepl ELod mpos KipLov, Kal TepLe\éTw ToUS BaTpdyovs am épod kal 4mod
> R R ~ 406
Tob épod Aaod, kal EEamooTeAd TOV Aadv,™ kal BVocwoLy kuple.

“EUEonpal”—the variant reading of the question in P. Bodmer 5—is an allusion to
Moses’ answer then. In the plague of the frogs Moses gives an order, requesting from

Pharaoh that he set a time.*"’

Y2 Ex 8:24.

9 Ex 8:24-25.

‘% Ex 8:25.

“Ex 8:4.

4% pharaoh does not specify whose people he will send away.

47 Ex 8:5. The position of the third personal pronoun cov—limiting “Aads” or “BdTpaxot”—highlights the
two references to a Aads in Pharaoh’s request, and the two sources of frogs.
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TdEar wpos pe, moTe ebéopal mepl cod kal mepl TOV OepamTéVTWY 0OV Kal TepPL TOD
Aaob cov dbavicar Tovs BaTpdyovs dmd cod kal amd Tod Aaod cov kal €k TOV OLKLOY
VLGV, TAY €V TG ToTApd UToleLdOfoovTaL.

Preceded by a prepositional phrase with mpds +acc., Joseph’s question “Ti evEwpat
mept avtns”—has elements in common with Moses’ answers in Exodus 8:24 (eUEopatl
mept oov) and Exodus 8:8 (evEopatr mpos Tov Oedv). Pharaoh specifies “mpos kuplov™.
The account on the plage of the kvvépuia in Exodus 8 features two more sentences with the
verb eUxeobal—in both, the phrase reads “nv€ato mpos Bedév™. In the account on the
frogs—where it is “mpos kuplov”—the verb is Bodv, not evxeoBal, and the genitive of
“mepl” is “Tob OpLtopod TOV BaTtpdxwr”. The only instance of eUxecbal in the writings of
the Old and the New Testaments in which Moses is the grammatical subject of eUxeobat and
the pattern is nUEaTto +mpos kvpLov +mepl +gen. is in the account on the making of the

serpent of bronze in Numbers 21:7.

kal Tapayevdpuevos 6 Aaods Tpos Movofy éleyov &1L
frdpToper 8Tl KaTeNaA|oaer kaTd Tod Kuplov Kal KaTd cou' €VEat obv mTpos
KOpLov, kal AdGeéTw Ad’ MPOY TOV ddLy.
kal NUEaTo Movofis mpos kUpLov Tepl Tov Aaod.
Kal elmev KOpLos Tpos Mwvofiy
moinoov ceavt® Obv kal Bes alTov ém onpelov, kal €oTar éav Sdkmn GdLs
dvbpemov, Tas 6 Sednypévos idov avTov'® (foeTat.
kal émoinoer Movofis 6dLr xaklodv kal €otnoev alTov ém onupeiov, kal €yéveTo
STav €dakvev ddis dvBputov, kal éméBreder Em TOV OdLy TOV xakkodv kal €(n.

Aoyos mpodopLkos and €vdiabeTos

299

The preposition “ev” is used twice in the narrative preceding the participle

95409

“Néyovoa”™ in the account on Anna in the garden. The repetition suggests that the personal

%8 The difference in wording between the instruction and the execution highlights that the relative pronoun
“avTér” in the instruction (the direct object of “i18¢v™") has an ambiguous antecedent—*“6dis” (the direct object
of “0és” or the grammatical subject of “8dkn™) or “dvbpwTos”.
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pronoun refers to the laurel tree (ev T Sadvidea),’'” thus likening Anna to a sparrow and

her “making a lament” and “speaking” in the tree to the activities and sounds of these “birds

411
of heaven” (meTwva Tou ouvpavov).

But because of the position of the prepositional
phrase between the personal name Anna and the participle “Aeyovoa”, it is also possible that
the pronoun refers to Anna (ev avtm), which would place inside her the “making of a
lament” and the “speaking” and portray Anna (in her entreaty) as Hannah, the mother of

Samuel.*'? Depending on the interpretation of the referent of the pronoun, Anna’s words are

audible or silent.

An allusion to Isaiah (and later an allusion to Hannah’s vow)*"

puts the second
(aspirated) reading of “ev avtm” first. The question “Tis pot eyynvvnoer” defines “ev
avtn” more closely by aligning the prepositional phrase in Anna’s lament to a prepositional
phrase in a prophecy in chapter 49 of the book of Isaiah—“kal épels év TH kapdigq cov
Tis éyévvnoév pour TolTous;” The “technical” implications of the two prepositional

phrases—ev avTn in P. Bodmer 5, €v T1) kapdiq in Isaiah—are clarified through the verb

mpodépeLy in the sentence at the end of the lament.*'

ITpodépeLy, contrasted to “ev avtn Aeyovoa”, describes Anna’s words as “Aoyor”

295415

(corresponding to “oL kapmoL AvTNS [i.e., “THis YNs”]) and points to a distinction

between two species of \oyos—one évdidfeTos (emphasizing “év avTh”), the other

499 See 3.1 [6.2].

03 1[5.17].

“'See 3.1 [6.11].

2 gee 1 Kgs 1:13, 15.

3 See 4.1 [8.1-4], 1 Kgs 1:11.
414 See 3.3 [7.9-10].

41533 [7.10].
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mpodoptkds. The “Noyor” spoken by Anna “év T kapdlqa™ are “€vdiddeTol”, according to
the author of an explanation of the noun “mpodopd” in Dionysius Trax’ definition of

“Qudyroots” as “mompdTov §| ovyypappdTor ddtdmTeTos Tpodopd”. e

T éoTwv AdidmTeTos mpodopd; ddtdmTeTOV eV olv vémoov TOV dpeTATTOTOV
okoTOV ToU AvaylwdokovTos, TOuTéoTLY pn €Ew TAS mpokelpérns avayvrdoens
peTamimTorTa: mpodopar 8¢ TNV Sid dwris ékdopdar Tod Adyov vénoov: €oTL yap
\oyos mpodoplkods O dLa dovis €kdepdperos, kal €oTv A\dyos évdidBetos O év TH
kapdia peretdpevos. '’ mpadTos 8¢ éoTw O évdLdBeTos ToD mpodopLkod: TPATOV Ydp
peleTOper O Bélopev eimelv év TH kapdla Muov évdiabétos, kal olTws TOTE
TPodopLkdS EKDEpPOopLey.

The allusion to the “twofold” A\dyos at the beginning and end of the lament stresses
the question and answer on “d\oya (®a” in the middle and the prepositional phrase “kaTa
kaLpdr” at the end. "Aloya {Qa, in the second context, stresses that évSiLdfeTos is linked to
a definition of “avOpwmos” as “CHov \oyitkov OunTovr”, since dloya (da, too, can have a
“Noyos mpodoptkds™.*'® But in contrast to the sounds issued by “d\oya (Ga”, a human’s

419

voice is “brought forth” by thought™ "—the completion of which is indicated by a oTiryun

(since syllables, not pépn Aé€ews determine the “length” of the utterance).

19 Grammatici Graeci 1.3, 568.36-42.
17 Similar (with emphasis on the etymology of “buvi|” as “buTi{ovoa vodv™) in Eustathii archiepiscopi
Thessalonicensis commentarii ad Homeri Odysseam, 2 vols. in 1, ed. G. Stallbaum (Leipzig: Weigel, 1:1825;
2:1826, repr. 1970), vol. 2, 7.36 ToLodToS Ydp 6 TpodopLkds Adyos, SLaduTilwr Tols dkpoaTals TOV
€vdLdbeTov, ds év kapdla pexetdaTtar. With “Aalolpevos” in the place of “pe e Tdpevos” in Basil of
Caesarea, In illud: In principio erat verbum, PG 31.477.1-7 (combining Jn 1:1 and 1 Cor 13:1).
Y18 B g, see Sextus Empiricus, Adversus mathematicos 8.275-76 ol 8¢ SoypaTikol Tpds €KAGTOV PV THV
oUTws émikexeLpnpévor TedlpovTal, Tobvavtiov 8¢ kaTaokevdlovTtés paoty, 6Tl dvlpumos olxl T
mpodopLk®d NOye Stadépel ToV ANGyov {dov (kal ydp kdpakes kal PLTTakol kal kiTTal évdpbpovs
mpodépovTal duvds), A TG évdladéTw, ovde TH AT\ pévov davtaciq (EbavtaciodTo yap
Kakelva), AN T peTaBaTikf kal ovv@eTikf. Here, “mpodopikds Aoyos” is associated with a “dpov
%vap(%)pog” (and contrasted to “év8LdfeTos A\oyos”—implied through the reference to émiyelprjpara).
’E.g., see Diog. Laert. 7.55.4-56.8 €oTL 8¢ d)oavﬁ anp ﬂem\nyuévog i 7O ’(8Lov aio@nT(‘)u axofis, ds énot
Aroyévns 0 Ban)\wmog év T HepL (bwvng TEXVT] {pov pev EO’TL d)own anp UTo oppns‘ WEW)\nypevog‘,
avbpamou & eo'rw &vapBpos kal amod 8Lau0Lag emrqmopevn oS 6 Atoyﬁvng onolv, Tis 4o
SEKa'reaoapow €TOV TeleloTat. . )\E&LS‘ 8¢ €oTwv kaTa Tovs TTwLkols, s dnot Atoyevng wvn
&yypdppaTtos, olov “Huépa. )\oyog 8¢ €oTL dwvm onpow'rmn amo SLGVOLGQ eKTquTrouevn, <olov
‘Huépa éoTi>. StdhekTos 6€ éoTi Né€ls kexapaypévn €0vikds Te kal "EAnuikds, ) MEls ToTami,
TOUTéOTL TOLA KATA StdhekTov, olov kaTd pev THY ~AT6{8a O@d aTTa, kata 8¢ Ty "Idda “Hpépn.
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ALaGTOAN

What is the purpose of the allusion, in 13.1, to the two interconnected accounts in
Exodus 8, and why are these passages associated with Numbers 14? Both passages in Exodus
contain technical vocabulary—“8tacTo\q” in the plague of the kuvdpuia, “OpLopds” in the

plague of the frogs—and examples illustrating them. In addition, both frame the account on

the plague of the gnats, explained by the émaoldol as “ddkTulos Beot”***—a link to the

“mh\dkes MOwar”.**' In Exodus 8, the announcement of the TapadoEdlewy of the land is

followed by an explanation of the purpose of “T0 onpetor TouTo”,
va €ldfis 6T €yd elpt kipros O kipLos mdons ThAS YAs kal Sdow SLacToAny dva
péoov Tod €pod Aaod kal dva péoov Tod cod Aaod: év 8¢ TH alplov €oTal TO onLeloV
ToUTo €Tl TAS YAsS.
The attributive position of the personal pronouns in “Tot épov Aaot” and “ToU cod
Aaob” addresses StaoTolf and points to a distinction in the amédoots of Pharaoh’s vow

between “ToD €épod \aod” and “Tov \adv” and an ambiguity in 60cwowy (who, whom?),

both highlighted in Moses’s response “amd Tod Aaob ool adavicar Tovs BaTpdyxovs”.

134 z99

The repetition of “amod”, and the beginning of the sentence with a verb suggest a paritition

into four clauses (mentioning “kUpLos™ in the first and the last).

eVEaobe mepl ELod mpos KipLOV Kal

TepLeMéTw TOUS BaTpdyovs dd’ €pod kal amod Tod épod Aaod kal
€EamooTeNd TOV Nadv kal

Blowoy kuple

The distinction between two \aot in the phrase “avda péoov ToU €pod Aaol kal dva

799

péoov Tov ool Aaov” highlights that “kai”—the first syllable of the second group of 24

(134

syllables, between the two prepositional phrases with “dmd”—can be a sign of the beginning

420 px 8:15.
21 Ex 31:18, Dt 9:10.
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of a new thought that marks a turning from the request to the amé5oots. Such a division into

two sections is suggested by a change in the mood of the verbs (from aorist imperative to

future indicative) and through the number of syllables in each section (2x24).

eVEaobe mepl EpLod mpos KipLOV Kal
TepLeNéTO TOUS BaTpdyovs ad  Epod
kal amd Tod épod Aaod

KAl €EaTOoTEND TOV AadV

kal BowoLy kuple

Since it is placed between “€EamooTeN®” and “60cwoLy”, the accusative “TOvV \dov”

can be the direct object of either one of the two verbs.*?

sentence requires a brief stop after the last “ka

8x6 Syllables

eVEaobe mepl € €]
Lol mpos KUpLOV Kal L
TEPLENETO TOUS S

/ b 9 9
BI Batpdxovs ad’ €pov
a kal amod Tod épov
X \aob kal éEamooT T
~ \ / \
€ eN® TOV AadV Kal L
Blowoy kuplo

799

L.

With shorter lines, other acrostics emerge.

4x3 8x3
TEpLe
MTO TOUS
eVEaocbe T BaTpdxous
€pl ¢ € ad’ épov k
pLov mpos kip P al amo
LoV Kal L ToU €pov A
aobl Kat
éEamo

422 Addressed in Ex 8:22.

© = >» O ®” Q

4x3

OTEND TOV
\adv kal
BbowoL K
vplw

To avoid this ambiguity, the
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The position of the prepositional phrase év T aUptov indicates problems with the

division of the sentence according to verbs. (But it does stress a parallelism aligning

StacToMjv and TO onpetov ToUTO.)

{va eldfis 8T éyd elpt kipros 6 kUpLos mdons ThHS yAs kal
8ow dLacToANY

ava péoov Tod épov Aaod

kal ava péoov Tod 6o Aaod

€v 8¢ TH avplov

€oTaL TO onpetor TovTO

ém THs Yfs

Consideration of number and acrostics does not recommend a division (e.g., dTopa

are indivisible by definition).

16x4 A 1 1 r B 1 r

{va €ldfs 8 o

O6TL €6 6 o)

el kpL 8 L

0s 0 KUpL 7 L

0S Tdons TH 9 o} n 10 o

S viis kat dvow & 12 @ 8 10 v o

LACTOATV 8 L v 8 &6 1|
ava péoov 8 a al v 9 v v

Tob épod \a 9 T a 9 T, «a

od kal dva 8 o a 8 o aj
péoov Tob cob A 12 B 11 p v

aod év 8¢ T 8 a T 9 N T

i alpto o 6 M| o

v €oTaL TO ONW 11 11 11 v pu

€lov TOUTO 9 (0] L o

ém Ths vhs 9 S € s

In Moses’ address to Pharaoh in the plague of the kuvdpuia, the adverb “avpLov”
separates the announcement of the departure (ameleboeabat) of the kuvdpvia and the order
not to add to the deceiving. “Avpiov” (a “kaipds™) is the time in given by Moses in

announcing the departure of the kuvépuvia—corresponding to the time (év alplov, similarly
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between two verbs—80ow and €éoTat) when “TO onpetor ToUTO” came to be on the land.

The adverb draws back on Pharaoh’s answer—0 8¢ elmev eis avpiov”. Efamatadv is
linked to the words (or manner) of the statement and to its tense (T0 pé\\ov, not specifying

the kaLpos).

“Zaxxapras”

In P. Bodmer 5, a brief reference to Zechariah’s silence and its duration (10.1) and
two reference to his being murdered are linked through a unique spelling of the name—
Zaxxapras instead of Zaxaptas.*® The spelling, which is not attested in any other literary
sources, thus visually (and audibly***) connects accounts on two events that, in all versions of
PJ, are also linked through references to a $wv, allusions or references to the pouring out of
water or of blood, and through intertexts—the narrative on the annuntiation of the birth of
John the Baptist in Luke and chapter 9 in the book of Daniel** and 10 (amesTany and opav

omTaoiar), the models for the two “sides” of the narrative in Luke.

The text in Luke also provides the model for Zechariah’s inquiry and prayer “mept
avtns” after the council of the priests when Mary has been in the temple for twelve years.

This associates these texts with Joseph’s question in 13.1—through “eUéecbar ..."—

alluding, therefore, to Exodus 8 and to the making of the serpent of bronze.

3 See 10.2 Zaxxapras eotynoev, 23.3 mept To dtadavia edovevdn Zaxxapias, and 24.2 ZaxxapLas
edbovevTal.

24 The doubling of the consonant lenghtens the first syllable.

23 Through references to the “Gpa GuptdpaTos” and to Gabriel in Lk 1:19, 10; see Dn 9:21, 8:16.
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Given that there are these other links, why connect the two passages through the

unusual spelling?

Openings

The unusual spelling of the name ZaxxapiLas serves to encourage comparing
(oUykplots)—and clarifying through the drawing of analogies—seemingly unrelated or
disconnected parts of the narrative(s). Visual parallels and symmetries between individual
elements of the text displayed on facing pages faciliate a comparative mode of reading. At
the same time, the nearly but not entirely effected juxtaposition of repeated phrases (or the
syntactical continuation of lines) suggests alterating the relative positions of words in lines of
juxtaposed sections of the column, for example by displaying the text in lines of equal

lenghth.

kB’ and ky’

The name Zechariah occurs twice on page kf3* of the papyrus (10.1). It is first spelled
Zaxa/pras (11. 4-5, with elongated iota), divided through a line break into two groups of four

letters and four syllables, and then Zay xaptas (1. 7, centered).**

The text on page k" is written in fifteen lines, with marginal emendations at the end

of line 2 and the beginning of line 3 and an interlinear emendation between lines 2 and 3.

2 The addition of a second chi raises the number of letters from eight to nine. This has the (intended or
uninteded) effect of creating an acrostic with the nomen sacrum XPZ (xpLoTés) when the nine letters are
displayed in three lines of three.
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The facing page (ky’) has the same number of lines (15), and two corrections.*” The

opening displays visual parallels through juxtaposition (Tapdfeots) (based on continuation
of the lines in reading) that invite drawing analogies between what is on the left and what is

on the right.**

For example, the clause with the customary spelling “Zaxapias”™—
“Zaxapias eolynoev”—is on the same height on page kB as “kat nAkev Tnv mwpodvpav”
is on page Ky’ (corresponding to “papra 6e Aapovoa To KokkLrYov ekhwbe(v)); etymological
links between E\xely and k\dBeLv (connecte through kaTdkhwdelv)*> and between kKAGOeLY
and y \dooa®’ and portrayals of both Zaxapias and Mapia as wise persons431 suggest an
implied comparison between the silence of the one and the words spoken by the other.
Similarly, the name Zaxxaptas is in the same position as the name papia in “Aeyov un

dopouv papra ...” (the first syllable of the name is the eighth syllable from the end of the

line)—thus suggesting an allusion to the first words of the angel in Luke 1:13 with the

7 On page ky’, the noun “cami(v)” (L. 2) is corrected to read “ka\mi(v)” (a lambda is placed in raised position
between the letters alpha and pi); the correction corresponds in its position on the page to “Tnv” on page kp". A
personal pronoun (avTtov) has been added in line 9 after “Aoyov”, written above the letters “n de” on the base
line. The emendation avTov in line 9 of ky” is in the same line as the sentence with “ka\miv” on page k3.

8 E g, in line 3, “NaBovoa” (kB") is mirrored by “eaBev” (ky’); in line 7, the name “papta’” occurs on both
sides (in the nom. on p. kB, in the voc. on p. k7y); similar, in line 12, “Aeyovoa” (limiting dwvn, followed by
the question “mofev”) on page uf " has a counterpart on page Ly’ (“Aeyovoa ev avtn”, limiting papra).

P E.g., see EM 495.24-28 <kaTdk\wdes>: kaTdkAwbés Te Bapetar [Od. 7.196-8]. al émkhdoels THV
Motpdv, Tapd TO KAGBw: ToDTO 8¢ Tapd TO KATw KaBérkely Tovs TOV vLdTov Okhols* <k @BeLv> ydp
TO vifeLv: G0ev kal <kAOOTNS™>, TAPA TOV KAOG® PLEANOVTA, Kal <K A0OTHp>.

BOE g, see Orion, Etymologicum (excerpta e cod. Darmstadino 2773), gamma 613.23-26 yAdooa, otov
YVdooa: SLayvedikn ovod TOV KPUTTOVY LBLopdTov: | KABood Tis €Tl kKAwbopévn yap Ty évapbpov
bovny amodidwot yAixeobal, Tapda 10 Mav €éxeobat, EM 235.20-24 <yAGooa>: Tapd TO YVd yrodow
yvdoa kal yAdooa, 1) V0 yrdowy dyovoa Td év TR Stavola: fj 8U fs Td ThAs Yuxfs PovielpaTa
Ywdokopev. T Tapd TO KAOOw KNGO, KAOoA, kal YAGooa" kAwbopévns yap THis yAooons éEépxovTal
ol MdyoL. T Sua 7o ebxepds kNdobar: kal yap kAopévn THv évapdpov dbeviyv amodiduot.

! The reference to Zechariah’s silence (10.1 [22.4-5] eatynoev; see Lk 1:20 kal 180 €om oLomdy kal i
Suvdpevos Aalfical) suggests an allusion to Sir 20:5-7 é0TLY oLOTOV eVpLokdpervos codds, / kal €oTLv
HLoNTOS Ao TOANAS AaNLdS. / E0TLY OLOTOY, 0 yap €xeL ATékpLoLy, / kal €0TLY OLOTOV €180S
karpdv. / dvBpwtos codds oLyfoel €ns katpod, /6 8¢ hamoThs kal ddpov TepprioeTal katpdv.
Through her spinning of material for the weaving of the curtain of the temple (10.1 [21.2-3, 21.14-22.4]), Mary
is implicitly compared to the women described in Ex 35:25 kal mdoa yvvr) codn 7§ dtavolq Tals xepolv
vifeLv fiveykav vevnopéva, THy vdkwbov kal THv Topdlpav kal TO kékkLvov kal THv Biooov.
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vocative of the name Zechariah—“un dopod, Zaxapia”. (In PJ, the vocative occurs two

times, both times in the angel’s instructions to Zechariah in 8.2 [18.4-5].)

a\nbuwnv

KB’

Bvooov kAt To GLPLKOV KAl TO vd
KLWOLYOVY Kdl TO KOKKLVOV Kal
TI'Opd)Up(lV KL TOKKLVOV

Aafovoa €TOLEL €V Tw OLK® AU
™S T 8¢ kalpw exwo faxa
PLAS ECLYNOEV EYEVETO AVTL
aUTOU OAPOUNA LEXPL OTE €>
Aainoev {axxapLas papia de
Aafovoa To KOKKLVOV ekAwBe (V)
Kat eNaBev TNV Ka\mTy kat €En\
Bev yepLoe vdwp kat Ldov av:
T dovn Aeyovoa xaipe xa
PLTWEVT OV €V yuvatEwy kat
mepLeBremer Ta Se€la kat Ta
apLoTEPA papla TOBeEV avTn

€wn 1 ¢V KAl EVTPOROS

™mv

* * ¥ *

*  *

Ky’

YEVOWEVT] ELONEL ELS TOV OLKOV
\
avTnsS KAl avaTavoaca TNy ka' m(v)

elafer Tnv mopdupar katr exkadbi
o€V €Tl To Opovw Kal NAKeV

TNV TopdupaY KAl ELBOV €GTY
AYYEANOS EVOTLOV AEYOV UM
doPov papra evpes yap xapLv>
EVOTLOV TOU TAVTOV SEGTOTOU
ouvAnudm €y Aoyov “" 1 8e akov
oaca papla dLekpLBn €v eauTn
Aeyovoa €yw cuvAnplbope>

amo KY OY {wvTos os Taca yv
VT YEVVA KAl €LO0V AYYENOS €
0T QUTN AEYOV AUTY OUX OUTWOS
papta dvvapts yap OY emiokLa

The sentence with the name Zaxxapras is short (38 syllables), especially compared

to the much longer account on the discovery of his death. It comprises two main clauses

bound together in a chiasm, without conjunction or particle—the first clause begins with a

reference to time and ends with a verb, the second clause begins with a verb and ends with a

reference to time. The name “Zaxxaptas™ is immediatedly followed by the name “MapLa”,

the grammatical subject of the next clause (marked off against the preceding one through

“5€”). This has the effect of juxtaposing two syllables that (disregarding the boundaries of

the “Néyor” and of the individual “pépn MéEews™) can be pronounced together as “dgopa”.

In a more complex form, the same continuation of a word (in the same line, without

consideration of the empty space between the individual sections of the column) occurs in the
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text of a “trisected” column in which the three names Zaxapias, Zapoun), and ZaxxapLas

are at the bottom of each section of the column.

A 6x2 B 7x2 C 6x2
1 aLyn
! To d€ o€V € HLEXPL
Time KaLpo YEVET - 0Te
| €KLY oa €> \a\
5 1 ola — vTiavt — noev
Name  Xapt ov oa {axxap
| as e povnA — was

The text displays the preposition “avTi” twice (in column B II. 4-5; and in 1. 5 AB,
with an additional genitive—avTns (paralleling avTov)), and similarly the verb “e'yeveto”
(in column B 1. 2-4; and in 1. 3 BC). The last line adds a name composed of a part of the
name ZapounA and a part of the name Zayxaptas— H\as (1. 7 BC). In the context of the
sentence (alluding to the birth of John the Baptist and to the song of Zechariah), the name

432

“H\las points to the prophecy about Elijah in the prophet Malachi ™~ and to the reports on the

Transfiguration.*?

This reading the text vertically (from top to bottom) and horizontally (from left to
right) applies to the text on the pages of the openings as well, without any re-scribing and
arranging of the letters. The description of Mary’s reaction to the voice—"“mepLeAeiev Ta
Sefla kar Ta apioTepa”*—suggests following her example in applying such an
examining of two sides (and of the question w60ev;*?) also in the case of the “bwvn

eyypdppaTos” displayed in single columns on the two pages, or on one page in two

2 See Mal 3:22; Mt 17:10-13, Mk 9:11-13.

3 See Mt 17:3, Mk 9:4, Lk 9:30-31.

% 11.1 [22.13-14]. The verb “meptpAémeLv” associates this passage with the description of Elizabeth’s search
for a TéTOS AmlKpLPOS, in 22.3 [43.11].

35 11.1 [22.14]; see 13.3 [28.13, 29.1].
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columns. Similarly, distinguishing (Stakpiveiv) between (and then comparing) what is

earlier and what is later—e.g., the words of the “dwvn Aeyovoa™ (below the sentence with

“OtekpLdn” and to the left of Mary’s question) and of the “ayyelos Aeyor” 0

(above the
sentence with “OiekptOn”)—is recommended through the emphasis on time in the
description, on page kf’, of the duration of Zechariah’s silence (“To O0€ Kalpw ekwww”,
“nexpLt ote”) and through allusions, on page ky’, to the order of the travelers on their

journey to Bethlehem (17.2).*’

pe’ and pg’

The other two instances of the name Zechariah spelled “ZaxxapLas” are written on
facing pages near the end of the manuscript (uc’ and p¢’). On page pc’, the name written on
the base line is spelled Zaxaptras; a second “x” and a oTuyun are placed in a raised position
between the letters alpha and chi ((a* xapras). On page ul’, both chis share the same base
line, but are separated by a line break and a dot ({ax'/xapras). The names are the

grammatical subjects of “ebovevdn” ([46.4]) and “edovevTar” ([47.6]), respectively.

he’ ne’

TOTES pou SeENTe 0TL aboo(V) oaVv TAVTES TOAPUNOAS O€ >
*aupa ekxuvLs els 1o mpobupa Tis €€ avTov eton\bev €1s TO

Tou vaov KY kat mept 1o dradav  * ayLaopa Kadt €Ldev mapa To v

0 In lines 12-13 the puv “xaipe kexapLTopern ou ev yuvatEy” corresponds to Mary’s paraphrase of the
message of the angel—Mary’s words are thus a paraphrase of both the dwvn and the message; in addition, Mary
discerns “in herself” the two messages in the lines on the two pages (1l. 6-9 on page ky“ and 11-12 on page k3")
connected through the sentence “papra dtekpldn ev eavtn” (1. 10) on page Ky .

7 The name Samuel and the verbs “n\kev” and “ckadioev” occur in 10.1-11.1 and in 17.2 [35.15-36.2]—«at
€0TPWOEV TOV OVOV KAl €KABLOEV AQUTNV KAL MAKEV O ULOS dUTOU KAl NKOAOUBL ZapounA.
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pa epovevdn (a*yapLas * otacTtnprov KY aitpa memnyos

5  kat ouk ndetoav ot vtot THA mos  *  *  kat devny Aeyovoav {ay"
edbwv evdn al\a Tnv wpav * %k ygpLas €POVEVTAL kal ovk eEa
TOU a0TaAOpRoU ammAbacty *  AdOnonTal TO dLLA AVTOV €S
OL LEPELS KAL OUK MTMVTNOEV *  eAOn ekdikos kal akovods Tw(V)
auTOLS KaTa To €805 T1 €VAOYL Aoywv TouTwv edofnbn >

10 o Touv {axapLov KaL ecTNoaAV kat €En\Bev kat evnyyLhev
Ol LEPELS TPOCTOOKOVTES TO(V) TOLS LEPEVCLY d ELOEV KAL TKOU
laxapLav Tovs aoTACdo oav Kal €18aV TO YEYOVWS Td Td
BaL avtov ev evxy™ kaL Sofa BropaTa Tov vaov ololvEa(v)
oat® Tov PLoTor ON xpovt KAl QUTOL TTEPLECXLOAVTO ETA

15 cavTos &€ avtou ebofnon VOBEY €0S KATO KAl TO TTW'

The position (on the same base line) and size of the two chis link the name on page
pn¢” (1. 5-6) to the name on page kB (1), in the paraphrase with the allusions to Gabriel’s

*% and the opening of Zechariah’s mouth at the

pronouncement (on not being able to speak)
naming of John.**? At the same time, the combination of letter and oTLypy (x ") associates
the lines with the third instance of the name (with this spelling) on page p{’ with the

“corrected” version on the preceding page (nc’), a relation stressed through the verb

dovevelv and the positions of the names in lines at roughly the same height on facing pages.

The spatial juxtposition of the name of Zechariah spelled with two chis highlights a
difference in the spelling of two finite verbs in the passive voice on page pu{’ that, at first
glance, seems to result from an uncorrected, unintended mistake—the first verb reads
“edovevdn”, the second “edwrevdn”. The misspelling of the second verb is especially
eyecatching because it is placed side by side with a second instance of the verb dpovevelv in

the same line on the page to the right (L{ "), this time in the middle voice—"epovevTar”.

38 See Lk 1:20.
439 Qee Lk 1:64.
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The same page also offers an analogue for the long second vowel of “edwvevdn”

(23.3 [46.6])—the noun “bovn” (24.2 [47.5]). This raises a question—which verb, or noun,

is the “OpBoypadia”?

N Topdupa: vnbeLy, kAwbelv, and oTpedav

“Zaxapras eorynoevr” is on the same height on the left side (kB ") of the opening as
“kat mAkev TNy mpodupavr” is on the right (ky’). This juxtaposition suggests that the

material spun by Mary corresponds to the words spoken by her.

In 11.1, Mary’s words and appearance are described through allusions—through the
task of spinning for the curtain of the temple, she is presented in 11.1 as “yuvvn codn ev
dtavora”; the angel’s words “evpes yap xapw evomov Tov mavtev deomotov” in 11.1

440 ¢

portray her as an Esther; exaBioev” (11.1) associates her—through “eoTpwoev” in

17.2—with Judith.**!

Of what kind the words spoken by Esther are, this is indicted in Esther’s entreaty in

preparation for her meeting with the king. Esther requests of the Lord

“0See Est 5:8, 7:3.

1 See Jdt 12:15 kal €oTpwoer adTh ... xapal Td kdSia. Judith’s words require following along; see Jdt
11:5-6. The implied comparison between Mary and Judith (strenghthened through allusions to the book of
Judith in 1.2 (Jdt 4:14 mpocédepov) and 25.1 (Jdt 6:1 kaTémavoer 6 86pupos) (the response to Achior’s
\dyos)) portrays Mary as having wisdom, being “dya6n €v Tots A\éyors avThs”, and having olveots Noyov;
see and Jdt 11:20-23. The allusion, in 11.1 (and 17.2), to Judith as yuvn dya6yj (Jdt 11:5-6 connects as
intertext the passages with “éxd0ioev” in 11.1, 17.2) prepares the prediction, in 25.2 (with 14.2), that those who

fear the Lord will have this xdpts—an allusion to the yuvn dyadrj of Sir 26.3.
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80s Xéyov eiﬁpveuov els 1O oTépa pov évu’mtov 'rof) MéovTos Kkal ETdGEg ™y
Kap&av avTod els ywog ToD TolepodvTos Mpds eis ouvvTéletav avTod Kol TOV
OpovoolvTov alTd.

