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ABSTRACT

New Testament Texts on Greek Amulets from Late Antiquity and Their Relevance for
Textual Criticism

Brice C. Jones
Concordia University, 2015

This dissertation examines New Testament citations on all Greek papyrus and parchment amulets
from late antique Egypt. Since New Testament textual criticism does not allow for the inclusion
of non-continuous manuscripts (of which amulets are a part) in the official catalogue of
manuscripts, a large body of textual evidence has fallen outside the purview of scholars. This
dissertation, which constitutes the first systematic treatment of non-continuous manuscripts,
seeks to remedy the situation in part by determining the ways in which New Testament texts on
amulets may be useful for textual criticism.

This dissertation has three main objectives. The first objective is to define more closely
the categories of continuous and non-continuous by formulating criteria for the identification of
the latter. The second objective is to propose a method for analyzing the texts of non-continuous
artifacts in terms of their text-critical value. The third objective is to establish a comprehensive
database of one category of non-continuous artifacts (amulets) and provide a detailed analysis of
both their texts and containers (i.e., physical manuscripts).

By analyzing a largely untapped source of New Testament textual data, this project
contributes to a methodological question in textual criticism concerning its categories and
provides a wealth of source material for the study of the reception of the Bible in early
Christianity. Thus, while the study is targeted at textual critics, it contributes to a conversation
about early Christianity that is much larger than the project, as these texts demonstrate the

various ways in which early Christians used scripture.

v



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This dissertation has its genesis in a Q&A session at the Annual Meeting of the Society of
Biblical Literature in New Orleans, 2009. Geoffrey Smith had just announced a new papyrus
amulet from Oxyrhynchus containing a citation of Mark 1:1-2, when Michael Theophilos raised
his hand and asked: “As a rule, this amulet will not be listed in the official list of New Testament
manuscripts. So what will be its significance to the field overall?” A “rule”? “Why could it not
be catalogued with other manuscripts?,” I thought. And so began the journey. The amulet in
question is P.Oxy. 76.5073 and is featured below (no. 16).

A project like this would not have been possible without the help and support of many
individuals. In particular, I thank my doctoral supervisor, André Gagné, who has gone above and
beyond in helping me become the scholar that I am today. He has informed my scholarship and
thinking in many ways, and I will always be indebted to him for his contributions, both
professionally and personally. I am also grateful to the other members of my doctoral examining
committee: Lorenzo DiTommaso, Carly Daniel-Hughes, Amy S. Anderson, and Stephen Yeager.

Special thanks goes to Adela Yarbro Collins, who kindly agreed to direct a seminar in
papyrology and textual criticism in 2010 during my Masters studies at Yale University. Our visit
to the Beinecke Rare Book and Manuscript Library to see and handle papyri was infectious and
served as the stimulus for my fascination with the wonderful field of papyrology.

Many of the publications consulted in the research stages of the dissertation appeared
long ago in obscure, and often defunct, periodicals and books. I am thankful to the following
colleagues for securing scans of obscure but necessary publications that were not easily
accessible to me: Tyler Smith, Hany Takla, Lorne Zelyck, Peter Malik, Brian Larsen Wells, and
Sonja Anderson. Several other scholars have kindly assisted me at various stages of the project.

In particular, I am grateful to the following people for answering questions and offering



suggestions about specific amulets: Theodore de Bruyn, Roy Kotansky, Hans Forster, Tommy
Wasserman, Lorne Zelyck, Joseph E. Sanzo, and AnneMarie Luijendijk. I kindly thank Marius
Gerhardt (Agyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung) for providing me with an image of BKT
6.7.1, which was otherwise not available, during my research on this amulet. Graphic designer
and personal friend Kyle Newton traced the letters and drawings found in the figures, which
provide much visual clarification of complicated descriptions.

I owe great thanks to Michael Theophilos and Joesph Sanzo, who read an earlier,
complete draft of the dissertation and provided a wealth of helpful comments and suggestions. I
am indebted to them for their assistance and excellent scholarship that I hope to model in some
way or another.

I have been fortunate enough to have a close network of international scholars, whose
constant support and constructive ideas were invaluable to me throughout my Masters and
Doctoral studies. In particular, I thank: Malcolm Choat, Sofia Torallas Tovar, Klaas Worp,
Tommy Wasserman, Juan Hernandez, Jr., Dan Wallace, David Eastman, and Jeremy Hultin.
Thank you all for the lessons you have taught me. I thank also my Lee University “family,” who
instilled in me a thirst for knowledge that remains unquenchable to this day: Michael E. Fuller,
Emerson B. Powery, Donald Bowdle{, William A. Simmons, and Ted Ray Gee.

Finally, and above all, I thank my precious family for their immeasurable sacrifices that
they have had to make throughout this long journey. In particular, my wife Meghan, and my two
daughters, Hadley and Leighton, have been a constant source of support, love, humor, joy,

strength, and inspiration. For all that you are and for all that you have done—thank you.

vi



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LISt Of FIGUIES....eiiiiiieiiiieecieeeeeete ettt ettt e st e e sebe e et e e s aaeessaeesssaeessaeesssaeensseennns ix
LISt Of TADIES ...ttt ettt sttt e s e et ne e an X
LiSt Of ADDIEVIATIONS .....eeutiiiieeiiieiieetee ettt ettt ettt s e st e et eseeesabeesaeesaneenae xi
Editorial CONVENTIONS ....cccutiiiiiiieiiienieeite ettt sttt eseee st e st e e b e sseesbeesaeeeas XVi
Chapter 1: Introduction and Survey of Scholarship .........cccoecveeriieiniienniiecrieeceeeeeeee, 1
1.1 PrOJECt SUMMATY ..eeeiuviieriieeiiieeeieeeeiteessiteessiteeesiteesseeesseeesseeessseesssseeensseessssessssseennns 1
1.2 Classifying Greek New Testament Manuscripts: The Liste........cccccvueevvueeeviveenieeennne 8
1.3 Survey of Research on Non-Continuous Text Manuscripts........cccecvveercveerrveensunenns 14
1.3.1 Stuart R. PICKETING ...coovviiiiieiiieiiieeiee ettt eve e sve e s saaeesane s 14

1.3.2 Stanley E. POTLET ....coeviiiiiiieiiieciee ettt ettt e e e e saeessaaeesaneens 17

1.3.3 Peter M. Head ..ottt 20

1.4 Project Limitations and OULHNE ..........ccccuierriiiiiiieniieenieerieeesiee e esreeeneesaee e 23
1.4.1 Project LimMitationS ......c.eeeeeveeerieerriieeiiieeeiieeeiireessieeesseeesseessssesssssesssssessssseens 23

Li4.2 OULINE. ..ttt ettt sttt e st sate s bt e s aeesanes 25

1.5 CONCIUSION ..eniiiiiiiiiteeieete ettt sttt et s e s e e bt e sseesbeenaeeas 27
Chapter 2: Terminology and Criteria .........cceevverrriieeeiieeriiieeniieenieeesieeesreeesreessneesssneennns 28
2.1 Defining NON-CONtINUOUS.......ccccvttrrieeeiieeeiieeerireesieeesieeesreeesseeessseessssesssssessssseens 28
2.2 Criteria for Identifying Non-Continuous ATtifacts .........ccecceeveerveenieniieeneensieennnen. 29
2.2.1 Criterion #1: Textual Continuity between Recto and Verso..........ccccveeeuneenn. 29

2.2.2 Criterion #2: The Use of AMUIELS......ccceeiiiriiiiiiiiiiiieeeeieeeeeeeee e 31

2.2.3 Criterion #3: Presence of the Word €pUNVEL®L .....cccveerveeciieniieiienieereeeee e 38

2.2.4 Criterion #4: ContexXt of Citation .......coceeiieerieirienieenieeeesee et 41

vil



2.2.5 Criterion #5: Specific Content of New Testament Citation...........cccccveeruneenn. 43

2.3 CONCIUSION ..ottt ettt ettt st e bt e et e s st e sabe e st e eabeesseesabeenneens 46
Chapter 3: Method of Textual ANALYSIS .....cocvveieiiiieiieeniieeriieerie e e e e e siae e 47
3.1 INEFOAUCTION ...ttt ettt et ettt et st e sat e s bt e saeesabeesseesmneenne 47
3.2 A Prolegomenon: The Analogy of Patristic Citations .........ccccceeereveeerveeeniueensneennns 47
3.3 Method of Textual Analysis Adopted in the Study........ccecveeriiieeniieiniiieeieeeiees 57
3.4 CONCIUSION .vuiiiiieiiieiieete ettt ettt et st e st e et e sate st e e s st e e bt e saeesabeesaeeenneenne 61
Chapter 4: Amulets and Their TEXES ....covcveiiiiereiieieiieeriie et esreeesreessereeseeeeessaneeenne 64
4.1 Editorial ProCedUIE ........ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeteeeete et 64
4.1.1 Transcriptions, Headings, and IMages ........ccccceeevviieeriieeenieeenieecieeereesieenn 64

4.1.2 Paratextual Features and Historical Function ..........c..ccecceeviiiiiniinncnneennee. 65

4.1.3 PalaCograpny .....cccccueiiiiiiiiiieeiieeeieeete et e et e et e et e e e sre e e e e s aaeesana s 66

4.2 Amulets and Their TeXES.....couiiiiiiiiiiereieeee et 67
Chapter 5: Conclusions and ReSUILS ........ccueeviiiiriiiiiiieeeiecrieeciee e 192
5.1 INETOAUCHION ..cnviiiieeieeiteeee ettt ettt ettt et e s e et e s bt e saeeeaees 192
5.2 Patterns and Results of Textual Evaluation ...........ccccceeveeniiiiinnicinieniieneeneeee 193
5.2.1 PALBIMIS ¢nuteeiteeiteeieeeite ettt ettt st ettt st e st e et e s e e s b e e saeeenbee e 193

5.2.2 Results of Textual Evaluation ...........cceceeieeiieniiinieniinieecesieeeeneeeeene 198

5.3 Suggestions for Further Research ..........cccooovvveiiiiniiiiniiiiicecccceeee e, 201

L33 10] 0T 4 -1 0] 1 ) USRS UURRRPRPURRPRRNt 203
Appendix 1: Cataloguing the EVIdence.........ccccuveriiiiriiiiiiiieiiiecieecieececeee e 233
Appendix 2: Von Dobschiitz NUMDETS.........ccooiiiiiiiiriieiiiecieecieceee e 241

viil



List of Figures

FIGUIE 1ottt e st e e e sttt e e s et e e e s s bt e e e s ssbaeeesnansaeessnanne 71
FRGUIE 2.ttt ettt ettt et e et e bt e e e saee s 101
FAGUIE 3.ttt ettt et e s te e e sate e e sate e esabeeesaeessaeesssseesnsnaennsaas 150
FRGUIE ...ttt ettt et ettt e st e et e bt e esaeeas 160
FRGUIE 5.ttt sttt e st et e b e s e e saeeas 163
FAGUIE Gttt ettt e te e e st e e e sabe e s sabeeesaeeesaeessaeesssnaennseas 182
FRGUI 7.ttt ettt et st e bt e et e bt e s e e saee s 182
FRGUIE 8.ttt ettt ettt et e et e bt s e e e s 237
FRGUIE ...ttt ettt ettt e st e e bt e bt e s e e e s 238
FAGUIE L0ttt ettt sttt e at e st e s bt e e bt e b e s e e saeeas 238
FRGUIE 1.ttt ettt et et e st e et e bt e s e e saeeas 239

iX



Table 1

List of Tables



Aland, Repertorium

AnBoll

ANF

ANRW
ANTF
APF
ASP
BAC
BASP
BETL
Bib
BICSSupp
BKT
BSAC
BZ
CBET

CBNTS

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

Aland, Kurt. Repertorium der griechischen christlichen Papyri I:

Biblische Papyri, Altes Testament, Neues Testament,

Apokryphen. PTS 18; Berlin: W. de Gruyter, 1976.
Analecta Bollandiana

The Ante-Nicene Fathers, ed. Alexander Roberts

Donaldson. 1885-1887. 10 vols. Repr. Peabody, Mass., Hendrickson,

1994.

Aufstieg und Niedergang der rémischen Welt

Arbeiten zur neutestamentliche Textforschung

Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung

American Studies in Papyrology

Bible in Ancient Christianity

Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists
Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium
Biblica

Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies Supplement
Berliner Klassikertexte

Bulletin de la Société d’archéologie copte

Biblische Zeitschrift

Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology

Coniectanea biblica: New Testament series

xi

and James



CNRS
col/s.