The reference to pvOuds associates the Aéyos for which Esther asks with number

995443

(apLBpds) and with speech that, while emphasizing the “xpévov TdEis” " —and thus the

arrangment of phrases and k®\a into Teplodot—never is entirely metrical.

The depiction of the scene, the paraphrasing of “kAwbetr” and ‘“viifewv” as

99 444 95446

“ENKELY and the references to wopdUpa*—n axnBum Topdupa (i.e.,

995447

a\tropdupa) and “mopdupa”’—suggest that the author draws not only on Scriptural

models but also on Homeric ones, and especially on two TapadelypaTa from the Odyssey—

48

Helen and Arete. The reference to the 8pévos points to Helen™® and (where speech is

“2 Est4:17".

*3 E.g., see Anonymi in Hermogenem, Commentarium in librum mepl [8edv, in Rhetores Graeci, vol. 7.2, ed.
C. Walz (1834; repr., Stuttgart: Cotta, 1968), 861-1087 at 892.7-893.13, especially 892.7-893.5k". damo yap
THs ToLao8e GUV(E)ﬁKnQ Ths MéEews kal Ts KaTaKﬁEews‘ TOV KdAwY 6 ToL6ade ovvioTaTal pvduds:
pudpos 8¢ €oTi Xpovos‘ Sugpnpéros 1o Méews 7 KLVT]O'E(;)S KO(TG Twa Tdéw G)pwpevnu )\oyw ws 8¢
Apto'ro‘g”evog Katl Hc])aLo-erv daot, Xpovwv 'ra'g’tg xpovog 8¢ €oTL pdpLov 1T080§ 1 (bwvng ue*rpov
e)\axm'rov n |16'rpov TU KLVT]0€u)S‘, Kal wonep éx XELPOV TUXOV Kal TOdGY pepRY OvTwY KaL TOV a)\)\wv
0 av9pomog OUVLOT(ITCIL og éoTwy €idos, ov'rwg €x ouvbnkns KC(L avaﬂavoewg yivetar 6 pvOuds, €x
Lepdr SvTwv ékelvov, aldTds domep €ldos Gv. StatpelTal 8¢ eis dpoLy kal Béotv.

4 See 11. 12.433-35 dvélkel. And EM 495.24-28 <kaTak\dbes>: kaTdkAwbés Te Bapetar [Od. 7.197]. i
EMKAOOELS TOV MoLpdv, Tapd TO kKAdBw* ToDTo 8¢ Tapd TO KdTw KaBérkeLy TOVS TOV vnudTwy
OAkoUS " <KAWBeLY> ydp TO viBev: GBev kal <kAOOTNS>, Tapd TOV KAGOw péANovTd, Kal <k \woTHp>.
3 The reference to TopdUpa and the distinction between “Topdipa’ and “dAndLvn ﬂopqn’)pa are
etymologlcal glosses on the text. E.g., see EM 684.10-19 <1Top<1>vpa> amo Tob ﬂopcbvpu) pnua'rog, TOU
OoNpatlvovTos TO BOU)\EUOH(IL yiveTatr mopdipa: TodTo mapd TO mepLtdépely Tov vodr 0de kdkeloe.
"Odvooelas 8. moAda 8¢ ol kpadin mépdupe kidvTt [Od. 4.427,572;10.309]. 70 8¢ 'I\ddos &, bs &
o0Te mopdplper mélayos [II. 14.16] dvti Tod pelavilel. kal yap <mopdipeov 8dvaTov> \éyoval TOV
pwélava: kal <kbpa mopdpvpeov>, TO wélav. €viol 8¢ peTédppacav TO ToplpeL, AvTl Tob kaTa BdBos
KLVELTaL: €vBev kal TO KaTa BdBos KlvelTar: évfer kal TO kaTd BdBos pepLtprdr <mopdupelv>
Aéyouval. And 486. 30-34 <Kd)\xag> ﬂapd TO Ka)\xa[vew 6 €0TL KaTA Bd@og pepL}de Kal <Kd)\xn> n
ﬂop(bvpa 6Bev map abTny TopdlpeLy, TO pepruaV n ﬂapa TO Ka)\xn o onpawa 'rnv BoTdvmy, 8
ng N Topdlpa BaTr're'raL Kd\xas 8¢ éoTiv, 6 Td BdON TOV pavTeldv €pevwav: 1 0 Tols Bactiedol Ta
€k €0l pavTetpara davepdv.

#€10.1 [22.2-3] with marginal and interlinear emendation.

#710.1 [23.3].

8 See Od. 4.133-6 TOV pd ot dpdimoros DuId Tapébnke dépovoa / vALATos dknTolo BePuopévor:
abtdp ém’ adTd / HhakdTtn TeTdvvoTo Lodvedes elpos Exovoa. / €CeTo & év KALop, UTO 8¢ Opfivus
TOOLY TEV.
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concerned) her ddppara,*®® especially her 16os on Odysseus’ secret entering of Troy.*”

Arete is a model suggested by the references to the purple and to Mary’s seated position.*”’

To kokkivov: dwvely and poveveLy

“Dovevev”, “dovelv”, “dovn”, and ¢dovos, together with the spelling of
daTvopaTa as mabvopaTta in 24.3 (which provides analogies for adjusting the spellings),
the announcement of an €k8{knots, all associate the account on the death of Zechariah with
a group of interrelated etymologies. These etymologies draw on a number of examples in

Homer, and are linked through them to examples illustrating émiypddeLv.

dovi/dorn and dwvely are etymological linked to dovos and doveterv.
<bwvi>:*? Tapd TO dds kal TOV vodv, 1| TA €V TG Ve deTilovoar fj TO Tod vods dbds
Tapa TO ¢dos elvar Tod vods: Sitda yap Ths dwvris Ta TAS PuxAs €vlupipaTa

ywookoper: daovyy Tis ovod, kal dwv. Ta 8¢ €is NH SiolMafa T o
Tapainyopeva BapiveTar: TAY TOV ATO TENOUS PNULATLKOV.

“®bvos” (murder) is linked to dpwrr| through empasis on the sound (x0s) caused by
the pouring (xVUois) of the blood (associating legein with yéeww—and with
conceptualizations of voice/sound as liquid (flowing; with syllables as smallest units)).

453 - - R
<pbvos>:"" wapa 1O dd, TO Ppovelw, dévw- kal €€ avTob ddros: amo THS Puofoens,
kal Tob fjxov Tod yvopévov év TH xoel Tob alpaTtos

“See Od. 4.220-32.

0 See Od. 4.239-64. The text of the pd0os contains one of the grammatical examples explaining
avaywaookeiv, at Od. 4.250; for another example, see Od. 23.206.

1 See Od. 6.52-3 1) pev e éoxdpn Noto obv dpdLmdrotot ywwatEly / Mdkata oTpudda’ dATépdupd,
6.305-77 & foTaL ém éoxdpn €V mupds avyd), / AAdkaTa oTpwddo’ dlmdpdupa, Badua i&éabal, /
KlovL kekALpévn.

2 EM 803.803.52-57.

3 EM 798.8-10.
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A connection made in this entry between “d6vos” and “¢péve” adds the notion of

454
“rexetotv”.®

\ \ 4 \ \ / \ b ~ e /7 ’ \ \ /7 \ \ S \
TO 86 GOVOS Tapd TO GEVW, TO Avalpd, KOS AEYw AOY0S® TO d€ dEVw TApAd TO €EV®, TO
dovelw, €€ ol kal *EBruvdiios kal “Evud, 1) mokepikn Beds: 7O 8¢ €vw mapd TO €w, TO
TEAELD.

®évw points to an explanation of the derivation of ¢6vos by analogy with Aéyw that
combines $& (\éyw) and 6 (dpoveln). @G has four significations. *°

<pO>: onpatvel 8 dd TO Méyw, €E ob kal dovy: d6, TO dalve, €E ol kal dods* GG, TO

/ 1) ® \ 7 ~ /7 7 9 ® \ ~ \ 7 \ \ ~ \
dovelw, €€ ov kal Ppovos: ¢d, TO BdATw, €€ oU kal dpdoal, TO Od\faL. TO 8¢ G, TO
Ay, Tapa TO dOs* ddS yap TOV TpaypdTov, ol AdyoL.

7 . ’ . ’ ~ s ’ 4
®6vos is source of dpovij—explained as “0 Témos TOV Avarpovpéve”C or “O

Té6mOs Bmou ot vekpol ketvtar™’ | and illustrated through the story Odysseus’ and

Diomedes’ raid of the encampment of the Thracians (see 1/. 10.521). ®d6vos and dovn, in

turn, are linked to Town.*®

459
<ITown>:"" 1 vmep d)ovov Qmua Kal AUTEéKTLOLS KaL Tipopla, dovd Tis oloa,

mAeovaoph®d Tod - 6Bev kal map’ Ounpw <dmoLva>- OLOV AUO'O/lGI/OS‘ Te Quyarpa,
Ppépwy T ° amepeior ’ dmotra.  onpaiver 8¢ 'ra vTrep aﬂo)\v'rpwcrewg dbovou
Trpogayéueva ddpa. kat omowov wé‘)nv TO kuple O eeorrTng n Motofis U1T€p TOV
Iopan)\Lva pvceevrwv TOV Trap AlyvrTiov d)ovov KAl €LTeV, ALowuev TR KUpLLO
‘ToTéov 611 €oTL Telvw dua ThHs EI 81dBGyyou: €€ ov ylveTal Town kal mowvy: €l 8 av
epol Tiunv Iplapos, kal €ERs: Tlveww otk €0éAnoL, paxnioopat elveka molviis. § dmo
Tob Tovos yeveTal movtn kal mowt. €k 8¢ Tol Towvn ylveTalr <mowailos>, kal
<mowaie>, AvTl TOD TLLWENTLKY.

¥4 EG (ddhov — Ceral) s.v. dmowva, 170.21-171.3.
435 EM 804.1-5.

436 EM 170.10.

ST EM 798.12-13.

8 See EG (adhtov — Ceral) s.v. dmowva, 170.6-171.5.
49 EM 678.57-679.13.
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While ¢poveter (and dévos, through an allusion*®®) and dwv are represented in

written form on the pages of the opening, moivn, another, related terms is only implied by the

references to the €kdikos and the “wiping off” of Zechariah’s blood in 24.2 [47.8, 6-7].

®ov1, in the story of Odysseus’ and Diomedes’ raid, describes what a counselor of
the Thracians sees when he wakes up.*®" The death of the men (through the hand of

Diomedes) is recounted at the beginning of the story.

~ s ¥ / ~ b 4
.. T & EUTVEVOTE PEVOS YAavkOTLS AN,
kTelve & EémoTpodddnr: Tov 8¢ oTdros GpvuT ~ deLkNS
dopt Bevopévov, épubaiveto & alpatt yala.

1 ~ ’ 462
The phrase aipatt yaia épvBaiver*

and Diomedes as the one inflicting the
wounds associate the example in Iliad 10 illustrating a usage of dovr] with one of the
examples illustrating the usage of émiypddelv—in the passage with the line quoted by

463

Dionysius Thrax in his chapter mepl oTolxelov (€miypddas Tapoor modds), ~ Diomedes

boasts that a man hit by his weapon will be caused to rot, reddening the earth with blood (0

’ o ~ ) 7 / 464
8¢ 07 aipatt yalav épetbwy / mibeTar).*®

Through “bowvicoewv”, reddening is part of
the semantic (etymological) field of dbovos—bowvds is explained with references to dbovos

and to dpowiooewy, i.e., dyeing with blood (aipatt Bamrew).*

While épvbaiverv in Iliad 10 is a link to the grammatical explanation of the usage of

the term ypdppata, “€moTpodddny” associates the description of the dbovn with oTolxos

40 To Ez 43:7-8 (through To® mpobupa (sg.), in 23.3 [46.2-3]).

' See 1. 10.521 dvdpac T domaipovTas év dpyarénot bovioLy.

42 See 11, 10.484 épubaiveTo & alpatt yaia.

3 11.11.388 in Grammatici Graeci 1.1.9.4-5.

Y4 11.11.394-5.

5 For dowvds, see EM 797.251F. s.v. “botv(E” and 797.35 “dowilw”; and EM s.v., “Aadoivés”, “@olvikes”,
“@oLvikodv”, “@oviTTor”.
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(one of the explanations given in Dionysus Thrax for the term oTotxela). The elval of the

men killed by Diomedes are arranged in three rows (tptoTouy().**

This connection between ¢ovos and dovr|, signaled in P. Bodmer 5 through the
spelling of the passive form of dovelelv as “edovevdn” 23.3 [46.4] and as “edpwvevon”
[46.6], associates the description of the coagulated blood (aipa memnyos) at the side of the
altar with with examples in Homer illustrating the usage of émiypdderv. In addition, these
etymological allusions associate the description of the murder of Zechariah with earlier

references TO kkkiLvov, since the latter is one of the synonyms offered for épudatvery.*®’

“Td kékkwvov” is mentioned in the Annuntiation as direct object of kAOew.**® The
substantivized adjective also appears in the account on the Visitation, where it denotes an
object thrown by Elizabeth (12.[25.] eppubev To kokkivov). The verb pimTelv associates
Elizabeth’s kokkivov with the okemdprov thrown by Joseph at the sounding of the trumpet
with which “all the widowers of the people” are gathered.*® The implied comparison
between these two objects suggests that, in Elizabeth’s case, “okemdprov” signifies
“¢ptov”. """ The indirect allusion in 23.3 to the carpenter’s axe (okemdpvov) additionally

associates the report on the revelation of the death of Zechariah with grammatical

explanations of writing and reading. In the Odyssey, Odysseus uses a okeTdprov él€oov as

%6 See 11.10.471-73.

%7 See lohannis Zonarae lexicon ex tribus codicibus manuscriptis, 2 vols., ed. J. A. H. Tittmann (1808; repr.,
Leipzig: Crusius, 1967), 875.6 <épvBaiver>. muppov moLel §| kbkkivov fj pélav.

48 10.1 [22.8].

499 See 12.2 [25.6] epuiev To kokkivov, 9.1 [18.13] pulas To okemTaprov.

0 See, e.g. EM 717.26-27 <okémapvov>: 70 E€ptov, SLd O okémely 1OV dpva. This allusion to the
etymology of okémapvov suggests that the passages with “nAker” in the description of Mary’s spinning of the
mopdUpa (11.1) and “To kokkivov” in the account on the Annuntiation (12.2) are connected through an
intertext—I/liad 12.434.
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1" The counterpart of this

tool for smoothening (Eéewv) the wood cut by him for his raft.
third person narrative is Odysseus’ recounting of how he made the \éxos (which included

472 Odysseus gives ofpata éumeda’’” and ofpata dpidbpadéa ...

apdiEéery and Eéelv
Ths elviis?™ “known again” (dvaywdokelv) by Penelope through which Penelope knows
that his claim to be who he is and the report about his return are true (éTe6v).*”> Penelope’s
explanation why she did not love him at first when she saw him—she refers to Helen who

“avdpl apa’ axodamd épiyn GLNGTNTL kat eVviy”—Ilinks her account to the example of

Demeter and mentioned by Calypso, which is associated with Evoat.

These allusions (which rely on cross-connections) are glosses on the report about the
death of Zechariah that associate the text with theoretical discussions of reading and writing;
their presence enourages searching it for other examples illustrating and clarifying these and

related concepts with the methods in agreement with them.

Zuyn and Tépas

The first part of P. Bodmer 5 presents several alternative readings, since the text on
the first page does not have a “fixed” number of syllables or letters. The page features
emendations in lines 3 (n(v)) and 15-16 (Ta dw / pa oov)) that may (or may not) be included

in the count, a group of four letters in line 5 (To ko) that may (or may not) have been

1 See Od. 5.237 okemdprov, 5.245 Eéooe & émoTapévos kal ém oTdduny (duvev; and Od. 23.197 €b

kal émaoTapévos, kal ém otddpny {Buva. For Eéewv (instead of—or with—E&VeLv) as explanation for
ypdpparta, see EG (adhiov - Cerai) 321.13-17.

2 See 0d 23.196, 199.

7 See Od. 23.206.

™ See Od. 23.225.

7 See Od. 23.107-8.
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cancelled, as the letters are encircled with dots and the third and fourth seem blurred, and a

number in line 3 (1) that may (or may not) be counted as a syllable or as letters. Depending
on whether or not the syllables and letters of the “augmented” text are included, the number

of syllables can differ by six syllables (14 letters [+end nu], and 2 numbers).

Similar to “lakwf”, the name “Iwakelp” lacks a definite article and is not inflected;
its grammatical case is solely defined by its syntax. Since the position and letter(s) of “fu”
suggest that the verb was added to line three (it is written in the margin), “Loakelp”, read as
the first word of the narrative, is the grammatical subject (nom. sg.) of two clauses—the one
elliptic (LwakeLp / mAovoLos ododpa), the other with a finite verb in the imperfect (LoakeLp

nv / mhovoLos adodpa).

The existence of these alternative beginnings does not affect the display of the text of
the two parts of the introduction, which together comprise 24 syllables (14+10, counting 8’
as one syllable).*’”® But when the text up to the end of InakejL’s inner speech is divided—
which includes not only “n(v)” but also the two “cancelled” syllables of “Tw ko™, the letters
in the first nine lines of P. Bodmer 5 represent synoptically three different texts (14+10+x)—
one with 85 syllables (with “To ko™, but without “nv”’; x=61), another with 86 (with “h(n)”
and “To Kw”; x=62), and a third with 83 (with “n(v)”, but without “To ko”; x=59). Of these
three text segments, only one can be displayed in a text column with lines of equal lenght—
namely the text in which the beginning of the narrative is elliptic (85 syllables, 17x5 or

5x17—both without acrostics).

47 See Chapter 2.
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The same principle applies to the text of the first part of PJ as a whole. The addition

or subtraction of the two parts of the introduction (together or individually) results in
different text blocks. Counting only the syllables within the boundaries of the text block,
without the 24 syllables of the introduction and the five syllables of the marginal
emendations (N(v) and Ta 8w / pa oov), the number of syllables is a cubic number—7°.
(Omitting the page number, the first page has 343 lefters.) When the syllables of the
emendations (5) and of “To kw” (2) are included, the text has a total of 372 (i.e., 31x12)
syllables (a multipe of twelve, the text in the first 13 lines corresponds to the text on page a’);
the number of the letters on the first page (1. 1-13) in this configuration (omitting the page
number and the end-nu of () is 343—i.e., 7°. When the dots encircling “Tw ko’ are read as
cancellation signs (but the emendations are included), the number of syllables is a multiple of

ten (370, i.e., 37x10).

The text of the first part with the elliptic beginning (7’ syllables, omitting all marginal
emendations) displays acrostics (o1yn and olomn) that have (implied) counterparts in those
two parts of the narrative in which the name Zechariah is spelled Zaxxaptas on the base
line. When the columns are shifted vertically relative to each other—with “eAvmmnn
loaketp ododpa” and “[e]AvmeLTo Lwakelp ododpa” in the same line in different
columns—the lines display words composed of fragments from two neighboring parts of the
trisected column; the placement of words in the same lines of different parts of the column
visualizes analogies and parallels (e.g., “ectnoav” and “[av]eoncav” (with their respective
grammatical subjects) or highlight syntactical ambiguities (TpwTw); or different endings

(allusions to different texts).



A 15x7 Syllables

loakelp mlovolos
ododpa kaLpooedep €
TW KW TA dwpd AUTOU
OLTAA AeywV €V eav
T €EGTE TO TNS TEPL
oOLdS HOU ATAVTL TO
Aaw KaL 7o TNS ade
| 0ens KQ 1w 6 els LA
LACLOV EPLOL EVNY
YLOEV b€ M NpeEpa
N peyan KQ kau mpoo
edbepov oL vLot
IZHA Ta dwpa avtw
14 ykaL €CTNOAV KAT €V
LOV dUTOU Kdl poufPn

3e-q =~

B 19x7

X Aeyov ovk eELoTL ooL T
PO TW eveyKeLY KaBo

TL OTEPILA OUK E€TOLNT
as €V To Lopani Kat
e Loa

kel adodpakal amrm\bev
€LS TNV SwdekaPUANOV
TOU AJOU L €YW POV

0S OUK €TTOLNCA OTE
PLA €V T® LOPANA TP
avvnodad Kal €vpov mTav
TAS TOUS SLKALOUS OTLOT
eppa €v To IZHA av
€0TNOAY Kal epvnodn
V TOU TaTpLapXov appa
dpl OTL €V TN €0XA

TN AUTOU NIEPA €
Swkev avtw KXo O ut
OV TOV LOJOK Kdl €

14
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C 15x7

AUTTELTO LwaKELY
odobpa kal ovk epavn
TY) YUVALKEL QUTOU OAN

a €OWKEV €QUTOV

€Ls TNy epnpov emné

€V TNV OKNVNV dUTOV €K
€L KAl EVNOTEVOEY L' MK
€PAS KALVUKTAS L~ AeYyoV
€V €AUTO LOKELW

ov kaTapnoopatr ov

TE €TL BPOTOV OUTE

ETL TOTOV EWS €
mokedpnTaLpeKE o OZLov
KL €0TE POV 1 €vxXT B
PO LATA KAl TOLATA

The acrostic “ouyn” (A 1. 8-11) in this distribution of the text (49x7 syllables)

explains why the noun “I\acpos” (A 11. 8-9) is written “ULA\tacpos”—the second (incorrect)

iota is the iota of the acrostic. “Xiyn” is represented in the text through “e/oLyn/oe” in the

paraphrase of the annuntiation of the birth of John the Baptist. “Xiom1” has a referent in the

allusion to the prophecy of a “mépas™ in the prophet Amos,*”” incorporated into the account

on “To yeyovws” in 24.3 through the reference to the wailing of the coffered ceilings of the

temple. It is noteworthy, therefore, that the juxtaposition of columns B and C with “Avmetv”

as first line features “m / epas™ in 1. 12 (B/C).

Exegesis

The parts of the text with the references to Zaxxapias feature allusions to technical

aspects of exegesis.

477 See Am 8:2.
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“ZaxapLas ecLynoev”

A Zechariah is mentioned twice in the summary account with the references to the

beginning and the end of his silence (10.1 [22.4]).

478
Tw O€ KALpw €KLVW Caxaptas‘ €eoLynoev €yeveTo AvTL AUTOU O'O(llOUT])\ pexpL oTe

ela\noev LaxxapLas

The referents of the two written names {axaptas and {axxapras are seemingly the
same—but they are distinguished from each other as grammatical subjects of finite verbs
with different counterparts in the Old and the New Testaments: “ectynoev” associates the
name “Caxapias” with a syntactical parallel in the book of Acts; the verb Aalelv, in
conjunction with a defined time, identifies the referent of the name “Zaxxaptas™ through

Gabriel’s prediction and its fulfillment in the first chapter of Luke.*”

In the gospel according to Luke, Gabriel announces the time until which Zaxapias
will not be able to speak.

- - 480 ~

€yo eilpt TaBpn\ O mapeoTnkos évamior Tod Beod kal ‘dmecTdny’™ ‘Nalfjcar Tpos
481 ~ ” ~

0e’®! kal evayyeoaobal ool TabTar kal 180U €on OlwmeY kal un Suvdpevos

"8 The name Samuel (which highlights two allusions to Samuel in Gabriel’s announcement of the birth of John
the Baptist in the gospel according to Luke—see 1 Kgs 1:11, 7:3) and the brief reference to a succession link
this note (and the reports on the event on which it is based) to the priests’ decision to “set up someone for the
place of Zechariah”—"“peTa de TaS TPLS NULEPAS EBOVAEVTAVTO OL LEPELS TLVA AVACTNOOUCLY €LS TOV
TOTOV TOU ZaXAPLOVU KAl dveRTn o kAnpos el Zupewr” (24.4 [48.]). An allusion to a report in the first book
of Maccabees, on the taking down of the altar defiled by the nations and the building of a new one, underlines
here the words of Gabriel to Daniel (about the BSé vypa TV épnudoewr; see Dn 9:27) in the source of the
account, in the gospel according to Luke, on the dmTac{a seen by Zechariah in the temple. With “lepeis™ as
grammatical subject, “¢BovleVoavTo” juxtaposes the deliberation and decision of the priests in 24.4 about the
“réTos Tob Zaxapiov” to a deliberation “mepl Tod BucLacTnplov ThHs OlokavTdoews Tod Bepnlopnévon”
in the first book of Maccabees (see 1 Mcc 4:43-46). The defilement of the altar is reported in / Maccabees 1:54
and 59, with an explicit reference to the building of a “Béé\vypa épnudoens” on the altar. The account on the
deliberation in / Maccabees 4 ends with the limitation of the storage of the stones until here would be a prophet
who would answer concerning them.

7% See Lk 1:20, 64; notice Lk 1:70, Acts 3:21 ENdAnoev 8id oTépaTos Tov dylwv.

“0See Dn 6’ 10:11.

*!'See Dn 6’ 10:11.



Aadfoar ™ dxpt fs Npépas yévmTar TadTa, av T Gv ovk émioTevoas Tols Kéylostsz‘

nov, "™ ol Tives m\npwdioovTat eis TOV Kalpdv abTOV.

“Katp6s”, the first noun of the paraphrase in PJ, is present in Gabriel’s words in
Luke in three ways: through the name “T'afpt\”, the prepositional phrase “els TOV katpov
avTOV”, and the participle “olwm@r”. The choice of the finite verb “eotynoev” in 10.1

[22.4]—combined with the participle olomov*®*—defines the referent of the name

Zaxapras generically, through an allusion to the Wisdom of Sirach, as “avBpwmos

95 485

00b0s”. A reference to Daniel’s Chaldean name Belteshazzar at the beginning of the

vision in Daniel 10*° that serves as model for the second part of the narrative on the
annuntiation of the birth of John in Luke hints at the type of wisdom, since Zechariah is

likened (through the allusion to Daniel/Belteshazzar) to the four mait8dpia mentioned in

chapter 1 of Daniel. ™’

kal Ta Tarddpia TadTa, ol Téooapes avTol, Edwkev avTols O Beds olveow kal
dpévmow év mdon ypappuTikh kKal codiq: kal Aavin\ cuvijkev év mdon Opdoel kal
évutriols.

“Eovynoev” (10.1 [22.4]) further explains this allusion to “ypappatikn” by
connecting it to an account in Acts (the council of Jerusalem) with two instances of the verb

eEnyetobar.

€olynoer 8¢ mav 1O WAf{Bos kal Mrkovov BapraBda kal IMadlov éEnyovpévov boa
émoinoev O Beds onpela kal Tépata év Tols €Bveciy 8L alTOV peTa 8¢ ouyficat
atTols amekpln *Idkopos )\éywv
(’iv8p€s‘ adeldol, axkovoaTté pov Zvuewv e‘g'nynca'ro Kaeoag TpOTOV O 6605‘
émeokéaTo NaPely €€ €0vdv Aaov TG ovdpaTtt avTov. Kal ToUTe cupdwroloLy ol
\oyoL TGV TpodnTOY ...

“2See Dn 6’ 10:17.

*3See Dn 6’ 10:11; 10:9, 15.

*** See Lk 1:20.

3 See Sir 20:6-7 €0 TLY LTV 0 Ydp EXEL AmdkpLoLy / Kal E0TLY GLOTOY €18ds Kalpby. / dvbpumos
00dp0s oLyfoel €ws katpol, / 6 8¢ hamoThs kal ddpwv UTeppioeTatl katpdy.

®PDno’10:1, see Dno’ 1:7.

“"Dno 1:17.
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The indirect allusion to “€Enyetobar” in 10.1 connects the brief reference to the

silence of Zayaptas to the midwife’s words to Salome in 19.3 [39.11-12]—“kevov*™® got
feapa exo eEnynoacbal”. In 19.3, the verb is an allusion to the law of leprosy in

89

Leviticus™ and points to the second part of ypappaTiki—<EERyNoLS katd TovS

’ \ 7 4
évuTdpyovTas TounTikovs Tpdmous”.

“oTL ZaxapLas mepovevTar”

The narrative on the murder of Zechariah raises the same question for its reader as the
prophet Isaiah does for the Ethiopian eunuch:*"

mepl Tlvos O mpodyTNs Aéyel ToDTO; Tepl €avTod N} Tepl €Tépou TLViS;

In P. Bodmer 35, this question includes whether the corrected name is “spoken” (or

written) by Zechariah.

At first glance, the sentence with the first instance of the name Zechariah with the
“double” chi seems to belong to the same account (and writer) as the sentence with the
second, as it follows after what seems to be the end of Zechariah’s answer to Herod’s second

order, addressed to him through assistants.

Zechariah’s words resemble those of his first answer in their brevity and diction (first

95492

person). He identifies himself as “papTvus ... Tov Beov” and as being “Touv Beov and,

8 See Dt 32:47 871 0bXL MGy0s Kkevds obTos VPty, 6TL atTn 1 Cof vpév. In 19.3, the \oyos is “Tapbevos
€YEVYUTOEV d OV XwpL 1 dUoLS avTns”.

*7See Lv 14:57.

0 Grammatic Graeci 1.1,5.5.

1 Acts 8:34.
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with an explanation, tells Herod “exe pov To at na”.*? The sentence with the “corrected”

name comes next, in what seems to be a report on Herod’s response (the sending of
murderers), followed by the account on the uncovering of what the sons of Israel did not
know about this Zechariah—viz. “Tos edovevdn”.*** The corrected name suggests that the
sentence with “ebwvevdn” (Zax*apras) corresponds to the sentence with “edpovevrar”
(Zaxxapras) and that both are related to the passage on Samuel’s succession “pexpt oTe

e axnoev Zayxaptas”.*’

But the more one compares the ending of Zechariah’s answer to Herod’s first inquiry
the less clear it becomes whether the word about the mpdOupa in the second account is indeed
the end of the message spoken by Zechariah, to be conveyed to Herod through the assistants.
In the first inquiry, Zechariah is explicitly said to answer speaking to (and through) the
assistants sent by Herod.*”® The end of the answer is signaled by a brief reference to the
departure of the assistants and their report to Herod—"“katr ammABocav oL vmmpeTat avtov
kat amyyiav avte mavta Tavta”.*’ Such explicit mention of the assistants’ departure
is absent from the account on Herod’s second inquiry—if the word(s) on the “mpoBupa Tov
vaov KY” are the end of Zechariah’s answer. Only their departure to Zechariah is

mentioned, and that they spoke to him.

Kal ammABooar oL UTNPETAL KAl AVTYYELAQV AUTW TAUTA
KdlL aTmokpLOELS eLTeEV
LAPTUS

2 See Nm 16:5.

43 See 23.2 [45.15-46.3].

#4933 [45.5-6].

#9310.1 [22.5-7].

4932 [44.9-11, 13] “caL €*meoTeL eY VTIMPETAS €V To BUoLACTNPLO TPOS LAXAPLAV AEYOV AVTW ... O €
amekpLvaTo Aeyn(v) avTots ...”.

#7232 [45.12-14].
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€Lt Tou OY exe pouv TO atpa To e IINA pou o deomotns pov deEnTe oTL
aboo(v) arpa ekxvvis €ts Te" mpobupa Tov vaov KY

KaL Tept To dradpavpa epovevdn LaxX apras
kat ovk nodetoar ot vorol THA mws edovevdn alla Tnv wpav Tov acTao Lo
amnABaoLy oL LepeLs ...

The verb amayyé\\ewv occurs only one more time after the sentence in 23.2 [45.4]—
in 24.3, following the last sentence of an account introduced with the words “kat nkov-cav

Kat eLday To yeyovws”.*?

KoL TTw
TTOWLA GQUTOU OUX €EUPOOAV dAAd €VUPOV TO TTWHA aAvuTOU ALBOV YeEYEVVNUEVOV Kdal
dopnbevtes eEnAbav kat

kKalL ameyyelhav oTt laxaplas medovevTal Ka' moar Tacal dt Guldl TOU AAOU KOl
eTevinoav ...

In 23.2, dmayyé\ewv is used with a direct and an indirect object (“avto TavTa
Tavta”). In 24.3, the verb is followed by words resembling the beginning of the ¢bwvn in the
sanctuary (“Zay xaptas edovevtal”). Agreement in number with the verb of the preceding
sentence suggests that the grammatical subject of “ameyyetlav” is the same as the one of
“eEn\Bav”. The combination of the two verbs “€E€pxecbal” and “dpoPelobal” suggests that
“bopndevtes eEn\bav” in 24.3 [48.4] is an allusion to the report, in 24.2 [47.8-11], on the
exit of the “one of them” who “dared to enter the sanctuary”, meant to align the two
accounts. The number of the direct object of “evnyyitlev” and the position of the three
sentences relative to each other suggest that the grammatical subject of “nkov-cav”, in 24.3
[47.11], is “lepels™ and also “avTor”, the grammatical subject of the verb of the sentence

placed behind “kat eLdav To yevovws”.

kal akovoas To(v) Aoywr TovTer edoPndn kat eEnAbev kal evnyyLAev TOLS LEPEVDLY
a €Ldev

8 «“To yeyovws” combines “T0 yeyovds” and “6 yeyovds”. The latter is an allusion to 2 Mcc 4:1 and Gal
3:17.
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KOL TKOU'OaV KAl €Ldav To yeyovns Ta TabvepaTta Tou vaov ololvEa(v) kat avTtot
TEPLEOXLOAVTO ETAVOOEV €S KATW

Preceded in 24.3 [47.8-9] by the statement “Twv Aoywv TouTwVY €dofndn”, the
composite of oxilew in the middle voice in 24.3 [47.14] suggests an allusion to a
description, in the book of Isaiah, of how three men—Eliakim, Shebna, and Joah—report the
words of the ambassador sent by king Sennacherib of Assyria to king Hezekiah, to
99

4
Jerusalem.

kal elofil@ev EXthakip 6 ToD Xelkiov O olkovdpos kal Topvas O YpappdTels THS
Suvdpews kal Inax 6 Tob Acad 6 vmopvnpatoypddos mpos Elexiav éoxiopévol
TOUS XLTOVAS KAl AThyyelhav avTd Tovs Adyous Palsakov.

In the fourth book of Kings, the same scene is reported with almost identical words.”®

kal elofil@ev EXtakip vios Xelkiov O oikovdpos kal Topvas O ypappatevs kal lwas
vios Acad 6 avappvmokov mpos Elexiav SteppnxdTes Td LpdTia kal aviyyewlav
alT® Tovs Moyovs Palsakou.

“TlepteoxLoavTo”, with “Tovs xLTOVAS”, seems to be a gesture similar in meaning
to the phrase “Stappnyvivar Ta tpdTia”—a sign of mourning. This chain of associations
seems to imply that, unlike “amnyytlav” in 23.2 [45.4], the direct object of “ameyyelhav”
in 24.3 [48.5] is not “avTw” (i.e., Herod) but “racat at dvlar Tov Aaov”, relating the

mourning mentioned in 24.3 [48.7]) to the proclamation “oTtL Zaxapias medbovevTar”.

But “bopndevtes eEnibav kar amnyyelhav™"

can also be a delayed reference to
the assistants’ departing and reporting to Herod, corresponding to “kat ammABoocav ot
UTIMPETAL OUTOV KAl dTnyYyLAar avte mavTta Tavta’ in 23.2 [45.2-3]. In this case, “oTL

Zaxapras medovevTal” (24.3 [48.5-6]) is a summary of everything said by Zechariah

“amokpLfets” (23.3 [45.14]), including “mept To Stadavpa edovevdbn Zax*apras”, and

4915 36:22; see Is 37:6.
390 4 Kgs 18:37.
0124 3 [48.4-6].
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the explanation of the enigmatic words (or mapddetiypa)—either by him, or by someone

else; and dopnbevtes parallels those who leave to Joseph (9.3 [20.9]), thus aligning the
account in 24 to the story of Dathan, Abiram, and Koreh, and of their avTiloyta, recounted
in 9.3 by the priest, and to Joseph’s recapitulation of it in 13.1, having found “ev T oiko ...

2
owauevnv”.SO

The text is composed in such a manner (with respect to number of syllables and
placement of verbs) as to allow excerpting—without leaving traces—long passages
corresponding to both interpretations from the text, to emphasize the different interpretations
of the diction (mimetic or simple). (In both configurations, the raised dot separating “edpwv”

95503

and “evn is placed at the end of a line; in addition, when the text is displayed in two

95504

columns, a change in the grammatical subject—from “evnyylhev ... a €Ldev to

“nrov-oav kat etdav?® —becomes more apparent.)

The different alignments illustrate an aspect of dvdyvowoits mentioned in the
grammarians—finding the proper order of graphic elements for reading well’*®>—and present
eENynots as a “08nynois” taking place on a plane, i.e., in two dimensions (through
continuation along the same lines but in different columns of text, and through spatial

“rapdfeots” for comparisons and the drawing of analogies).

02131 [26.14-15].

303233 [46.6].

04242 [47.10-12].

05243 [47.11-12].

6 E g, implied in Grammatic Graeci 1.3 197.9-11, 319.16-20, 324.38-325.2.
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310 (31x10) Syllables

Kat TepL To Stadavpa edov
evdn Zax*-apLas kat ovk ndeLo
av ot votot THA mws edov:
€vln aAla TV wpadv Tov ACTAC
pov amnABacLy oL LEPELS Kat
OUK NTMVTNOEVY AUTOLS KATA TO
€fos T evAoyLa Tou axap

LOV KdL €ETTNOAY Ol LEPELS

mpoodokwvTeS To(v) {axapLav Tovs
aocTacachal auTov €V eVXH  Kal
SoEacal® Tov WioTor ON xpovicarTo
S 8€ auTou edoPnbnoar TAvTES T

o\pnoas 8e Tis €€ avtor etonAd
€V €LS TO AYLACHA KAl €LOE
v mapa 1o BuotacTnpov KT

294 (42x7 / 2x (21x7)) Syllables

KdlL OUK MOELTaV OL U

otot THA mws edwv-

evbn alka Ty wpav

TOU a0Taopov atmmibac

LV OL LEPELS KAL OUK
NTNVTNOEY AUTOLS KAT

a 7o €8os TN €evioy

ta Tov {axapLov

KL €0TNOAVY OL LEP *
€Ls mpoodokwvTes To(v) Lax
apLay Tovs actTaod

ofal avtov ev evxr™’ Kkal
SoEaoar® Tov WioTov ON xpov
LOAVTOS O€ AUTOU €
dopnbnocav mavtes To

Aunoas 8e Tis €€ avtov
€LoNABer €Ls TO ayL

aopa Kal €LOeV Tapa

TO BuoLaoTnpLoV

KY aipa memnyos kat

dovny Aeyovoav Zaxxa -

aipa TETNYOS Kdl dwvny Aeyou

- oav ZaxxapLas eboVeVTAL Kal
ouk eEaltdbnonTatr To atpa
avTou €ns €NON €KOLKOS Kal
akovoas Tw(V) Aoyov TouTov edof
non kat eEn\Bev kat evnyyih
€V TOLS LEPEVOLY d ELOEV KaL
- NKOU'OOV KAl €L8AV TO YEYOVWS T
v| a| o mabvopaTta TOu Yaou OAOA
Lt v vEa(v) Kat avToL TEPLETYLTAV
0 T TOE€TAVOOEY €S KATW KAL T
S 0 OTTw TTOHA AUTOU OVX EVPWOAV
aANO €EUPOV TO TTWHA AUTOU ALB
~

ov yeyevvnuevo(v) kat dofnde
vTes eEn\av kal kal ameyyelhav
oTL {axapLas TebovevTaL

pLas epovevTaL kat
ouk eEaltddnonTat

TO QLA AUTOVU EWS
€e\Bn €kdLKOS KaL ak
ovoas To(V) Aoyov TouTwV
edofnon katr eEn\O

€V KL EVNYYLAEV TOLS
LEPEVDLY O ELOEV

KOl MKOU'odV Kdl L8V
TO YEYOVWS Ta TAOVW®
AT TOU VAOU ONO
Méa(v) kat avTou mept
€0XLOAV TO €TAVWO

€V €0S KATO KAl TO
TTOTTORA AUTOU OVX EUP
0oaV aAld €VpoV TO
TTOKLA avTou AtBov ye
yevvnmpevo(v) kat dofn
BevTes eEn\bav kat kat
ameyyelrav oTt {ay
apLas mTepovevTal
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In this interpretation, the dwv1| seen in the sanctuary and the proclamation are one—

which is an invitation to determine in which way the two statements “Zaxxapias

edovevTal” and “Zaxapras memdovevtal”—and their sources—correspond to each other.

Read in conjunction with the description of the ¢wvn in 24.2 [47.5] and with the
number indicated by the definite article “T6”, Zechariah’s reference to “ro mpoBupov” in his
answer to Herod prepares the reports on the murder in 24 by pointing to a sentence at the
beginning of a prophecy in a report on a vision of the glory of the Lord in the book of
Ezekiel ™"’

kal o0 BePnidoovory olkéTL oikos Iopan\ TO dvopa TO dylov pou, avTol kal ol
Nyobpevol abTov, év TH Toprela avTOV kal év Tols dévols TOv Nyovpévor év péoy
alTov, év 1) TBévar adTovs TO mpdBupbdy pou év Tols Tpoblpols alTOV Kal TAS
dAas pou éxopévas TOV GAOV adTOY Kal €dwkav TOV TOLXOV pou 0S ouveXdpevor
%uof) Kal avTOV kal éBePRlwcar To dvopa TO dyLéy pov €v Tdls dvopiats adTov, dis
€molovv.

Through the allusion to Ezekiel, the dpwrn in the sanctuary is equated with the pwvn
from the house,’” which comes to Ezekiel in his vision; the person who witnesses it (having
dared to enter—an allusion to Joseph of Arimathea)’” is likened to Ezekiel. The same
prophecy is followed by an order to make a Staypadr| of the house.’'® This is the last of
three passages in Ezekiel with references to Staypdderv; they provide links to eVEwpat in
13.1 (through onpelov TovTo in Ez 4:3), the context for the references to ypddelv in the

epilogue of PJ.

T Ez 43:7-8.

% See Bz 43:6 kal €0y, kal 1800 dwvh €k Tod olkov \ahodvTos mpds e.
209242 [47.1], see Mk 15:43.

*'%See Ez43:12, 11.
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Summary

The examples of “avtn” m un™p avtn” and of “Zaxxapas”, phrases with
corrections, are both accompanied by verbs resembling in their written form customary verb
forms without matching them entirely. We have seen in this chapter that in both cases the

uncorrected misspellings and the corrected words or phrases do have an exegetical function.

“EkpaTeveTo”, seemingly a apdptnua (a barbarism), can be interpreted as
misspelled form of “€kpaTatodTo” or “€ykpaTeleTar”, verb forms represented in the
writings of the New Testament. The one (éxpaTatotTo) defines the grammatical subject of
the verb in 6.1 as “dyta” (by analogy with “dytos” in Lk 1:80,”"" and Nalwpatos in Lk
2:40°'%), the other (¢ykpaTeleTal) associates the account in 6.1 with discussions, in I
Corinthians, on dyoviCeoBatr and whether or not to marry”" and with explanations, in the
gospel according to Matthew, on the aitia Tobd dvopdmov.”™® Synonyms (k\dOelv, ENkelr)
and distinctions in the referents of homonyms (TopdiUpa and ainbwwn mopdipa) in chapter
11 and vowel changes (“edoveuvdn” and “edwvevbn”) in chapter 24 associate the two
passages with references to Zaxxaptas with clarifying examples in Homer; these examples,
in turn, are linked to texts used in grammatical treatises to explain usages of ypddelv—

EVoaul in the case of Mary’s spinning (11), émuypdisas in the case of the murder (24).

511
512

50.

13 See 1 Cor 7:9 “el 8¢ olk €ykpaTetovTal, yapnodTwoay, kpelTTov yap 0Ty yapfoat fj mupododat”;
9:25 éykpaTeleTal.

S Mt 19:3-12 (with Gn 1:27, 5:2, 2:24 and Dt 24:1, 3), 27:37; linked, in P. Bodmer 5 (6.2 [.5-6]) to Wis 3:13-
14, through Is 56:3, 5.

Emphasizing AeLTovpydv in Anna’s first vow (4.1 [8.2-4]). On dytos, see Nm 17:20, 16:7.
Emphasized through Joseph’s question “mov o€ amalw” in 17.3 [37.7], which is an allusion to 1 Mcc 3:49-
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Similar to the function of the graphically ambiguous form of the verb “ekpaTeveTo”

(containing verbal allusions to different texts), the phrase “avtn® m pntnp avtn”, and
Zaxxapras—are “double” cross-references, split into an allusion based on the “original”

form and another based on the corrected one.

A double reading of “avtn’ n unTnp avtn®” makes the account in 6.1 on Mary’s
steps and Anna’s second vow a “middle”, connecting Anna’s lament in the garden and
Joseph’s finding of “oykwpevnv”. This connection between the three parts of the narrative is
bolstered by cross-references through the repetition of phrases (T} yfj TavTn and xapai)
and through intertexts.”’'> Both Anna’s lament and Joseph’s inner speech are associated with
grammatical concepts (A\dyos mpodopikds and évdidBeTos; and StacToln and OpLoPOS)

that have bearing on the reading and interpretation of the description of Mary’s steps.

An allusion to two references to Pripata in Sirach’'® in 6.1 underlines verbal links

between the accounts on Zechariah’s and Joseph’s making of a vow.”'” The phrase “niEato

¥

mept +gen.” (8.3) and the verb form “ev€wpar” (13.1) are rare in the writings of the Old and

1 ¥ 519
M8 wetEopar” only once.”” In

New Testaments—nvEaTo mepl +gen.” is represented twice,
P. Bodmer 5, both point to the same source—the story of the making of the serpent of bronze

in Numbers 21.°*° In 6.1, the site of the double allusion to Sirach, Anna’s vow features an

13 Jb 31:4, 30:23 in 6.1 and Arist. [Mund.] 397426 and 391b14 in 3.1; and Lam 2:11 in 6.1 and Is 22:4 in 13.1.
>1° See Sir 19:30, 45:9.

ST «“HyEato mept avtns”, in 8.3 [18.3], with mention of the bells on the vestment of the highpriest (\apov
Tov 1B’ kodwva) in [18.1-2]; and “evEwpal mept avtns” in 13.1 [27.4].

*'% See Nm 21:7, 4 Mcc 4:13.

> See Ex 8:5.

320 The one (NUEaTo Tept +gen. in 8.3) through its exact grammatical form, the other through the combination
of ebxeobar with two prepositional phrases (Tpos +acc. and meptl +gen. in 13.1).



162

allusion to the testimony on the “d@s Tod kbopov” in the gospel according to John; ' this

associates the vow with the second ending of John—one of the sources of the reference to “o
ypadsas Tnv toToptav Tavtnr” in 25.1. The allusion in 6.1 to the gospel according to John
(and to the sentence in 25.1) is a gloss on the allusions to the sign of the serpent in 8.3°** and
13.1°%; the sign(s) there are linked to the reference to the exaltation of the son of man in
John 3:14-15, and thus to John 12:32-33 (adding the phrase “molw 6avaTte”). These
allusions to John link the references to vows in 6.1, 8.3, and 13.1 to the sentence on “o
vpadas Ty toToptar Tavtny” in 25.1, stressing the call “oU akoloUfeL pol” and the

prediction on how Peter would glorify God,”** and associating “loTopia” with “cUx1”.

The allusions to different sources have structural functions. For example, eVEopat,
in 13.1, points not only to StacTo\7 in Exodus 8:19 and 6ptopds in Exodus 8:8 but also to a
reference to “T0 onpelov ToUTO”, a phrase used only twice with the definite article in the
writings of the Old and of the New Testaments’> and only once without.”*® The allusion to
Acts (TO0 onpelov TobTo Ths Ldoews) emphasizes “wpa” in 13.1°*—which is a link

3,°% and 13.1 (ev ™ wpa s dofoloylas avTov)—and

connecting 2.4 (mept wpav 6), 8.
associates the account in 13.1 with the report on the healing of the lame man at the Beautiful

Gate and Peter’s and John’s words in the Stoa of Solomon and before the Sanhedrin. The

> In 8:12.

>22 Implicitly compared to the sign of Jonah the prophet in Mt 16:1 through the verb émietkvieLy in 8.3 [18.7-
8]—“w eav emdLEn KT 0 OF onpiov .7,

> Equated with “Td onpetov TodTo” in Ex 8:19, Acts 4:22, and Ez 4:3.

4 Jn21:19, 22.

°23In Ex 8:19 and Acts 4:22.

26 1n Bz 4:3.

27 See Acts 3:1.

528 The narrative draws on account on Zechariah’s vision at the hour of incense in Lk 1:10, and its model in Dn
9:21.
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indirect allusion to “onuelév €oTL ToUTO” in Ezekiel 4:3 (a prophecy beginning with the

Stdaypadery of Iepovoainp as mOALs on a brick) is emphasized through the first words of

b

Joseph’s question concerning making a vow “tL apa ...”—which, by associating Joseph’s
question with Euthine’s question and explanation,’ stresses cuyk\eletv in the prophecy in
Ezekiel. As intertext, the allusion to Ezekiel 4 connects Joseph’s words (and thus Euthine’s

also), to the reference to “to” mpoBupa” in 23.3 [46.2]—in the singular, the noun is an

allusion to Ezekiel 43:8 (likewise with StaypddeLv).

The passages from Exodus 8, Matthew 27, and John 8 and 21 incorporated in P.
Bodmer 5 feature statements with acrostics. This—or, rather, the arrangment of text in
lines—is illustrated by the sentences with “Zaxxaptas”. Even without any rewriting of the
text, the openings with this spelling of the name (B’ - ky” and pc’ - pl’) display spatial
parallels between statements and actions that suggest the drawing of analogies. The layout of
the text on the pages invites (and facilitates) ocUykpiols through mapdfeots. Rewriting of
the text with lines of equal lenghth and changing how these lines are arranged (in a bisected
(24) or trisected (11) column) stress these parallels and clarify ambiguous sentence
boundaries, syntax, or referents (e.g., by indicating changes in the number of verbs or
connecting statements through shared grammatical subjects). The correction, in 24.1, of
“Zaxapras™ as “Zax*apras” (the one name corresponding to “Zaxapias eoLynoev” in
10.1 [22.4-5], the other to “ehalnoev Zaxxapras” [22.6-7]) highlights a diffculty in

determining the diction—or, rather, the speaker—of the account with the reference to the

529 See 2.3 [4.14-15], Gn 20:18.
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dovf in the sanctuarcy.”®  Allusions to sources with emphasis on reading and

interpretation—Daniel”>' and Luke 4>**—point to demonstrations (in Daniel and in Luke) on

the mode of reading required for “opening” or “unfolding” the text.

Through emendations and cancellations, in P. Bodmer 5 the first part of PJ is
represented in three versions, each with a different number of syllables. When written in a
trisected column, the text of one of the three versions—lacking “nv” in line 3 and “Ta 6w /
pa oov” in lines 15 and 16—reveals the same two-dimensional (vertical and horizontal)
layering of the text (interweaving or superimposing two sentences or phrases on the other)
exemplified by the passages with the references to Zaxxaptas. The latter are connected to
this (first) part of the narrative through acrostics—“cLwm” points to an allusion to Amos 8 in

533

24.3 (Ta mabvopaTta Tou vaou ololvEa(v));”” ouyn to the reference to Zayxapias in

10.2.

The examined examples represent two grammatical explanations of the term
oTolxela. Emphasis on oTolxeta in Anna’s lament and on taTpela in the passages related
to the account on Mary’s steps’>* and in other parts of the narrative’>> suggests that cTotxela

in the case of “auTn® n unTnp avtn” are associated with the four elements (their kpdois

339 The speakers are Zechariah, the father of John the Baptist, on the death of Zechariah, the son of Barachi, or a
third person narrator on the death of Zechariah, the father of John the Baptist.

1 Esp. Dn 9:2 and 1:4, 17.

%32 Through allusions to the sign of Sennacherib in 24.3 [47.14] “meptoxtlavTo” (Is 36:22; see Is 37:6; 4 Kgs
18:37); 24.3 [48.5] “medovevTar” (Tb 2:3, with references to Sennacherib in Tb 1:18, 22); and 1.2 [1.16]
“omeppa ovk emownoas” (Is 37:31). The sign is represented in Lk 4:17 through “avamtiéas” (see 4 Kgs
19:14).

>33 See Am 8:3 kai ONoNEeL Td daTvépaTta Tod vaod: év ékelvy TH NLEpa, Ayel klpLos, TONUS 0
TEMTOKOS €V TAVTL TOTW, €Mppldn oLoTAY.

33%6.1 Nm 11:12, 20; 13.1 (Acts 4:22 70 onpelov To0To This Ldoews).

335 See 20.3 [40.1] “kat Ladn Takopn”; 24.4 [48.11] “avacTnoovoiy” (Ps 87(88):11).
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and piéis). The arrangement of the text in lines suggests that, in the case of the references to

ZaxxapLas, otorxeta are linked to oTolxos and Td€ts.

These findings are strong evidence that the author of P. Bodmer 5 was familiar with
the concepts and TapadelypaTta of ypappaTtikn and with the writings of the Old and the

New Testaments and wrote for an audience of whom he did (or could) expect the same.



Chapter 5

"EENynots

In the previous chapter I showed that, in P. Bodmer 5, graphic and syntactic
ambiguities and the addition of corrections have an exegetical function. They lead the reader
through the narrative by pointing out cross-connections; at the same time, these
characteristics of the papyrus provide (or necessitate) a recapitulation of grammatical
teachings concerning ypdppata and otoixeta. Corrections in the text (even different
“transcriptions” of numbers) lead to alternative readings that demand of the reader to
determine whether or not they are “aupaptipata”, which “layer” of the synoptically
displayed versions yields which reading, and whether or not these readings agree with each

other.

These features are absent from the other manuscripts of PJ. But even in P. Bodmer
they merely assist the structural and subject defining function of the four sentences with the
noun toTopla. These sentences allude to phrases in sources that are connected to each other

36

in two ways: through references, in a single text, to several of them;”® and through

interpretations (readings) of the earlier texts in the later ones (as in layered transparencies).

536 E.g., “nested”, as in 2 Mcc or Heb 11:17-19.
166
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Because of these interconnections (and their subject- and argument-defining function),

finding—or describing—a structure or unifying subject matter of the narrative in PJ is not an
easy task. Instead of providing, in a single sentence or paragraph, a clear and concise
definition of the subject matter and purpose of the narrative, the text demands of the reader
an inductive approach leading—through re-readings, repeated comparisons, and cumulative
evidence—from a rough sketch to an increasingly more detailed image of the narrative’s

structure and subject matter.>*’

The type of reading required by PJ may perhaps be best described as “apocalyptic” in
the Scriptural sense of “amoka\imTely TO OTioV” or “dmoka\)TTELY TOUS OGOBANLOUVS™.
" AToka\UTTeWw TO @Tiov *—illustrated, for example, by the story of the making of a
covenant between Jonathan and David—denotes a telling beforehand or making known a
plan in words clarified through the account of how the annnounced event came to be.’*’
"Amoka\iTTELY Tovs OdBaApols similarly implies a comparison. The meaning of the
phrase is explained by the story of Balaam and his ass***—a brief narrative on Balaam’s

41
995 the

attempts, on the way to Balak who called him to curse Israel for him, to “straighten
path of the ass whom he rides, as the ass first walks into the plain, then brushes at the side of

a wall, and finally “sits” down beneath her rider. Each time, Balaam strikes her, believing

that she mocked him. Only when God opens first the mouth of the ass and then the eyes of

37 E.g., by pointing to éjrota (the shared signified unifying the many allusions) or to the same texts (interpreted
in different sources).

538 E.g., see 1 Kgs 20:1-21:1 at 20:2, 13; 1 Kgs 22:8, 17; 9:15-17 at 9:15 (similar to 16:1, 3, 12); or 2 Kgs 7:27
(with 7:19-21).

9 E.g., see 1 Kgs 20:2,2 Kgs 11:27, 12:11-12, 16:20-22.

0 See Nm 22:15-35.” AokalimTely Tovs ddOarpois is additionally illustrated through Balaam’s
mapaBolr); see Nm 24:4, 24:16.

1 See Nm 22:23 kal émdTaker THy Svov TH pdpdy Tod edddvar adtiv év T§ 68(. Notice Nm 23:3 kal
€mopeldn elbetav.
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the prophet does Balaam see that of which, before, he did not take notice—an angel opposing

him on the way and a drawn sword in his hand, the sight of which caused the ass to deviate to

542 543

the left and to the right™" and from what is her habit. God’s amoka\dTTELY TOUS
O0bOalpovs enables the prophet to see what he overlooked (Ueptdetv)—because he referred

the signs to the wrong causes—and to recognize what he did not know before.”**

Among the elements of the text that might be heard imperfectly or overlooked at first
are instructions on how to read, included in the text through allusions. Through these
allusions, the authors of the different versions of PJ warn their readers to pay attention to
what is implied or will be addressed later, and to what is said, in what manner and by whom.
For example, all versions include an allusion to Demosthenes’ speech ITepl ToU XTepdvov
(De Corona) in 1.4. Demosthenes begins his speech by emphasizing Solon’s laws on how
judges are to listen.”* Similarly, all versions of P.J include an allusion to the treatise De
Mundo in Anna’s lament, which includes discussions of different systems of structure and

546 the

order, one in close proximity to the passage with the phrase included in Anna’s lament,
other nearer to the end.*’ Other instructions on how to read the text are demonstrative,

based on intertexts and paraphrases. For example, all versions begin with an indirect allusion

to the sacrifices of Abel and Cain, which puts emphasis on dividing correctly (0pO&s

2 Gee Nm 22:26 ok v ékk\ivar deEtav o0de dptoTepdy, Nm 22:33.

3 See Nm 22:30 kal Méyel 1) 6vos 7§ Bakaap Ok éyd 1) vos cov, €’ s éméBatves 4md vedtnToéS
oov €ns Ths ofpepor Nuépas; u1) vmepopdoel vmepLdodoa émoinod ool olTwS;

¥ See Nm 22:34 kal eimev Baaap T dyyély kuplov “HpdpTnka, ob yap Amiotduny 87t o¥ pot
avBéoTnras év TH 080 els ouvdvTnoLv.

**3 See Dem. De Cor. 1-2, 7.

46 See Arist. [Mund.] 396a33-39748.

7 See Arist. [Mund.] 399529-400a4.
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Statpeiv).’*® Small differences in phrasing have an exegetical, structural function. Reuben’s

explanation “kaf6TL oméppa ovk émoinoas €v T Iopan\” (1.2)—an allusion to the sign
of Sennacherib in the book of Isaiah—is paraphrased by “loake(p as “el €éyon uoévos ovk
emoinoa oméppa év T® Topani);” (1.3)—an allusion to the words “kal kaTe eldOnY éyw

® The connection between the two texts is the

wévos” spoken by Simon Maccabeus.”

participle ol kaTale etppévol in Isaiah 37:31 kal €covTat ol kKaTale elppévol €v T

Iovdala dbvioovowy pilav kdTew kal mToltfoovoy oméppa dvw. The two allusions are

taken up again individually at the end of the narrative, in 24.3, the one in the proclamation
» 550

that “Zaxaplas meddvevtar”,”” the other in the description of the mourning for Zechariah

by all the tribes of the people (kal émévenoav avTév).”!

In this chapter, we will have a look at three features like these to see how the authors
of the different versions of PJ, as exegetes, guide (081 yelv)’>* the readers through the text—
the “layering” of allusions (exemplified by the phrases “mlolclos odpddpa” and “O
ypdisas™), allusions and cross-connections linking the different references to LoTopia

through intertexts, and the endings of the different versions of PJ.

>*¥ See Lk 18:23, Gn 4:6-7; and Gn 15:10.

9 See 1 Mcc 13:4, combining Gn 7:23 and 3 Kgs 19:4.

3024 .3; see Tb 2:3 (S) €is ¢k Tob €Bvovs Nudv Tedévevtar. The beginning of the book of Tobit includes
references to the reign and death of Sennacherib; see Tb 1:15, 18-19, 21. An allusion to Am 8:3 in 24.3 stresses
Tb 2:6 (with quotation of Am 8:10).

> See 1 Mcc 13:26, 12:52.

%32 On the explanation of éEfynots as 1) Tob €Efis 068HyNaLs, see Grammatici Graeci 1.3 302.11-19, 455.22-
456.22. For an example, see Acts 8:26-39 at 8:31. Philip is exegete, guiding the eunuch through the landscape
of the text.
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“fAv mAovoLos ocdddpa kal mpooédepe Ta ddpa ...”

The phrase “mAovoLos obdpda” in 1.1 associates the beginning (and first clause) of

PJ with three protagonists and narrative contexts—Abraam (in Genesis),”>> Joachim (in

555

Susanna),”* and one of the rulers (in Luke).>> “IIpocédepe”, the finite verb of the second

clause of the narrative, has parallels in two texts—the book of Job, and the letter to the
Hebrews. The allusion to Job adds a fourth example of one who is “very rich” to the other

three.>>®

With Abraam as the grammatical subject, the phrase “mpocédbepe Ta ddpa” in 1.1 is

an allusion to the first two clauses of a paraphrase of the Sacrifice of Isaac in the Letter to the

557
Hebrews.

, ’ 558 \ \ ’ \ ’ 559 \ \ ~
mloTel mpooevivoxev ABpaap Tov ‘loadak Tmelpaldpevos™” kal TOV POVOYEVH
mpooédeper, O Tas émayyehias dvade ’blevog, mpoOs OV éNalr}on
o 5 o ~ 5
6t év 'loadak K)\geﬁoe'rai oot oméppa’® Noytodpevos 6TL kal €k vekpdy Eyelpely

5 563

\ € ’ 562 « B \ N ~ 9 ’ 567
duraTos 0 Beds,”™ 08ev avTov kal €V Tapdfoln) EkoptoaTo.

61

>3 See Gn 13:2 ABpap 8¢ v mAovoLos 0d6dpa kTHveTLy kal dpyvple kal xpuaie.

4 See Sus 4 v Ioaketp TovoL0s 0d6Spa kal My adT( TapdBeloos YeLTVLAY TG olky adTo Kal mpds
adTov mpoofyorTo ol loudalol did T elval adTov évddEotepor mdvTov. The story addresses the
commandment not to desire a neighbor’s wife (see Sus 6 61; with Ex 20:17, Dt 5:21, and Dt 22:24, 26; notice 4
Mcc 2:5) and the laws on guiltless blood (Sus 8° 62 alpa dvalTiov; see Dt 19:10, 13;21:8, 9).

3 See Lk 18:23 6 8¢ dkotvoas TabTa mepivmos Eyevion: v ydp mhodotos obddpa.

6 See Jb 1:3. In addition, the allusion to Jb 1:5 stresses the phrase “catd Tov dptBpév” in Jo 4:5, the source
of the genitive TOV 8ddeka dpuAdv Tod “lopari) limiting “év Tals loToplats” in 1.1.

T Heb 11:17-19; 96 syllables. In the letter to the Hebrews, the account on the Sacrifice of Isaac in the book of
Genesis 1s explicated through through cross-references to other parts of the letter based on the repetition of
phrases or nouns (e.g., oméppa ~ ABpadp (Heb 2:16); mapapolry (Heb 9:9)) and through allusions to a variety
of sources—Numbers (Tpoceviivoxev); Job (rpocédepe), Luke (TeLpal bpevos and ék vekpdr éyelpeLv),
Psalm 18 of the Psalms of Solomon (Lovoyeviis and oméppa ~ABpady), 4 Maccabees (AvaSeEdpevos),
Wisdom (\oyLodpevos, linked to 1.3 through Wis 8:17, 3 Kgs 5:21 é8wkev ¢ Aauid viov dpdripov), and
Daniel (SuvaTos 6 6e6s).

338 The perfect tense of TpoadépeLy suggests that in Heb 11:174 the offering recounted in Gn 22 is explained
through the context of Nm 31:50 “kal mpooevnvéxaper 10 8dpov kuplw, dvip & evpev okedos xpuoodv,
XA8ova kal Pélov kal SakTilov kal meptdéElov kal épmAdkior, éEildoachal mepl Mo EvavrTt
Kupiov”.