CSS

De Bruyn and Dijkstra

Eranos
ETL
ExpTim
FC
fig/s.
frg/s.
GA
GRBS
HTR
inv.
JAC
JHS
JLA
JOB
JSNTSupp

JTS

Centre national de la recherche scientifique
column/s

Cistercian Studies Series

De Bruyn, Theodore S. and Jitse H.F. Dijkstra. “Greek Amulets and
Formularies from Egypt Containing Christian Elements: A Checklist

of Papyri, Parchments, Ostraka, and Tablets.” BASP 48 (2011): 163-

216.

Eranos. Acta philological Suecana
Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanienses
Expository Times

Fathers of the Church. Washington, D.C., 1947-
figure/s

fragment/s

Gregory-Aland number

Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies
Harvard Theological Review
Inventory

Jahrbuch fiir Antike und Christentum
Journal of Hellenic Studies

Journal of Late Antiquity

Jahrbuch der Osterreichischen Byzantinischen Gesellschaft

Journal for the Study of the New Testament Supplements

Journal of Theological Studies

xii



L./1/.
LCL

LDAB

LNTS

LXX

Mertens-Pack’®

NA”

NAZS

NewDocs

NHMS

NKGW

NovT
NovTSup

NTS

line/s

Loeb Classical Library

Leuven Database of Ancient Books
[http://www.trismegistos.org/ldab/]

Library of New Testament Studies

Septuagint

Paul Mertens’ updated catalogue to R.A. Pack’s The Greek and Latin
Literary Texts from Greco-Roman Egypt (2" ed.; Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press, 1965).

Novum Testamentum Graece, ed. [E. Nestle and E. Nestle], Barbara
Aland, Kurt Aland, Johannes Karavidopoulos, Carlo M. Martini, and
Bruce M. Metzger. 27" rev. ed. Stuttgart: Deutsch Bibelgesellschaft,
1993.

Novum Testamentum Graece, ed. [E. Nestle and E. Nestle], Barbara
Aland, Kurt Aland, Johannes Karavidopoulos, Carlo M. Martini, and
Bruce M. Metzger. 28" ed. Stuttgart: Deutsch Bibelgesellschaft, 2012.
New Documents Illustrating Early Christianity. 10 vols. North Ryde:
Macquarie University/Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1976—.

Nag Hammadi and Manichaean Studies

Nachrichten von der Koniglichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften
und der Georg-Augusts-Universitdt zu Gottingen

Novum Testamentum

Novum Testamentum Supplements

New Testament Studies

xiil



NTTRU
NTTSD
NTTS

no./nos.

PG

PGM

PTS

RBS

RGRW
SAA
SBLNTGF
SBLTCS
SBLWGRW
SD

SGAWGW

SNTSMS
STAC
TS

e

New Testament Textual Research Update

New Testament Tools, Studies and Documents

New Testament Tools and Studies

number/s

Migne, J.-P., ed. Patrologia Graeca Cursus Completus. 161 vols.
Paris: Vives, 1857-1866.

Preisendanz, Karl, ed. Papyri Graecae Magicae: Die griechen
Zauberpapyri. 2 vols. Rev. ed. A. Henrichs. Stuttgart: K. G. Saur
Verlag Gmbh & Co., 1973.

Patristische Texte und Studien

Resources for Biblical Study

Religions in the Graeco-Roman World

Studia antiqua australiensia

Society of Biblical Literature New Testament in the Greek Fathers
Society of Biblical Literature Text-Critical Studies

Society of Biblical Literature Writings from the Greco-Roman World
Studies and Documents

Studien zur Geschichte des antiken Weltbildes und der griechischen
Wissenschaft

Society for New Testament Studies Monograph Series

Studien und Texte zu Antike und Christentum

Texts and Studies

TC: A Journal of Biblical Textual Criticism

[http://rosetta.reltech.org/TC/]

Xiv



TENT
TLZ
trans.
ixt
TynBul
vC
ZAC
ZNW

ZPE

Texts and Editions for New Testament Study
Theologische Literaturzeitung

translation

text of the Nestle-Aland 28" edition

Tyndale Bulletin

Vigiliae Christianae

Zeitschrift fiir antikes Christentum

Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft

Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik

XV



EDITORIAL CONVENTIONS

All texts edited in this dissertation are edited according to the standard “Leiden” system
established in 1931 and described by Eric G. Turner in Greek Papyri: An Introduction (Oxford:

Clarendon Press, 1980%), 187-188, 203.

aPyd Letters that are uncertain or could be read in more than one way
[apyd] Letters restored by the editor of the text

<afyd> Letters or words omitted by the scribe but filled in by the editor
<> Lacanuae in the text (erroneous omissions of the scribe)

(apyd) Abbreviations resolved by the editor

[[oByd]] Letters or words written but then cancelled by the scribe

“apyd” Letters or words written by the scribe above the line

Unreadable traces of letters, the number of which is estimated
[..]or [£2] Lacuna in which the number of missing letters is estimated

{apyd} Letters or words wrongly added by the scribe and cancelled by the editor

Papyrus editions and papyrological journals are cited according to John F. Oates et al., Checklist
of  Greek, Latin, Demotic —and  Coptic  Papyri, Ostraca and  Tablets,
http://scriptorium.lib.duke.edu/papyrus/texts/clist.html. References to LDAB, followed by
numbers, refer to literary manuscripts listed in the Leuven Database of Ancient Books, online
and updated at http://www.trismegistos.org/ldab/. Reference to Gregory-Aland numbers for New
Testament manuscripts may be found at the online edition of the Kurzgefafite Liste, at
http://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/liste. General abbreviations follow the SBL Handbook of Style: For
Ancient Near Eastern, Biblical, and Early Christian Studies (Peabody: Hendrickson Publishers,

1999).

XVi



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND SURVEY OF SCHOLARSHIP

1.1 Project Summary

“Read the beginning of the Gospel and see.” Such are the words introducing the text of Mark
1:1-2 in a fourth century amulet found in the ancient city of Oxyrhynchus in Egypt.' No doubt
these words served as instructions to the one wearing the amulet. As with most amulets from late
antique Egypt, the text inscribed upon it was recited as part of a ritual invoking the divine for
some favor, healing, or protection. We do not know who wore this amulet, but we do know from
its opening lines that its owner was instructed to read the text of the Gospel of Mark. For this
ancient person, these words were not just any words. They were the right words required for the
particular ritual carried out. And as it so happens, this amulet is not unique. Many amulets from
late antique Egypt bear witness to the use of New Testament texts. For more than a century,
however, New Testament textual critics have by and large dismissed these texts as secondary
witnesses, classifying them as non-continuous manuscripts.

In the discipline of New Testament textual criticism, there are three primary kinds of
evidence used to establish the text of the New Testament: 1) Greek manuscripts, 2) versions
(Latin, Coptic, Syriac, Georgian, etc.), and 3) quotations and allusions (e.g., from the church
fathers). For a Greek manuscript to qualify for classification, it must be a continuous manuscript,

that is, a manuscript “containing (originally) at least one New Testament writing in continuous

! The text is P.Oxy. 76.5073 (no. 16 below).



fashion from beginning to end.”” The relevance of non-continuous manuscripts—manuscripts or
fragments thereof that did not contain at least one New Testament writing from beginning to
end—has been anything but clear. Examples of non-continuous texts include isolated New
Testament citations on amulets, inscriptions, ostraka, wooden tablets, school texts, and so on.

In the first half of the twentieth century, a few non-continuous artifacts enjoyed a place,
albeit only briefly, within text-critical discussions as well as in the standard list of Greek New
Testament manuscripts.” Along the way, however, this category of manuscripts was called into
question: are such texts actually valuable for reconstructing the text of the New Testament? This
question of course was especially important to editors of the Greek New Testament, who were
forced to make decisions about the type of evidence that should be used for the purpose of
establishing a critical edition of the Greek New Testament. In the middle of the twentieth
century, the decision was made that only non-continuous manuscripts could be formally
classified and included in the critical apparatus of the Greek New Testament.’ Thus, Léon
Vaganay and Christian-Bernard Amphoux could say in 1986 that non-continuous text
manuscripts “n’ont guere d’importance pour la critique textuelle, ce sont plutdt des curiosités.”
As a result of this restriction within the discipline, numerous artifacts containing New Testament
citations have been relegated to the margins of textual study.

In the following sections, we shall examine various reasons why non-continuous

manuscripts of the New Testament are considered problematic for textual research. But it should

> Eldon J. Epp, “The Papyrus Manuscripts of the New Testament,” in The Text of the New Testament in
Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Quaestionis, ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes (1* ed.;
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 5. Stuart R. Pickering states that “[CJontinuous texts [are]...texts which were
originally written out as continuous and complete copies of whole books” (“The Significance of Non-Continuous
New Testament Textual Materials in Papyri,” in Studies in the Early Text of the Gospels and Acts. The Papers of the
First Birmingham Colloquium on the Textual Criticism of the New Testament, ed. D.G.K. Taylor [TS 1;
Birmingham: University of Birmingham Press, 1999], 122).

? This is discussed more fully below.

* On the systems of New Testament manuscript classification, see below.

’ Léon Vaganay and Christian-Bernard Amphoux, Initiation a la critique textuelle néotestamentaire (2™ ed.; Paris:
Les Editions du Cerf, 1986), 49.



be stated at the outset that the neglect of these witnesses within the guild of New Testament
textual criticism seems to be in part a result of the traditional preoccupation with the quest for the
“original text,” that is, the text the author wrote.® The search for the orginal text has traditionally
involved the study of early and more extensive manuscripts. Manuscripts with earliest ascribed
dates have traditionally been considered superior because their texts are closer in time to the
original writings that no longer survive.” And since we are fortunate to possess early manuscripts
containing extensive amounts of text, later fragmentary manuscripts of various kinds have often
been subordinated to these more extensive ones. It is, therefore, no surprise that the earliest
reconstructed text of the New Testament, as represented by the Nestle-Aland editions, is largely
established on the basis of the large fourth and fifth century majuscule codices, particularly
Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Vaticanus. It is for these and other reasons that additional witnesses
have been of secondary importance, namely, because they post-date the early fourth and fifth
century majuscules, and because their citations are often not very extensive. This is certainly the
case with non-continuous manuscripts, but it is also true of patristic citations and versions, which
have only been used sparingly. William L. Peterson has called for a more serious consideration
of these secondary witnesses (i.e., patristic citations and versions), arguing that the search for the
original text should go beyond the parameters of the New Testament manuscript tradition.® But
in comparison, there has been very little effort to assess the significance of non-continuous

witnesses.

® On the relevance of the concept of an “original text,” see the momentous study by Eldon J. Epp, “The Multivalence
of the Term ‘Original Text’ in New Testament Textual Criticism,” HTR 92 (1999): 245-281; idem, “It’s All About
Variants: A Variant-Conscious Approach to New Testament Textual Criticism,” HTR 100 (2007): 275-308.

"1t is of course wrong to assume that earlier manuscripts always contain early readings and that late manuscripts
always contain late readings. Indeed, readings in later witnesses have been found to have early support, so the age of
a manuscript is not necessarily a reflection of the quality of its text. See the comments by J.K. Elliott, “Can We
Recover the Original New Testament?” Theology 77 (1974): 338-353. On the putative superiority of the papyri, see
the discussion in the review of Stanley E. Porter below.

8 William L. Petersen, “What Text Can New Testament Textual Criticism Ultimately Reach?” in New Testament
Textual Criticism, Exegesis, and Early Church History, ed. Barbara Aland and Joél Delobel (CBET 7; Kampen:
Kok, 1994), 136-151.



The situation is completely different when we look outside the field of New Testament
textual criticism. In most other disciplines, isolated citations within non-continuous fragments
(as defined above) are used without hesitation for the purpose of textual reconstruction, as well
as for the study of textual transmission.” In classical papyrology, scholars exploit many different
kinds of inscribed artifacts in an attempt to improve our understanding of ancient texts. We can
mention just three examples here.

The first is P.Koln Gr. 7.282 (LDAB 2657; second/third century C.E.), an isolated school
text on the verso of a documentary register containing a citation of the opening scene of
Menander’s Misoumenos." Its classification as a school text did not prevent it from being used in
the critical apparatus of a modern edition; P.K&In Gr. 7.282 is used as a principle witness (siglum
“C”) to lines 18-33 of Misoumenos in W.G. Arnott’s 1996 edition."' In fact, quite a few school
exercises of Homer’s Iliad and Odyssey are included in major editions of those works.'?