9 See Gn 22:1-2 “kal EyéveTo peTd Ta pipata TadTa 6 Beds émeipalev TOv ABpaay ...”. Aside from
Heb 11:17, “merpaldpevos” is only used in Mk 1:13, Lk 4:2, and Jas 1:13.
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Through the allusion to Hebrews, the finite verb “mpocédepe™ in 1.1 has potentially

bR AN 13

three grammatical subjects, each of them a participle—“meLpalopevos”, “avadeEdpevos”
and “AoyLodpuevos”, the latter additionally defined through a paraphrase—“67L ... SuvaTos

0 0ebs”.

b

Two of the three participles—“melpaldpevos™ and “avadefdpevos” connect the
clause with “mpocédepe” in 1.1 to two brief segments of the narrative at the end of the first
chapter of PJ, in 1.4 (metpalbpevos) and in 1.3 (avadeEdpevos). These consecutive parts
of the chapter are connected to each together through a shared theme—“to (fv”. In
addition, each is joined (through intertexts) to a sentence with the term “loTopla”—the one
in 1.4 (melpaldpevos) points to the sentence with the substantivized infinitive “Tod ypdidsat
™y totoplav Tabdtnv” in 25.1,°%* the other, in 1.3 (GradeEduevos), is linked to the
sentence with “tod ypddar v toToplav TadTny” in 25.1 and to Joseph’s question

concerning “fj toTopla Tod ~ASAW” in 13.1.°%

In 1.1, the different texts incorporated through allusions into the paraphrase of the
Sacrifice of Isaac in Hebrews 11:17-19 are glossed through the phrases by which the allusion
to Hebrews is preceded. For example, the phrases “Tov dddeka $puAdYy Tod ~Iopani\” and

“mpoodépely Ta Sdpa” clarify the referent(s) of an allusion in Hebrews 11:17 based on

0 Gn 21:12.

%! In conjunction with “Gpxnyés” in Heb 12:2, “éx vekpdv éyelperv ...” (Heb 11:19), associates the entry
with Acts 3:15.

%2 See Gn 18:14; Dn 3:17.

363 See 2 Mcc 8:33 (kal TOV dElov Tiis Suooepelas éxoploaTo pLodbv); notice 2 Mcc 8:36 (6 ..
avade€dpevos). The allusion to 2 Mcc 8:33 suggests that the referent of the demonstrative pronoun avTév in
Heb 11:19 is prafdés—the sentence alludes to the promise of a “piofos moAvs adpddpa” in Gn 15:1.

364 With Demosthenes’ speech De Corona as intertext.

%63 Through allusions to 2 and 4 Mcc.
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95566

“mpooevnroxer”. “IIpocevnroxer’™"—in 1.1 with “8Gpa” as (implied) direct object—is

an indirect allusion to Balaam’s advice to Balak, associated with the stories of the Baal of

Phegor and Phineas’ zeal.”®”  The offering of a 8®pov by each of the xtAtdpxot and

568

¢kaTovTdpyol after the defeat of the five kings of Midian™® (reported in Numbers 31) is

9

linked to the Lord’s vow on the death of the generation of dvdpes moreptoTal,”® and

(therefore) to the census in the Sinai and at the Jordan. The accounts on these two census are
also connected to each other through a crossreference to the first émiokelsts under Moses
with Aaron in the summary of the ém{okedsts under Moses and Eleazar.”™

\ L e 9 /7 ~ \ ~ ¢ / o\ 9 / \ ¢ \
kal alTn 1 émiokedts Movofy kal Exealap Tob lepéns, ol émeokéfarTo TOUS viovs
Iopan\ év ApaBwd Mwaf ém Tod IopSdvov kaTta Iepiyo.

Kal €év ToUTolS oVK MV dvbpuTos TOV émeokeppévor UTO Movof kal Adpov, ols
€meokéParto Tous viovs lopani év TH épipo Zwa:
&TL elmev klplLos avTols

OavdTe amobavodvTal év TH €pRpe”
Kal oV kaTe eldOn €€ adTdVY 008 els ANV XakeP vids Iebovvn kal “Incods 6 Tod
Naun

o

OTL €imev klplos avTtols OavdTy dmobavodvTar”, the explanation of reason
why not a single person of those examined by Moses and Aaron remained—save Caleb and
Joshua—Iinks the report on the census in Numbers 26 to the vow in Numbers 14. But the
wording of the explanation adds important details: @avdTe amobavodvTal is an allusion to
the commandment given to Adam in Genesis 2:17, “amod 8¢ ToD EUNov TOD YLWOOKELY

KooV kal movnpér, ob ddyeohe 4 avTod: 1| & Av Hpépa ddynTe AT avTov, BardTe

% Heb 11:17.

7 Recounted in the book of Numbers (see Nm 251-18, 31:8, 15) and in the ode in Deuteronomy (See Dt 32:15-
21).

%% See Nm 31:8.

%9 See Dt 2:14, 16, linked to Nm 31:49 through the phrase dv8pes TokeptoTal; on the oath, see Nm 14:20-24,
28-35; 14:3. The definition, in Nm 14:23, of those to whom the Lord will give the land is incorporated into Is
7:16 “8L6TL TpLY | yvdvar 1O matdlov dyabov 1) kakov dmelfel movnpla Tob ékéEaabal TO dyaddv ...
*70 See Nm 26:64.
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amobavelobe”. Thus, the explanation in the summary of the census at the Jordan points to

1

the death of all humans.””" “Kal o0 kaTehe(ddn € adTGY 008E €ls™ parallels the death of

the men to the death of Pharaoh and his military force in Exodus 14:28. Together, these
allusions point to a single text, the sign in Numbers 16 by which the congregation will know

that the Lord sent Moses.>”?

Kal elmer Movofis

€v ToUTE Yrioeohe 6TL kUpLos améoTellév e moltfioal TdvTa Ta €pya TadTa, OTL
olk dm épavTod: el kaTd BdraTov mdvTov drlpdTer dTodavodvTal oUToL, €l kal
kat = émlokepv mdvtov dvlpdmevr émiokomr €oTalr  avTdr, olUxl KUpLoS
améoTalkéy pe- AN 7 év ddopaTt Selfel kiplos, kal dvoléaca 1 yi TO oTépA
abThis katamiéTar alTovs kal Tods olkous avTOV KAl TAS OKNUas avTOV kal
mdvTa, 6oa éoTiv avTols, kal kaTapfoovTal (OrTes els ddov, kal yvdoeohe GTL
TaphEvvav ol dvBpwmol oUToL TOV KUpLOV.

Katamiveww and ka\OmTewv in the description of the fulfillment’” associate this sign
with the retelling of the fate of Pharaoh and his army in Exodus 15 (where 6d\acoa is in the

place of y1).

In PJ, this connection between the first clause of the entry on the Sacrifice of Isaac in

Hebrews and the census of all humans in Numbers 16 is emphasized through the placement

<

of the phrase “mAovolos oddSpa” between the phrases “mpoodépev dopa” and “ToV

8¢deka duAGY Tob “Topaph.> ™

The latter is an allusion to a speech addressed by Joshua to
twelve men of the €v8ofol, summonded by him from the sons of Isracl.’” 1In the book of

Joshua, the text with the phrase “TOv 806eka GvAGY ToD " Topan)” is preceded by a speech

"1 See Nm 16:29. The place “¢v T1j épfipLe” associates this with the description, in Numbers 14, of the falling

of those of the census in the desert; see Nm 14:29 év 1§ épfjpo TalTy TeoelTal Td KOAA VPOV Kal Tdod 1
ETTLOKOTT VROV kal ol kaTnptdpévol Ludv dmd elokooaeTods kal €mdve, ool Eydyyvoav ém épol.
°72 Nm 16:28-30.

°” See Nm 16:28-30.

74 Jo 4:5.

°7 See Jo 4:4.
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with a very similar sounding beginning.”’® In this first speech, Joshua calls the sons of Israel

to draw near and hear the word of the Lord their God;’”’ then he declares that “¢v To0Tw
yrédoetar 6Tt 0e0s (ov €v vpiv”. Through the almost identical introductory words, the
sign announced by Joshua is paralleled to the sign of the census spoken of by Moses in

Numbers 16.

The allusions to Joshua’s address to the évdo€ol in the book of Joshua and to the
offerings brought by the leaders of hundreds and thousands in the book of Numbers highlight
that the “m\ovolos 0dd8pa” mentioned in 1.1 is évd6EoTepos mavTov [TdV Tovdaiwv]
(according to Susanna) and “Tis ... dpxov” (according to the Gospel according to Luke). As
readings of the passage in Genesis with the first instance of the phrase, the two later texts
point out links connecting Genesis 13:2 (ABpap 8¢ v mhovolos odddSpa kKTAvETLY Kal
apyvple kal xpuoi) to the stories of Lot’s captivity and Melchizedek’s blessing in Genesis

14,”™ the promise of seed to Abraam in Genesis 15,

and the oath sworn by the Lord by
himself in Genesis 22.°% They thus prepare a reference to Abraham as maTtpidpxns in 1.3,

which, in the letter to the Hebrews, draws on two very similar worded sentences describing

376 See Jos 3:9-13. Like the speech addressed to the twelve év86Eot, this earlier speech (addressed to all the
sons of Israel) begins with the imperative mpooaydyeTe (followed by a reference to a location), features a
sentence with éx\e{meLv as finite verb, and—in describing the ark as “f) ktBwTOs THs Stabrikns kuplov
mdons TS yfis”—associates the crossing of the Jordan with the onpetov of the kvvdpvia—i.e. the giving of
a 8taoTo\1 between the people of Pharaoh and the people of the Lord (recounted in chapter eight of the book
of Exodus).

1 See Jo 3:9 mpooaydyeTe O8€ kal dkoloaTe TO piipa kuplov Tod Beod RdY. The reference to the pipa
is probably an allusion to Dt 1:26.

378 E,g, Abraam and Lot, the owners of flocks and herds, are brothers (Gn 13:7-8; see Gn 14:16; cf. Gn 14:12);
“mAovoLos odpddpa” (Gn 13:2) is taken up again in “mhovTiev” (Gn 14:23, 20).

1 See Gn 14:14 dkotoas 8¢ ABpap 8TL fxpardTevTal AoT 6 dSeAdds avTod, Npldunoer Tovs 18lovs
olkoyevels avTol, Tprakoolovs 8éka kal kT, Gn 15:3, 5.

%0 See Gn 22:17-18, 24:60.
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1 ®
»3Bland “§ kal dexdTny

Melchizedek—*“0) kal Sekdtny amd TAvTov éuépLtoer ~ ABpadpu

" ABpadyt €dwker €k TGV dikpobviwy 6 TaTpLdpyns”.

The participle “metpaldpevos” in Hebrews has several parallels in the writings of
the New Testament.”® The second participle in Hebrews 11:17-19—<“dvadeEdpevos” (an
allusion to the UméSeLypa of Eleazar’s death in 2 Maccabees 6)—and allusions, in 1.3, to an

> and to the dy¢év of Eleazar and the seven sons and

atmapyn (through the term dkpobivia)
her mother in the fourth book of Maccabees (resting on the phrase ~ABpadp O TaTpLapxns)
suggest that the source of the participle “melpalopevos” singled out in 1.1 is the Letter of
James. James speaks of one who is put to the test (metpaldpevos) in the context of an
argument for enduring trial (UTopévewr melpacpdr) to attain to the “oTedpdvos (wis”
promised by God to those who love Him. He continues by declaring death to be an offspring

of sin’®

and reminding his audience that they were born to be an dmapxn TGOV avTob
kTlopdTov.”®® The reference to the oTedpdvos (which implies an dydr)™’ and to death are

taken up through allusions, in the paraphrase of the Sacrifice of Isaac in Hebrews 11, to

Hebrews 12 and 2 Maccabees 6.

1 Heb 7:2.

*52 Heb 7:6.

%% Aside from the sentence in the letter to the Hebrews, the participle occurs three times in the writings of the
Old and the New Testaments—two of the three instances appear in the story of the Temptation—in the Gospel
according to Mark (see Mk 1:13) and according to Luke (see Lk 4:2); a third example is in the first chapter of
the letter of James (see Jas 1:13).

¥ E.g., see EM 53:10-13 <dkpobivia>: dkpodivia MyovTat ai dmapyal ai Tév kapmdr: BLvéy 8¢ kuplos,
fyouv TOV cwpdr, §oN 8¢ kal amod Bnpas, kal d\\wv. Tapd TO Olv Bvos, & onualvel TOV cwpoy TOV
Xpnuo’rru)v, Blviov, kal deO@iuLov.

% See Jas 1:12-15 uaKaptog avnp s Uﬂoueva WELpaopov o SOKLpog vevopevos MpbeTar To
O'T€(])CIVOV Ths (wofis ov ewnyya)\a-ro 0 KvpLog TOLS‘ ayam)ow aldTév. pndels ‘|T€Lp(1c0u€l/05‘ )\eye-rw
6TL Ao Beod 1T€Lp(1C0paL 0 yap 0eos amelpacTés éoTiv kKakdv, Telpdlel 5e av‘rog o0&éva. €kaoTos
8¢ melpdleTar vTo Ths dlas émbupias é€elkbpevos kal delealdpevos: elTa 1 émbupia culkaBodoa
TikTeL apapTiav, 1 8¢ apaptia droTekeoheloa dmokvel BdvaTov.

3% The pronoun refers to Tod TaTpds TOV ddTLY; see Jas 1:17.
%7 See Heb 12:1, 4 Mcc 17:11.
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In Hebrews 11:17, the direct object of mpooédepe is the substantivized adjective “ O

povoyevnis”. In conjunction with the allusion to the seed of Abraham in Hebrews 11:18

588

(through “év "Toadak kAndnioeTal oot oméppa’),”” the referent of this accusative is defined

by analogy with the accusative of the preposition “ém{” in Psalm 18 of the Psalms of

589
Solomon.

Ta kplpaTd cov éml macar TV yHv peTa éxéous,

kal 1 aydmn oov ém oméppa ABpaap viovs lopan).

1N matdela cov P’ NUAS KOS VIOV TPWTOTOKOV LOVOYEVT
amooTpédal Puxny evhkoov amod apabias év dyvolaq.
kabapioar® 6 Beos Topank €is Huépav éNéovs Ev edroyla,
els Népav ékhoyiis év drdéel’ xpLoTod adTod.

Through this allusion to Tadela, “metpaldpevos” is additionally explained as an

allusion to the account on the Temptation of Jesus in the Gospel according to Luke

(connecting 1.1 to 1.4).>"!

“Kal Tov povoyeviy mpooédeper” associates the entry on the Sacrifice of Isaac in
Hebrews 11 with an argument, in Hebrews 12:5-11, for enduring and continuing to run in the
contest. This argument (or Tapdk\nots)™? is preceded, in Hebrews 12:1-3, by a call to “let

us run” looking towards Jesus.””?

TOLY apody Kal TMUELs T000DTOV exov*reg TrepLKELuevov nuw védos uapTUpwv oyKov
arroeqmvm ‘IT(lVT(l Kal TT]I/ EU‘ITEpLO'TO(TOV (lu(lpTL(lV &L’ vﬂouomlg TpEXUJp_EI/ TOV
ﬂpOKELu€VOV nuw aydva acbopwv*reg els Tov Tfis mo’remg apxnyor’ " kal T€)\€L0)TT]V
‘Incotv, 0s avtl ThAs mpokelpérns avT® xapds UTEpewer oTavpor aloxivns
katadpovioas €v deEid Te Tob Bpbdrvov Tod Beod kekdBikev. dvaloyloacBe yap TOV
ToLadTNY UTOLEREVNKOTA VTTO TOV ALApTONOY €is avTov avTidoylav, (va un kdunTte
Tals Puxals VPOV EkAVOPEVOL.

%% See Gn 21:11-12.

% Psalms of Solomon 18:3-5. The psalm is entitled “Ga\pos T Takopwr: €Tt ToD XpLoTol Kupiov™.
3% The allusion to Jb 1:5 (resting on the same verb—mpooédepe) emphasizes kabaplleLv.

1 See Lk 4:2, 4, with Dt 8:3, 5 as intertext.

%92 See Heb 12:5, with quotation of Pr 3:11-12.

%93 The repetition of vTépeveLy suggests a comparison between the direct objects of the verb—“Umépelver
oTavp6r” and “TOV ToLaUTNY VTOPELEVNKOTA ... avTLAOY{av”.

** See Heb 2:10.
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The appellation “apxnyds” and the phrase “év 8e€id Te TOU Bpdvov ... kabileww”

associate this paragraph with a paraphrase of Psalm 8:6 in Hebrews 2:10 (stressing
oTepavodv and OdvaTov yeleobalr) and with a “keddlatov €ml ToOls Aeyopévors”

Hebrews 8:1 (“TolobTov €xopev dpxtepéa”)” followed by references to “T0 TpoodépeLy

95596

Sdpa Te kal Ouvoias™® (see 1.1) and to those who “UmodelypaTtt kal okld NaTpelovoLy

TOV éTovpaviov”. 597

f598

The topic of maitdeia—and of the archpriest who offered himself’”"—is reinforced

through “avadefdpevos”, the second of three participles in the entry on Abraham in

Hebrews 11:17-18. " AvadeEdpevos is an allusion to the beginning of the account on

Eleazar in the Second book of Maccabees.>’

E\edlapds Tis TOV TpoTevdvTwr ypappatTéov, dvnp §on mpoPepnkos TNy mkAtkiav
kal TN mTpoécody Tod TPooWTOU KAAALOTOS, dvaxavov NraykdleTo dayelv velov
kpéas. O 8¢ TOV pet 61’)K7\dag fdvaTov paANov N TOV peTa u{)crovg Blov
ava&&auevog, (11)9(1Lp€‘|’0)§ em TO 'rvuﬂavov Trpocrm/ev TrpOTr'onag 8¢ kab * dv édel
TpOTl'OV ﬂpocepxeoeat ToUs UmopérovTtas apivacdar ov ov 8épts yelvoaobat 80 Sia
TV mpos TO (v dLhooTopylav.

The description of Eleazar’s death is preceded by an exhortation to reckon the
recounted events as TLpwplat not for the destruction but rather for the TatSeia of the yévos

of the Jews.*!

%% See Heb 8:1-2 keddhatov 8¢ ém Tols heyopévols, TolobTov Exoper dpxLepéa, ds éxdbioer év Sekid
ToD Bpbdvov THis peyalwoivns €v Tols ovpavols, TV dylwr AeLTouvpyos kal Ths oknriis ThHs dAnduwis,
fv émnéev 6 klpLos, kal ok drdpwmos.

% See Heb 8:3.

7 See Heb 8:5 EauTdv dvevéykas; Jas 2:21.

% See Heb 7:27.

2 Mec 6:18-20.

690 See Heb 2:9 Tov 8¢ Bpaxd TL map’ dyyelovs NaTTopévor BAémoper Inoodv dud TO Tddnpa Tod
BavdTov 86N kal Tuf éoTedavopévor dTus xdpLTL Beod vTEp TavTos yevonTal BavdTou.

01 See 2 Mcc 6:12 Tapakakd ovv Tovs évtuvyxdvovTtas THSe TH BB e ui cvoTéNeohat did Tds
oupdopds, NoyileoBal 8¢ Tds Tipwpias pn mpods dredpov, AANA Tpos TaLdelav Tod yévous UGV €lvat.
The verb “cuoTé\\elv” in 25.1 suggests an allusion to this passage.
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“‘O pet ’ evklelas BdvaTos”, the direct object of the participle, receives two

additional comments in the account on Eleazar in 2 Maccabees 6. Both times Eleazar’s
death—that is, his “Umep TOV cepvdv kal aylov vépov dmevbavatilelr” and the manner
of his peTal\dooew [Tov Blov])—is declared a vméSeLypa.®® In the letter to the Hebrews,
the indirect allusion to the story of the Baal of Phegor in the first sentence of the paraphrase
of the Sacrifice of Isaac underlines that Eleazar refuses even only pretending

. . . 4 \ \ ~ ’
693 cating the meat of impure animals®® and “rd VmO Tod Paciréws

(Vokpiveobar)
TopooTeTAyRéva TOV amd Ths Bualas kpedv”®® lest the young are led astray because of

95606 (ln

him. In PJ, the indirect allusion to this Umé8eLypa connects “mpocédepe Ta Sdpa
1.1) to “un 18€lv BdvaTor” in 24.4 (a maxim that, in Hebrews 11:5, refers to Henoch—

697 and to “6 ypdas™ in 25.1 (associated in

according to Sirach a “vmdeLypa peTavolas
the Gospel according to John with the giving of the UTéSeLypa at the meal before the feast,

in John 13°%%).

In PJ 1.1, the indirect allusion to Eleazar (through avadeEdpevos in Hebrews 11:17-

19) is preceded by an allusion to the beginning of the story of Susanna (TholoLos ad68pa),

602 See 2 Mcc 6:28 Tols 8¢ véols UTOHBELY A YEVVALov KATANENOLTOS €ls TO Tpobipes kal yevvalws

UTeEp TOV oepvdv kal dylov vépwv dmevBavatilely, and 6:31 kal ovToS 0LV TODTOV TOV TpdmOV
peThANaev ob wévov Tols véols, dANa kal Tols TheloTols Tob €Bvous TOV €avTol BdvaTor vTddelypa
YeVvaldTnTos Kal pynpdéouvor dpeThs KATAATOV.

" See 2 Mec 6:21, 24, 25.

6942 Mcc 6:18 dparyetv Vetov kpéas.

6952 Mcc 6:21; see Nm 25:2-3 kal ékdheoav avTovs ém Tats Buolats ToY elddov abTov, kal Ebayer 6
Aa0s TOV BuoLdr adTdr kal mpooekivmoav Tols eLdNols alToOY. kal éTehéadn Iopank T) Beeldeywp.
Similar in Ps 105(106):28.

696 See Heb 11:17 and 8:5, with Umé8eLypa in Heb 8:5 and 2 Mcc 6:28, 31.

97 See Sir 44:16. The indirect allusion to Sirach in 24.4 stresses two allusions to Sirach in Rm 16, one of the
sources of “0 ypdisas” in 25.1 (Rm 16:25 otnpiEat, Sir 42:17, 24; Rm 16:27 péve codd 0ed, see Sir 1:8, 4
Mcc 7:23).

6% Jn 21:24 ypdipas TadTa kai oidapev is linked to Jn 13:17 €l TadTa oldate, paxdprol éote Edv ToLfiTe
adTd; a bm6derypa is mentioned in Jn 13:15 Uméderypa yap €dwka vutv (va kabos éyo émoinoa Lpiv kal
VLEls ToLfiTe.
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% In conjunction with what is said in Hebrews

which features a reference to kvBeprav.’
about the atoning sacrifice of this highpriest, kuBepvdy associates the bearer of the name
Eleazar (the referent of dvadeEdpevos) with a priest by the name Eleazar®'’ in the fourth

book of Maccabees. This Eleazar is compared to an dplroTos kvBepvriTns who sailed for

1

and reached the beach of the immortal victory®'' and to a city that is besieged but not

12
taken.®

More importantly, however, in view of the allusion to the hiehpriest who offered
himself (Heb 7:27), in 4 Maccabees 7:11-12 Eleazar is compared to Aaron—with an explicit
reference to Aaron’s €€iNdokeaBat mepl Tod \aol in Numbers 17:11-15. This comparison
stresses and explicates a prayer made by Eleazar.®"”
\ews yevod TG EBvel cov dpkeobels T MpeTépg vTEp avTdY Slky. kabdproov®?
alTOV Tolnoov TO épov aipa kal avtivxor alTov AaBe TV Epnv GuxHv.

“Avvatos 0 0eds” (Heb 11:19), finally, is an allusion a part of the answer of the

three young men to Nebuchadnezzar in Daniel (LXX) 3:16-18.
Baoiied, o xpelav éxopev nNpels éml TH émitayf TavTn dmokpldfival cou: EoTL yap
feds év ovpavols €ls kipLos NGV, dv dopolpeda, ds éoTL duvaTtos éEedéobal Mpds
€k Ths kapivov Tod mupds, kal ék TOV xeLpOY oov, Bactled EEeelTal MLAS: kal TOTE
davepdy cor €oTal, TL olTe TH €ldOAw cov AaTpeloper olTe TH €lkévl cov T
XpUoTi, v €0TNods, TPOOKUVODED.

This allusion emphasizes what Nebuchadnezzar says to his friends after hearing the
three men’s singing of hymns and seeing them alive®"” and the report on what he, the rulers,

and the friends of the king see when the three go forth from the fire.

699 See Sus 0 5 kal dmedelxOnoav 0o TpeaPiTepoL €k ToD haod kpLTal év TH EvLavT( éxkeivy, Tepl G
Exdnoer O Seomdtns 8L EEANOev dvopia ék Bapuldvos €k TpeoPutépor kpLTdy, ol é8dkody
KuBeprav Tov Aadv.

619 See 4 Mcc 5:4.

' See 4 Mcc 7:1-3.

612 See 4 Mcc 7:4.

13 4 Mcc 6:28-29.

614 The function of the blood is underlined, in 1.1, through allusions to “cabaploat” in Psalms of Solomon 18:5
and “éxabdpilev avTovs” in Jb 1:5.
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kal €Bedpovr Tovs AvBpdTovs ékeivovs, dTL oUx fiaTo TO Thp ToD oOpaToS AVTHV,
kal al Tplxes avTdV ol kaTekdnoav kal Ta capddpapa avTéY ovk NANoLBenoav, ovde
OOPT TOU TUPOS NV €V avTolS.

In PJ 1.1, present in the text through the allusion to Hebrews 11:17-19, the allusion to
the statement “eds €is” in the answer of the three young men (where it is combined with

“els kUplLos™) is highlighted through the beginning of the account with the phrase

“mhovolos odGSpa’ in chapter 18 of the Gospel according to Luke.®'®
Kal EmMPATNOEY TLS alTOV dpxwV Aéyov:
~ Buddokale dyabé, Tl moujoas {onv aitdviov k\npovoprow;’
eler 8¢ avTh O Inocods:
T pe Méyels dyaBdv; obdels dyabos el un els O Bebs.
The words of both question and answer are carefully chosen and placed to display
additional words when written in bisected columns. In both cases, the words connecting the

two parts of the column provide glosses on the text written in the column and on the text of

the story of the ruler’s question.

The question of the ruler has 22 syllables.

Al6x2 r 5x2 B17x2 r 4x2 Clox2 r 5x2

1 818dok 8ddok — vt SLddok
aAe a\e oV KATp a\e nv at
aya® — fval aya®é — ovo aya® — avi

4 ¢, Tl Gr L é Tl - KNoo ¢, Tl oV KAIp
TOLNG  — OV K\np TOLHO oG  — ovop
asle — ovo as (o as o — Noo

7 HNOow nv al

In two distributions of the text in the bisected column (A and C), the letters in line 5

. , 1 . , 1 . ~ . .
combine to read “moincov”.®'® In A, line 3 reads “dyadiy”,’"’ and line 6 (Gov;** in B, line

99 622

621 and line 4 “Tiphow”.

3 displays “ayddov

615 See Dn (LXX) 3:92 {800 €y0 6pdv dvdpas Téooapas NeAvpévovs meptmaTodvTas év ¢ mupl, kal
dBopa ovdepla éyeviidn év alrols, kal 1) Spacts Tod TeTdpTov Opolopa dyyélov Beod.
616 i
Lk 18:18-19.
*17See Gn 15:8; Lk 10:25, 18:18.
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The ruler’s wish to have life (implied by his question) and emphasis on teaching

(8Lddokewv) turn his question “Tt mouoas ...;” into an allusion to an instruction in Psalm
33(34).°%

SeUTe Tékva akovoaTé |Lou”

d6Bov kuplov 8L8dEw Vpas.

Tis éoTwv avbpomos 6 Bélwr Cony

ayamdv fpépas 18elv dyadds;

Tadoov THY YAOCCAY 6ov dmd Kakod

Kal X€LAT oou ToU un Aaifjoat 8é6lov.

E€KKA\LYOV Ao Kakol kal Toinoov dyabdv,

{fmoov elpivnr kal SloEov alTiv.

In PJ 1.1, the indirect allusion to eiprivmy Siwkewv (Ps 33(34):15) underlines an
exhortation in Hebrews 12:14 (after the discussion on Tatdela)—“elpRrny SLdKeTE pLeTA

TAVTOVY KAl TOV dyltacpdr, ov xopls ovdels SleTal TOV kipLov”.

Unlike the ruler’s question, Jesus’ question and response (spoken by him as a teacher)

can be represented in columns of different width (18 syllables, i.e., 9x2 or 6x3).

A 9x2 B 6x3

T( pe 0, 046V ovd el pn Tl pexéy — OV olSels €l un €ls
Ayel € e€lody — €lso €Ls dyad ayalos - 0 0eds

s dya a afos feds

Elodyel (A) with the allusion to the “aya®6v” in Psalm 72(73) suggests an allusion

to Deuteronomy 8:7—“present” in 1.1 and 1.4 through allusions to the the first challenge by

the slanderer in the text of the Temptation in Luke.®**

618 See Ps 33(34):15.

619 As alternative direct object of “kAnpovopion”, “dyadiv” suggests a link to the promise of “f) yf dyadi” in
Ex 3:7. The sentence with “kAnpovounow” after which the ruler’s question is patterned is first spoken by
Abraham, in Genesis 15:8. In Genesis, the verb has a different direct object than in the Gospel according to
Luke—a0TNv [i.e., TN YAy TadTnv] instead of omnv aidviov. The phrase “yfj dyadn” occurs in the story of
the apostasy at Kadesh, in Numbers 14:7 (recalled in Dt 1:25).

620 See Sir 13:15-16; with Ps 72(73):28.

621 See Lk 18:19, Ps 33(34):15.

022 See Nm 22:17, 24:11.

623 ps 33(34):12-15 at 15.

9 <
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The statement “dyaf0s 6 0e0s” (emphasized through the letter distribution in B) is

an allusion to the first verses of Psalm 72(73) (entitled WaApos 19 Acad).

oS ayados 1§ Iopan\ 6 Beds

Tols evBéoL TH kapdia

€pod 8¢ mapd pikpov écaketOnoav ol mHdes,
map OMyov €Eex06n Ta SiapfipaTtd pov.

Psalm 72(73) has a reversal in the middle in which the speaker refers back to what he
said before, commenting that, without considering the éoxaTa of the sinners, it is without
understanding. Consequently, a description of the destruction of the lawless follows
(together with a self-assessment by the speaker). The psalm ends with a statement on what

the speaker judges to be an dyadép.*>

6TL 180V ol pakpivorTes €avTovs Amd 0ol dTmolodvTal,
€EwléBpevoas mdvTa TOV ToprelovTa ATO GOD.

€pol 8¢ 1O mpookoANdchat TG ed dyaddv éoTLv,
TiBeoBat év T kuple TNV EATda pov

Tob é€aryyellal mdoas TAS alvécels oou

€v Tals mOAdls THs BuyaTpos Ziwv.

“TIIpookoA\av T( 0e®”—the ayabdév for the speaker of Psalm 72(73)—1links the end

2
266

of the psalm to the condition of a longer promise in Deuteronomy 11:2 as well as to

Sirach 13:16.

The allusions to the Sacrifice of Isaac, the reference to “6e0s €is”, and the allusion to

the letter of James based on the participle melpaldpevos associate the beginning of the

624 Through meLpal bpevos in 1.1 (Heb 11:17, placed in Lk through Lk 18: mhovotos adp68pa), combined with

Mt 4:2-4 (1.4) defined through Jo 4:6, 7, 21 ot A{Bot ovToL (1.1)
625 pg 72(73):27-28.
626 See Jo 23:8.
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narrative with a part of the letter of James in which James turns from one audience to

2
another.®’

A\ épel TLS! ov mloTw exag, Kayw €pya éxw: SELEOV pot Tv mloTW oou €K Tuw
Epywv oou, Kayd ool SéLEw €k TOV epywv pov TNy moTL pov. oV ToTeVeLS OTL O
feds €ls éoTLY, KANGS TOLELS Kal TA Satpévia TLoTevovoLy kal dbplooovotLy.

Bélels &€ yvovat, o dvlpute kevé, TL 1§ mOTIS Ywpls TOV €pywv vekpd EoTLv;
"ABpaap 6 maTtnp NEOV ok €E Epywr Edukalhdn dvevéykas Toadk TOV viov alTod €ml
TO OQuolacThplov; BAémels OTL 1) TloTis ocuvfpyel Tols €pyols avTod Kal €k TOV
Epyov 1 mloTis éTedelddn, kal émAnpddn 1 ypadn M Ayovocar €mioTevoer Sé
2 \ ~ ~ \ 9 / 9 ~ 9 / \ ré ~ b /

APBpaay 7@ Oed kal eloyioln avTe €ls Stkatoovvny Kdl ¢ilos Beov exA\On.

The three sources—the letter of James (dilos 6eov), the letter to the Hebrews, and

Luke (els dyadés)—Ilead to a description of wisdom in the Wisdom of Solomon,**® a book

quoted at the beginning of the letter to the Hebrews®® and represented in the paraphrase of

the Sacrifice of Isaac through the participle “Noytodpevos”.®°

aratvyaopa ydp €0ty duTOS aidlov kal €oomTpov dkniidwTor TAS TOU Oeod
évepyelas kal elkov THs dyaBdémnTos avTod. pla &€ oloa mdvTa Svatar kal
pévovoa év auvth Ta mavta kawilel kal kata yeveas eis Puvxas oolas
peTaBalvovoa dilovs Beod kal TpodTaS KATATKEVALEL: 0VBEY Yap dyamd 6 Beds el
) TOv codla ouvvolkobvTa. €oTy yap alTtn elmpemeoTépa MAlov kal Umep mwaoav

doTpwv BéoLv.

The juxtaposition of “mAovolos od68pa” and “mpooédepe Ta SGpa’ in 1.1 thus

amounts to a commentary on the account on the Sacrifice of Isaac in Hebrews. Together, all

of these sources define the Télos of the work (T0 dyadBdév, 6 dyabds) and point to the

631

teaching " handed on through it.

627 Jas 2:18-23.

628 Wis 7:26-29.

629 See Heb 1:3.

630 See Heb 1 1:19; Wis 8:17. In PJ, “NoyLodpevos” in Heb 11:19—an allusion to Wis 8:17—Iimits the

referents of the phrase “éx vedTnTds pov” in Lk 18:21 (tTadta mdvta éddlayxa ék vedTnTdS pov) to Wis

8:2, thus explaining the ruler’s answer to Jesus’ reference to the five commandments (in Lk 18:20) as an
allusion to the wisdom and understanding of this people (see Dt 4:6, with Dt 4:10, Ps 33(34):12).
%1 See Mt 22:31-32, Mk 12:26-27, Lk 20:37-38.
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IoTopLat

All sentences in PJ referring to toTopla have models in the writings of the Old and

the New Testaments. But despite allusions to multiple sources, the number of texts

connecting the different references to “loTopla” is remarkably limited. All of these sources

(e.g., Esther, Esdras, Maccabees, Sirach) are “contained” (in one way or another) in the

letter to the Hebrews, or (in the case of allusions to Demosthenes) attached to parts it.*?

Statements such as the exhortation “katéxopev Tnv oOpoloylav ThAs éAmidos
diAvii”® and its context—an émovvayoyi®*—associate the letter to the Hebrews with
the second and the fourth books of Maccabees.®* The text of the second book of Maccabees
includes allusions and references to the book of Esther (at the beginning, in the greeting of

the second letter,**® and at the end™’) as well as to Jeremiah®™® and 1 Esdras®® (both in the

second letter at the beginning of 2 Maccabees).

“€y Tdls LoToplats” and “0 ypdas Tnv ioTopiav TavtTny”

The older (earlier) sources of the phrases with the noun itoTopla in PJ are

incorporated into the later sources through allusions. Thus, “év Tdls toToplats™ in 1.1

632 The letter to the Hebrews is represented in PJ through several allusions at the beginning and the end of the

narrative; see 1.1 mpooédepe (Heb 11:17); 2.3 Tob maTprdpyov ’ ABpadp (Heb 7:4); 2.4 Bpdpata kat
mopaTa (Heb 9:10); 24.4 xpnpaTiodeis (Heb 11:7), and 24.4 ur) i8€tv 6dvaTtov (Heb 11:5).

%3 See Heb 10:23.

4 See Heb 10:25.

635 See 2 Mcc 2:7 émovvaywyn; 4 Mcc 6:7, 17:3 dkAvis.

%3¢ See 2 Mcc 1:10, Est 6:1.

%7 See 2 Mcc 15:36, Est 8:12", 9:21.

63% See 2 Mcc 2:1 év Tals dmoypadais.

639 See 2 Mcc 2:13, 1 Esdr 2:17 év Tols tmopvnuaTiopols.
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represents two prepositional phrases in two letters in the book of Esther—év Tols

veypappévors® and ék TGV makatoTépwr toToptdv;®! both letters (and the prepositional
phrases) are paralleled, through phrasal allusions, to writings mentioned in /®** and 2°%
Esdras. Echoing parts of sentences in the endings of the letter to the Romans and the Gospel

644

according to John,”"" the phrase “0 ypdidsas Tnv toToplav Taltny” in 25.1 draws on these

sources—the letter to the Romans features allusions to Esther® and I and 2 Esdras;**° the

endings of the Gospel according to John feature phrases from / Esdras.®"’

In the letter to the Romans, “0 ypdisas™ is preceded by a personal pronoun (first
person singular) and a name (transcribed and Hellenized), and followed by a noun of the first
declension (fem. sg.) and a prepositional phrase with “év”—a pattern also displayed by the
sentence in PJ.

25.1
Rm 16:22

€yo 8¢ 'lakwBos / 0 ypdidsas Tv toToplav TadTny / év ' lepovoalnp
€yo TépTros / 6 ypdas Ty EmoTo / €V Kuplo

%40 See Est 3:13".

%! See Est 8:128.

642 «“T8 dmoyeypappéva’ in Est 8:12* draws on 1 Esdr 2:19; the allusion suggests that the toTop{at in Est
8:12% correspond to the UmopvnpaTiopol in 1 Esdr 2:17 (and in 2 Mcc 2:13).

643 <> BB ouniOnY™, in Est 3:13, is an allusion to Ps 39(40):8-9 T6te eimov "I800 fikw, / év kedakidt BpAlov
véypamTatl Tepl épod- / Tod motficatr TO 8éANIA cov 6 Beds pov ERouiiomy, / kal TOV vépov cov év
péoo This kapdlas pov. “Kedalis” associates the letter with 2 Esdr 6:2 kal eUpéfn év mékeL év TH) Bdpel
THs M1dov morews kedalls pla. “Kedaiis BLpriov” (Ps 39(40):8) is taken up in Ez 2:9.

44 Respectively Rm 16:22 éya ... 6 ypdidsas +ace. (TTiv émiaToliy) and Jn 21:24 6 ypddsas +ace. (TadTa).
The letter to the Romans is a source incorporated into the account on “7 toTopla Tod *A8du” through the verb
“drakedaarododar” (13.1) (see Rm 13:9) and joined to Hebrews through a quotation of Hb 2:4—0 8¢
Slkatos ék mloTews ... (RoeTal (see Rm 1:17, Heb 10:28); the report on the Wedding in Cana in the Gospel
according to John is the source of the participle “yeyevnpévov” in 24.3, and the allusions to the second ending
of John (ypdas and 8oEdlewv Tov Bedv) in 25.1 are linked through an intertext (1 Esdr 1:30 év 8\ T
"Tovdaiq émévnoav) to the reference to the mourning (mevdeiv) of the people at hearing that “Zaxaplas
medovevTar” (24.3).

645 See Rm 16:17 (Est 8:12€), subscriptio (Est 8:10).

646 See Rm 16:26, 1 Esdr 1:16. Rm 10:5 Moiofis ydp ypddet THy Stkatoobvny Ty ék ToD vépov 6Tt 6
motjoas avta dvfpwmos (NoeTat év avtols, 2 Bsdr 19:29. (The personal pronoun “atd” suggests that the
quotation is from 2 Esdr 19:29 rather than from Lv 18:5. The quoted line is part of an entreaty preceded by a
reference to the reading of the law and followed by a reference to writing and sealing.)

647 See Jn 20:30, 1 Esdr 1:12 yeypappéva év Ptprie; Jn 21:25, 1 Esdr 1:31 ka®’ &v.
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The syntactical and verbal similarities suggest that the direct objects of “ypddsas” in

25.1 and in Romans 16:22—“1} LloTopla avTn” and “7 émioToA)”—and the referents of the

names and of the two participles correspond to each other.

In the Gospel according to John (Jn 21:24), the substantivized participle “0 ypdas”
is the second of two participles. Similar to the sentence in the letter to the Romans, “0
vpddsas” is followed by an accusative—in this case “TadTa”. In most manuscripts, the two
participles are not separated from each other through a conjunction but connected through a

prepositional phrase (mepl ToUTwv). A conjunction connects the statement(s) with the

participles to a sentence with a finite verb in the first person plural.

24.4-25.1 oUToS ydp MY 6 xpnpatioBels UTO Tod dylov mvelpatos un iSelv
BdvaTov . éyd) 8¢ IaKwBog O ypdbas ‘I'T\]l/ io’rop[av TadTnv
In21:24 OUTOS‘ €O'TLV 0 ua@n‘rng 0O uap’rvav ‘ITEpL ToUTOV O ypddas TabTa kal

otdaper 6Tl dAndNs avTod 1 paptupla éoTiv

The similarities (in morphology and position) between the participle in 25.1 and “O
vpddsas” in the Gospel according to John are less pronounced than in the letter to the

Romans, since the sentence in the Gospel lacks the combination of “éy«” and personal name.

The “double” allusion to the two sentences—one in the letter to the Romans, the other
in the Gospel according to John—yprovides a gloss on “tnv toToplav TadTny” in 25.1 by

suggesting analogies between the direct objects of “ypddsas™ in the three texts.

“THY émLoTOAYY”

In the majority of manuscripts of the letter to the Romans, the passage with the

participial phrase “0 ypddas TN émioToMy €év kuple” is followed by a greeting, a
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sentence fragment or dedication (120 syllables), and a brief statement composed of two

clauses (19 syllables), joined to (or separated from) the doxology through “aunv” (2

syllables).

dpiv T4 8¢ duvapévy vpds otnplEat ... pére codd Bed Sta ‘Incod XproTod ¢ 1 86Ea
els Tovs al@vas apny émoToln mpos ‘Pupalovs éypddn Std Poipns Stakdvov.t*®

The grammatical subject of “éypadn” joins the last sentence to the sentence with the
substantivized participle “0 ypdidsas™ in Romans 16:22, since these are the only sentences

with the noun émLoTo\Y in the letter.

Esther in Romans

The allusions to Esther are in built in Romans into the paragraphs that precede and
follow the section with the participial phrase “0 ypddsas Ty émioToAr”. One of them is
stressed by (and paired with) the allusion in 1.1—the same sentence that provides the model
for the prepositional phrase “év Tals toToplats +gen. (pl.)” also provides the material for
an allusion in Romans (cxomelv +eis).®* The other—with one of the instances of the verb
ypddewr in Romans—is at the very end of the letter, in the subscriptio (éypddn Sia

+gen. ).

“Lromelv”
Esther 8:12% (ék TOv malatoTépewr LoTopLdV)—the sentence with one of the
models for the prepositional phrase in 1.1 (€v Tals loToplais TOV 8ddeka GUAGY TOD

Iopan\)—is incorporated, through the infinitive “okomety”, into an exhortation in Romans

648 Rm subscriptio. On ®oipn, see Rm 16:1-2.
%49 Rm 16:17; see Est 8:128.
%50 See Est 8:10.
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16:17-20. In the Mehrheitstext, the paragraph has 190 syllables. Arranged in lines of 19

syllables each, the text displays an acrostic—r} 8ddvn” (Il. 4-10), the tree sacred to Apollo,
associated with oracles and with palspdia. The presence of the acrostic suggests a link to

teachings on ypdppLaTta and oToLxX€ld.

10x19 Syllables

Tapakal®d 8¢ VLAs adeldol, okomely Tovs TAS SixooTacias
kal Ta okdvSala Tapa THY SLdaxnv v vpels épddeTe ol
odvTas, kal ékhivate dm’ avTOr: ol ydp ToLobToL TG Kuplp
I Muov XpLtoTd ob Sovkelovoy dANd TH €avTdr koukia, kal
Sta ThHs xpnoToloylas kal ebhoylas éEamaTdoy TAS K
apdlas TOV dkdkov. 1} yap VLGV LTAKOT €S TAVTAS d
dlkeTo xaipow otv TO €d’ VULV, BéNw 8¢ Vpds codolUs PEV el
val els 1O dyaddv, dkepalovs 8¢ e€is TO kakdv. 6 8¢ Beos T
fis elprvns ovrTpldel TOV caTavar LTo Tovs TOdas VUOVY év
TdxeL. i) xdpts Tod kuptov oY “Incod XpioTov ped ’ Lpov.

S <6 Q o003

Unlike the sentence with okomelv in Esther, the sentence in Romans lacks any

e . . \ ~ 1
explicit information on where to examine “rovs ... Totodvras”.®

The paragraph singled out in PJ through the allusions to Esther in 1.1 and to Romans
in 25.1 features an indirect allusion to the sign of the StacTo\n in Exodus 8 (incorporated in
PJ into the Joseph’s speech in 13.1 through the finite verbs eVEopat or (in P. Bodmer 5)
eVEopat). This allusion rests on the juxtaposition of the verbs pavédvewv and é€amaTav in

the paragraph with the infinitive okometv in Romans 16.

“’EpdOeTe”, the finite verb of the relative clause limiting “r St8ax1|” is the only
instance of the verb pavbdvewv in written form in the letter to the Romans. The verb is

implicitly present in a sentence in Romans 11:9, however, through an allusion to the

631 The adjective makatoTépewv (Est 8:12%) does have counterparts in the letter—in Rm 6:6 (TodTo

ywaokovTes 8TL O makalods Moy drvdpemos cuveoTavpddn) and Rm 7:6 (doTe Sovkevely Npds €v
KALVOTNTL TYEVLATOS KAl 00 TANALOTTL YPARPLATOS).
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prophecy on Ariel in Isaiah 29.° “TIvedpa kataviEens™, the direct object of “¢dwkev” in
. 653

a composite quotation in Romans 11 echos a dative in a sentence in Isaiah 29:10;°* in

Isaiah, this sentence is immediately followed by a comparison.

kal €oovTalr Uplv Tavta Ta pRpata TadTa os ot Adyor ToD PBipAiov ToD
€odpparytopérov TovTOU, O €av 8OCLY alTO AvlpdTE ETLOTAREVY YpdpupaTa AYOVTES
"Avdyvebt TabTa
Kal €pet
OV &lvapat avayvovar, EochpdyloTat ydp.
kal SoffoeTal TO PBLBAlov TodTO €ls xelpas avBpdmov pn émoTapérov ypdppaTta,
kal €petl alTd
" Avdyvebt TodTOo"
Kal €pet
Otk émioTapat ypdaupara.

The verb pavBdveir occurs twice at the end of the chapter.®>

Because of this (indirect) link to Isaiah 29, the warning, in Romans 16, to stay away
from those who Sua Tis xpnoToloylas kal evloylas éEamatdoww Tas kapdlas TOV dkdkov
and the emphasis put on the need for examining “tovs ... TolodvTas” suggests an allusion to

Isaiah 28:22-21

kal €EwleBpelbnoar ol avopotvTes €Tl kakia kal ol TOLODVTES apapTELY AvOpOTOUS
v Moy  TdvTtas 8¢ Tovs éNéyxovTtas €v milats mpoéokoppa Oqoovowr  kal
eémaylacav év ddikots dikatov.

The prophecy on Ariel includes a reference to a oTuypuR*®—a technical term for a

sign indicating a StacToA®’ (and implying reading “katd StacToAnw”, with emphasis on

652 An allusion to the same prophecy is incorporated into the first sentence of the prologue of Sirach; see Sir

prol. 4.

653 See Rm 11:9 kabos yéypamTat: EéSwuker attols 6 0eds mredpa kaTaviEewns, ddOarpLods ToD ui
BAéTEWY kal oTa Tod PR drkovely, €ns Ths ofpepov Nuépas. The sentence begins with an allusion Is 29:10
(see Is 6:9) and ends with a quotation of a phrase from Dt 29:3.

5% See Is 29:9-10 EkA0ONTE Kal €0KTNTE Kal KpaLTANGOATE OVK ATO TLKepa 008E Amd olvou HTL
TemdTIKEY Vpds KkOpLos TrebpaTtt kataviEews kal kappioel Tovs 0dBalpols avTodv kal ToV
TPOINTOV avTOV Kal TOV dpXOvTwy alTdv, ol OpdVTES TA KPUTTA.

5 In Is 29:24 kal yvdoovTal ot TG TrebpaTt TAavépevol clvesty, ot 8¢ yoyyilovTes pabhoovTat
vTakoveLy, kal at yAdooar at eX{lovoal pabfioovTar akelv elpirmy.

636 See Is 29:5 kal éoTal s oTUYN Tapaxphipa Tapd kuplov caBaw.
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3% In conjunction with the verb €éEamaTdy in

the completion of a thought (Sidvoia)).

Romans 16, épddeTe thus suggests an allusion to Exodus 8.

A quotation of verses from Psalm 68(69) in Romans 11: 9-10—including v. 23
“yevndnTo N Tpdmela avTdY évdmov alTov els Tayida, kal els avTamddooly kal
els okavdalov”—provides a verbal link (based on the noun okdvdalov) between the
passage with the allusion to Isaiah 29 (in Rm 11:8) and the passage with the allusion to the
sentence from Esther’s and Mardochai’s letter (in Rm 16:17). This psalm connects the
allusion based on the infinitive okomelv to the second allusion to Esther in Romans—which

rests on the phrase “€ypddn Sta +gen.”.

“€ypddn 8ia +gen.”

The phrase “€ypddn Sia +gen.” associates the sentence in the subscriptio of Romans
with a sentence in a third person account, in the book of Esther, on the writing of the letter
with the sentence with the phrases “ckomelv” and “éx TOV malatoTépov toToplor”. In
Esther, the verb éypddn either has no explicit grammatical subject or has as subject the

direct object of éEaméoTel\av—rd ypdppaTa.®>

€ypddn 8¢ Sta Tod Paocihéws kal éodpayliodn TO SakTulie adTod kal éEaméoTel av
Ta ypdppaTta dia BLpALaddépov os éméTaker alTols ...

In the book of Esther, the references to the SakTUAlov and to sealing, and the verb

“€mTdooely” associate this sentence with the king’s answer to Esther’s request concerning

7 In Romans, the term 8LacTo\1 occurs twice—first in Rm 3:22, then in Rm 10:12.
6% See Grammatici Graeci 1.1 7.3-8.2.
%% Est 8:10-11.
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the ypdppaTta sent by Haman. “T'pddewv”, in this answer, has a direct object—the pronoun

“60_(1”'660

14 \ / ~ / b 7 \ ~ ~ ’ 9
doa yap ypddeTar Tod Bacidéws émTdEavTtos kal odpaylodij TO SakTulie pov, ovk
v b

€oTLV aUTOLS QUTELTELY.
The tense of the verb associates “6oa yap ypdadeTar” with the first sentence of the
letter written by Haman.**!

Baolels péyas *Apta&épéns Tols ... vUToTeTaypévols Tdde ypddet: ...

“T'pddelv” occurs in the letter to the Romans only six times in the active voice—

662

three times in the imperfect (€ypddmn) (counting the verb in the subscriptio),””” one time in

the present tense (ypddet, the only instance in which the verb has a named subject),’® and

664

two times in the aorist (€ypasa and ypdidsas). Only one of these verbs—€ypadsa in

Romans 15:15—is 1n the first person singular.

The finite verb €ypddn in the subscriptio has two parallels in the body of the letter.
The verb nearer to the beginning of the letter, in Romans 4:23, is preceded by a negative and
followed by the reason (8ia +acc.) for writing what is then introduced by “6T1”—a brief
quotation of only two words (€\oy{oOn avT®).

olk €ypddn &€ du” avTov pévov 8Ti ‘€\oylodn adTd’ dA\\a kal 8" Has, ols HEANEL

Aoy{leoBal, Tols moTevovow éml TOV évelpavta ‘Incodv TOV kuplov Muodv ék
vekpov, 0s Tapedddn Sta Ta TapaTTdpaTa MOV kal fy€épdn Sia TNV dikalwoly NUov.

660 Bt 8:8; see Rm 15:4.

661 Est 3:13% In contrast to the report on the writing of the letter by Mardochai and Esther, in the account on the

writing of the letter authored by Haman (Est 3:12-13)—which features the same phrase (ypdderv dia +gen.)—

ypddevv is in the aorist plural: kal ékAidnoav ol ypappaTels Tod Baciléws ... kal Eypadar, os

e¢métalev Apav ... 8 Apta&épou Tob Baoihéws kal aTeaTdAn SLd BLBAtaddpwr els TNV
*ApTaképEov Baoihelav ddavicar TO yévos Tav lovdalwy év Nuépa pLd unros SwdekdTov, és éoTLy

ASap, kal StapTdoal Td UTdpXOVTA AVTHOV.

662 See Rm 4:23, 15:4, and the subscriptio.

% See Rm 10:5.

%*See Rm 15:15, 16:22.
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“ "EXoy{ofn adT(” is a triple allusion to Genesis 15:6,°°° Psalm 105(106),°°® and I

Maccabees 2:52. The sentence with the phrase in Genesis (referring to Abraham) and the
person to whom “a0T(” in Psalm 105(106) refers (Phineas) are “in” the speech with the third
instance of the phrase in / Maccabees—they are inlcuded among the examples of which
Mattathias reminds his children at his death,’®’ enouraging them to strive for receiving an

dvopa aigviop .5

The allusion to the entry on Phineas in Psalm 105(106) associates the paragraph with
“€ypddn” in Romans 4 with a paraphrase, in Psalm 105(106), of the story of the Baal of
Phegor in Numbers 25,°° glossed with an allusion to Aaron’s atoning for the people in
Numbers 17.57° Through the allusion to one of the books of Maccabees (in the text of the
letter), the implied comparison between Aaron and Phineas, the son of Eleazar the son of
Aaron the priest, connects the allusion, in Romans 4, to Mattathias’ brief reference (in 1 Mcc)
to the priest(s) atoning for the people to a comparison between Aaron and Eleazar (the

vépwv) in 4 Maccabees.””!

In Romans 4, the allusion to the Baal of Phegor (through the reference to Phineas’
zeal) is combined with an allusion to Daniel 3 (explaining offering to idols and prostrating in

front of them). In Romans 4:22, a slightly longer quotation of the phrase from Genesis

665 Quoted in Rm 4:3 and 4:22.

666 See Ps 105(106):30-31 kal éoTn Pvees kal ¢ENdoaTo, / kal ékbmacey 1) Opadots: /kal éNoylabn
avT €ls dikatootvny /els yevedv kal yevedv €os Tod aldros.

667 See 1 Mcc 2:52-54 ABpaaj ovxl ¢v TeLpaopd evpédn mLoTods, kal éNoyladn adTd els Stkatootvny;
loone €v katpd oTevoxwplas avTod épilaker EvToly kal éyéveTo kipLos AlyimTov. Dlvees 6
TaTnp NLeV év 76 {nAdoar {Alov éxaBer Siabhkny lepwoivns alwvias.

668 See 1 Mcc 2:51; cf. 1 Mcc 5:57, Gn 11:4. Isaiah’s prophecy on the évopa aidviov (Is 56:5) is included in
PJ in a blessing (in 6.2).

669 See Nm 25:1-3; Ps 105(106):28 kal éTeréabnoar & Beehdeydp, / kal Epayov Bualas vekpov.

670 See Nm 17:13, Ps 105(106):30 kai €07 ... / kal ékdémacev 1) Bpadats.

67! We have encountered the latter already in discussing Hebrews 11:17-19.
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15:6—in the conclusion of a descripton of the vékpwots of Abraham’s and Sarah’s bodies—

precedes the sentence with Eypddn. .t

b \ \ b /7 ~ ~ 9 /7 ~ b /7 b b b 4 ~
els 0e ™V emayyeilav Tob Beol ov Oiekplln T amioTigq alk €veduvapwdbn TN
mioTeL, Sovs 86Eav TH Bed kal TAnpodopndels 6TL O EmyyerTal SlvaTds EoTiv Kkal
motficat. 810 ‘kal éloyiodn adTdh eis Sikatocivny’.

The phrase “60vaTtés €oTwv” is an allusion to a statement in the response of the three
young men to Nebuchadnezzar question “kal T{s €oTwv 0eds, Os éEelelTal LpAsS ék TOV
XeLpdy pov;”*"*—which we have already encountered in discussing the paraphrase of the
Sacrifice of Isaac in Hebrews 11:17-19. As allusion to chapter 3 of Daniel, “SvvaTtos”
connects the allusion to the promise of the birth of Isaac (Gn 17) in Romans 4 to another
example given by Mattathias—Mattathias reminds his children that “Avavias, Alapias,
Mioan\ moTeloavTes éodbnoar ék droyds”.t’* In the letter to the Romans, the phrase
“todimoav ék droyés™® adds to the allusion, in Romans 4:21, to the young men’s answer
to Nebuchadnezzar an allusion to the reason given in Daniel 3 for the order “eUNoyelTe TOV

kUptov”. The order is addressed to Avavias, Alapias, and Mioay at the end of the song

sung by them “as if from one mouth”.°”®

evloyelTe, Avavia, Alapia, Mioan), Tov kOpLov:

VVelTe kal UTepuodTe alTOV €S TOVS aldvas,

671 €€elleTo Mpuas €€ @dov kal éowoer Npas ék XeLpos BavdTou
kal €pploaTo NMUas €k LEoou Kaltopwévns Gproyos

Kal €k ToD Tup0s ENVTPHOATO TIAS

672 Rm 4:21-22.

%73 See Dn 3:15-18.

6741 Mcc 2:59.

573 Implied through the allusion to Dn 3:17 in Rm 4:21 and “¢\oyicOn adT(” in Rm 4:23.
576 Dn 3:88; see Dn 3:51.
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The song ends with words directed to all “ol cepdpevor TOV kipLov TOV Bedv TOV

Be®v”—thus reverting to the first part of the song, where oéBeLv is mentioned for the first

time.®”’

The first sentence with “€ypddn” in the body of the letter (Rm 4:22) is connected to
the second (Rm 15:4) through two intertexts—the story of Balaam’s advice to Balak in
Numbers 22;°"® and the story of the three young men in the fiery furnace, in chapter 3 of the

book of Daniel.

The other instance of “€ypddn”, in Romans 15:4, nearer to the end of the letter, is

preceded by a line from Psalm 68(69), the phrase 6oa mTpoéypadmn, and a prepositional

phrase (els ™ Npetépav Stdaokariav).t”

o e ~ ~ ’ ’ ’ ) \ ) \ \ [} ’ 680 \ \ 3
€KAOTOS MOV TO TANCLOV APECKETH €LS TO dAyabov mpoS OLKOSOUNV ™ Kal ydp O

XpLoTos 0Vx €auTh fpecer, dA\a kabos yéypamTar:

oL oveldLopol TOv oveldLlbévTov oe émémecar ém’ épé.
doa yap mpoeypddn, els TNV NueTépar didackaiiav €ypddn, (va Sia THs UTopovis
kal Std THS TapakAfoews TV ypaddv Ty éNTida éxopev.

In Romans 15, the connection between Romans 4:22 “oUk €ypddn 8¢ Su° avTov
névor” and Romans 15:4 “els v npetépar Sidackaliar éypddn” resting on the story

of the Baal of Phegor in the book of Numbers as intertext is highlighted through the phrase

"7 See Dn 3:33.

678 Summarily in Nm 31:16.

% Rm 15:2-4.

589 This is the second of two references to olkodop1j in the letter to the Romans. The noun occurs for the first
time in Rm 14:19 dpa olv Td TAs elpirns dtdkoper kal Td THs olkodopfis Ths els B ovs. The
proximity and the phrasal link between the two passages suggest that “dyad6v”, in Rm 15:2, is an allusion to Ps
33(34):15 €kkAvov 4mo kakol kal Toinoov dayaddv, / {fTnoov elpfvn katl dlwEov abThv.
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“apéokelv +dat.” in the sentence preceding the quotation of the verse from Psalm 68(69).

The phrase with “dpéokelv” occurs in the same psalm, but in a different verse.**!

atvéon TO dropa Tod Beod et~ @SS,
peyalvvd abTov év alvéoetl,

kal apéoetl 1o Bed vTep pdoyov véov
képaTa ékdépovTa kal OTAGS.

The only other instance of “dpéoel T 0€d” (in this form) in the writings of the Old
and the New Testaments belongs to a sentence addressed by Balak to Balaam, in Numbers
23:27—“8ebpo mTapaldBw o€ €ls TOTOV dA\ov, €l dpéoel TO Bed kal kaTapdoal pot
avTOV €kelbev”. The account introduced by these words includes a reference to the building
of altars and the offering (avadéperv) of a calf and a ram, followed by a description of what

Balaam does®® and says, and by a brief reference to his advice for Balak.®®

While this allusion to the story of the Baal of Phegor is “in” the psalm quoted in
Romans 15, the allusion to Daniel 3 rests on the phrase “év évl otépatt Sofalewv” in the

prayer following the sentence with the two instances of the verb ypddeiv.

0 8¢ Be0s ThHs UTopoVfs Kal TAS TAPKAoEwS 8N VUV TO abTO dpovelv év dAAHIoLS
kata XptoTov ‘Incodv {va opobvpadov év évt otdpatt SoEdinTe TOV Bedv Kal
maTtépa Tob kuplov Npdv "Incod XpLoTod.

In conjunction with the phrase “Sofdlewv TOV 6e6v”, the prepositional phrase “€v

€Vl oTOpaTL” associates the purpose clause with a comparison at the beginning of the

second part of the song of the three young men.

681 ps 68(69):31-32 at 32.

682 See Nm 24:1 olk émopetdn katd T €lwdds els ouvdvTnow Tols olwvols kal dméoTpeder TO
mpéowtTor avTod eis TNV €pnuov. The prepositional phrase kaTd TO elwbOs is incorporated, in Lk 4, into
the account on the reading of the prophet Isaiah in the synagogue of Nazarath (see Lk 4:16).

%53 See Nm 24:14.
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TéTe ol Tpels ws €€ €vds oTdépaTtos Upvovy kal €86Ealov kal €O Gyour kal éEvsovy
TOV Beov év TH Kaplvy AéyovTes
€VNOYNTOS €l KipLe O Be0S TOV TaATEPLY MOV,
Kal alveTos kal UTepuoUpPeVos els TovS aldvas ...
The juxtaposition, in Romans 15:3-4, of a quotation of Psalm 68(69) and an allusion
to the brief narrative section separating the two parts of the song in Daniel 3 singles out an

additional verse of Psalm 68(69).°**

18étwoar TToxol kal evdpavbiTwoav,
éx{nmoaTe TOV Beov kal (foeobe.

471 elofkovoer TOV TeviTwr 6 KUpLOS,

Kal Tovs Temednpérovs avTod ovk EEovdévncev.

The three young men are cast into the furnace “pepedemenoi”. This links the
beginning of the account with the bipartite ode to the end, with Nebuchadnezzar’s report on

what he observes.

Esdras in Romans

The sentence with the allusion to Esther 8:10 in the subscriptio is preceded by a
reference to ypadal in Romans 16:26, in a sentence fragment bracketed by two participles in

the genitive.

davepwdévTos 8¢ viv dud Te ypaddv mpodnTIkOY KaT = émTayny Tod alwviov Beod
€ls UTakonV ToTews e€ls mdvTa Ta €0vn yroplobévTos

The prepositional phrase “kat’ émTayny”, followed by the genitive “Tod atwviov
Beov”®™ links this passage to the end of the first half of the account on king Joshiah in the

first book of Esdras.

kal ouveTeléoOn Ta ThHs OBvolas Tod kuplov év ékelvny TH Npépa, axdfvalr TO Tacxa
kal Tpooevexffival Tas Bucias éml TO ToD kuplov BuoLacThplov kaTd THY ETLTAYNV
ToU Baoréns InoLov

684 ps 68(69):33-34.
685 An allusion to Gn 21:33 and Sus 42.
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The syntactical parallelism between “kat °~ €miTayny Tod atwviov 6eod” and

“cata TNY émTayny Tob PBaciléns lwciov” implicitly portrays “0 atwvios 0eds” as
king; a chiasm suggested by the positions of the attributes “atdvios” and “looia” in the
respective prepositional phrases contrasts “at@vios™ and “lwota”—and thereby stresses the

report on the death of Josiah, his burial, and the mourning for him in 1 Esdras.