We also know that Homer was cited in amulets, and this brings us to our second example:
P.Philammon 9 (LDAB 2143; fifth/sixth century C.E.)."” The text of this papyrus consists of at
least eleven healing or iatromagical spells for a variety of physical ailments, including fever,

headache, hemorrhaging, and so on. The formularies require the one writing or using the spells to

° For citations of the Hebrew Bible within early Jewish “magic,” particularly within Aramaic incantation bowls (a
type of amulet produced in Mesopotamia and Asia Minor), see Joseph Angel, “The Use of the Hebrew Bible in
Early Jewish Magic,” Religion Compass 3/5 (2009): 785-798, and most recently Christa Miiller-Kessler, “The Use
of Biblical Quotations in Jewish Aramaic Incantation Bowls,” in Studies on Magic and Divination in the Biblical
World, ed. Helen R. Jacobus, Anne Katrine de Hemmer Gudme, and Philippe Guillaume (Piscataway: Gorgias,
2013), 227-245, and the literature cited there.

10 First published by B. Boyaval, “Le prologue du Misoumenos de Ménandre et quelques autres papyrus grecs inédits
de I'Institut Francais d’Archéologie Orientale du Caire,” ZPE 6 (1970), 1-33; see also the discussion of this
fragment in Eric G. Turner, The Papyrologist at Work (Durham: Duke University, 1973), 15-21. In addition to the
Cairo fragment published by Boyaval, a related fragment was subsequently found in Cologne (Papyrussammlung P.
96). For the most up-to-date edition of these fragments, see Michael Gronewald and Klaus Maresch, eds., Kolner
Papyri (P.Kéln), Band 7 (Papyrologica Coloniensia; Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1991).

"W.G. Arnott, Menander, vol. 2 (LCL 459; Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1996).

12 The Iliad and Odyssey were very often employed as school texts. A recent check in the LDAB brings up 126 hits
for a search for “Homerus” + “school text,” and the majority of those are catalogued and included in major editions
(e.g., Mertens-Pack, Allen-West-Sutton).

3 First published in Wilhelm Schubart, ed., Aegyptische Urkunden aus den Koéniglichen Museen zu Berlin,
Griechische Urkunden IV (Berlin: Weidmann, 1912), no. 1026; see LDAB 2143 for subsequent literature.
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write or recite a passage from Homer’s Iliad, and it is stated that the applied artifact will then
produce the desired effect.'* These citations of Homer are listed in several major catalogues and
editions of Homer, including Martin L. West’s Teubner edition, where it is assigned the siglum
4¢W2"’15

In the third case, we may cite P.Flor. 2.259 (LDAB 1320; third century C.E.), a private
letter from Timaios to Heroninos, in the margin of which is a citation of Illiad 2.1-2 (written
transverse in a second hand).'® This papyrus is listed in several catalogues and cited in major
editions, including West’s edition, where it is assigned the siglum “w8.”'" Thus, for
papyrologists and scholars of classical antiquity, citations of classical literature are catalogued,
studied, and cited in critical editions irrespective of whether the text in question is continuous or
non-continuous. '

In many ways, then, it is surprising that New Testament scholars have let some texts fall
to the wayside for the sole reason that they were never a complete text. Moreoever, in addition to
any text-critical disadvantage of this exclusionary criterion, there is also the disadvantage of
losing view of the social value of these artifacts. As one scholar laments, New Testament

manuscripts should not be “treated simply as repositories of variants, as if all 5,000 manuscripts

4 “[For one who suffers from elephantiasis, write this] verse and give it [i.e., the amulet] [to him/her] to wear: ‘[As

when a] woman stains ivory with Phoenecian purple.”” Trans. from Hans Dieter Betz, ed., The Greek Magical
Papyri in Translation, Including the Demotic Spells (2™ ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992), 260 (=
PGM 2:147, no. P22a). The citation is in verbatim agreement with Iliad 4.141.

15 See Mertens-Pack® no. 6001; Martin L. West, Studies in the Text and Transmission of the Iliad (Miinchen: K.G.
Saur, 2001), 136; idem, Homerus Ilias, Volumen Prius, Rhapsodiae I-XII (Stuttgart: Teubner, 1998), LVIL.

' Published in Domenico Comparetti, ed., Papiri greco-egizii, papiri Fiorentini, vol. 2 (Milan: Hoepli, 1908-10).

17 See Mertens-Pack® no. 0623; West, Studies, 136; idem, Homerus Ilias, LVIL.

18 According to Roger S. Bagnall, “[i]n a broad sense, papyrology is a discipline concerned with the recovery and
exploitation of ancient artifacts bearing writing and of the textual material preserved on such artifacts”
(“Introduction,” in The Oxford Handbook of Papyrology, ed. Roger S. Bagnall [Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2009], xvii); cf. the statement by Eric G. Turner: “Pieces awaiting publication will tend to be the smaller, less
complete, less straightforward ones. A fortunate combination may produce a worthwhile bulk of continuous text; but
often such luck is denied the worker” (Greek Papyri: An Introduction [Oxford: Clarendon, 1980], 72).



were a giant container with these variants within them.”" All written artifacts deserve to be
studied, large or small, whole or fragmentary, even if they do not provide a form of text useful

for textual criticism. As Harry Gamble so aptly states:

Whatever else a text may be or may signify, it is a physical object, and as such it can be described,
deciphered, and bibliographically located. Yet the physical object is also a social artifact. Its content
was composed, its vehicle selected, and the words transcribed in a particular way [...] By observing
precisely how the text was laid out, how it was written, and what is was written on or in one has
access not only to the technical means of its production but also, since these are the signs of intended
and actual uses, to the social attitudes, motives, and contexts that sustained its life and shaped its
meaning. From this perspective a clean distinction between textual history and the history of
literature is neither possible nor desirable.”

In other words, an inscribed artifact is just as much a social artifact as it is a textual artifact. But
opportunities to explore these wider issues are stifled when certain bodies of evidence are
excluded from classification and discussion in allegiance to some rigid criterion.

In a final section of his Story of the New Testament Text titled “Future Tasks,” Robert F.
Hull lists ten suggestions for future research in New Testament textual criticism, the fifth of
which reads as follows: “What can we learn from the analysis of New Testament quotations and
allusions in noncontinuous sources (inscriptions, amulets, private letters, unidentified papyrus
texts)?”*' It is without question that such a systematic analysis is needed. For too long in the
discipline of textual criticism, non-continuous manuscripts have received insufficient attention.
Thus, we must take up Hull’s invitation to analyze these sources.

This dissertation, which represents the first systematic treatment of non-continuous
artifacts, has three main objectives. The first objective is to define more closely the categories of

continuous and non-continuous by formulating criteria for the identification of the latter. The

19 Stanley E. Porter, “New Testament Studies and Papyrology: What Can We Learn from Each Other?” in Akten des
23. Internationalen Papyrologenkongresses, Wien 22.-28. Juli 2001, ed. Bernhard Palme (Papyrologica
Vindobonensia 1; Vienna: Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2007), 559-572, at 562.

» Harry Y. Gamble, Books and Readers in the Early Church: A History of Early Christian Texts (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1995), 43.

2 Robert F. Hull, The Story of the New Testament Text: Movers, Materials, Motives, Methods, and Models (RBS 58;
Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2010), 190. Similarly, with respect to amulets citing scripture, Bruce M.
Metzger and Bart D. Ehrman say that “[a] full discussion of these scriptural amulets awaits further study” (The Text
of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration [4™ ed.; Oxford: Oxford University Press,
20051, 296).



second objective is to propose a method for analyzing the texts of non-continuous artifacts in
terms of their text-critical value. The third objective is to establish a comprehensive database of
one category of non-continuous artifacts (amulets) and provide a detailed analysis of both their
texts and containers (i.e., physical manuscripts).

My hope is that this study will be a useful guide for subsequent research on the non-
continuous witnesses of the New Testament. Yet, while the study is targeted at textual critics, it
also contributes to a conversation about early Christianity that is much larger than the project, as
these texts demonstrate the various ways in which early Christians used scripture (e.g., as
apotropaic devices).” In other words, while one of the goals is to determine precisely in what
ways amulets can and cannot be useful for textual criticism, the other goal is to analyze the forms
and functions of the actual materials and to consider them in light of their historical context. This
twofold approach (textual and social) is necessary in my mind if we are to appreciate fully the
ways in which these specific New Testament passages were considered meaningful to some early
Christians. Moreover, it is in line with the goals of textual criticism today, which, in addition to
reconstructing the text of the New Testament, has the goal of reconstructing the history of the
text over space and time. But before we commence with these more specific analyses, it is
necessary to provide a description of previous research on the question concerning the nature of
non-continuous manuscripts within New Testament textual criticism. This will be followed by a

brief discussion of the project limitations and outline adopted in the present study.

* Tommy Wasserman says it well: “[T]he history of the text is also the history of the scribes who read and re-
created their texts for various reasons. The recent developments in NT textual criticism have brought forward a
renewed interest not only in individual manuscripts and their environment, but in the whole history of the text and
its wider historical context” (The Epistle of Jude: Its Text and Transmission [CBNTS 43; Stockholm: Almqvist &
Wiksell, 20061, 26).



1.2 Classifying Greek New Testament Manuscripts: The Liste

The problems associated with non-continuous witnesses are best illustrated by a discussion of
manuscript classification. For the last few centuries, editors have been citing manuscripts in the
critical apparatuses of their Greek New Testaments to show textual deviation from the printed or
editorial text. But the main points of disagreement among editors have concerned the questions
of which witnesses to cite and how to cite them. I do not wish to rehearse here the entire history
of editions, which can be found in most contemporary handbooks on New Testament textual
criticism, but a brief description of manuscript classification is necessary for illustrating the
origins of the problem.

Johann Jakob Wettstein created the first coherent system of manuscript classification for
his 1751-1752 edition of the Greek New Testament.” Wettstein classified more than two hundred
New Testament manuscripts in his edition on the basis of three main categories: majuscules,
minuscules, and lectionaries. Capital Roman letters were employed for the majuscules (A =
Alexandrinus, B = Vaticanus, C = Ephraemi Rescriptus, D = Bezae, etc.), Arabic numerals for
the minuscules and lectionaries (1, 2, 3, etc.).* The principal edition of the late nineteenth/early
twentieth century, Constantine von Tischendorf’s editio octava critica maior (1869-1872),
followed Wettstein’s system generally, albeit with modifications in order to account for new

manuscript discoveries.” For example, Tischendorf assigned superscripts to the existing capitals

 H KAINH AIAGHKH. Novum Testamentum Graecum edionis receptae cum lectionibus variantibus codicum MSS.
Editionum aliarum. Versionum et Patrum nec non commentario plenoire. Ex Scriptoribus veteribus Hebraeis,
Graecis et Latinus. Historiam et vim verborun illustrante opera et studio Joannis Jacobi Wetstenni. 2 vols.
Amsterdam: Dommerian, 1751-52. Reprint, Graz, Austria: Akademische Druck-u. Verlagsanstalt, 1962. Prior to
Wittstein, John Mill, in his 1707 edition, had employed a system of citation in which manuscripts were identified by
their location.

# Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions and to the
Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism (trans. Erroll F. Rhodes; 2™ ed., rev. and enl.; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1995; German original, 1981), 72.

» Among editors of the Greek New Testament, Tischendorf holds the prize for the most manuscript discoveries and
the extensiveness of his critical apparatus is still unsurpassed insofar as hand editions are concerned.
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to signify distinct manuscripts (e.g., F*, I', O%), as well as the Hebrew letter & for his prize
discovery, Codex Sinaiticus, which he set ahead of the ABCD series.”

A major development was achieved in 1908 when Caspar René Gregory introduced a
new system of manuscript classification in his Die griechischen Handschriften des Neuen
Testaments (hereafter, Liste).”” Gregory’s goal was to introduce a logical system of classification
that would eliminate the problems and difficulties inherent in the systems of his predecessors.
Prior to Gregory, the way in which manuscripts were listed in the critical apparatus of the Greek
New Testament, that is, by the siglum given to each manuscript, varied from one edition to the
next. Gregory sought to establish a universal system that would be based on four categories of
manuscript classification: 1) Grosschriften (majuscules); ® 2) Papyri; * 3) Kleinschriften
(minuscules); and 4) Lesebiicher (lectionaries). Thus, a manuscript could be categorized on the
basis of its script (categories 1 and 3), material (category 2), or function (category 4).*° Gregory
employed the siglum  for papyri and listed individual manuscripts as consecutive superior

numerals.’' Majuscules (Grosschriften), which by definition are manuscripts written in majuscule

 Novum Testamentum Graece: Ad antiquissimos testes denuo recensuit. Editio octava critica maior; 2 vols.
(Leipzig: Giesecke & Devrient, 1869-72).

7 Leipzig: Hinrichs. In modern New Testament text-critical parlance, the term Liste (German for “catalogue™)
normally refers to the authoritative Kurzgefafite Liste der Griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments (more
on which see below). However, Gregory’s 1908 inventory (and its continuation) is consistently referred to in the
literature as a “Liste” (and “list” in English).

% The terms “uncial” and “majuscule” have traditionally been seen as synonymous, but “uncial” is a Latin term that
originally referred to the number of letters to a line, not a style of script. In this study, we shall use the term
“majuscule.” On this confusion, see Eric G. Turner, Greek Manuscripts of the Ancient World (Oxford: Clarendon:
1971), 1-2; William H.P. Hatch, “The Origin and Meaning of the Term ‘Uncial,”” Classical Philology 30.3 (1935):
247-254; Christopher de Hamel, The Book. A History of the Bible (London: Phaidon Press Limited, 2001), 54-55.

¥ Gregory’s 1908 Liste recorded Grosschriften first and Papyri second. The order was later reversed by Ernst von
Dobschiitz, and has not changed since.

3 These categories would later be criticized, on which see below.

' It should be noted that Gregory did not himself come up with the idea of using the letter ) as an abbreviation for
“papyri.” He mentions that Frederick Kenyon in England had already been using ) for this purpose: “Kenyon hat
dafiir das in England vielfach angewendete Zeichen fiir Papyri, ein deutsches oder wohl richtiger ein
mittelalterliches P vorgeschlagen” (Griechischen Handschriften, 26).
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script on parchment, were assigned an Arabic numeral preceded by a zero.”” Wettstein had
employed capital letters for majuscules, but as new manuscripts were discovered, later editors
were forced to use the Greek and Hebrew alphabets, since the number of letters in the Roman
alphabet had been surpassed. Gregory’s system solved this problem, since numerals, unlike
single letters, were unlimited in number. In previous generations, minuscules had separate
numbering systems for different parts of the New Testament.”* Gregory abandoned this practice
and established a new one by assigning to minuscules (Kleinschriften) an Arabic number
beginning with 1, which could be used for all sections of the New Testament. The same method
used to classify the minuscules (i.e., using Arabic numerals) was also applied to the lectionaries,
with the exception that an italicized lower case / preceded the number to signify that the
manuscript is a lectionary.

Thus, we have the following four-fold system:

Papyri: P, 1%, ...

Majuscules: 01, 02, 03...

Minuscules: 1, 2, 3...

Lectionaries: [ 1,/2,13...
There were other attempts by scholars to design a functional system for citing manuscripts in a
critical apparatus, but Gregory’s classification proved most effective and is still in use today.*
Important for our study is Gregory’s classification of 0152 (= O.Athens inv. 12227; LDAB

5594), an amulet containing the text of Matt. 6:9-13 (the Paternoster), and 0153 (Cairo, Institut

francais d’archéologie orientale inventory no. unknown; LDAB 2991), which represents twenty

> David C. Parker has suggested that the zero may in fact be a capital O signifying the word “oncial,” French for
“uncial” (An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts [Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2008], 37). Gregory himself is silent on this issue, but the graphic presentation of the character in question is
identical to other zeros in the Liste (e.g., U/030), which suggests to me that we are dealing with the number zero, not
a capital O.

3 For example, Wettstein began a new number series for each of the four categories of New Testament writings. He
recorded minuscules in the Gospels to 112, in the Pauline letters to 60, in the Apostolos to 58, and in Revelations to
28. See Aland and Aland, Text of the New Testament, 72.

* For example, Hermann Freiherr von Soden’s ambitious four-volume edition, which was judged a “failure.” For a
critique of von Soden’s edition, see Aland and Aland, Text of the New Testament, 22-23.
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Greek ostraka, containing several portions of the four Gospels.” This was the first time anyone
had formally classified ostraka or amulets—non-continuous by definition— among the
manuscripts of the New Testament. Gregory maintained the Liste until 1915, increasing the
numbers of manuscripts to 33‘9, 0169, 2326, and / 1565.%

In 1923, Ernst von Dobschiitz of Halle became keeper of the list of manuscripts, and
registered new manuscripts as they were reported to him.”” Von Dobschiitz first published an
updated version of the Liste in his 1923 revision of Eberhard Nestle’s FEinfiihrung in das
Griechische Neue Testament, and then in a series of articles.®® It was in this revision of Nestle’s

Einfiihrung that von Dobschiitz singled out the amulets and gave them a category of their own,

using the Gothic letter ¥ to denote “talisman.”” Thus, 0152 (= O.Athens inv. 12227) from

Gregory’s Liste was reclassified by von Dobschiitz as €. In essence, what von Dobschiitz did

through this re-classification was create a new category on the basis of a manuscript’s function;

the lectionary category, of course, had already been established on this basis. By 1928, the

% My attempts to locate 0153 have been unsuccessful. The IFAO staff in Cairo have assured me that the items did
not leave the collection, but they were also uncertain of the whereabouts. There is an interesting note about GA 0152
(O.Athens inv. 12227) by Adolf Deissmann: “Die von R. Knopf Athenische Mitteilungen 1900 S. 313ff. und
Zeitschrift fiir die neutest. Wissenschaft 2 (1901) S. 228ff. veroffentlichte ‘Tonscherbe’ aus Megara mit dem Text
des Vaterunsers ist keine Scherbe (wenn Scherbe das Bruchstiick z. B. eines zertriimmerten Gefiles ist), sondern
eine wohl eigens fiir die Inschrift hergestellte Tafel; die Schrift wurde in den noch weichen Ton eingekratzt und
dann durch Brennen fixiert. Ich sah die Tafel am 28. April 1906 im Museum zu Athen und besitze einen Gipsabguf3”
(“The ‘fragment of earthenware’ from Megara with the text of the Lord’s Prayer, published by R. Knopf, Athenische
Mitteilungen, 1900, p. 313ff., and Zeitschrift fiir die neutest. Wissenschaft, 2 (1901) p. 228ff., is not a fragment of a
broken vessel, not a true ostracon, but a tablet no doubt made specially to receive the inscription. The writing was
scratched on the soft clay and then made permanent by baking. I inspected the table on 28 April, 1906, at Athens,
and a plaster cast of it is in my possession”). Licht vom Osten: Das neue Testament und die neuentdeckten Texte der
hellenistische-rémischen Welt (2™ ed.; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1909), 31 n.3. English trans. (slightly modified)
from Light from the Ancient East: The New Testament Illustrated by Recently Discovered Texts of the Graeco-
Roman World (trans. Lionel R.M. Strachan; London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1910), 48 n.2.

% Aland and Aland, Text of the New Testament, 74.

7 Aland and Aland note that von Dobschiitz’s expansion of Gregory’s Liste is the result of other scholars’
discoveries and not his own, unlike Gregory, whose own personal discoveries advanced the Liste (Text of the New
Testament, 74).

*® Ernst von Dobschiitz, Eberhard Nestle’s Einfiihrung in das Griechische Neue Testament (4™ ed.; Géttingen:
Vanderhoeck & Ruprecht, 1923), 85-103; idem, “Zur Liste der neutestamentlichen Handschriften II,” ZNW 25
(1926): 299-306; “II1,” ZNW 27 (1928): 216-222; “IV,” ZNW 32 (1933): 185-206.

3 Von Dobschiitz, Nestle’s Einfiihrung, 86.
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number of talismans had grown to six.* In von Dobschiitz’s fourth and final supplement of
Gregory’s Liste, published one year prior to his death in 1933, the number of talismans had
increased to nine. But there had also been a significant modification in this last supplement, as
von Dobschiitz created a whole new category: ostraka. In fact, he re-classified Gregory’s 0153 as
® ' to represent this single lot of Gospel ostraka, and then listed five additional ostraka (up to
®?). Therefore, the Liste had grown to include two new categories (talismans and ostraka), as
well as several new manuscripts for each category.”

Von Dobschiitz’s successor was Kurt Aland, whose first report appeared in 1950.*> Aland
was efficient in keeping the Liste up to date, as several more supplements were published in the
1950s, 1960s, and 1970s.”” What is immediately evident from these supplements is that Kurt
Aland did not continue registering amulets or ostraka, as von Dobschiitz had done. Thus, Aland’s
omission of these materials marks the turning point in the classification of non-continuous
manuscripts. In fact, the previously registered amulets and ostraka were suddenly and without
explanation removed from the Liste by Aland and have not yet reappeared; our attempts to find a
reason in the literature for their removal from the Liste have been unsuccessful. In Aland’s

authoritative Kurzgefafite Liste der griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testaments—the first

0 Von Dobschiitz, “Zur Liste der neutestamentlichen Handschriften III,” ZNW 27 (1928): 218.

*I A complete list of von Dobschiitz’s “talisman” and ostakon numbers may be found in Appendix 2.

2 Kurt Aland, “Zur Liste der griechischen neutestamentlichen Handschriften,” TLZ 75 (1950): 58-60. Surprisingly,
Aland and Aland claim that Kurt Aland’s first report was in 1953 (Text of the New Testament, 74). But it is clear that
his first publication on the Liste appeared in TLZ in 1950, in which he claims for the first time that he had taken
leadership of the Liste: “Im Einvernehmen mit ihm [Walter Eltester] hat vor einigen Monaten dann Kurt Aland die
Fiithrung der Handschriftenliste im bisherigen Rahmen iibernommen” (“Zur Liste,” 58). Walter Eltester of the Berlin
Academy had taken over the Liste following the death of von Dobschiitz, but he never published any updates
(although he had become aware of additional papyri). Cf. the list of papyri compiled by Bruce Metzger three years
earlier and the comments there about Eltester in “A List of Greek Papyri of the New Testament,” ExpTim 59.3
(1947): 80-81, at 80.

# Kurt Aland, “Zur Liste der griechischen neutestamentlichen Handschriften,” TLZ 78 (1953): 465-496; “Zur Liste
der neutestamentlichen Handschriften V,” ZNW 45 (1954): 179-217; “Zur Liste der neutestamentlichen
Handschriften VI,” ZNW 48 (1957): 141-191; “Neue neutestamentliche Papyri,” NTS 3.4 (1957): 261-286; “Neue
neutestamentliche Papyri II,” NTS 9.4 (1963): 303-316; NTS 10.1 (1963): 62-79; NTS 11.1 (1964): 1-21; NTS 12.3
(1966): 193-210; “Neue neutestamentliche Papyri II1,” NTS 20.4 (1974): 357-381; NTS 22.4 (1976): 375-396.
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printed edition appearing in 1963 and the second in 1994—Gregory’s 0152 and 0153 are
bracketed, indicating that they are to be removed from the Liste.* In the second edition, Aland
states explicitly in the footnotes to 0152 and 0153 that these categories were not continued:
“[Dlie Liste der Talismane (fortgefiihrt bis T’...) wurde nicht fortgesetzt...[Dlie Liste der
Ostraka, gefiihrt von O'*...) wurde nicht fortgesetzt.”* Likewise, in Kurt and Barbara Aland’s
handbook on New Testament textual criticism, in which an earlier version of the Liste appears,
0152 and 0153 are listed as follows:*

0152 = Talisman. (Delete from list)
0153 = Ostracon. (Delete from list)

In that same book, Aland and Aland list multiple registered papyri that they claim should be
removed from the Liste, since they are non-continuous:

Among the ninety-six items which now comprise the official list of New Testament papyri there are
several which by a strict definition do not belong there, such as talismans (°°, 1®), lectionaries (3,
P, P*), various selections (P*, P, songs (P*), texts with commentary (P>, 1°%, PO, P&, PO,
and even writing exercises (1) and occasional notes (P'?). The presence of lectionaries may be
explained as due to a structural flaw in the overall system, the inclusion of commented texts to the
lack of an adequate definition for this genre (probably akin to the popular religious tracts of today
which feature selected scripture verses with oracular notes), and the other examples are due to the
occasionally uncritical attitude of earlier editors of the list.*’

It is clear, therefore, that when Aland took over the Liste the non-continuous text materials that
von Dobschiitz had registered were removed and his categories “Talisman” and “Ostraka” were
altogether discontinued. Kurt Aland’s wife, Barbara Aland, succeeded him as director of the

Institut fiir neutestamentliche Textforschung (INTF) in Miinster (where the Liste is maintained),

* Kurt Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste der griechischen Handschriften des neuen Testaments (ANTF 1; Berlin: W. de
Gruyter, 1963; 2" ed., in Verbindung mit Michael Welte, Beate Koster und Klaus Junack, 1994).

* Aland, Kurzgefasste Liste, 33 nn.2-3. In the online edition of the Liste (http://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/liste), all
bibliographic and inventory information for 0152 and 0153 has been completely removed; thus New Testament
textual critics have no way of locating the whereabouts of these manuscripts from their own catalogue. Both 0152
and 0153, however, are listed in the LDAB as 5594 and 0384, respectively. This is a good example of how non-
continuous manuscripts have fallen outside the purview of textual critics.

* Aland and Aland, Text of the New Testament, 123.