“6 ypa"pas.”

In the letter to the Romans, the participle “0 ypddas™ belongs to a group of four
greetings preceded by the elliptic statement—*r} xapis Tob kvplov Nuov "Incod ped’
Upwv” and “apiv —and followed by the first part of a doxology.®® Each of the four
greetings begins with a finite form of the verb “domdlecbar”, followed by the direct object
(Uuds), and the grammatical subject(s) (personal names in the nominative—four (divided
into one and three), one, one, and two respectively). The participle is placed in the middle

between the second and the third instance of the finite verb.

aomdlovtat Vpas Tipndbeos 6 ovvepyds pou
kal AovkLos kal 'ldowv kal TwolmTaTpos ol ouyyevels pou
aomdlopar vpas éyn TépTLos
O ypddas TNV €TLOTOAM|V €V Kuplw
aomdleTar vpds T'dios
0 Eévos pou kal 6Ans Ths ékkAnolas
daomdleTar vpds "EpacTos O olkovdpos Ths molews kal KolapTos 6 dderdds

Without punctuation, the written text does not reveal whether “6 ypdlas™ is the
predicate of TépTios or I'dlos, or whether the participial phrase or the reference to I'dlos

are elliptic clauses standing on its own. It is similarly unclear whether “év kupiep” modifies

68 See Rm 16:25-27.
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the participle “0 ypdsas™ or the finite verb “domdleTar”, or whether the personal pronoun

b

“nov” of “6 Eévos pou” refers to “€ye” or to the same person as the pronouns limiting

“ocuvepyds” and “ol ouyyevels”.

In Romans 16:22-23, the problem of determining how to read kaTd StacToOAV is
accompanied by one of signification. The transliterated Hellenized name “TépTios” (i.e.,
TpiT05)® can refer to a Latin name (Tertius) or ordinal (in which case “¢y¢” could be the
third person who “wrote the letter”). Also, the antecedent of the personal pronoun “pov”
(limiting E€évos) is ambiguous—the pronoun in the sentence with the third instance of
“aomdleoBal” refers to €y or has the same referent as the pronouns in the sentence with

the first instance of “domdlecOar” (In Rm 16:21 6 cvrepyds pov and ol cuyyeVvels pov.).

The tense associates “0 ypdlias™—the model invoked through the phrase “€yo
+name +0 ypdas” in 25.1—with the grammatical subject of “¢ypasa” in Romans 15:15—
that is, according to a detailed comparison (€ypadsa ... ®s) following the finite verb, one who
wrote “amo pépovs ws émavapltpvijokov” and was given the xdpts from God to be
“NeLToupyos XptoTod ‘Incod els Ta €0vn” and “lepovpydv TO elayyélov Tod

Beol”. 688

The substantivized adjective “0 E€vos pov” suggests that “0 ypdias™, read as

grammatical subject of “domaleTar ... T'dios”, points back to the quotation of the verse

%7 See KotapTos, in Rm 16:23.

6% See Rm 15:15-16: TO)\anOTEpOV d¢ eypad}a Up_LV amo pepovg 0S eﬂauautuvnomw vpds, a8€)\¢0L
dLa 'rm/ xdpLv 'rnv SoBelody pot Umd Tod Beod els TO elval he )\errovpyov XptoTod 'Inood els Td
&0vn, LepoupyodvTa TO ebayyéhov Tod Beod, (va yévnTal N Tpoodopa TOV EBvdY edmpbodekTos,
NuyLtacpévn év mrebpatt aylo.
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from Psalm 68(69):9-10 in Romans 15:4. The lines preceding in Psalm 68(69) (1l. 9-10) the

verse quoted in Romans 15:3 feature a reference to one who has become “Eévos”.

amnANoTpLpéros Eyeviny Tols adeldols pov

kal E€vos Tols viols THS unTpds HLov

6T {hros ToD olkov oov kaTédayév e

kal ol oveldiopol TOV oveldllévTor oe émémecar ém épé

The difficulties with separating the individual \éEeis are reflected by different
acrostics that emerge when one divides the 44 syllables of the two sentences with
aomdleTar (23 and 21 syllables respectively) according to pépn \éEens or units of thought

and arranges them in order. The number of syllables allow for only a few meaningful

divisions.

When both sentences are written together in four lines, both sides of the text block
display acrostics—on the left side “Gow” (I1. 1-3),°® on the right side “otos” (Il. 1-4; see Rm
16:18).

4x11 Syllables

aomdlopar vpds éyo TépTLo 0
S 0 ypdas TNv €moTONY €V KupL L
o domdleTal vpas 'dios O 0
E€vos pov kal 6Ans Ths ékkAnolas s

!

aTEe QR

Without personal names, the letters of the elliptic clause yield an allusion to Daniel

(aiv).®°

A 1 r B 1 r
O ypdba 6 o aj o a
S TNV €m 7 0 L o, T
OTOANNV €V 8 o Vv 7 0 K

689 See Pss 12:6, 103:33.
0 Dn 2:23 and 4:37.
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KupLe 5 K o 4 v o

Distributing the text in 22 lines of two syllables, in a trisected column, connects

, ’ . ® , 1
kUpLos and E€vos and emphasizes “els kopLos”.%

7x2 8x2 7x2
aomdl ™Y €
opat mMLOTO - 1los
vpas A € € o Eeév
0) v KupL L — 0SS pov
TépTL -~ @do S Kal O\
0S 0 maleT ns T
vpdidsas at v S éKKAno
as T'a tas

The letter to the Romans is one of the sources of “avakedalatotodar” in 13.1—
which aligns “f toTopla Tod ~A8dp” (13.1) to “Tis étépa évToni”®? and both to “
toTopla attn” (25.1), which, in turn, is implicitly compared to “r émioTo\y” (in Romans

and Esther). “ JO gravya~ th;n iJstorivan tauvthn” (the writer and the toTopia) is defined

through all of these references, and linked to the sources connecting them as intertext.

“mepl TovTOV” and “Tavta”

The second ending of the gosepl according to John—which features the

substantivized participle 6 ypddsas-—is linked to the first ending in two ways—through an

91 See Dn (LXX) 3:17.
92 See Rm 13:9
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intertext (chapter 1 of the first book of Esdras) and through a sentence with “mept ToUTwWV”

in John 17:20.

Esdras in John

Each ending of the Gospel according to John features an allusion to a different

section of the first chapter of 1 Esdras. In chapter 20 of John, this connection rests on the

juxtapositon of a participle and a prepositional phrase—“yeypappéva €v T BN

TOUTU)

99 693

Tro)\)\d HEV ol Kal (’i)\)\a onpela éﬂo[ncev 0O ’Inoof)g Evamov TOV pabnTor avTol, d
0vK GGTLU yeypauueva €v 'rw BLB)\Lw TOUTQ" TaUTa 8¢ 'y€'yp(1‘lTT(1L va mo*revcm're 4Tl
e

IT]GOUS‘ EGTLV O XpLO’TOS‘ O ULOS‘ TOU eEOU kal (va 'ITLCTEUOVTES QOJT]V EXT]T€ 61) T(,l)
OUOLL(ITL GUTOU

Through the position of the participle relative to the prepositional phrase, the phrase

“yeypappéva €v T4 BLBAw ToOTw™ aligns the clause in John 20 to a statement in the first

chapter of / Esdras on how sacrifices were offered.

kal TabTa Ta yevdpeva: eVmpemds €otnoar ol lepels kal ol AeviTal €xovTes Td
alvpa KaTa TAS c{)v)\dg Kal KaTa ng ugpL&lpxiag TG)V TaTépnr ELTPoader To Aaod
TI'pOG€U€')éé(4€LV TG kuply Kata Td yeypagueva ev BLBM(D vacn, Kal oUTo 'rf)
TpWL6V. Kal um‘rnoav TO TAoCXA TUpL™ 03 KaeT]Kﬂ Kal Tas vaag mbncrav €v
Tols xalkeiols kal MéPnow et ’ ebwdlas kal amireykav maoL Tols €k To0 Aaod.

The manner and (recipient) of Tpoodépelr “katd Tad yeypappéva év BLAly

Muovo” is clarified through an allusion to a contrary example—the phrase “0s kafnkel”, in

conjunction with the mention of xa\ketov and Mépns, points to Eli’s sons.**

In / Esdras, the words “yeypappéva év T¢ BLPAw” are bound together through a

preposition and set apart from the next clause through a conjunction. In the sentence with the

693 1n 20:30-31.

% See 1 Esdr 5:50; Ex 29:38-42.
695 See Ex 12:8.

6% See 1 Kgs 2:16; and 1 Esdr 1:18.
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reference to “yeypappéva év 74 BLBAw” in chapter 20 of John (92 syllables) the position

of the prepositional phrase leaves it open whether “év T) BLpAw ToOTw” is to end the first
part of the sentence (36+7 or 9x4 +7 syllables) or be added to the second (7+49, or 7+77,
14x4). Only dividing the text into lines of four syllables allows combining the two parts of

the sentence into one (25x4).

To make possible a division of the text into lines of equal lenghth (other than 4
syllables), the number of syllables of the three sections (36+7+49) requires adding “év 1§
BLBAlw ToUTE” to the second half (36+56)—i.e., dividing the sentence into a section with 36

syllables (I) and another with 56 syllables (I1).*"

Ia 7x2 6x2 5x2
TON\A a | v avTob
Ll pév ov ) noots a ok
VvV v  vkald\\ A evom T éoTv
a a a on 1 Lo o YEYPARLL
Bt nela vTOv pa® 6  — €va
émol nTo o
noev
Ib 6x3 6x3 6x6 1 r 1
TOANA L€V TOMA ey ovv kal & 15w T
oV Kkal d\\ EvamL Aa onpeta émol 13 X A
a onpel - ov TOV pad noev 6 Incods 11 n o n
a é ol - NTOV av EvadTLOY TOV pa 12 € a o
noev o Tob & ok OnToOv avTod d ovk 14 6 n
"Incobs €0TLY Y €oTV Yeypappéva 15 € €
Ypappéva 80

697 Separating the phrase into “¢v T PtBAe” and “ToUTe” and dividing the passage in this manner results in in
two groups of syllables whose numbers are prime numbers—41 and 51.

DdcC T Q



II A 15x2
v TO
BUBAL

0, © Tov

T ToTadT

a ad
yéyparmT
av (v
a moT
€vom

10 Te b
U1
noovs
€oTL
v O XpLO
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13x2

3

ul
- 0s TOD
Beov k
- al iy
a MLOT
- evov
TeS LW
nv €x
nTe
v T)
ovo
- pa T
atTod

B (1+7)x2

€v 10 BB ToUTY

TabTa 8¢ yéypamTar (v
a moTelonTe OTL
"Incods éoTv O XpL
0TOS O VoS Tob Be

o kal (va moTelo
vTes Lony éxnTe év

TO ovépaTL avTod

15
18
14
15
14
15
15
14
120

InII A, yéypamTar (1. 6) and mioTetov (1. 7-8) are doubled.
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15
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In the second ending of the Gospel according to John (Jn 21), the element pointing to

1 Esdras 1 is the prepositional phrase “ka® °~ €v”. In I Esdras 1:31, the sentence with this

phrase—the last sentence of the account on Josia

’ 699
“BLBXOS”; %3

h698

LoTopely” is the finite verb.

—includes two references to a

TabTa 8¢ avayéypamtar €v TH BiPAw TOV LoTopoupévov mepl TOV PBacidéwv ThHS
Iovdaias: kal 1O kad ’ &v mpaxbev ThHs mpdéens Iwolov kal THs 86Ens avTod kal THS
ovwvéoews alTod €v TO viépw kupiov, Td Te mwpompaxBévTta VT’ alTod kal T viv,
loTépnTat év i BiPAw TOV Baoiléwr Iopani kal Tovda.

In contrast to the ending in John 20—in which “év T7( BB ToOTe” blurrs the

boundaries of the two parts of the sentence—the sentence with the prepositional phrase in

5% The two last sentences of the acount are preceded by a description of the mourning for Josiah, a lament by

Jeremiah, and the institution of a lament for the king (see 1 Esdr 1:30). In PJ, this lament is one of the sources
underlying a reference to “émévinoav atTév” in 24.3.
%9 In Codex Alexandrinus.
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John 21 is set apart from the sentence by which it is preceded through the repetition of the

verb éotwv. The full text of the second ending of John (Jn 21:24-25) has 88 syllables.””

> m

10x4 Syllables

0UTOS €O0TL

v O padnTns
O papTup®

v TepL TOUTOV
O ypdbas Tab
Ta kal oldap
ev 8TL a
Anéns advTod
1 LapTupL

a é0TLV €OT

“6 ypa"pas.”

-
-

| = € a

12x4

v 8¢ Kal aA\

a ToOA\A 00

a émoino

ev 6 Ino

ols dTiva

éav ypddn

Ta L ka® &v old
adTOV olpat T
OV KOGILOV X
pHoeLY Ta ypad
opeva, BLpA

la apnv

-

The referent(s) of the pronoun—and the diction of the sentence—can be clarified

through the drawing of analogies with other instances, in John or elsewhere, of those

syntactical patterns in the body of the text that are present in “synoptic” and contracted,

abstract form in the sentence with “0 ypdidsas”™ in John 21:24 (and PJ 25.1). For example,

the prepositional phrase “mepl ToUTwVY”, can be read with either “0 papTupdr” or “o

vpddsas”. Similarly, because of its position between two verbs, “TadTa” in John 21:24 can

be read as the direct object of the participle by which it is preceded (ypdidsas) or of the finite

verb by which it is followed (oibapev).

7% The number of syllables of the last sentence—which is the sentence with “ka®’ €v”"—is a square number

(7).
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“Tlept ToUTwV”, the prepositional phrase placed in John 21:24 between the two

participles “0 papTvpdr” and “6 ypdisas”, is one of only two instances of this phrase in the
Gospel according to John. The other sentence with “mept ToOTwV”, in John 17:20, is part of

Jesus’ prayer at sanctifying himself.

Kae(ug eue a1T60T€L)\a§ ELS‘ TOV Koauov KAy arrecr’ra)\a av‘rovg eLs‘ TOV Koouov Kal
UTrep avToY 6yw ayLan euav‘rov tva oow kal avTol nyLaouevm év a)\neaa oV TrepL
TOUT(JJV 8¢ epurrw uovov A\ Kkal ‘ITEpL TOV ‘I'I'LO'TEUOVT(;)V SLa TOV )\oyov avTOV €is
éué Lva 1T(1V'reg €V 0oLy, Kaewg GU ‘IT(lT€p, €v €pol kayn €v ool, lva kal avTol év
Y aowy, (va 6 kéopos mLoTevon 6TL 0V e dméoTeLNas.

“Ou mepl TOOTWY 8¢ €puTd Pévov”, in John 17:20, echos a phrase in John 17:9

with a definition of the genitive of “mepl”.

The participial phrase “mioTetovTes Sta Tob \Gyov avT®V” associates the sentence
with “mepl TovTOV” (i.e., Jn 17:20) on the one hand with the papTupla of John mept Tod
dwTds, in John 1:7 (oUTos N\8ev els paptuplar (va paptupion mepl Tod dwTds (va
TdvTes moTeVowoly 8L avTod), and, on the other hand, with the first ending of John,

through the purpose stated there.

The phrase “TabTa kal otdapev” (Jn 21:24) has two syntactical counterparts in the
text of the gospel—“ovToL olSacLy & elmov €ye”, in John 18:21 (with the relative pronoun
in the position of “6TL dAndns éoTv avtob 1 papTupla”) and “el TadTa oldaTe”, in John
13:17 (with “TabTa” in the same position relative to the verb as in John 21:24). The two
passages are connected through an intertext—“ovk €oTwv 80UNos pellwv TOU Kuplov

avToV”, in John 15:20.

In John 18:21, the phrase “etdetv (pl.) +acc. (pl. n.)” belongs to Jesus’ answer to the

highpriest’s inquiry “mepl TOV pabnTdv avTod kal Tepl THS SLdaxfs avTod”. After
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telling the highpriest how and where he (Jesus) spoke and taught, Jesus ends with the words

() ~ 9N\ 7 ’ 1 . . . . .
“kal €v kpuTT® EXdAnoer o08ér™.”! This allusion to Isaiah is followed by an order and its

reason (30 syllables). Then the third person narrative resumes with a genitive absolute.

6x5 A 1 r B 1 r
EmepATNOOV €, v € v
TOUS AkNKOOT T T T T
as Tl é\d\n a 0 a o)}
oa avTols 8¢ o € a €
oUToL oldaot o o
v & elmov éyd vV oo V)

¥

Etacov” (A 1), does have Scriptural referent in Psalm 138(139):28 with relevance

for the allusion to Isaiah; the same holds true for “ce{w” (B r).”%?

The words “t{ é\dA\noa avTols” contain an allusion to John 12:48 (T é\dAnoa)
and an allusion to John 15:22 (é\dA\noa avTols). The presence of acrostics (I okid, II

mavon ™) reinforces these two potential word-divisions.

I 4x4 I1 6x3 r
ETEPOTNO ol elaln M
OV TOUS OKMK K oa avuToLs o
00TAS TL L LO€ ov v
e aAnoa a ToL olda a
ow & et ™
ov éyw o)

“T{ é\dAnoa” associates Jesus’ answer with John 12:48, a passage in which \éyewv

and Aa)elv are both preceded by the interrogative pronoun “ti;”.

71 Jn 18:19. This allusion to Is 45:19 places the words with “acc. (n. pl.) +et8eLv (pl.)” in a discussion on

YAUTTA, yAOppa, pvdpilewr, Texvdleobat, etc. In John 18:21-23, “éXdAnca’ is repeated two more times—
first in Jesus’ description of those who heard him, then in his exchange with one of the assistants who slaps him
stresses assessing how Jesus spoke (kak®ds or ka\ds).

02 Gee Agg2:21.

7 See Jer 28:63.
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e b ~ b \ \ \ / \ e 7 Va b \ 7 9 /7 € /7 [}
O ABeTOV épe kal PN Aappdrov Td pipatd pov Exel Tov kpivovta advTér: 6 Néyos dv
ENd\noa ékelvos kprel avTov év T €oxdtn npépa. OTL éyo €E épavtol olk
ENd\noa, AN O Tépdas pe matnp avTés pot EvTolny Edwkev Ti elmw kal T{ Aaljow.
kal olda 6TL 1 évTolny abTod {on aldvidés éoTv. & olv Aald, kadbos elpnkér pot 6
TaThpP, OVTOS AANQ.

“’EvTo\l” suggests a link to the “évToArn kawwn” (and its counterpart in

Deuteronomy).

“kal €Epvnodn Tov TaTtpLdpxov  ABpadp ...”

The fourth book of Maccabees harbors models for the phrases “n toTopia TOD

"A8dp” (13.1) and “Tov ypddal Ty toToplav TadTnr” (25.1).

The term toToplia, followed by a genitive singular (in 13.1 “Tob ~A8du™), occurs in a

sentence in chapter three of the fourth book of Maccabees—“iidn 6¢ kal O kaLpds HUAS

95704

Kalel éml Tv amédeléww Ths toToplas ToD cddporos NoyLopod. The sentence is

preceded by an argument that “o0 ... éxpllwTns TOV TabdY 6 \oylopds éoTiv, AANA

705

9 «¢

avtayoviotis”, “reckoned over more clearly” through the story of king David’s thirst.

The genitive cdppovos in the phrase “Tod cddpovos \oyLopod” limiting “loTopla” in 4

_013706

Maccabees 3:19 is either an attribute in agreement with the genitive “AoyLopo or a

707

genitive limiting “Noytopés™. In PJ, indirect allusions’®’ to Eleazar’s choice’” in 1.1 and

7% 4 Mcc 3:19.

793 See 4 Mcc 3:6ff. €oTiv yodv TobTo dLd Ths Aautd Tod Bacidéws 8T cadéaTepor Eémloyicaohat ...
The story is implied, in PJ, through a reference to Mary’s drawing of water in 11.1 (ynpicatr 08wp).

7% 1 e., in the nominative, 6 oddpwr AoyLopbés—by analogy with to “6 €0oeBns Aoytopds” (4 Mce 1:1, 6:31,
7:16,13:1, 15:23,16:1, 18:1) and “0 Tayyéwpyos Aoylopnds” (4 Mcc 1:29; notice 4 Mcc 2:21) or “6 cwdpwv
vobs” (see 4 Mcc 2:16, 18, 3:17 6 cidpwv vods; for an instance of the genitive, see 1 Mcc 1:35 Um0 ToD
aodporos voods).

7 Through Heb 11:17 dvadeEdpevos and Heb 10:23 dkhwf (with Hb 2:4 in Heb 10:38).

"% See 4 Mcc 6:7 6 ... TOV et ebkhelas Bdvatov ... avadeEdevos.
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709 emphasize the latter

710

his Noytopds in 1.1 (0pBds and axkivns)™ and 1.3 (evoepns)

interpretation of the syntax, which aligns (by analogy) “0 cddporvos NoyLtopds” to “6 Tod

» 11 Eleazar is also suggested through indirect

TaTpds Muer Elealapov Noylopds”.
allusions to vToSelypaTa in 25.1, since the latter highlight the references to “Uméderypa”

in the first account on Eleazar, in the second book of Maccabees.

The fourth book of Maccabees is also among the three sources’'* of the reference to
“ypadar TNy toToplav Tadtny” in 25.1. The phrase with the infinitive in 25.1 points to
two consecutive sentences in a speech addressed to the mother of seven in 4 Maccabees, both
with an infinitive of a composite of the verb ypddeiv. One of these is the aorist infinitive
“Coypadiioar”, identical with “ypdisar” in 25.1 in tense but not in letters; similar to the
infinitive in 25.1, (oypadfoar has as direct object “tnv itoToplav”. The other is
“avaypdsac” (identical in letters); similar to ypddsar in 25.1, the direct object (a participial
phrase) includes a demonstrative pronoun—“tadTa Tols amd TOL €Bvous els pvelav

1
\eyopeva.’

eL 8¢ EEOV v Qv (UGTI'Gp emi TLOS Cmypad)noat Tnv Tng evoeBeLag oov LGTOpL(lV
ok av €dpLtTov ol BewpolrTes Op(JJVTGS unTépa €mTa Tékvov 8L €VoéPeLav
TrOLKL)\ag Baoavovg uexpt eava‘rov UTrouevaGav

Kal yap aELOV nv kal €m adTov Tob émTadlov avaypdal kal TadTa Tols AmTO TOU
€Bvous els prelav Aeydpeva évtadbda

79 See 4 Mcc 7:1, 12.

% Through the phrase “6 maTptdpxns  ABpady”™; see 4 Mcc 7:19, 16:25 (linked through emphasis on
€voéBera and UropéveLy).

4 Mee 7:1.

24 Mcc 17:7 Lwypadfoar Tv ... toToplav, Sir prol. 12 cuyypddsar T, and 2 Cor 9:1 Tept +gen. ... TO
ypddeLv.

73 In both sentences, the verb ypddeLv is preceded by a prepositional phrase with éml +gen. (respectively émf
Twos and ém adTod TOoD émiTadiov); this parallelism suggests that “Tivos” corresponds to “atTod ToD
émradiov”. With “evrtabba”, the paragraph has 2°x3° syllables.
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The two sentences in the fourth book of Maccabees singled out in 25.1 through the

phrase “ypdsar v toToplav” are linked through the composites of “ypddelv” to passages

714

in the second book of Maccabees with the same verbs,” " and through “av édpLtTor” to

what is said in 2 Maccabees 6:12-17 for mapdkinois and vTépvnots.

Both passages feature allusions to theoretical statements. Independent from the
syntax of “cddpovos”, the noun “Noytopds” associates the phrase “rf toTopla TOD
o0dpovos AoyLopod” with a definition of “Aoylopds” at the beginning of book four of

"> This definition includes one of several classical definitions of dpthocodia,

Maccabees.
according to which dLhocodia is “yrvools Oelov kal avBpomivev mpaypdtov”. The
toTopla is placed in the context of ¢prhocodia. Before speaking of “‘Cwypadeiv”, the
authors of the word explain the purpose of their work as Jsuxayoyta (an allusion to Plato’s

Phaedrus)—emphasizing melbols, but also writing and reading, as well as a threefold

speaking of a A\0yos (negation, confirmation, metaphor).

The allusions to references to loToplar in 4 Maccabees (in 13.1 and 25.1) are

connected to each other through a brief summary (36 syllables) of the birth of Isaac in 1.3.

kal épviodn Tob TaTtpidpyxov ABpaap OTL év TH éoxdTtn avTod Nuépa €dwkev avTd O
Beos Tov viov loadk

"4 On {wypadetv, in addition to 4 Mcc 17:7, see 2 Mcc 2:29; on dvaypdiat, see 4 Mcc 17:8, 2 Mcc 4:9.

13 See 4 Mcc 1:15-19 NoyLopds pév 81 Tolvur éoTiv vods petd 6phod Adyou TpoTLpndy Tov codias Blov
ocodla &n Tolvur “oTlv yrdols Oelwr kal dvpoTivev TpaypdTev’ kal TOV ToUTev alTidv. adTn 87
Tolvuy €oTiv 1) Tod vépov mardela, 8 fis Td Oela ceprds kal Td drlpdmiva cupdepbrTws
pavldvoper. Ths 8¢ codlas 18€aL kabeoTrkoy Gppdvnots kal Sikatoolvn kal avdpela kal coppoourm.
kupLoTdTn 8¢ mdvTwv N dpdvmots, €E fis 81 TAY TaddY 6 Noylopds émikpaTel.
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For, in addition to pointing to the paraphase, in the letter to the Hebrews, of the story

of Melchizedek’s blessing in chapter 14 of the book of Genesis’'® and Abraham’s giving of a
“tenth of everything”, the title “maTpidpxns” for Abraham associates the first part of the
sentence with commentaries on two descriptions of Eleazar in the fourth book of

717
Maccabees.

In 4 Maccabees 7, Abraham “0 TaTtpidpxns” is adduced as example in the answer to

a hypothetical objection’"® to the argument that

el 81 Tolvvr yépwr dvnp [i.e., Exealapos] Tov péxpt Bavdtov Bacdver meptedpdrel
S eVoéBeLav OPoloyovpévns NYepdr €Ty TOV Taddy O eVoePns NoyLopds ...

Countering the assertion that this action is based on a flawed reasoning, the authors
defend the conclusion by declaring how and for whom only it is possible to overcome the

ma6n of the flesh:

k) o ~ 9 ’ ~ 1) 14 ’ ? 7 /7 ~
ai\’ dooL Tis evoeBelas mpovoodowr €€ OAns kapdlas ovTol pdvol Shvavtal kpaTely
TOV TAS ocapkos Tabdr moTebovTes OTL Be® ovk dAmobviokovolr Gomep ov8E ol
TaTpldpxat nuov ABpaap kail Ioaak kal TakowB dA\a (Gow T Bed.

9 \ 3 b ~ \ /7 7 ~ \ \ b ~
oudeV ovv €évavTiolTdl TO c[)awgae(u TLVAS 1T(160|<p(1'ra06at dta ToOV aoegvn
AoyLopbv. émel 'rLg Trpog o)\ov TOV Tng d)L)\oood)Lag Kavova c[)t)\ococbwv Kal
TreTrLOT6vag fed kal €ldws OTL Sta TNV O(pETT]V TavTa movov U1TO|L€V€LV uaKapLov
€oTLY, oUK dv TepLkpaTHoeley TOV Taddv Sta THv BeocéPerav; woévos yap 6 codhos
kal avdpelds éoTiv TOV Taddv kipLos.

In 4 Maccabees 16, the reference to the matpLdpxns follow as a conclusion after a
fictive speech of the mother’s persuasive words for her sons. The mother of seven, gazing at

Eleazar, points her children to different examples—including the Sacrifice of Isaac and the

716 See Heb 7:4; Gn 14:20.
74 Mcc 7:19 and 16:25 respectively.
% See 4 Mcc 7:19.
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Three Youths in the Fiery Furnace—to persuade them to endure in the dyov for the ancestral
law 71

b / e/ A\ \ \ ~ /7 / \ ~ Ve b 7/

avapvnodnTte O0TL dta TOV BeOV TOU KOOPOU PETENABETE kal Tou Blov amelavoarTe,

kal Sta TodTo OdeileTe TdvTa TéVvor vTopévely Sta TOv Bedr, ST Ov ... kal Avavias

kal Alaplas kai Mioan\ eis kdpwvov mupods dmeodevSovidnoar kal vmépewvar dia
\ /

TOV Beov

The “Adyor” attributed to the mother then receive the following comment by the
author:

Sta TolTer TOV Noyov 1) émTapiTwp €va ékacTor TOV vidv Tapakaloboa dmodavelv
Emeloer wallov 1 Tapapfvalr TNy évTov Tob Oeod, €Tl 8¢ kal TadTa €idoTeS OTL
Sta Tov Beov dmoviokovTtes (Howw TH Bed Gomep ABpaap kal Ioaak kal Takwp kal
TdvTes ol TaTpLdpxat.

“ALa TOV Beov” takes the place of “Sia Ty dpeTnv”.

“kal €SwKeV €avTov €iLs ...”

The other models of the phrases “Tod ypdidsar v toToplav TadTny” (in addition to
4 Mcc) are suggested by two parallels to the phrase in the text—the allusion to the letter to
the Romans in 25.1 (0 ypddas Tnv toToplav TadTnv), and the substantivized infinitive ToD
vpdbsar (see Dem. De cor. 57 To0 ypddsal ... THv kploww elvat vopllw). Similar to the two
passages from the fourth book of Maccabees, these parallels are connected to each other
through an intertext incorporated into the first part of the narrative through a phrasal allusion
(kal €Swkev €auTov €ls) in 1.4, at the beginning of the account on ' lwake(j’s making of

his vow.

19 4 Mcc 16:18-20.
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The words of the vow are preceded by a third person narrative with verbal allusions

to the speech “On the Crown” (Ilepl Tob oTedbdvov) by the Athenian orator and politician

Demosthenes, Isaac’s pitching of his tent at the well of the oath after the God of Abraham

appears to him (linked to Anna’s lament through the “dpovpa” planted there by Abraham),’*’

and the version of the Temptation in the Gospel according to Matthew (linked to “év Tals
loToplats TOV 8ddeka dbuAdY” through “ol A{BoL ovToL” and to “mpooédepe” through

“reLpal Spevos” (implied)).””!

2 3

kat exvmen Toakelp odddpa kai ovk ébdvn’> T yuvaikl adTod’'> A\’ Edwkev
cavtov els ™' Epnpov’® Kkdkel*® EmmEe v oknrniy adTod’? kal évioTevoev
Npépas’™ TeooapdiovTa kal vikTas TeooapdkovTa Aéywy év EauTd

o0 kataproopal” olre ém ™ BpuTov otTe ém moTov”! Ews 0l émiokédeTal e

KUpLos 6 Beds pov kal €oTat pov 1 €vxn > Bpdpa kai mopa’>
Similar to the words of the narrative frame, the words spoken by 'lwake{p are

composed of allusions to a variety of sources.”*

720 See Gn 26:25.

! In a few manuscripts (A and Pos; “mixed” in Z and Geo), this allusion is stressed through the position of the
nouns “Nuépas” and “vikTas” (preceding the numerals).

722 A ovk éveddimoev; L otk évedaviodn.

723 B adds” Avin).

7 In F* t6v.

7 In F* dpetviiv.

72 A kal. In C, Fakal éméEev Thv oknuiy adTod ékel. P omits the entire sentence.

727 Omitted in Pos.

8 In P fipépes (sic) Teaoapakovta (see Lk 4:2). A, Pos read Teaoapdkovta fuépas kal Teaoapdkovta
vokTas (an allusion to the duration of the Flood; see Gn 7:12, 17).

729 A reads kaTapricwpat. F° adds évbev els OV olkéy pov, G év olke pov.

%10 C and F* 007 &mi (twice).

' In 1 Bpwtdv and moTdv; F* Bpdpa and moTév; D Bpépatos and mépatos; L, P Bpdoiy and méotv.