*7 Aland and Aland, Text of the New Testament, 85. The Alands’ third explanation of why the amulets and various
selections have been included in the official list, i.e., the “uncritical attitude of earlier editors of the list,” is
intriguing for one reason: Kurt Aland was responsible for registering most of these!
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and she served in this position until 2004, at which time Holger Strutwolf took over as director.
At the present time, the non-continuous New Testament textual materials have almost no place in
text-critical research. As a general rule—a rule that is strictly enforced by the Institute in
Miinster—non-continuous text manuscripts are prohibited from being registered in the official
Liste. The immediate effect of this decision is that when new non-continuous manuscripts of the
New Testament are discovered, there is no way to classify them; so they quietly fade into
obscurity as they have over the last century. Carl Wessely’s “Les plus anciens monuments de
Christianisme écrits sur papyri,” Joseph van Haelst’s Catalogue des papyrus littéraires juifs et
chrétiens, and Kurt Aland’s Repertorium der griechischen christlichen Papyri improved the
situation in some measure in that these catalogues listed some non-continuous texts (with an
emphasis on amulets).” The main problem is that these catalogues are not comprehensive in
scope, and, furthermore, Aland’s catalogue covers only those texts written on papyrus. No real
discussion of the potential value of non-continuous manuscripts would appear until the turn of

the century.

1.3 Survey of Research on Non-Continuous Text Manuscripts

1.3.1 Stuart R. Pickering

In 1999, Stuart Pickering published an essay titled, “The Significance of Non-Continuous New
Testament Textual Materials in Papyri,” which represents the first publication devoted
specifically to the problem of non-continuous text manuscripts.* Pickering began by highlighting

the inherent problems of Gregory’s system. He noted that while the first category (i.e., papyri)

8 Carl Wessely, “Le plus anciens monuments du christianisme écrits sur papyrus (II),” in Patrologia Orientalis, ed.
R. Graffin and F. Nau (vol. 18; Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1924); Joseph van Haelst, Catalogue des papyrus littéraires
Jjuifs et chrétiens (Paris: Publications de la Sorbonne, 1976); Kurt Aland, Repertorium der griechischen christlichen
Papyri I: Biblische Papyri, Altes Testament, Neues Testament, Varia Apokryphen (PTS 18; Berlin: W. de Gruyter,
1976).

*In Studies in the Early Text of the Gospels and Acts, 121-141.
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signifies material, the second and third categories (i.e., majuscules and minuscules) signify
script, and the fourth (lectionaries) function, as we have already seen. It is the terminology that is
equivocal here. All papyrus manuscripts are written in a majuscule script, yet they are not placed
in the majuscule category; many lectionaries are written in majuscule script and some are on
papyrus; and the majority of minuscules are written on parchment.’® Thus, there is a considerable
amount of confusion with respect to how manuscripts are classified on this model.

Moreover, Pickering lamented the fact that other witnesses, such as those on ostraka,

tablets, amulets, etc., have no place at all within the standard classification:

There is therefore a whole body of New Testament textual evidence which awaits the concentrated
attention of specialists. The quotations and allusions in papyri have been almost entirely overlooked
by New Testament scholarship, even though quotations and allusions are a recognised form of New
Testament textual evidence [...] Hence the extracts, quotations and allusions in papyri are largely
neglected evidence for reconstructing the New Testament text and tracing its transmission.”’

Pickering observed that, “[i]t appears that there has been a tendency to regard this evidence as
second-rate, on the grounds that a text such as a school exercise or a magical text is a less
reliable transmitter of textual information than continuous texts.”*> According to Pickering,
however, this is a weak argument, since it wrongly assumes that non-continuous witnesess can
“never transmit a passage according to the wording which one would expect from a continuous

text.”” In a case study, Pickering uses P.Vindob. G 2312 (see no. 21 below), an amulet

50 Of course Pickering was not the first person to notice these problems. Aland and Aland state in their handbook:
“No one would claim logical consistency for this [Gregory’s] system. One of the groups is defined by the nature of
the material used (papyrus), two groups by the form of script (uncial, minuscule), and a fourth by the content of the
manuscript (lectionaries)” (Text of the New Testament, 74).

3! Pickering, “Significance,” 124.

2 Pickering, “Significance,” 124-125 (emphasis mine). Notice that Pickering seems unsure (“it appears”) about the
rationale behind the rule of excluding non-continuous manuscripts, doubtless due to the fact that Kurt Aland had
never explicitly provided justification for it. Nevertheless, it has been argued, as Pickering notes, that the scribes of
ephemeral texts such as amulets, ostraka, or school exercises that contain New Testament quotations or allusions
would be more prone to make inaccurate copies of their exemplars than professional scribes copying continuous
texts.

3* Pickering, “Significance,” 125 (emphasis original). Another weakness of the argument is, of course, that not all
continuous New Testament manuscripts were copied by professional scribes. In fact, many papyri exhibit
documentary or “reformed documentary” hands, suggesting that these scribes were not professional in the least.
According to C.H. Roberts, these manuscripts “are the work of men not trained in calligraphy and so not accustomed
to writing books, though they were familiar with them; they employ what is basically a documentary hand but at the
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containing Ps. 90:1-2, Romans 12:1-2, and John 2:1-2, to demonstrate that “the scribe (or the
scribe’s text) moves in and out of exact correspondence to a standard form of the New Testament
passages, shifting in a flexible way between word-for-word transmission and free forms of
transmission.”* In his analysis of P.Abinn. 19, a fourth century papyrus letter from the archive of
Abinnaeus, Pickering further argues that this papyrus letter apparently quotes a form of the
saying about the cup of water in Matt. 10:42, which possesses “Western” affinities.”

Pickering succeeds in showing that there is a need to account for this neglected body of
data. Now the main question becomes: How are we to collect, evaluate, and present the data in a
convenient way? According to Pickering, “it is perhaps necessary to determine what is the
irreducible minimum for satisfactory progress.” This “irreducible minimum,” Pickering argues,
should be “a catalogue listing every relevant papyrus and noting the New Testament extracts,
quotations and allusions which each papyrus contains.”’” This catalogue should be updated to
account for new manuscripts as well as revisions to previously published manuscripts, and
Pickering suggests that there should be two versions of the catalogue: 1) an online version and 2)
a print version. Moreover, Pickering argues that a database of transcriptions of non-continuous
text manuscripts should also be created and maintained, since these transcriptions could be used
as a reference point for future research. He notes that while there is some duplication built into

this process, since editions of most manuscripts already exist, a transcription database ‘“is

perhaps unavoidable if the transcriptions are to be specially useful to New Testament text-critical

same time they are aware that it is a book, not a document on which they are engaged. They are not personal or
private hands; in most a degree of regularity and of clarity is aimed at and achieved” (Manuscript, Society and Belief
in Early Christian Egypt [London: Oxford University Press for the British Academy, 1977], 14).

> Pickering, “Significance,” 129. P.Vindob. G 2312 was edited by C.F.G. Heinrici, Die Leipziger Papyrusfragmente
der Psalmen (Beitriage zur Geschichte und Erkldarung des Neuen Testaments 4; Leipzig, 1903), 31-32.

> Edited by H.I. Bell et al., The Abinnaeus Archive. Papers of a Roman Officer in the Reign of Constantius Il
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1962), 8.

% Pickering, “Significance,” 130.

37 Pickering, “Significance,” 130.
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scholars.”® Pickering concludes by saying that “[t]he emergence of sub-groupings and other
patterns show that the non-continuous material is capable of throwing light not only on questions
of textual reconstruction but on broader questions relating to the circulation and use of New
Testament materials.”* The significance of non-continuous text manuscripts, according to
Pickering, can be described in terms of how they can help to 1) extend the range of textual
evidence, 2) understand scribal copying, 3) inform our understanding of textual distribution and
control, 4) understand the ways in which social contexts affected the copying of particular
readings, and 5) test and refine methodological approaches.® Pickering’s essay includes a helpful
table titled “Examples of papyri containing non-continuous texts of the Gospel of John,” in
which he lists twenty-one non-continuous papyri of John’s Gospel.

Pickering’s article underscores the potential importance of non-continuous text
manuscripts for the study of the New Testament text and for broader questions relating to their
transmission and use. His proposal to create and maintain a manuscript catalogue and
transcription database carries with it a huge responsibility of which he is not ignorant.
Ultimately, Pickering’s proposals have not been met with approval, as no catalogue or

transcription database has yet appeared.

1.3.2 Stanley E. Porter
Writing four years after Pickering, Stanley E. Porter addressed the issue of non-continuous

witnesses head-on in his article, “Why So Many Holes in the Papyrological Evidence for the

%8 Pickering, “Significance,” 131.

% Pickering, “Significance,” 132.

% This is a summary of Pickering’s five points under the heading “Textual” in “Significance,” 139.

o Pickering, “Significance,” 131: “The scale of the task should not be underestimated; but a solution to the problem
of scale must be found if it is accepted that the evidence of these materials is crucial for New Testament text-critical
work.”
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Greek New Testament?” © Echoing the criticisms raised by Pickering concerning the
disadvantages of the Gregory-Aland system, especially its restriction of data where the non-
continuous materials are concerned, Porter argued that the very definition of a continuous text
(traditionally defined as a text that originally contained an entire New Testament book) is
ambiguous and needs further clarification. He asks, “How much continuous text is necessary for
the text to qualify?”® In other words, what about documents that originally contained only one-
third of a New Testament book, or half, or three-fourths? Why should we in principal exclude
such documents from classification? By what criteria can we judge a tiny scrap to be continuous?
Can we really know on the basis of a verse or a few verses that a manuscript did or did not
originally contain a whole book of the New Testament? In regard to the latter, Porter contends,
probably correctly, that we cannot.” These are extremely important questions to which we must
return (see Criterion #1 in Chapter 2). Porter also states that, in point of fact, many of the
lectionaries contain far more text than some of the registered continuous papyri that have so little
text (he cites / 1043 as an example), yet they are subordinated to the papyri. Part of the problem
here is that, in textual criticism, the papyri have always held a prominent place, so much so that
any writing on this material results in a “sensationalist perception and sometimes even magical
fascination.”® The Alands’ fascination with the papyri has in many ways affected the general
climate within the discipline insofar as this group of manuscripts has been prioritized on account

of their putative age and, according to the Alands, textual value; this attitude might explain why

8 Stanley E. Porter, “Why So Many Holes in the Papyrological Evidence for the Greek New Testament?,” in The
Bible as Book: The Transmission of the Greek Text, ed. Scot McKendrick and Orlaith A. Sullivan (New Castle: Oak
Knoll, 2003), 167-186.

% Porter, “Holes,” 175.

% The exception here, according to Porter, is the presence of the word £pumveio, which signifies a type of
commentary on the text and thus indicates that the manuscript in question is non-continuous. For more on this type
of manuscript, see Chapter 2 below.

% Thomas J. Kraus, “‘Parchment or Papyrus?’ Some Remarks about the Significance of Writing Material when
Assessing Manuscripts,” in Ad Fontes: Original Manuscripts and Their Significance for Studying Early
Christianity—Selected Essays (TENT 3; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 15. See also Epp, “Papyrus Manuscripts of the New
Testament,” 3-21.
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so many non-continuous papyri have been retained in the Liste.* However, scholars have
contended that this bias is completely unwarranted, since a manuscript’s material or age is not
indicative of textual quality.” Ultimately, Porter proposes that there should be two lists of New

Testament manuscripts: the first list “would be given to those documents for which there is little

2

or no doubt regarding their being New Testament manuscripts,” and the second list “would

include those documents for which there is some doubt, such as the papyri noted above
(including lectionaries), the Apocryphal Gospels, as well as some other manuscripts.”® In a
subsequent publication, Porter expanded on his proposal by clearly identifying the two lists in

terms of continuous and non-continuous categories:

I have suggested above that a shift from the type of material to the nature of the content of the
manuscripts—whether they are continuous text or not—might provide a way of moving forward in
textual criticism. This proposal of one category for continuous text manuscripts and one for those
that are not allows reclassification within the current list of manuscripts so that the evidence that
certain manuscripts contain will not be lost even if they are reassigned. Perhaps as important, if not
more so, is that the second list provides a means of bringing into consideration, but without
necessarily altering the nature of New Testament textual criticism, manuscripts that in many cases
have been overlooked or marginalized because they have failed to be assigned to the categories
currently in use.”

% In their handbook, Aland and Aland say, “These ‘great’ papyri should be introduced to students from the start
because they are just as important, and in many ways more important, than the great uncial manuscripts of the New
Testament” (Text of the New Testament, 57-58). Even the items in Kurt Aland’s Repertorium I are, as the title
suggests, restricted to this material. In 1979, Kurt Aland made the astonishing claim that the early papyri afforded
the opportunity to study the New Testament text “in the original” (“The Twentieth-Century Interlude in New
Testament Textual Criticism,” in Text and Interpretation: Studies in the New Testament Presented to Matthew
Black, ed. Ernest Best and R. McL. Wilson [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979], 1-14, at 11).

%7 See, for example, J.K. Elliott, “The Early Text of the Catholic Epistles,” in The Early Text of the New Testament,
ed. Charles E. Hill and Michael J. Kruger (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 204-224. Elliott’s fine and
indeed poetic response to the question of why papyri are privileged by textual critics is worth repeating here:
“Shakespeare may wisely have remarked that some men are born great, some achieve greatness, and some have
greatness thrust upon them (Twelfth Night 2.5), but few—if any—papyri look as if they were born great...They are
like elder statesmen basking in their own longevity, revered as custodians of an otherwise lost link to the distant
past. But most papyri have had their greatness thrust upon them, whatever the dates allocated to them by
palaeographers (and a significant number of papyri are indeed later than the fifth century), partly because they are all
of recent discovery, thus making their arrival on a scholar’s radar relatively newsworthy, partly because most are
published soon after they are unearthed so gaining for themselves a popularity due to their being quickly in the
public domain, and partly because the gullible believe that there is an unwarranted magic associated with their
having been written on papyrus” (224).

% Porter, “Holes,” 176.

% Stanley E. Porter, “Textual Criticism in the Light of Diverse Textual Evidence for the Greek New Testament: An
Expanded Proposal,” in New Testament Manuscripts: Their Text and Their World, ed. Thomas J. Kraus and Tobias
Nicklas (TENT 2; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 305-337, here 337.
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Porter asserts that the second list could be divided into sub-units, and that manuscripts could be
assigned to these various sub-units based on the type of non-continuous text they exhibit (e.g.,
liturgical texts, apocryphal texts, amulets, excerpts, etc.).”

On the one hand, Porter’s second list would resolve the problem of exclusion by
systematically accommodating non-continuous witnesses. Space could finally be given to these
secondary witnesses within the system of classification. On the other hand, however, Porter does
not offer a clear method on how to establish whether a manuscript is continuous or non-
continuous; a method of delimitation is an inescapable sine qua non in the classification of
continuous and non-continuous manuscripts, and so here we are back to the problem of
definitions.” Moreover, there is a question of how the two lists would work in practice. Porter’s
“lists” are not the equivalent to the list, that is, the Kurzgefafite Liste, which classifies all
manuscripts on the Gregory-Aland model, thereby allowing inclusion of manuscripts in a critical
apparatus. Thus, there seems to be no real need for Porter’s first list, since the Kurzgefafite Liste
does precisely what this list seeks to do—classify continuous manuscripts. We shall return to the

question of Porter’s second list in Appendix 1.

1.3.3 Peter M. Head

The most recent study on the subject of non-continuous textual materials is an essay by Peter M.
Head titled, “Additional Greek Witnesses to the New Testament (Ostraca, Amulets, Inscriptions
and Other Sources).””” Head provides a survey of the New Testament witnesses that fall neither

within the four-fold category established by Gregory (i.e., papyri, majuscules, minuscules,

0 Porter, “Textual Criticism,” 314.

"' Porter himself is of course not unaware of this issue, since he maintains that the definition of “continuous” is
ambiguous (Porter, “Textual Criticism,” 311).

2 Peter M. Head, “Additional Greek Witnesses to the New Testament (Ostraca, Amulets, Inscriptions and Other
Sources),” in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Quaestionis, ed. Bart
D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes (2™ ed.; Leiden: Brill, 2012), 429-460.
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lectionaries), nor the category of citations of the church fathers. Head describes these materials in

the following way:

[TThey are neither continuous text manuscripts of a NT text, nor are they citations from such a text in
a Church Father—these were never anyone’s Bible. They are all short excerpts or quotations of a
particular passage from the NT, almost always without extended contexts, and often lacking
connectives. They are generally quoting a passage from the NT for a particular purpose, a purpose
that may shape the manner in which the text is represented, whether pared down to the essential
minimum for a carved inscription, or decorated with Christian markings in an amulet.”

The non-continuous materials, according to Head, cannot be located within the main stream of
textual transmission, but they are nevertheless valuable for our understanding of how these texts
were used, that is, their Rezeptionsgeschichte. Only those non-continuous witnesses with
“extensive” amounts of text are most valuable for New Testament textual criticism.™ Head
makes the interesting observation that the principles of manuscript classification in Septuagintal
studies stand in stark contrast with those in New Testament textual criticism: all witnesses of the
Septuagint are classified, “including amulets, ostraka, inscriptions, and other types of
witnesses.”” Indeed, it should be noted that the same is also true in the study of the Apocrypha,
where even the tiniest scraps are classified and used for the purpose of textual and historical
reconstruction.”

Head organizes his treatment of “additional” witnesses under four headings: ostraka,

amulets, inscriptions, and other New Testament excerpts. For each category, he provides a

3 Head, “Additional Greek Witnesses,” 431-432.

"4 Head, “Additional Greek Witnesses,” 432.

> See Alfred Rahlfs and Detlef Fraenkel, Verzeichnis der griechischen Handschriften des Alten Testaments
(Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum Graecum I.1; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 2004). According to
Jennifer M. Dines, “In order therefore to produce a reliable text of the LXX, as near to the original translation as
possible, the textual editor must consider many kinds of evidence, from the pre-Christian papyri to the late medieval
cursives” (The Septuagint [London and New York: T&T Clark, 2004], 7). For an overview of the witnesses to the
Septuagint text, see Karen H. Jobes and Moisés Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2000), 57-
68.

¢ For example, according to Forbes Robinson, “The editor of Apocryphal literature has in some measure to work in
the dark. He often collects fragments in the hope that sooner or later he may discover the larger work to which they
belong [...] We have practically nothing which relates to the period of the Ministry. Any fragments connected with
that period have a peculiar interest; for they may throw light upon the composition of early Apocryphal Gospels
which we have lost, such as the Gospel according to the Hebrews and the Gospel according to the Egyptians.”
(Coptic Apocryphal Gospels [Text and Studies 4; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1896], vii, xi.).
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general introduction, a treatment of representative texts, and a survey of relevant secondary
literature. The purpose of Head’s study is not to be exhaustive, but rather to introduce the data
and provide references to the primary literature of each category for future research.
Nonetheless, Head’s judicious selection of sample texts and primary literature makes his study
the most significant one to date. He argues that several of the non-continuous textual materials
should be brought to bear on discussions concerning the earliest recoverable text. For example,

regarding the fragments of Luke’s Gospel within the lot of New Testament ostraka represented
as ®' by von Dobschiitz and 0153 by Gregory, Head asserts, “There seems no reason why this

collection of texts should not be regarded as a citable witness to the text of Luke at the relevant
points.””” In discussing a recently edited amulet from Oxyrhynchus (P.Oxy. 76.5073; no. 16
below) containing Mark 1:1-2, “our earliest manuscript witness to this passage by a century,”
Head contends that “[s]Juch early texts should clearly play a role in debates about the earliest
recoverable text of the relevant passage, especially at points of significant textual variation.””®
Head’s study raises many questions about how to deal methodologically with the problem
of non-continuous texts. For one, he maintains that “there is an ongoing need for up-to-date
catalogues of the [non-continuous] material.”” Both Pickering and Porter had lamented this in
their respective studies, and Head echoes the call to action. He argues that some of the materials
should be cited in the apparatus of the Greek New Testament, but this cannot be done without a
proper method of delimitation. As for the question concerning how editors of the Greek New
Testament could refer to these materials, Head lists the following five possibilities: 1) a separate

list continuing earlier lists (=von Dobschiitz); 2) a separate list of selective materials “likely to be

" Head, “Additional Greek Witnesses,” 435. Cornelia Romer has recently re-dated these ostraka from the seventh
century to the fifth/sixth century in her study “Ostraka mit christlichen Texten aus der Sammlung Flinders Petrie,”
ZPE 145 (2003): 183-201, at 186.

8 Head, “Additional Greek Witnesses,” 442.

" Head, “Additional Greek Witnesses,” 453.
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cited in a critical apparatus to the New Testament text”; 3) a separate, exhaustive list cataloguing
“all possible additional witnesses to the New Testament text” (=Porter’s proposal); 4) a
catalogue of relevant papyri and a transcription database (=Pickering’s proposal); 5) “a collection
of relevant material compiled on a book-by-book basis through the New Testament.”* Head’s
essay does not have the purpose of solving all the problems, but it prompts several important
questions and thus serves as a useful starting point for the present study on the non-continuous
text manuscripts.

As we have attempted to show in this section, the few works on non-continuous texts of
the Greek New Testament have helped move the discussion forward. However, there is still
much room for progress. As is evident from the studies reviewed here, solutions to account for
the data have been proposed, but they have not been set in motion. For example, scholars have
talked about the need for various kinds of lists that would record the data, but it is not clear what
kind of list should be established and how such a list would work in practice alongside the
Kurzgefafite Liste. There is also a serious need to define more closely the parameters surrounding
the categories of continuous and non-continuous and to formulate criteria for assessing the data.
Another question concerns what kind of non-continuous witnesses should be recorded. For too
long in our discipline these and other questions have been asked time and again, and so it is time

that this desideratum of New Testament textual criticism is systematically addressed.

1.4 Project Limitations and Outline

1.4.1 Project Limitations
Ideally, the study would be exhaustive, covering all categories and genres of texts, but it is
pragmatically impossible to account for whole classes of evidence. Since this dissertation is

intended to provide proof of principle, the full set of data will be restricted to Greek papyrus and

8% Head, “Additional Greek Witnesses,” 454.
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parchment amulets from Egypt, and treatments of other forms, such as, for example, ostraka,
wooden tablets, and inscriptions will be excluded. Also excluded from the study are the citations
of or allusions to the New Testament within patristic and apocryphal sources, since these have
received ample attention in text-critical discussions. However, as we shall see, criteria for
evaluating patristic citations will be helpful for establishing our own approach. Lectionaries will
also not find a place here, even though they are non-continuous by definition and may be
important in reconstructing the text of the New Testament.* The main reasons for their exclusion
from the study are that 1) their text is predominantly Byzantine,* 2) the large quantity of
witnesses (upwards of 2,400) requires a study of its own, and 3) proper study of the lectionaries,
especially for understanding their relationship to earlier readings and the process of
“standardization,” is not yet available.* Finally, amulets consisting only of Gospel titles or one-
liners from the opening lines of a Gospel (also known as incipits) are excluded from analysis.
These have recently been the subject of fine, systematic study and so I do not wish to reduplicate
them here.® Finally, the reader should be told of the limitation of time: late antiquity. While

2

there is debate over what constitutes the period of “late antiquity,” my late antiquity begins

8 For patristic citations, the most important works are those published in the SBL monograph series The New
Testament in the Greek Fathers, edited by Michael W. Holmes. See also Andrew Gregory and Christopher Tuckett,
eds., The Reception of the New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers (Oxford: Oxford University, 2005); Paul Foster,
“The Text of the New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers,” in Early Text of the New Testament, 282-301. For
apocryphal sources, see Stanley E. Porter, “Early Apocryphal Gospels and the New Testament Text,” in Early Text
of the New Testament, 350-369; Tobias Nicklas, “Fragmente christlicher Apokryphen und die Textgeschichte des
Neuen Testaments,” ZNW 96 (2005): 129-142; J K. Elliott, “The Influence of the Apocrypha on Manuscripts of the
New Testament,” Apocrypha 8 (1997): 265-271.

82 See Porter, “Textual Criticism,” 316-319. See also Carroll D. Osburn, “The Greek Lectionaries of the New
Testament,” in Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research, 2" ed., 93-114.

8 Aland and Aland, Text of the New Testament, 169: “Actually, the text we find in the Greek lectionaries is almost
identical with the Byzantine Imperial text. [...] [The] 2,300 lectionary manuscripts can be of significance only in
exceptional instances.”

8 On the concept of “standardization,” that is, the process by which the Byzantine text became the standard text, see
B.H. Streeter, The Four Gospels: A Study of Origins (London: Macmillan, 1925), 39-45. According to Léon
Vaganay and Christian-Bernard Amphoux, “nine-tenths of the work is still to be done and the results will have to be
patiently awaited” (An Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism [trans. Jenny Heimerdinger; 2™ rev. ed.;
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991], 25).