B2In A ) €0xn pou; B, C, P pot 1) €dx, F* ot i €0x1 pov.

3D, E, F, Fa, I read mopa; A reads Ppéots kal méots (see In 6:55).

3% E.g., the phrase “o0 kaTapficopar” suggests an allusion to Gn 37:35 (Jacob’s unconsolable grief—one of
the sources incorporated in Matthew’s version of the voice heard in Ramah; see Mt 2:18, Jer 38:15, Gn 37:35),
the juxtaposition of “BpwTds” and “moT6s” echos words in a sentence in 1 Esd 5:53 on the provisions given to
the Sidonians and Tyrians for bringing cedar logs from Lebanon for the rebuilding of the temple (BpoTa kal
moTd); the pairing of Bpdpa and mépa points to 1 Cor 10:3.
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Demosthenes
In De corona, Demosthenes uses the phrase “St86val €avtov eis” four times. In
two instances—one nearer the beginning of the speech, the other nearer to the end—5186vat
takes the form of a participle.”*> The finite form of the verb in 1.4, the phrase “¢ddvn +dat.”,
and the conjunction “a\\d” indicate that the authors of PJ, in alluding to the speech, draw on

the other two—De corona 179 (éddvn +dat.) and 219 (G\\).

In conjunction with the phrase “GA\\’ €dwkev €avTov els +ace.”, the sentence “ovk
€bdvn TH yurailkl avTod” associates the transition from’ Iowakei|L’s search to his fast in the
desert (in 1.4) with a brief section in De corona that begins and ends with two imperatives.
Demosthenes, concluding a recitation of the speech he gave on the occasion of Philip’s
capture of Elateia, asks to bring him the idpLopa that “came to be then”, proving that “[a\\

1 amo Ths dpxfis Sta mAvTdv dxpt Ths TelevThs SteERNOov, kal €dwk’ EpavTor LIV
ATAGS €ls ToUs TepleoTnkéTas THL TONEL Kwdlvous.”*® Unlike the sentence in 1.4
(which has either no, or the same dative as “éddvn™), the sentence in De Corona has two

datives (v and THit mOXeL), both of which can be the direct object of “G186var”.

The verb “éddvn” (as in 1.4 followed by a dative) occurs in a section addressed by
Demosthenes to Aischines before ordering “Néye 10 yMdLopd pot”. Speaking to Aischines,

Demosthenes associates his opponent with tragic roles played by him on the stage.”’’

\ / \ /7 \ 7/ /
Kal poL ¢épe 7O YNdLopa To TOTE YEVOILEVOV.

3 Dem. De cor. 88 “EauTov eis Td mpdypat ddeldds 8u8ovs” and 274-5 “els TA TAGL SokodVTA
oupdépelr Eautov Sovs”.

3 Dem. De cor. 179.

" Dem. De cor. 179-80.
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kal{ToL Tlva Boviel oé, Aloxivn, kal Tlv’~ EuavTov éxelvmy Ty fuépav elval 63;
Bovlel épavTov pév, dv dv ob Aotdopolpevos kal Staclpwr kaléoats, BdTTalov,
o 8 pnd’ Tpw TOV TUXOVTA, AAA TOUTwY TwA TOV Amd THS OKNUAs,
Kpeadévnr 1) Kpéovta 1) Ov év KoluTol moT Otvdpaov kakds EméTpuas; TOTe
Tolvur kat’ ékelvor TOv kairpov O Iatavievs éyw BdTtTtalos Olvopdov Tod
Kobokidov oob mhelovos dElos ov épdvn TAL maTpidL. ob pév vy older oldapod
XprioLpos Noba- éyn 8¢ mdvd Soa mpoofike TOV dyabov molTny émpaTTov.

Aéye TO YndLopd pot.

The phrase “€yow ... ébdvn” associates this comparison with an earlier part of
Demosthenes’ speech. The passage in De corona with the phrase “kal €8wk’ ELavTov Uplv
amAds eis” is preceded by Demosthenes’ recitation of the speech he gave on that day
stepping on the Bfjpa’"® when the herald asked many times who would want to speak (so that

the polis be saved). Demosthenes stresses that, on that day, the person who was needed

2 /7

739 , . 4 .
“thdrn ... oUToS ... éy$”."* This cross-reference

(described abstractly by him at first)
associates the paragraph of De Corona highlighted in 1.4 with two reasons, given by

Demosthenes to his audiences, why they should pay attention to the vous of what they are

1

about to hear.”*' By declaring in this argument that “kal Méyov kal ypddwy éEntalépny

) 42 . .
6" Demosthenes connects what he says there to two earlier sections of De corona

Ta deov
with the same combination of participles—\éywv kal ypddwy” in De corona 86’ and

“Néyor kal ypddwr kat mpdTTwv” in De corona 88. Through this, he prepares the

38 See Dem. De cor. 171 &m 10 PRI EPadileTe.

7 See Dem. De cor. 171-72.

" Dem. De cor. 173.

! See Dem. De cor. 173 ébdvny Tolvur obTos €V ékelvnt ThL fpépat Eyd kal Taperdov elmov eis VpAs,
a pov dvolv évek’ drovoaTe mpooéxovTes TOV volv, évds pév, (v €l8f9’ 8L wovos Tov AeydvTwv kal
TONTEVORLEVOY €YD TNV TTiS €bvolas TAEw év Tols elvols olk EALTov, dAa kal Mywv kal ypddwv
EEnTaléuny Ta Seovd Umep VPOV év alTols Tols doPepols, ETépov 8¢, &TL pikpov dvaldoavTes
Xporov mOANGL TpOs Td Aotmd THs mdons moliTelas €oea® épmelpdTepot.

"2 Dem. De cor. 173.

™3 See Dem. De cor. 85-86 dalvopar Tolvour €yo XApLTos TETUXNKOS TOHTE Kal o0 Pépbens 008
Tipwplas. ovkody péxpl pev Tov Xpbdvov ékelvov év ols TadT Empdxdn, mdvT dveopoldynuat Td
dploTa TpdTTEWY THL TOXEL, TOL Vikdy, 6T €Bvokeleabe, Mywv kal ypddov, ToL kaTamTpaxdijvar Ta
vpadévTa kal oTepdrovs €€ abTdV THL TOHAeL kal épol kal Aoy yevéobat, ToOL Buolas Tols Beols kal
Tpoaddovs ws dyaddv TolTwv SvTer vpuds TemTolfiohat.
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sentences with the phrase “ckal €8wk’ Epavtov UPLv ... €ls +ace.” in De corona 179" and

95745

“oob mThelovos d€Los OV épdvn THL TaTPLoL and “éyo 8¢ ... TOV ayabov moliTnv

émpaTTov” in 180.

In De corona 219, the second source of the allusion in 1.4, the conjunction d\\d is
part of an anapher (“aA\’ Spws” and “dAN’ O pev ...”) used by Demosthenes for paralleling
two sentences. Similar to the sentence in 1.4, the conjunction d\\d (with elision) is preceded
by a dative (fem. sg.)—TfL mé\eL in Demosthenes corresponds to Tfj yvvaiki avTod in PJ

(1.4).

/7 \ b e ~ b4 9 ~ / e 7 b4 \ /
kalTol ToAoL Tap’ VPV dvdpes ~AbBnvdalot, yeyovaol piTopes €vdofol kal eydlot

\ b ~ /7 b ~ 9 ~ / / 14
mpo €pov, KallloTpaTos e€kelvos, AptoToddv, Kédbalos, OpaociBoulos, €Tepot
puploL AN’ Spos oldels mOToTE TOUTOV SLd TArTOS ES8WKEV €auTOV €ls oUdEY TAL
mONEL, AAN" O pev ypddwr olk v émpecPevoer, 6 8¢ mTpeoPelwv ovk av Eypalsev.
UTéNELTE Yap aUTOV €KAoTOS €auTdl dpa pev patoTtdvny, dpa & €l Tu yévolt’
avadopdv.

Demosthenes draws here on the earlier two passages with the same phrase. The
juxtaposition of ypddewv and mpeaPBevelr associates this passage with the phrase “€dwkev
€auTov els” with the sentence with “€8wk ° épavtov ... eis” in De corona 179, and with
efanh axio~ and Tov dyafov moNiTny émpaTTov. The reference to being prjTwp associates
this (through 94) with the passage in 88 with “Aéyov kal ypddov kal mpdTTovr”. Paired
with o0pBovlos there, piTop is explained with reference to things done from reason and

deliberation (212).

Together, these sentences associate the passage in 179-180 centering on “€dwk

Euavtov ... els” with the kpwwdpevov of determining whether or not he is délos ToD

44 PP Sy , N , N , N " NN
" See Dem. De cor. 88 Tis & O ThL Tohel Méywv kal ypddwv kal TpdTTwv kal ATAGS €auTov €ls Td

mpdypat adeldds SLdols éya.
™ See Dem. De cor. 86-94 (discussing otédavot and oTedavodv in 86, 89, 92, and 94).
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oTebdvov. The aorist infinitive “ypdsatr” is represented four times in De Corona. Two of

746 the other is

these infinitives are substantivized; one is in the dative (with Solon as writer);
in the genitive (as in 25.1). The genitive “Tob <ypddar” introduces a paraphrase of
Ctesiphon’s motion, made by Demosthenes in defining what he considers the jurors are to

judge.”’

748 _ ~ -
ToD pév ovv ypoubou Trpa'r‘rOV‘ra Kal AéyovTa Td Be)\TLGTa pe ™ ToL Snuwt SLGTE)\ELV
kal mpoBuov elval molelv 6 TL v Slvopal ayabév, kal émaiwvelv ém TolTOlS, €V
Tols memolTeVPévoLs THY kplow elval vopilo

The paraphrase is preceded by a recitation of the ypadr) and Demosthenes’
announcement that he will address the topics in the order of the yeypdppeva, without
leaving out anything voluntarily;’* it is followed by a brief description of the content of the

writing and what needs to be established.

In PJ, the allusion to passages in De corona with links to ypdlsar and with references
to being pfTwp and opBovIos associates “Tnv LoToplar TadTnY” in 25.1, as direct object
of ypdidsar, with Demosthenes’ paraphrase of Ctesiphon’s ypadr. This aligns “tnv
toToplav TatTny” with Demosthenes’ paraphrases of the ypadn and, additionally, provides
an analogy for “mepl ToUTov O ypddas TadTa” in John 21:24 through “mepl €pod
véypade ... TavTa”, thus alluding to Demosthenes’ instructions on what to judge and what

to determine (truth and fittingness or falsehood; being déros Tob oTedbdvov).

746 See Dem. De cor. 6 and 2.

"7 Dem. De. cor. 57.

8 Cf. Dem. De cor. 59 TO Myelv kai mpdTTeLy Td dpLloTa pe.

™9 A comment on what Aeschines did; see Dem. De cor. 28 (similar to 57 with an instance of the infinitive
yodbar).
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amo yap TouTwr é€fetalopévor elpedrjoeTar elT ’ AAnOf mepl Epod yéypade
Kmnowdov TadTta kal mpoorkovTa €iTe kal Ppevdfiy TO 8¢ pn mwpooypdavTa émeLdav
Tas evBivas 8 oTedavody, kal dvelpelv év T4 BedTpw TOV oTédavov keledoat,
KOLVOVELY PeE Tyobpat kal ToDTO Tols memolTevpévols, et dEds ept Tod
oTebdvov kal This dvappioens Tis év ToUTOl €lTe kal prf €Tt pévrol kal Tovs
vépous detktéov etval pot Sokel, kad obs TabTa ypddewv EERr TolTw.
Demosthenes’ speech connects (as intertext) the narrative in 1.4 to two writings of the
Old and the New Testaments featuring in later parts of the narrative—the prologue of the
Wisdom of Sirach (in 25.1) and the Second Letter to the Corinthians (in 13.1, 14.2, and
25.1). Both texts include a sentence with the phrase “S186vat €avtov eis”. In addition to

0

the allusion to De Corona, the two works have references to “4rdyvwots” in common’’ and

are linked to the sentence with the substantivized infinitive “ToU ypddsar” in 25.1.

The Prologue of Sirach

Allusions to the three of the four sentences with the phrase “618éval €avtov els
+acc.” in Demosthenes’ De Corona are incorporated into the first half of the first sentence of

the prologue of the Wisdom of Sirach.

The prologue’s first sentence is a long,””" syntactically complex period. Nevertheless,

the main clause is simple— the finite verb is “mporx6n” (a compact allusion portraying

7392 Cor 3:14, Sir prol. 10, 17.
7!'In A, the sentence has 225 (15%) syllables; in the numerical center—framed by 111 syllables on either side—
are the three syllables of the words “mdmmos pov”.
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2 the bee of Proverbs 6:8°-8°,"° and one who is “codds év

Joshua as Mardochai,7

99754

Aoyols”’™); the verb’s grammatical subject is “0 mdmmos pov ' Incods™.

Arranged in fifteen lines of fifteen syllables, the verical sides of the text block

displays short acrostics.

Sirach prol. (A) 1-14 (15x15 syllables)

1 m, IoA\Gv kal peydhov Huiv dida Tod vopov kal Tov
P podNTOY Kal TOV ANV TOV KaT avToUs NKOAovdNK
7 7 ®
0 4tev” dedopévor ™ vmep G 8éov EoTiv ETaLy V|
~ \ /7 \ /7 \ e 9
€l Tov lopank maldetas kal codlas kal ws ov v
5 pLovov adTovs Tous AvaylvhokovTas 8éov EoTiv v

757 ~
émotipovas”’ yéveabal AAA Kal Tols €kTOS STV
acfat Tovs dpLhopabodvTas xpnoijpovs elval kal Aéy

752 See Est 2:21; the passage is associated with the story of the census of David through the verb

“kaTaxwploar” in Est 2:23 (see 1 Chr 27:24).

73 See Pr 6:8%-8°1 mopetONTL TPOS THY péAlooav /kal pdbe Gs épydTis éoTiv /THY Te épyaciav s
cepviv moLelTat, /fis Tovs mévous Bactels kal idtdTal mpos vyletav mpoodépovTal, / TobeLvn 8¢
¢oTw maow kal €miSokos: / kaimep oboa TH PO dodevis, / THv codlav Tiphoaca mpoRxen. In
Sirach, the bee and her fruit are mentioned in Sir 11:3 pikpd év TeTewols pélooa, / kal dpxm
YAvkaopdTev 6 kapmos avThs. The comparison between Joshua and a bee (implied through “mporix6n”)
suggests that TL TOV ... dvnkévTev—the direct object of cuyypdisar in Sir prol. —corresponds to the wévor of
the bee (offered “mpos vylelar™) and to her kapmés; Joshua is led forward “THv codlav Tipdcas”.

> Sir 20:27.

735 The substantivized participle TGV frohovdnkéTov associates the beginning of the sentence with Judith’s
response to Holofernes’ order to spread out for her from his dainty dishes and to give her from his wine to drink
(Jdt 12:1; notice Jdt 7:25, Nm 14:16)—Judith rejects the offer with the words “O0 ddyopatr €€ adTov, (va pn
vévnTar okdvdaiov, AN ék TV fKoAoUONKOTOY pot xopnyndfoeTar” (Jdt 12:2; on Judith’s provisions,
see Jdt 10:5; 12:9, 19; 13:10). Holofernes’ answer features the verb 5186vat (with “Opota atTols” as direct
object).

76 See Hesychius 7.437-50, in FHG 4, ed. K. Miiller (Paris: Didot, 1841-70), fr. 7 [1. 415]. Zfvova Tov
KitTiéa é6atpalev ’ Avtiyovos 6 Baoiiels: épotnlels 8¢ dua T{ Bavpdlel avTov, <<OTL, €bm, TOANDY
kal peydlov dedopévor abtd v éLov ov8émoTe éxavredn ol8E Tamelrds GhON.>> olTos TPOS TOV
KaAOv elmévTa, 6T 00 Sokel [avTd] €pacOiceadal O codos, <<oUSEV dONLOTEpOV, €dT, VLDV €0Tal TOV
KaAQv, el un Npels €épactnodueda.>> TovTou AéyorTos, s ov AummdnoeTal 6 codos, SitdmeLpav
BouknBeis Aapeiv 6 Baoilels AvTiyovos, émoincery adTd TAaoToHS dyyefval, s €in Ta xwpla avTod
mpOs TOV Toreplov ddnenpéva, kal 1) yurn kal ot Taides: Tod 8¢ okvBpumdoavTos, << Opds, €dr, OTL

~ 9

ovk €oTv 6 TAoDTOS ddLddopov.>> The allusion to the xpela attributed to Antigonos suggests that “fuiv
corresponds to “alT®” (i.e., cod®). In conjunction with the references to Israel and wisdom (Sir prol. 3) and to
becoming “émioTpoves” (Sir prol. 4), this suggests an allusion to Dt 4:6 {800 \ao0s codos kal émoTHLoV
TO €6vos TO péya TobTO.

7 The juxtaposition of dvaywdokeirv and émioTacbat in Sir prol. 4 suggests an allusion to Is 29:11-12
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S o, ovTas kal ypddovrtas™ 6 wdmmos pov 'Incods émt
T TAELloV €auTOV 80US €iS Te TNV VORov Kal TOV Tpodn nl
10 T TV kal TGV d\ev TaTtpiov BN ev dvdyveow ™ k K
a al év TovTols tkavny €Ewv mepLTonodpe €
\% vos mponxOn kal alTos cvyypddal TL TOV els Tadel L
G av kal codlav avnkévtov dTws ol dLtlopa

Bels kal ToUTwY évnyoL YEVOREVOL TOAG HLAANOV
15 Emmpoobdoly dia THS évvdpov BLdoews
The grammatical subject of the main clause is limited by two participial phrases,
“CauTOV €auTov Sovs €ls ... THY ... avdyvoow”, and “¢v TovTols ikaviv EEw

TEPLTOLNTAREVOS ™.

The participial phrase with “Sovs™ is built from elements of several (interconnected)
sentences in Demosthenes’ speech De corona. Juxtaposed to the two participles “AéyovTas
kal ypdadovTas”, the phrase “€avtov 8i8dval els +ace.” in Sir. prol. 7-8 corresponds to a
phrase in De cor. 86-88. ’Emaiveiv and xpnoipovs etvat [+dat.] with ypddov leads to De
corona 179-80. The tense of the participle—So00s instead of 8t8ols—corresponds to the

tense of the verb in De corona 274-5.

The second participial phrase associates 0 TepLToinoapevos with Sphairos (or

Kleanthes)’®” and addresses the topic of 80Edleiv (of a codds) and of pipnots.

738 In its position relative to the two participles “NyovTas kal ypddovtas”, the phrase éavtov didéval eis
+acc. corresponds to Dem. De Cor. 86-8.

739 With Demosthenes as one of the sources of the sentence, the selection of “f) dvdyvoots™ as accusative of
“els” additionally associates the sentence with Demosthenes’ speech In Timocraten 72.1.

7% See Diog. Laert. 7.177 To0Tov, kabdmep mpoetprikapev, fikovoe peTd Zivova kal Thaipos O
Boomoptavds, s mpokomy Lkavnv TepLmotnodpevos Ayowv els  AleEdvSpetav dmjel mpos
[TTolepatov Tov ®homdTopa. Adyouv &€ moTe yevopévov Tepl Tod SoEdaely TOV codov kal To
Sodaipov eimdrTos s ol SoEdoet, Bovddperos 6 Bactiels ENéyEal adTdv, knplvas pdas ékélevoe
TapaTedfval: Tod 8¢ Tdaipov dmaTndévTos dveBénoer O Baoilels Pevdel ovykaTaTedelobar avTov
davtaciq. Tpos Ov 6 Tdalpos eVoTdxws dmekpivavTo, elmor olTws ocvykaTaTedelobal, oty 8TL pdat
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The allusion to Sirach in 1.4 (with De Corona as intertext) associates the end of the

first part of the narrative with the second sentence with “ypddelv v toToptar TadTny” in

25.1.

A verbal allusion to the Wisdom of Sirach in the last paragraph of the letter to the
Romans (omnptéar)’® links the sentence with the phrase “6 ypdlas Thv ioToplav
TadTY” to the second sentence in 25.1 with a reference to loTopla—“ypdar Tnv
totoplav TabTnv”. “Tov 86vTa pot ... codlav”, the phrase preceding the substantivized
infinitive, is a double allusion to a paragraph in a prayer at the end of Sirach (TG SL86vTL
pot codlav dwow 86Eav) and to the last sentence of a \oyos in Sirach 43 (kal Tols

762

evoeBéoiy €dwkev codiav). The aorist infinitive “ypddsat” in 25.1 has three main

parallels in the writings of the Old and the New Testaments—“(wypadficar Tnv

763 <

toToplav® in the fourth book of Maccabees, TO ypddelr” in the second letter to the

h'%__the allusions to Sirach

Corinthians,’® and “cuyypabar TU” in the prologue of Sirac
single out “cuvyypdidsal” and associate the sentence in 25.1 with the first sentence of the
prologue of Sirach. The allusions to Demosthenes in the latter (kal €dwkev €auTov €ls ...

T avdywow) link 25.1 (tTod ypdar Ty loToplav TadTnw) to 1.4 (kal €Swker €avTov

€Ls).

elolv, AN 871 ebhoyos €oTi pdas avTds elvat: Stadépel 8¢ THY kaTaAnTTikNY davtaciay Tod
€0N\Oyov. Tpos 8¢ MvnoioTpaTov katnyopodvta avTod &t TITokepalov ol dnot Baciiéa elvat,
“roLodTov & SvTa Tov MTokepalov kai Baciléa etvar”.

I Rm 16:25; see Sir 42:17.

7% Sir 43:33.

7 See 4 Mcc 17:7.

764 See 2 Cor 9:1.

763 See Sir prol. 12.
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The sentence with ovyypddsat in the prologue of Sirach is also implied as one of the

sources of the substantivized infinitive “Tod ypddsar” in 25.1 through the allusion to the
paragraph in Romans 16 with the allusion to Esther, connecting “0 ypdidsas Ty toToplav
Tadtnv” (1.1) and “év Tals toToplars” (1.1) through Esther 8:12% (ckomelv ... €k TOV
TalatoTépov LtoTopldr). We have seen that allusions to the prophecy on Ariel in Isaiah 29
are incorporated into the paragraph with “okometv” in Romans 16 and into the sentence with
“ovyypdsar” in the prologue of Sirach. The implied reference to a “oTiyun” strengthens
the link between “Tob ypddsar TV toToplav TavTny” in 25.1 (based on cuyypddsar and
ESwkev €auTov els) and the allusion to the Temptation in 1.4 by singling out the account in
Luke (év oTuypdy xpévov).”® In addition, “oTiyun” (present in 25.1 through allusions to
Isaiah 29 in the prologue of Sirach (Tob ypdidsar) and in Romans 16 (6 ypdas)) associates
the sentence with the phrase Tod ypddsar Tnv toToplav TadTny in 25.1 with the account on
the lotopla Tod "A8dp in 13.1, since the latter features an allusion to the sign of the

StaoToAn (in Ex 8) in Joseph’s question, “ti 8¢ evEopat mept ThHs képns TaALTNS;”

2 Corinthians

In the second letter to the Corinthians, the allusion to Demosthenes’ speech De
corona is incorporated into an argument made by the apostle Paul, in chapter eight of the

letter, for having abundance in the “xdpts ... THis Stakovias THs €is ToUs aylovs”. Paul

766 See Lk 4:5.
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exhorts the Corinthians first with the earnestness of others,’®’ presenting to them the example

of the churches of Macedonia.
yvopllopev 8¢ Upilv, adehdol, Ty xdpir Tob Beod TNV Sedopévnr év Tals ékkinolats
THs Makedovias, 6Tt év oMY SokiLpf ONPens 1) meplooela THs xapds avTOV Kal 1
kaTd BdBovs TTwxela avTOV émeplocevoer €ls TO TAODTOS THS ATAGTNTOS AVTOV
6Tt kaTta Slvapwy, papTupd, kal mTapd dvaply, avbalpetol peTd  TOMAS
TApaAKAoEwS Sedpevol MUY THY Xdpy kal THv kowveviar TAs Stakovias THs eils
Tous aylovs, kal ol kaBos HATLCAPEY AANA €auTovUs €dwkav TPOToV TG Kuplw kal
MUy dta BedfjpaTtos Beod eis TO mapakaléoar nuas Titov, (va kabos mpoevipEaTo
oUTwS Kal émiTeNéom els vpds kal TNV Xdpww TadTny.
With a personal pronoun in the plural as direct object and limited by a prepositional
phrase with St +gen., “G\\a €avTtovs €8wkav ... €ls™ suggests an allusion to De corona

179.

This paragraph is linked, through the phrase “tfis Stakovias THs €ls Tovs aylovs
..., to a sentence with the only infinitive of ypddewv in the writings of the Old and of the

New Testaments substantivized with a definite article (t0 ypdderv).”®

\ \ \ ~ ’ A s \ [ ’ ) \ ’ 769
TEPL LEV YAP TNS SLGKOVL(IS‘ TNS €LS TOUS AYLOUS TTeEPLOOCOVY HOL €0TLY TO 'prl(I)ELV

VUY ...
This syntactical characteristic associates the sentence in 2 Corinthians 9 with the

second sentence in 25.1 with the phrase ypddewv T toToplav TadTnv.

In the second letter to the Corinthians we also find a link to the tloTopia ToD ~Addp
in 13.1. The refererence to the “mapbévos” (in mepl Ths kdpns TavTns) and the wording
and function of the summary of the “loTopia ToD *A8d” associate the text in P.J 13.1 with

Paul’s account on his “adpocivn”, in 2 Corinthians 11:2-3:

767 See 2 Cor 8:8.

768 2 Cor 9:1.

769 The tense of the infinitive “ypddeLv” (present) associates “Td “ypddelv uiv” with two other sentences in
the Second Letter to the Corinthians in which the verb is in the present tense—2 Cor 1:13 and 13:10 .
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(MG yap vpds Beod (Mo, Mppooduny yap vpuds €vi avdpl Tapbévor ayvmy
mapacThoar T XploTd: dofodpar 8¢ pnf Tos, ws 6 dbis éEnmdtnoer Evav év T
Tavovpyia advTol, oUTes $dBapfy Tad vojuaTa VPGV ATO THS ATAOTNTOS TAS €ls TOV
XpLoTov.

Endings

The last sentence of P. Bodmer 5 does not seem to be an integral, let alone
exegetically necessary part of the text. The only visible link between the sentence and the
text block is a verbal and morphological one—the substantivized participle “T§ ypddsavTL”
in the second to last line mirrors “0 ypdisas™ in the second line of the page. The second
participle—"“To avaywwokovTl” (in the last line with letters on the page)—does not have a
similar counterpart in the text block; but it, too, is paired with its nominative—“0

avaywookoev”—and through it attached to the preceding text.

P. Bodmer 5 is the only extant version of PJ with an explicit reference to
avaylwookely, in a sentence that additionally stands out—and is visually set apart—through
its position beneath the last word of the text (apnv) and the last word of the title, at the
bottom of the page. In most other versions, the text concludes with aunv, preceded by the
last sentence. The first part of this sentence is a main clause with some variability in the
wording of its beginning (usually éoTar M xdpts (or xapd) peta +gen.) and a uniform

3 770

ending—the participial phrase “Tdv popovpévor Tov kuplov nuev Incotv XpioTdr™.

This part of the sentence corresponds to the “longer” ending of the text block of P. Bodmer

7% probably an allusion to Sir 26:3 yuvn dyadn pepis dyadi, / év pepidt doPovpévor kiplov dodioeTat.
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S—“kaL eoTar m xapts peta mavtov Tov édopfovpevor Tor KN”. The second part,

attached to the direct object of “TGv doBouvpévnv” through a relative pronoun, is in a larger

number of manuscripts either “Q 1 86a kal TO kpdTos €els Tovs aldvas TOV aldvov
k3 JRT) w® ¢ 7 H \ 9 A~ ~ % 7 k3 /99
apnv” or “o 1 86€a e€ls Tovs Aldvas TOV atdver apiy’.

The relative clause with “n} 86Ea kal TO kpdTos” has two parallels in the writings of

771

the Old and the New Testaments—one in chapter four of the First Letter of Peter,”"" the other

772

in chapter one of the Apocalypse of John."”* The version with “n} 8o€a” has more models—it

73 and three times in the New.””* Thus shown to be

is found one time in the Old Testament
formulaic and interchangeable, the two relative clauses seem to be of even less exegetical

significance than the last sentence of P. Bodmer 5. But this first impression is as deceptive

as it is in the case of the last sentence in the papyrus.

“@ 1N 86Ea kai TO kpdToS”

The allusion to the Apocalypse has the same function as the references to

amokd\vists and TQ avaywaokovTl in P. Bodmer 5.

95775

The participle “0 dvaywdokov is implied by the noun “dmokd\usis™ in the

section with the four nouns “yeveols papias amokalvls takwP” of the beginning (a”)

7!'See 1 Pt4:11.

"> See Rv 1:6.

3 4 Mcc 18:24.

7% Gal 1:5,2 Tm 4:18, and Heb 13:21.

7 paired with “To avayleokovT”, by analogy with “o ypaas” (25.1) and “Tw ypabavTL” (25.2).
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and the title (u0) of P. Bodmer 5.”7° Read as title, the noun suggests an allusion to the

Apocalypse of John. In the Apocalypse, “amokd\vsts™ is the first word of the title of the
book (" Amokd\vsts “Todvvou Tod Beoldyou) and the first word of the text (dmokdAvsis
"Inood XpLOTOf)).777 The dative “Tw avaywonokovTl” in the last line of the last page of the
papyrus hints that “amokalvis takwf” in 25.2 refers to the beginning of the work (thus
paralleling “takwp” to “ "Incod XproTov”), as the preface of the Apocalypse ends with a

sentence with a reference to “0 dvaywwdokov”.

HLOKAPLOS O Araylvdokov kKal ol dkolovTes Tovs Aoyous Ths TmpodnTelas kal
TnpolvTes Ta év alTi yeypappéva, 6 yap kairpds €yyls

In the Apocalypse, the sentence with “0 dvaywdokov” is preceded by an

778

allusion’ "°to the end of the vision of the pvoTnpLov of the seven stars and the seven lamps.779

In Apocalypse 1:2, the phrase connecting the two paragraphs—“ywéofatr peta TabTa”—is

13

the direct object of “€papTipnoev” at the end of a relative clause limiting the name
"Twdvvns™:

os épapTipnoer Tov Adyov Tob Beod kal T papTuplar Incod XploTod Soa €ldev
kal dTwd elol kal dTwva xpn yevéobal peTtd TadTa

The three clauses with pronouns echo the words addressed to John in Apocalypse
1:20.

Cpdsor obv G €ldes kal d elolv kal d péel yréobal peTd TadTd. TO PUCTHpLOV

TOV €TTA AoTéPLV OV €18eS €Tl THS 8efLds pov kal TS €mTd \uxvias Tds xpvoas

776 The position behind “takwp” (the last of the four words of the title and the beginning) aligns the last
sentence on page p0 with the words “ev Tats toToprats Tov LB dpviov leakelp nv” on page a’, which are in
the same position relative to the four nouns as “eLpnvn Tw ypabavTL Kat To avaylveckovTLl” on page o
(and of the same number of syllables).

""" In P. Bodmer 5, the name “iaxwp” takes the place of either “’ Iodvvov” or “ Incod™.

778 10 MA

" Apoc 1:19.
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This connection between paptupetv’™ and ypdderv’®'—which rests on an allusion

to Daniel 2 (See Dn 2:29, 45 a del yevéoBal peTa TavTa)—is a first link to the second
ending of the Gospel according to John, ™ represented in almost all versions of P.J through
the phrase “0 ypdsas” in 25.1. This link is strengthened through other sources incorporated

in the Apocalypse into the sentence on “0 dvaywdokwv”.

In Apocalypse 1:2-3, the direct object of éuaptipnoev (or of O dvaywdokwy)
underlines that, similar to “To avaywwokovTl” in P. Bodmer 5 25.2, the participle in the
Apocalypse does not have a clearly defined direct object. To be sure, “0 dvaywdokwr”
seems to have the same direct objects as “ol dkoUovTeS ... kal TNPOOUVTES —“TOVS
Aoyovs Ths mpodnTelas™ and “ta év alT yeypappéva®—and the pronoun “év avTh”
seems to refer to “Tiis mpodnTelas”, the nearest noun in the same number and gender. But
whether this is actually the case (rather than merely an assumption) needs to be demonstrated
first, by searching for analogies in the writings of the Old and the New Testaments in which
the verb “avaywdokew” and the direct objects fit the syntactical patterns present in the

sentence.