% Joseph E. Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits on Amulets from Late Antique Egypt: Text, Typology, and Theory (STAC 84;
Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2014).
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during the period of crisis in the third century (235-284 C.E.) and ends roughly with the Persian

and Arab invasions of the east in the seventh century.®

1.4.2 Outline

The outline of this work is as follows. In Chapter 2, we provide a working definition of “non-
continuous” and offer several criteria for identifying non-continuous manuscripts. The necessity
for such criteria is demonstrated by the fact that some fragments contain only snippets of biblical
text, and it is difficult at times to know whether we are dealing with a continuous or non-
continuous manuscript. The proposed criteria will thus offer some guidelines for assessing the
artifact and its text in order to make a determination about its continuous or non-continuous
status.

In Chapter 3, we explain the method of textual analysis. That chapter begins with a
prolegomenon on the analogy of patristic citations of the New Testament, since the
methodological situation in that sphere of study is relevant. As will be demonstrated, the
translocation of New Testament texts into the texts of the church fathers often gave rise to
modifications; understanding the citing habits of the church fathers will thus be helpful as we
attempt to understand the citations in the texts subjected to analysis. The method of textual
analysis explained in the second half of the chapter will be employed throughout the remaining
chapters at the appropriate places.

Chapter 4 presents a detailed examination of all known Greek papyrus and parchment
amulets containing a New Testament citation. The scope of this chapter is broad. Each entry
begins with a transcription and English translation of the Greek text. This is followed by an

examination of each amulet’s codicological, palacographical, and textual features. These new

8 This is the chronological timeframe adopted in the famous work of A.H.M. Jones, The Later Roman Empire 284-
602: A Social, Economic, and Administrative Survey (Oxford: Blackwell, 1964).
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editions provide revisions to transcriptions where necessary and offer many new textual and
palaeographical contributions. In addition to these elements, attention is also given to the clues
regarding the production and use of these amulets. We hasten to add that our study of the extant
amuletic record has benefited tremendously from the works of Theodore S. de Bruyn and Jitse
H.F. Dijkstra, who have catalogued all Christian Greek amulets from late antiquity that have
been published up to 2011, as well as Joseph E. Sanzo’s work on scriptural amulets, the latter of
which appeared in print during the final stages of this dissertation.®’

In Chapter 5 (““Conclusions and Results”), we provide a brief summary of the observable
patterns arising from the analysis of individual amulets in Chapter 4. These patterns include:
textual heterogeneity, breaking off the citation mid-word or mod-sentence, inconsistent use of
nomina sacra, omission of conjunctions, and female owners. This is followed by a statistical
summary of the textual quality of each amulet in tabular form, and suggestions for future
research.

In Appendix 1, we offer suggestions on how to collect and present textual data from non-
continuous artifacts. Specifically, we argue that, as a starting point, the amulets in this study

should be included in the Liste’s online database. Citations in the Liste and elsewhere should be

made using von Dobschiitz’s “T” siglum, on account of historical precedent and convenience.

Additionally, we suggest that the texts and images of these amulets should be integrated into the
Manuscript Workspace of Miinster’s online “New Testament Virtual Manuscript Room.” If the
suggestions in this Appendix are followed, then a major step toward a much-improved system of

classification will be made.

8 Theodore S. de Bruyn and Jitse H.F. Dijkstra, “Greek Amulets and Formularies from Egypt Containing Christian
Elements: A Checklist of Papyri, Parchments, Ostraka, and Tablets,” BASP 48 (2011): 163-216; Sanzo, Scriptural
Incipits.
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In Appendix 2, we provide a detailed list of all of von Dobschiitz’s T and ® numbers.

Each entry includes the relevant talisman or ostrakon number, contents, and bibliographic
details, including editiones principes and LDAB references. More significantly, we have
extended von Dobschiitz’s list of talismans with several addenda on the basis of the amulets

analyzed in Chapter 4.

1.5 Conclusion

In sum, the present work seeks to remedy the neglect of non-continuous witnesses by collecting
and analyzing one type of these sources: amulets. Transcriptions and translations of all these
amulets are gathered in one place, thereby making these sources readily available to scholars.
Minimally, the study can be used as a kind of reference tool, which more or less seeks to achieve
a compilation of data that Porter had envisioned in his proposal of a second list. Many of the
amulets presented here have never been properly studied, mostly due to the lack of availability of
sources. Our hope in producing this work is that others will be able to benefit from a collection
of these neglected ancient witnesses and to use them, where appropriate, within text-critical
research. We also hope that the analyses of individual amulets and their contexts will enrich a
larger area of inquiry concerning what these artifacts reveal about the lives and religious

perspectives of the late antique Egyptian Christians who used them.
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CHAPTER 2

TERMINOLOGY AND CRITERIA

2.1 Defining Non-Continuous

In this chapter, we begin with a definition of “non-continuous” and then move on to consider
five criteria for identifying non-continuous artifacts. As noted in the previous chapter,
determining whether a manuscript is continuous or non-continuous is often not as cut and dry as

one might think. A “non-continuous” text of the New Testament may be defined as

an artifact containing only a portion or excerpt of some New Testament text, which is typically
copied from memory, an exemplar, or some other source (rather than from another New Testament
manuscript), and which is used for a specific purpose that is often both private and ephemeral in
nature (e.g., a personal letter, amulet, school exercise).

The difficulty is that many of the manuscripts that have Gregory-Aland numbers are so small and
fragmentary that it seems impossible to know with any certainty whether or not they are
continuous. How can we actually determine that a manuscript did or did not originally contain a
complete book of the New Testament on the basis of a few extant verses? Or, to put it
differently, how can we know that a scrap was not in fact from an amulet, commentary, homily,
lectionary, or the like?' Thus, in what follows, we present a set of criteria to help us in

determining whether a manuscript is continuous or not.

" David Parker, Textual Scholarship and the Making of the New Testament (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012),
36): “Where there is only a scrap surviving, we do not know whether it is from an amulet, a continuous-text or
lectionary manuscript, or even a homily or a commentary. At the most extreme, we might even have to say that there
are no absolute grounds for determining whether a Gospel fragment is a copy of a canonical or a non-canonical
Gospel.”
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2.2 Criteria for Identifying Non-Continuous Artifacts

2.2.1 Criterion #1: Textual Continuity between Recto and Verso

The criterion of textual continuity has been used for identifying a continuous manuscript, but its
application can be problematic given the limitations of smaller fragments. As Porter observed,
the criterion for determining whether a manuscript is continuous “appears to be that the other
side of the papyrus represents the continuous text, and on the basis of the relative length between

texts the size of the codex can be determined.””

That is, a manuscript is assumed to be
continuous if the content on one side of a manuscript continues on the other side.

While this is generally a helpful criterion, it is certainly not always the case that a
continuation of the biblical passage on the other side of a folio signifies a continuous text as we
have defined it, and so caution is warranted. We can take the case of P.Yale 1.3 (1) as an
example. This papyrus is a bifolium consisting of two selections from Acts: Acts 8:26-32 on the
first folio (recto and verso) and Acts 10:26-31 on the first folio and the second folio (also recto
and verso). There is considerable scholarly debate over this papyrus’ raison d’etre, but it is clear
from the scribal demarcations in the text that it did not contain a complete copy of Acts; it was
intentionally designed from the outset as a bifolium containing only portions from Acts 8 and 10.
In the case of P.Yale 1.3, then, the criterion of textual continuity on the verso does not apply,
since we know that this is a non-continuous manuscript on account of the fact that Acts 8 ends
and Acts 10 begins on the same page (fol. 17). However, if only the top portion of the first folio
of this papyrus had survived, where Acts 8 would be featured on both the recto and verso, the

conclusion would most surely be that it is continuous. Yet we know this is not the case. This

% Porter, “Textual Criticism,” 311 (emphasis mine).
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hypothetical illustration at least suggests that we may have more non-continuous manuscripts
among the registered manuscripts of the New Testament than we think.’

Another difficulty with applying the criterion is when the other side of a fragment
contains indecipherable writing (or writing that has been erased) and is assumed to have once
contained a continuation of the text on the other side. P.Monts. Roca 4.50 (GA 0267) illustrates
the point. This little parchment fragment contains portions of Luke 8:25-27 on only one side of
the fragment; the other side is blank, but it has been assumed that this side of the parchment was
washed in order to erase the text. Even though no text on the other side is visible whatsoever, it
was nonetheless registered in the official list of New Testament manuscripts on the assumption
that the erased text (and erasure itself is an assumption) contained a continuation of the other
side. But this is not valid reasoning. The parchment could just as well have been produced as an
amulet, an isolated sheet used for devotional purposes, a citation in some other Christian literary
work, etc. Indeed, the context (the Garasene demoniac) would be fitting for an amulet.

The recto and verso criterion is a useful one, but, in light of its limitations due to the
fragmentary nature of smaller fragments, it must be applied with caution. A careful codicological
reconstruction of the contents—by calculating the letters per line, average length of lines per
page, dimension of margins, etc.—is necessary in order to determine at least by approximation
whether or not the content was written in a continuous fashion on the folio in question. There is
always the possibility, however, that a fragmentary folio containing continuous material on the
recto and verso was not part of a continuous text manuscript at all, and that what survives is only

a partial remnant of a larger non-continuous piece. Thus, this first criterion is best used in

? Another example would be Codex Climaci Rescriptus, which contains significant portions of the four Gospels but
is judged to be non-continuous. There is also a debate about what kind of document this is; it was originally thought
to be a lectionary (listed as / 1561) but was later reclassified as 0250. See Ian A. Moir, Codex Climaci Rescriptus
Graecus (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1956).
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combination with other criteria in order to increase the probability of whether the folio in

question is continuous or not.

2.2.2 Criterion #2: The Use of Amulets
Since amulets are by definition non-continuous, in that they never offered a complete biblical
text, it is useful to know what patterns, both physical and textual, are involved in order to make
an identification.* The extended discussion of the criterion here may also serve as an introduction
to the broader issues discussed in Ch. 4, where we catalogue and analyze all amulets containing
New Testament citations.

Amulets (sometimes referred to as talismans) fall under the categories of “subliterary” or
“paraliterary” since they differ from major literary genres (e.g., epic, drama, history, lyric),
although they may draw on or be influenced by literary works.” According to Theodore S. de

Bruyn and Jitse H.F. Dijkstra, amulets are

texts that were written to convey in and of themselves—as well as in association with incantation
and other actions—supernatural power for protective, beneficial, or antagonistic effect, and that
appear to have been or were meant to have been worn on one’s body or fixed, displayed, or
deposited at some place.’

* While Chrysostom and Augustine suggest that “Gospels” were used for protection and healing, most scholars think
that these church fathers were probably referring to collections of Gospel texts.

> On the distinctions between “literary,” “subliterary” and “paraliterary,” see Timothy Renner, “Papyrology and
Ancient Literature,” in Oxford Handbook of Papyrology, 282-302, at 282-283. There is some confusion over the
terms often used to signify an amulet, such as talisman, phylactery, ligature, charm, spell, etc. On the terminology,
see especially Don C. Skemer, Binding Words: Textual Amulets in the Middle Ages (University Park: Pennsylvania
State University Press, 2006), 6-19. According to Skemer, the term “talisman” comes from the Greek word téAeoua
(“religious rite or ceremony”) but only later came to be associated with “magic” (particularly in the medieval
period), especially astrological images. Talismans did not have to be inscribed with text and they also did not have
to be attached to the body, unlike amulets. According to E.A.W. Budge, “The object of the talisman is quite different
from that of the amulet. The amulet is supposed to exercise its protective powers on behalf of the individual or thing
continually, whereas the talisman is only intended to perform one specific task. Thus a talisman may be placed in the
ground with money or treasure, which it is expected to protect and to do nothing else” (Amulets and Talismans [New
York: University Books, 1961], 14). In this study, we shall, following common practice, refer to amulets and not
talismans.