Added to the text in P. Bodmer 5 through the combination of the noun (title)

“amokaAluls” and the participle “To avaywwokevTlt” and in a number of manuscripts

through the relative clause “¢ 1 86Ea kal TO kpdTos €is TolUs aldvas TOV aldvov

780 Apoc 1:2.
81 Apoc 1:13.
782 A quotation of Zec 12:10 associates Apoc 1:7 with Jn 19:37.
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apnr”, the sentence with “0 dvaywdokwr” in the prologue of the Apocalypse is a complex

combination of allusions to interrelated texts on writing, reading, and interpretations.”™

The substantivized participle “0 dvaywdokov” in Apocalypse 1:3 is an allusion to
an answer by the Lord in the book of Habakkuk.™ In Habakkuk, the reference to 0
avaywookov” is preceded by a clause with the imperative “ypdisov™, similar to the parallel
between ypddsov and O davaywdokev in Apocalypse 1:19 and 1:1-2. The allusion, in
Apocalypse 1:3, to the word addressed to the prophet Habakkuk aligns “d €l8es kal d elolv
Kal a péXkel ywéobal petda TavTa” (Apoc 1:3) with “6paciy” (Hb 2:2) as direct objects
of ypdisov.
em s dukaxfis pou o'rﬁoouou Kal émBﬁcouaL €m méTpav Kal ATOoKOTEVTW TOD
18etv Tl Na\joelL év E},LOL Kat Ti (I‘ITOKpLe()) €pol Tov éxeyxdv pov.
Kal (11T€KpL9T] mpds e KUPLOS Kou eLTeV
ypatbov Op(lO'LV Kal oacbwg‘ emi ‘ITUELOV om)g 6Lw|<n O avayLvaKmv av‘ra SLOTL €TL
Op(lO'LS‘ €LS‘ K(leOV K(ll (II/(ITE)\EL ELS 'I'I'€p(1§ K(IL OUK €L§ K€VOV 6(11/ UO'TEpT]O'T],

vmépewor abTév, Tu épxdpevos fEet kal ol un xpovion. éav vmooTelnTal, olk
ev8okel 1 buxh pov év alTd: O 8¢ dikatos ék mloTeds pov (oeTat.

The prediction on “0 S{katos” answers a question raised by the prophet in the

“Nippa” seen by him—{va T( émPAémels €ml kaTadpovolvTas; TAPACLOTNOY €V TO

kaTamivew aoépn Tov dikatov;” ™

The sentence on the just one is an intertext linking the paragraph with “0

\

avaywookov” in Apocalypse 1:3 to the letters to the Romans and the Hebrews—“6 8¢

Sikatos ék mloTeds pov (HoeTal” is quoted in Romans 1:177*¢ and in Hebrews 10:38.

7% The sentence in the Apocalypse has these cross-connections independent from the text to which is it attached.
It can thus be used by an author to point readers to these sources (and the argument), and by readers to inform
themselves about the author’s theory-related reference texts.

S Hb 2:2-4.

" Hb 1:4.

786 See Rm 10:5, 1 Esdr 19:29.
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Both letters are incorporated into the text of PJ through allusions, in 1.1, 1.3, and 24.4 to the

letter to the Hebrews, and in 13.1 and 24.4 to the letter to the Romans. The topic of “Cfv” is
additionally addressed in 1.3 through allusions to the fourth book of Maccabees, in 1.4,787
and in 24.4 through an allusion to Luke 23:47 in the description of Symeon the Elder in Luke

2:25, resting on the phrase 6 dv8pwTos ovTos Slkalos.

The paragraph in the book of Habakkuk on “6 davaywdokwv” is interpreted in the
Gospel according to Matthew and the Gospel according to Mark’® through Jesus’ answer to
the question of the disciples about the onpelor THs ofjs Tapovolas kal THS CVVTENeLAS
T00 aldros,™ caused by his prediction of the destruction (kaTa\vewv) of the buildings of
the sanctuary. In both Matthew and Mark, the substantivized participle is the grammatical
subject of the imperative “voelTn”, in a sentence with a reference to “T0 BééAvypa TS
épnpdoens”.””

174 ~ k4 \ / ~ b 4 \ e \ \ A\ ~ /
oTav oV LoNTE TO PBOEAUYPRA THS EPNUOCEWS TO pnbev Sia Aavinmh ToU mpod1nTov
€0Tés v TOMY aylw, O dvaywhokev voeiTw, TéTE ol év TH lTovdala devyéTwoav els
Ta 6pn ...

The references to “T0 BS&éNVYHA THS épnudoens” in Matthew and in Mark are
preceded by the promise that “0 8¢ Umopeivas els Téhos cwbhoeTal™;”! it is followed by
the prediction of a “ONldsLs peydAn ola ol yéyover am dpxfis kKOTRov €ns ToL ViV ovd

o0 pu1 yévnTar”. The sentences surrounding the participle in Matthew and Mark place the

phrase “Boélvypa Ths épepdoews™ in chapter 12 of Daniel. The “Béélvypa Ths

87 Through allusions to the quotations of Dt 8:3 in Mt 4:4 and Lk 4:4.

755 See Mt 24:15, Mk 13:14.

78 Mt 24:3; see Mk 13:4.

70 Mt 24:15-16; see Mk 13:14.

UMt 24:13, Mk 13:13; see Dn 12:1 0" kal év T3 kaipd ékéve cwbfioeTat 6 hads cov mis 6 €Vpedels
veypappévos év Tf BiPAw (see Ex 32:33, Rv 20:15), Dn 6" 12:12.
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epnuooens” (LXX) (in Theodotion without the definite article) is mentioned at the end of

the chapter, preceded by a question by Daniel, who did not understand’*” an exchange of

793

question and answer witnessed by him, and by a prediction. The chapter ends with an

exhortation to rest, directed to Daniel,794 and an explanation

ETL yap Npépal e€ls avamAfpooly cuvTelelas, Kal avacThon €ls TOv kKA\fjpdy cov els
ouvTéNELAVY TLEPDV.

The references to a great tribulation (OXt{sLs) and to being saved (cwbroeTal) are at
the beginning of chapter 12, followed by a prediction concerning those who are
understanding, which in turn is followed by instructions for Daniel.””” (While “ONidsis
peyd\n” points to the description of a O\ldsts at the beginning of the chapter in both
versions, “cwBnoeTal” occurs only in Theodotion’s translation.)

. Kal év T kalp@ €kelvy cwdioeTat o \ads oov, Tas O eUpebels yeypauua}og v T
BLB)\(JJ Kal ‘ITO)\)\OL 'rwv kaBevdovTov év yng mea’rL eEeyepenGOVTaL OUTOL els anv
atdvior kal OU‘I’OL els ova&cuov Kal eLg awxvvnv atdviov.  kal ot cwwerreg
eKXauLbova wg n )\auﬂpomg TOV o'regpewua'rog Kal amo TOV Sikalwy TOV TOMOY S

ol aoTépes ag TOVS atwvag‘ Kal €TL. kal oV, Aavin\, éudpakov Tovs )\éyovg Kal
od>paytoov T0 BLBAloV €ws katpod cuvvTelelas, €ns didaxbdoy ToA ol kal TANOuvoq
1N yvooLs.

"7 and the phrase “Bdé\vypa Epnpéoens” connect Daniel

The finite verb “cvvnka
12 to chapter nine of the book of Daniel, which begins with a reference to a number “év

Tals BUPAots” and the number of seventy years in Jeremiah, and ends with Gabriel’s

72 Dn 12:8 00 dtevéndny map  abTov TOV kalpov, 8’ 12:8 ob curika.

73 Dn 12:10 “cal od pf) dtavonf@dot TavTes ol dpapTwlol, kai ol dtavoolpevol TpogéEovay™; 0’ 12:10
“ob oUVHooVaLY TAVTES dropoL, Kal ol VOfILOVES CuvHoouoLY”.

74 Dno’ 12:13.

" Dn @’ 12:1-4.

7% The reference to the stars is a possible source for the references to the seven stars in Apoc 1:16, 20.

77 See Dn 12:11.
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prediction on the Bé\vypa.”® In Theodotion, the verb “cuvfika” is part of a sentence on

Jeremiah’s prophecy on the seventy years of the desolation of Jerusalem.

¢v €tel €Vl THs Baoilelas alTod €yw Aavin\ ouvviika €v Tals BOPBAots TOV dpLOpov
TOV €TOv Os €yevnn \oyos kuplov mpos lepeptar TOv mpodATnY €ls cupTAfpwoLy
epnudoens lepovoalnu €BdoprkorTa €T1. kal €dwka TO TPOCWTOV pov TPoOs KOpLOV
TOV Beov Tob ék{nTHoaL TpooevxNV Kal Sefoels év vnoTelals kal odkke Kal oTodQ

In conjunction with the references to the seventy years and to the prophet Jeremiah,
the prepositional phrase “els cupmA\jpwowy ...” in Daniel 9:2 associate this part of Daniel 9

799

with a reference, in the ending of the second book of Chronicles,”” to the fulfillment of a

prophecy by the prophet Jeremiah.

Kal dmKLoer ToUs kakTalolmovs €is Bapuldva, kai noav adTd kal Tols vlols avTod
els dollovs €ws Baotlelas MRdwr Tob mAnpwdfivar Aoyov kupiov Sta oTépaTtos
Iepepiov €ns Tob mpoodéEacbal T™v YAy Ta cdpfaTta alTis capBaTical: wdoas Tas
Népas THS éNpéoens avThs €caBPdTioer eis cupTA\ipuoLy ETOV ERSoprkovTa.

In the first book of Esdras,*® the first chapter ends with an allusion to this passage.
The brief paragraph features two prepositional phrases with “eis”—“eils avam\ijwpov ToD
pjpaTtos Tod kuplov €év  oTépatt lepeptov” and “els  oupTAjpwoly  ETOV
eBdoprjkovta”. This juxtapositon of dvamAfpwotls and cupTAfpwols associates the
reference in the second book of Chronicles to the prophecy in Jeremiah with chapters 9 and

12 of Daniel.

In addition to these instances of the nominative singular “6 dvaywdokov”, a
participle of avaywdokely occurs three more times in the writings of the Old and the New

Testaments in the same voice, gender, and number as in Habakkuk but in a different

78 In the Septuagint, the verb is Stevoidnv (see Dn 9:2, 12:8).
792 Chr 36:21.
8001 Esdr 1:55.
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grammatical case (the genitive)—two times in the book of Jeremiah,*" in a narrative linked

to a report in the second book of Chronicles on the reading of a ftfAiov found in the house
of the Lord in the reign of Josiah,*”* and one time in Acts, in the story of Philip and the
Ethiopian eunuch.*” The narrative in Jeremiah with the two participles leads to a part of the
account on Josiah in the fourth book of Kings with the combination of references to Adyot

and yeypdppeva found in the introduction of the Apocalypse.

Chapter 43 of the book of Jeremiah begins with an order, directed to Jeremiah, to
take for himself a “yapTiov BLBAlov” and write on it Adyor that the Lord spoke to him
(specified by topic and chronologically). The remainder of the chapter is devoted to
descriptions of the writing of the A\dyot by Baruch from the mouth of Jeremiah and the
reading, before the people and before the king, of the written text. The report on the reading

of the xapTiov in the presence of the king provides detailed information about the situational

setting and even about the layout of the text: 3¢

kal elofilbov mpos TOV Bacidéa els THv ab v, kal TO xapTiov édwkav duldooewy év
oiky EXtoapa, Ka‘L dvr’wya)\av TO Baotlel Tro'W'rag 'roi)g Kéyovg

Kal arrec‘ret)\ev 0 Baot\els 'rov Tovowy )\OLBELV TO xapTiov, KaL e)\aBev avTo €€ olkou
E)\Lcaua Kal aveva ToudLy ag Td OTa Tod Pacidéws kal els TA OTA TAVTLY TOV
ApXOVTOV TOV €0TNKOTOV Tepl TOV Bactéa.

kal O Bactlevs ékddnTo év olky xeLpeptvd kal éoxdpa Tupods kaTd TPdowTOV alTOD.
Kal éyevﬁen dvayw(ﬁ(mowog Touvdwy Tpeig oe)\[&xg Kal Téooapag, dﬂéTeuvev abTas
T Evpm ToU ypappaTéns kal €ppLmTer €is TO Top TO €M ThS éoxdpas €ws EEENTeV
Tds 0 XdpTns.

%01 The two references to “dvayivéokovTos” in the Jeremiah are both (causally) linked—through the direct

objects of dvaywo’aomw—to an order to Jeremiah in the eight year of the reign of king Ioaktp of Judah (Jer
43:2), kal €v T éviavtd TO 're-rap'ru) Ioaamp viod Iwota Bam)\ews‘ Touvda eyevn@n )\oyog KUpLOU Trpos‘
e )\eyow AaBe oeEAUTH XapTLOV BLBAlov kal ypou])ou ém avTod TdvTas Tovg \6yous, ols Expnpaﬂoa
TpOS o€ éml I€p0v0a)\np kal éml IovSav kal éml wdvta Td €8vn dd’ fis Mpépas Aaljoartés pov Tpds
o€, ad’ Npepdv loota Bacihéns Tovda kal €ws THs Nuépas Tavtns. The reference to the reign of king
Josiah of Judah prepares an allusion, in Jer 43:24, to 4 Kgs 22:19, 11.

802 Connected to 1 Esdr 1 through a report on the observance of the feast of Passover; see 2 Chr 35:1-19.

57 See Acts 8:26-39 at 30.

894 The words written on the xapTiov are revealed in Jer 43:29.
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The account on the yapTtiov in Jeremiah lacks any reference to “év aiUT{i” or of

“yeypaupeva”. But the text does feature several allusions to etymogies and paradigms of
ypddew. Evpév®® is a link to EVelv and to the etymology of ypdisar; xetpeptvés points to
oTolxeta (cold and hot, wet and dry); the noun xdpTtns is linked to xapdoow®® and to x&

(and thus to xpa).*”’

The text in Jeremiah is explicitly connected to an account in the second book of
Chronicles on two readings of books that took place in the eighteenth year of the reign of
king Josiah of Judah—through the reference to the “days of Josiah” and through a
comparison between the reactions of the two kings, implied by a description of what lwakip

and his matdes did not do:

\ 9 b / \ 9 / ¢ a 9 ~ e \ \ N ~ 9 ~
kal oUk E(Tnoav kal ov Siéppnéav Td LpdTia alTdr 6 Bacitlels kal ol Taldes avToD
ol dkovovTes TavTas Tovs Adyovs ToUTOUS

The two phrases oUk €(fTnoar and o0 Siéppnéav Ta tpdTia alTdv contrast the
event to the reading of a book before king Josiah, recounted in the second book of

Chronicles.*®® In 2 Chronicles, “dvaywdokew™ is a finite verb.

kal amyyeler Tadav 6 YpappaTels TH Bacthel Méyov

BLBAiov €Bwkér pot Xelkias O Lepels:
kal avéyve alTod Zadpav évavtior ToD Baciléws. kal €éyéveTo ©S MKOVoEV O
Baciievs Tovs Adyous Tod vépov, kal Stéppnéev Ta LpdTia avTod

%5 B g., see Orionis Thebani etymologicon, ed. F. G. Sturz (Leipzig: Weigel, 1820, repr. 1973), 112.3 <Euvpbv>.
mapa 10 Ebw, Evpdv.

$0F o, see EG (LelSwpos - Opat) 563.1-2, 3-7 <xdpTns>mapd 70 Xapdoow ) Tapd TO kelpn TO KOTTw.
<xdpTns> mapd TO X0 TO Xwpd, 6 péNwr X4ow, TO Staxedpevov. Tapdywyov ToLel TO Xaipw, ovk
elpdpevor €m ToOTOU TOD oNpALVOpérov, TO XWPeLy: Tapd 8¢ TO avTo xalpw xdpTns, XwpNTLKOV (v
TOV Eyypadopévov.

87 The nouns “xdpTns” and “xdpa” are etymologically linked. E.g., see EM 807.25-27 <xdpTns>: mapd TO
X0, TO X0pd, (ad’ ol kal TO Xdlw,) yiveTar Tapdywyov xalpw, (ovk ém Ths xapds,) xdpTns, O
X0PNTLKOS TOV éyypadopévor: ) Tapa 10 XopTos. For an example of this analogy in an interpretation of Is
8:1, see Epiphanius of Salamis, Panarion 1.374-76.

808 See 2 Chr 34:21, 26 {nrelv Tov kuplov; 34:19, 27 Stappnyviely Td ipdria.
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The genitive “ToU vopov” associates Tovs Adyous—in the makarismos in the

809

Apocalypse the direct object of akovelv™ —with two references to a “BtAlov vépov” in the

account on the finding and handing over of a book by Hilkiah, the great priest.®'’

The combination of “Aoyovs” and “Ta <yeypdppeva” in the makarismos in the
Apocalypse corresponds to two sentences in the account on Josiah’s sending of men to a
prophetess for “{nTetv Tov kuplov” because of the words read to him. The king speaks of
the “AdyoL Tob BLBAlov Tob eUpebévTos” and of giving heed to the words of the Lord “Tob
Totfical katd mavta T yepdppeva év 1§ Pipile TolTew ¥ In her answer, the
prophetess refers to “Tovs mdvTas Aoyouvs Tous yeypappévouvs €v To BLBAMo TO

95812

aveyvoopévy évavtior Tod Baothéws Tovda™ '~ (not specifying which king), followed by

two references to A\0'yot heard by Josiah (the king who searches for the Lord).

The second reference to reading is part of the making of the covenant, with 2 Chr
34:30 with “Adyous™ as direct object of dvaywwdokewv. This time the grammatical subject
of dvéyvo is “6 Baotlels”

\ b /7 b 9 \ 9 ~ \ /7 7 7 ~ 4 ~
Kal avéyven €V ooly auTOV Tous TavTds Aoyous [BifAiov Ths Oiabnkns Tol
evpedévTos év olky kuplov.

Unlike the accusative of “év” in the Apocalypse (€v avTq), the accusative in
Chronicles is a neuter singular (10 BAlov). “’Ev avTh” suggests “Biplos”. the sentence

to the other account on Josiah—in the first chapter of the first book of Esdras.

599 See Apoc 1:3.

819 Chr 34:14-15 kal év 1§ ekdépelry adTobs TO dpylpLov TO €loodLachev els olkov kuplov evpev
Xeltkias 0 tepevs BLBAiov vopov kuplov 8id xetpos Movof. kal dmekpifn Xelkias kal elmev mpos
Sadav Tov ypappaTtéa BiAlov vépov evpov év olkd kuplov: kal éSwkev Xelkias TO BLBAlov TG
Zadav.

$112 Chr 34:21.

$122 Chr 34:24.
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Brief though it is, and despite its seemingly formulaic character, placed in the last part
of PJ and at one of its “ends” the relative clause “© 7 86Ea €is Tovs aldvas TOV aldvov

apnfr” does have the same function as the sentence in PJ.

Without drawing on any other material, an analysis of the relative clause begins with
assessing whether the text at hand is complete in the number of letters and syllables and
“fixed” in the order of the pépn MéEews. The written text has 32 letters (i.e., 2x2°), the
spoken text has 15 syllables. Divided into lines with the same number of syllables, this

results in two text blocks—3x5 or 5x3.

3x5 Syllables A1 r B 1 r cC 1 r
o M 86&a els 9 @ o 8 @ 10 o T
TOUS atdvas Tov 13 7 v 14 0 o 11 o @
atdvey apniy 10 a v 10 at v 11 vt v

Displaying the text in the shape of a “tile” (mAwéndév, 5x3)* or of a column

(ktovnd6v)*! yields additional acrostics.

1 r 1 1 r 1
@ M 86E 5 o & 4 0 o ol
a €ls ToU 7 a v 9 & & o 7 aj
S aldras 7 0 © 6 at a o 7 ©
TOV atwv 7T 6 ) 6 ®
OV ApnV 6 o Vv 7 vV

o=/

Z000”, the future tense of “EVelv”, associates the relative clause with grammatical

explanations of the etymologies of ypdderv.

1 .. .

813 See Grammatici Graeci 1.3.
14 .. .

814 See Grammatici Graeci 1.3.
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> The text can, for this reason, be written in lines of

15 is a triangular number."’

reducing “syllabic” width (cmeLpnd6v®'®).

5+4+3+2+1 A 1 1 r r B r r C 1 r r
Ondbkaels 9 w o o o g8 L o) Ly
TOUS aldra 9 T T al a o o T T
S TOV alov 8 o o Vv v 0 o 0 0 o
oV a 3 o, a, at a TR vt a

[ I p p Bt I 2 nmownm

1 1 n n 1 1 v

v 1 v vt v

34

Qunv” occurs on both sides, depending on the “width” of the tip/base; the meaning
of the letters “voTw” (C) differs with the direction of reading—“voT®” (v0T0S) Or “OTWVY”
(aaTov); “Utw” (C) is represented once in the Old Testament, in the story of the Golden Calf
(Ex 32:26); almost as rare (in the OT and NT) is ‘“low” (B) (part of the prescription on the

composition—oUvbeais—of the incense).

With decreasing numbers of syllables per line, the appearance of the text is that of a

“stable” triangle resting on its base (A).

142+3+4+5

8ok n &l
a €ls TOv a v

S altdvas To o e

v alovor apijv vV

In its different shapes, the text demonstrate the derivation of gramma from grammh—
geometrical shapes—and explanations of the term oTouxela through oTotxos and Tdéis

(“td€w”), linked to oTixes and displaying text cTixnd6v. The acrostics “EVow” and “EVwv”

815 e, it is the sum of the first five numbers: 1+2+3+4+5.
81 See Grammatici Graeci 1.3.
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are explained etymologically as base of EUNov, and linked to EUw. This points to the

etymological explanations of the term “ypdppa” from “E0opa”, and the grammatical
explanation of ypdsar as Evoar (with examples from the ancients and from Homer). We
have encountered the relevant texts illustrating this (in Chapter 3); they stress shaving off

marks of aging, writing on plane surfaces, etc.

These acrostics are independent from the text in which the relative clause is included.
Therefore, the addition of the clause at the end of P.J does not have to imply that the text is as
carefully crafted as this clause. The next step for the exegete is, therefore, searching for
sources of the phrase (in the Old and New Testaments), and finding allusions to them in the

text to which the clause is attached.

Summary

Independent from the actual version of PJ, the different references to ioTopla and a
method of glossing texts with “layered” allusions provide different ways through the text that
lead to common themes and sources (e.g., &Enpaivew, oTiypn/Siactoln, (fv TO
Bed/(foeTar).!” “Nested” allusions (to Esther and I and 2 Esdras) connect the reference to
the toToplat of the twelve tribes in 1.1 to “6 ypdidsas T toToplav TadtTnr”, a “layered”
allusion to the letter to the Romans and to the Gospel according to John. This link between

the beginning and the end of the narrative points to two related themes—apostasy, manifest

817 E.g., the summary of the deception of Eve in 13.1 is linked to the allusions to Romans and to 2 Corinthians
in 25.1; the reference to the vow “mepl T k6pns TavTns” connects a direct and an indirect allusion to Joshua
in chapter 1 to two indirect allusions in chapter 24.
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in idolatry, resulting from intermarriage (the Baal of Phegor and Midian)—and preservation

from corruption (the three young men); the latter is emphasized through allusion to {fjv TG
Be® (etc.) in other parts of the narrative, and through allusions to texts with references to

physiological concepts (the four elements, drying or melting, etc.).

Combined with this, we have seen allusions (to Maccabees) contained in the
references to toTopla in 13.1 and 25.1 that provide a theoretical context by pointing to
definitions of dLhocodta and to discussions on the relation between the spoken and the
written word (Plato); a second pair of allusions led us to works addressing avdyvoots (and

harboring allusions to theoretical works and concepts) (Sirach and 2 Corinthians).

Examples illustrating (and pointing to) teachings of <ypappaTikn are also
incorporated into the texts of all versions through the endings. Despite their seemingly
formulaic and general appearance, these endings provide concise references to passages in

the Old and the New Testaments illustrating reading and writing.

Together the thematic help and the guides to teachings enable the reader to examine

and come to a better understanding of the text and its subject matter.



Conclusion

In the course of our discussion of P.J, elements of the work have shown themselves to
be significant which have received comparatively little attention in modern scholarship—the
introductions and endings of the individual manuscripts, and the relationship between the

individual references to “LoTopia” in the narrative.

When we examined the titles of two manuscripts we found that they are very
carefully constructed and (numerically) integrated into the text. Acrostics and bisected
columns with ‘“shared lines” make it possible to detect changes in word order and
interpolations; acrostics point to grammatical concepts or to other instances of the same

words in the text, or comment on statements in the text of which they are elements.

A closer look at the references to toTopla revealed evidence suggesting that this
making the text “unshakeable” aims at assuring that the text is a “synoptic” combination of
text and (clarifying) commentary. Morphological and syntactical characteristics of the
individual words and phrases bound together in a sentence or embedded in brief narratives,
dialogues, or speeches have a heuristic function—they point to glosses in the text (such as

paraphrases, repetitions, comparisons, or material for analogies) and to external sources
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through which a reader can expand, complete, and clarify concise passages. As part of a

sentence, each element of such a concisely written allusion has a place in an argumentative

order. The texts (and their counterparts) are additionally glossed through the narrative
context and through repeated allusions to the same source at other points in the narrative.
While such an interweaving of narrative and commentary helps clarify what is said, it also
makes it necessary to transmit the written text without alterations—even when misspellings
seem to require correction—since features of the text that may at first seem redundant or
incorrect (including omissions or orthographic or syntactic errors) help to make things clear

and allow the reader to deduce the narrative’s argument with its proposition.

In P. Bodmer 5, abbreviations (numbers are represented through numerals instead of
their names), orthographic ambiguities, and corrections (e.g., emendations or cancellations)
are used for synoptically displaying several texts on the same page and for pointing to
different readings of the same written text. Theoretical discussions (on oTolxela etc.) and
technical vocabulary (mpodopikos Noyos) highlight otherwise seemingly insignificant
phrases (Anna’s lament). Visually distinctive corrections (Zaxxaptas) help identify cross-
references for comparisons and point to examples clarifying the usage of individual terms.

Consideration of diction points to different readings of the story of the death of Zechariah.

While cross-references based on graphic features and corrections pointing to
alternative readings provide guidance for the reader of P. Bodmer 5, the inclusion of help is
not limited to a specific document. Elements of the text that provide guidance for the reader

are preserved in all versions. To “bundle” the allusions to multiple sources, the authors of
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the different versions use intertexts and readings of the same text. We have seen that, in spite

of the multitude of examples and allusions, the author(s) rely on relatively few sources to
give the narrative a structure and create a frame of reference. The four sentences with
references to “loTopla” constitute pairs—“év Tals LoToplals TOV dWdeka GUAOY TOD
"TopaiX” (1.1) and “0 ypdas ™ toToplav TadTnr” (25.1) are linked through a shared
focus on ypdppaTa; double allusions in 1.1 to the books of Esther and I and 2 Esdras are
taken up in 25.1 through readings of these texts in writings of the New Testament (John and
Romans). Esther and Esdras are incorporated into the text of 2 Maccabees. Determining the
referent(s) and subject matters of the reference to ‘loTopla” requires analogy. The other two
references—to the “loTopla Tod ~A8dW” and “Tod ypdar THv toToplav TadTny” are
linked through texts connected to each other through allusions to Demosthenes’ speech On
the Crown and through references to avdyvwots. The narrative context provides glosses and
points out cross-references. The texts highlighted in these sources include examples of

oTouxela and of technical terminology (e.g., oTLyun, StacToly, OpLods).

Perhaps the most surprising elements are the seemingly very generic endings of the
work. The one alludes to etymologies of grammata and ypdsar (Ebow) when different types
of lines are used to display the text; the other leads to a paragraph at the beginning of the
Apocalypse. The ending of P. Bodmer 5 corresponds to the ending in the Apocalypse; but at
the same time, it aligns the treatise to works with more explicit treatments of reading and
writing. Statements that seem to lack clarity—such as the last sentence of the preface of the

Apocalypse—are written with conciseness and can be linked to specific sources.
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Because finding a unifying structure has required determining the method

(hermeneutics) appropriate to the text and applying it in the reading of the text, this study of
PJ has become an exploration of the practical application of ypappatiki®'® as well as an

inquiry into the mechanisms at work in assuring the tradition of PJ.

Clarifying the mode of reading and the structure and main sources for reading the text
is only a beginning for a more in-depth study of PJ and the cultural background of the work.
There has been no opportunity to examine the individual sources in depth (e.g., discussions
of ekdosis, or determining the Christian examples illustrating usage), or to examine the
examples of reading and writing highlighted and incorporated in the text (Lk 4 and Jer), or to
assess allusions to Homer in the text (especially of P. Bodmer 5), or to discuss (near)
contemporary (Origen) or later sources (Epiphanius) who refer to the work and document
and demonstrate how it is read. Origen especially is an interesting case, since he is a
grammarian and makes a reference to the ‘Bi{plos ’lakwPov” in a broader argument on
reading and Tapddoots, and in commenting on a passage of the gospel followed by a
discussion of the death of John the Baptist. Origen puts much emphasis on statements “mept
Ths avaipéoens ToU TpodrTov.” At the same time, the text of Book Ten of his

commentary on the Gospel according to Matthew is also “mepl Tfis Yevéoens”.

For me, a particularly exciting discovery is the cultural (anthropological) implications

for the conceptualization of the relationship between the written and the spoken word, and

818 E g, focusing on the structure and on technical and philosophical concepts (the theoretical background),
analyzing the text with great attention to details and the subtle differences in wording, determining the
boundaries of the different texts “stacked together” and then identifying the sources of the different pépn
MEews and their shared referent(s).
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between reader and text. Such conceptualizations can be inferred from measures taken by

the author to assure the unaltered transmission of the written text and of its meaning, and

from metaphors and comparisons in the grammatical manuals.

Previous discussions of the unity of the work have not sufficiently taken into account
the guides built into the text of the narrative itself and of the models with summaries,
outlines, okomos, and titles of the individual editions. This is the outcome of a view of the
written text as a static, silent (i.e., unvoiced) entity, whose accuracy can be measured against
some “ideal” text. This view is mirrored by a distancing (non-synergetic or non-dialogical)
stance towards the written text, on the presupposition that the text is meant to generate only

one reading (in written and spoken form).

The display of the text in a plane (émiddvera) rather than in a line (ypappr)—and
the split lines in which a word is formed from halves in the same lines of adjacent columns
(contrary to the linear, spoken manifestation of the word), as well as the etymological
connections between different parts of the narrative, or the notion of a dwvn €yypdppaTtos
point to a conceptualization of graphic representations and of words (spoken in time) and

images very different from our own.

Reading (clarifying) the text takes place through and in a dialogue between author
and reader and makes possible a “voicing” and making to “shine forth” of a human being’s
utterance, to be taken in by another person without distortions. This makes reading
essentially a process of translation (finding and bringing forth the A\dyos appropriate to each

listener’s soul), but one requiring the reader’s purification (and illumination).
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The text can be (and remain) opaque and still present to its readers mirror images of

themselves, itself remaining silent, and/or it provides the means for generating (and finding)
a “helper” (reader) like itself (and vice versa), and the reader is the instrument through
which, and within whom, a dwvr} comes to be (i.e., is completed as imprint or writing) or

exists (in the reader’s movements).

PJ can serve as a teaching tool for applying (and thus practicing and remembering)
classical and Late Antique principles of exegesis. But this is only one usage—it is also a
diagnostic tool for the reader to learn to see what is not clear and to search for guidance and

help.

Reading PJ and struggling with understanding what its says has taught me to listen
and see more intently, to search for and delay judgment until the completion of an utterance
and question preconceptions, to recognize and ask/search for explanation when passages are
unclear to me, to wait for the revelation of the harmony and order that are always there but
requires that I first hear the entire word and then “turn around” and see anew, from the proper
distance and with open eyes, understanding how everything fits together in a harmonious,
well-proportioned whole, and is simple, luminous, and unchanging, and at the same time

manifold, complex, and dynamic.
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