®De Bruyn and Dijkstra, “Greek Amulets,” 168. For a general discussion of amulets, see Ernst von Dobschiitz,
“Charms and Amulets (Christian),” in Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics, ed. J. Hastings (Edinburgh: T&T Clark,
1910), 3:413-430; W.M. Flinders Petrie, Amulets: Illustrated by the Egyptian Collections in University College,
London (London: Constable and Company, 1914); Budge, Amulets and Talismans; Roy Kotansky, “Incantations and
Prayers for Salvation on Inscribed Greek Amulets,” in Magika Hiera: Ancient Greek Magic and Religion, ed.
Christopher Faraone and Dirk Obbink (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991), 107-137; idem, Greek Magical
Amulets: The Inscribed Gold, Silver, Copper and Bronze Lamellae (Opladen: Westdeutscher, 1994); Campbell

2
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The biblical citations in Christian amulets, therefore, served a protective or curative function, and
while there was some controversy over the use of scripture for these and other related purposes,
we can tell from the papyrological record that they were popular among Christians.” As C.H.
Roberts notes, “Christians in Egypt in the third and early fourth centuries were not above using

998

amulets much as their pagan contemporaries did.” And it is apparent that Canon 36 of the Synod

of Laodicea (c. 363 CE), which condemned the use of amulets, did not have universal effect,

since the majority of Christian Greek amulets date from the fourth to the ninth centuries:

It is necessary that priests and clergy not be wizards or enchanters, or numerologists or astrologers,
or to make so-called amulets, which are prisons of their souls. And those who wear (them) we
commanded to be cast out of the church.
‘011 0V 81 iepaticovg 7 kAnpcovg péryoug A énao1dovg eivon, §| podnuatikove, §j dotpordyoug, f
TOLEWV TOL AEYOUEVO, GLAOKTNPLO GTIVOL £0TL SECUOTNPLY TOV YLYDY QOTAV. TOVG 8 POPOVVTOG
pintecBon &k Tig exkAnociog eékerevoouey.’
The amuletic record thus attests to the widespread use of amulets during late antiquity as an
alternative to the official religious institution of the Church. Their association with “magic” is

undeniable, and there is no shortage of literature on the subject.'” Nonetheless, “magic” remains

a difficult term to define. J.E. Lowe’s 1929 statement of the problem still rings true:

Bonner, Studies in Magical Amulets (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1950); Michael J. Kruger, The
Gospel of the Savior: An Analysis of P.Oxy. 840 and Its Place in the Gospel Traditions of Early Christianity (TENT
1; Leiden: Brill, 2005), 26-31; Skemer, Binding Words; Head, “Additional Greek Witnesses,” 439-443.

7 See the often-cited passages of Chrysostom, Hom. Matt. 72; Hom. 1 Cor. 43.7; Hom. Jo. 32.3; Augustine, Tract.
Ev. Jo.7.12 (but cf. De doctrina Christiana 2.20/30); Jerome, Comm. Matt. 4.6.

8 Roberts, Manuscript, Society and Belief, 82.

® Greek text from PG 137:1388; trans. is my own. Cf. Deut. 18:9-14, which prohibits the practice of divination and
magic.

' Faraone and Obbink, Magika Hiera, and the “Selected Bibliography of Greek Magic and Religion” at 277-283;
David E. Aune, “Magic in Early Christianity,” in ANRW 2:23.2, ed. H. Temporini and W. Haase (Berlin: Walter de
Grutyer, 1980), 1507-57; Marvin Meyer and Richard Smith, eds., Ancient Christian Magic: Coptic Texts of Ritual
Power (San Francisco: Harper, 1994); Marvin Meyer and Paul Mirecki, eds., Ancient Magic and Ritual Power
(Leiden: Brill, 1995); David Frankfurter, “Ritual Expertise in Roman Egypt and the Problem of the Category
‘Magician,”” in Envisioning Magic: A Princeton Seminar and Symposium, ed. Peter Schifer and Hans G.
Kippenberg (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 115-135. It is difficult to discern the extent to which amulets’ association with
“magic” might have been an influencing factor in their neglect by New Testament textual critics. An argument could
be made that the neglect of amulets is analogous to New Testament scholars’ deliberate marginalization of non-
canonical literature in the past on ideological grounds. Canonical normativity, and the orthodox beliefs attached to it,
has led many scholars to regard non-canonical literature as unimportant for historical inquiry. For an appropriate
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Many definitions of the word ‘magic’ have been attempted: none, perhaps, is wholly satisfactory.
The word connoted so much, the boundary line between it and religion is so hazy and indefinable,
that it is almost impossible to tie it down and restrict it to the narrow limits of some neat turn of
phrase that will hit it off and have done with it."!

The basic point of agreement is that amulets largely satisfied the physical needs of individuals
and were a normal part of people’s existence in antiquity. In other words, they were used as a
means to solve their personal problems, which often included (among other things) demons,
fevers, scorpions, headaches, disease, the evil eye, protection, and the like. The amulets analyzed
in Ch. 4 illustrate some specific cases. Likewise, questions concerning amulet production appear
in several of the entries below at the relevant points, but suffice it to say at this point that most (if
not all) amulets were products of ritual performances that were overseen by a specialist, whether
a monk, priest, or the some other religious person.'” This socio-religious background will have
implications for how we are to understand certain features in the amulets discussed in the study.
In addition to the textual components, illustrations are also common in the Greek magical
papyri, where they are bound up with the incantation. By way of demonstration, in PGM VII
579-90 the rule for working up an amulet against demons, phantasms, and all sickness and
suffering reads as follows: “The figure is like this: let the Snake be biting its tail, the names
being written inside [the circle made by] the snake, and the characters thus, as follows [...] the

whole figure is [drawn] thus, as given below, with [the spell], ‘Protect my body, [and] the / entire

critique of canonical bias, see Philip L. Tite, The Apocryphal Epistle to the Laodiceans: An Epistolary and
Rhetorical Analysis (TENT 7; Leiden: Brill, 2012), 103-112.

""J.E. Lowe, Magic in Greek and Latin Literature (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1929), 1. It is the method of
obtaining relief or satisfaction from physical conditions that has led some scholars to distinguish “magic” from
mainstream or institutionalized religion. According to one oft-cited definition, “Magic is defined as that form of
religious deviance whereby individual or social goals are sought by means alternate to those normally sanctioned by
the dominant religious institutions [...] Goals sought within the context of religious deviance are magical when
attained through the management of supernatural powers in such a way that results are virtually guaranteed” (Aune,
“Magic in Early Christianity,” 1515). Aune, however, retracted this social deviance model in a subsequent
publication (“‘Magic’ in Early Christianity and Its Mediterranean Context: A Survey of Some Recent Scholarship,”
ASE 24 [2007]: 229-294). In this later work, Aune contends that there is little heuristic or explanatory value in using
the term “magic.” According Meyer and Smith (Ancient Christian Magic, 4), “ritual” is a “less value-laden term,”
and their adoption of it is reflected in the subtitle of their 1994 book, “Coptic Texts of Ritual Power.” In any case,
the dichotomy between “magic” and “religion” is passé in historical studies of late antiquity. The concept of
“magic” will not be pursued any further here.

12 See esp. the discussions of P.Turner 49 (no. 3), P.Oxy. 8.1151 (no. 17), and P.Vindob. G 29831 (no. 19) below.
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soul of me, NN.” And when you have consecrated [it], wear [it].”" Thus, as exemplified in this
formulary for making an amulet, the illustration (here the ouroboros, a symbol of a snake eating
its own tail) encapsulates the incantation and is ineffective without it. Two common examples of
illustrations in Christian amulets are crosses (e.g., P.Duke inv. 778 [no. 7], P.Oxy. 8.1151 [no.
171, PSI 6.719 [no. 4], BKT 6.7.1 [no. 2], etc.) and free-standing tau-rho (or ‘“staurogram’)
devices (e.g., P.Princ. 2.107 [no. 5], P.Duke inv. 778 [no. 7], P.Schgyen 1.16 [no. 11], P.Berl.
inv. 11710 [no. 20], P.Vindob. G 26034 + 30453 [no. 22])." There are a variety of other
illustrations, including the XMI acrostic as seen in P.CtYBR inv. 4710."” And in P.Oslo inv.
303, we find the XMI acrostic along with a cross, the letters oo and o (cf. Rev. 1:8; 21:6), a
staurogram, and the IXOYX acrostic.'® Nevertheless, the papyrological record suggests that the
textual components alone on amulets may have been more valuable, perhaps due to the putative
power of words (and specifically, scripture) in invoking divine power."” And it was necessary for
these words to come into contact with the body of an owner in order for the desired effect to be
produced.

As part of his detailed analysis of P.Oxy. 5.840 (“Gospel of the Savior”), Michael J.
Kruger listed five “general trends” within the 93 papyrus and parchment amulets recorded in van

Haelst’s catalogue:

3 Trans. from Betz, Greek Magical, 134.

' For a complete list of Christian amulets containing crosses and/or staurograms, see de Bruyn and Dijkstra, “Greek
Amulets,” 163-216.

'S There are several different proposals for the meaning of XMI'. A common interpretation is that it represents
X(protov) M(opia) T'(evva) = “Mary begat Christ.” On the debate over the meaning of this Christian acrostic, see
NewDocs 8:156-168.

Y IXOYZ is commonly understood as I(ncodc) X(piotoc) O(eod) Y(idc) Z(wtp) = “Jesus Christ, God’s Son,
Savior). See especially Tuomas Rasimus, “Revisiting the ICHTHYS: A Suggestion Concerning the Origins of
Christological Fish Symbolism,” in Mystery and Secrecy in the Nag Hammadi Collection and Other Ancient
Literature: Ideas and Practices. Studies for Einar Thomassen at Sixty, ed. Christian H. Bull, Liv Ingeborg Lied, and
John D. Turner (NHMS 76; Leiden: Brill, 2012), 327-349.

71t should be noted that Christian elements or idioms may not necessarily signal Christian self-identification. On
the problems surrounding the category of “Christian” amulets, see Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, 10-14.
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1) The majority are written on papyrus and parchment, with papyrus outnumbering

parchment four to one.

2) A large portion have no writing on the back side.

3) The content on amulets can be divided into three categories: 1) Psalms, 2) Prayers

(including the Paternoster), and 3) New Testament citations.

4) Psalms and Prayers make up the majority.

5) External factors are folds (in 21 out of the 93 amulets studied), cords, or holes for cords.
Kruger’s study appeared before de Bruyn and Dijkstra’s more comprehensive list of Christian
amulets (the most up-to-date list), and so the evidence has expanded. Of the 186 Christian
amulets listed by de Bruyn and Dijkstra plus the recently published P.Oxy. 76.5073 and P.Ryl.
Greek Add. 1166, 134 (72%) are written on papyrus (as opposed to Kruger’s 73) and 24 (13%)
on parchment (as opposed to Kruger’s 20). These updated statistics, however, lend further
support to Kruger’s observation that papyrus outnumbers parchment four to one.

Kruger’s second trend, that writing is often absent on the back side, is important. Literary
or subliterary fragments bearing writing only on one side of the page normally point to a
fragment of a roll or an amulet; in a codex, the preferred written medium by Christians, both
sides of the folio are inscribed. There is no clear example in the papyrological record of a single
New Testament writing copied onto the recto side of a roll." Of the four opisthograph New
Testament texts (P.Oxy. 4.657 + PSI 12.1292 [P”], P.Oxy. 8.1079 [P'®], P.Oxy. 10.1228 [P*],
P.IFAO 2.31 [D*]), only P.Oxy. 10.1228 yields the possibility of being a New Testament roll,
since the recto of both fragments is blank. However, the editors, Grenfell and Hunt, were quick

to say that “no doubt in other parts the roll included sheets which had previously been

inscribed.”'® Moreover, Brent Nongbri has recently suggested that P.Oxy. 8.1079 [1"*] is not part

'8 See the discussion in Larry W. Hurtado, The Earliest Christian Artifacts: Manuscripts and Christian Origins
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006), 53-61.

19 Bernard P. Grenfell and Arthur S. Hunt, “1228. St. John’s Gospel xv, xvi,” in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, vol. X
(London: Egypt Exploration Fund, 1914), 14. See also the comment by Kurt Aland in Studien zur Uberlieferung des
Neuen Testaments und seines Textes (Berlin: W. de Gruyter, 1967), 104.
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of a roll but rather a leaf from a codex.” Given the paucity of New Testament texts in the form of
rolls—only four opisthographs and zero New Testament texts on the recto of a roll—any
fragments carrying a New Testament passage on one side only may well be an amulet. Of the
186 Greek amulets documented by de Bruyn and Dijkstra, 95 (51%) of them are written on one
side only; we may now also add P.Oxy. 76.5073 and P.Ryl. Greek Add. 1166 to this list. Thus,
more than half of the published Greek amulets containing Christian elements are written
exclusively on one side of the sheet. And it is important to note that these statistics do not take
into account the fact that many of the texts written on the other side of an amulet are unrelated. *
In view of these statistics and the fact that Christian scribes preferred writing on both sides of a
folded sheet intended for a codex, there is a high probability that a manuscript fragment carrying
a New Testament writing on one side only is an amulet. Of course texts like P.Oxy. 2.209
(P'%)—a school exercise with Rom. 1:1-7 on one side only—prove that other possibilities exist,
and so the “one-side only” criterion must be used with caution.”

External factors, such as the presence of cords, holes or folds, are also common
identifying features of amulets, since they indicate that the text in question was folded or tied
with the intention of being carried on one’s person (e.g., for protection).” Indeed, ancient
instructions for making spells indicate the procedures, as in P.Berl. inv. 5025, which reads:

“Once it has been engraved, bore a hole in it, pass a thread through and wear it around your

» Brent Nongbri, “Losing a Curious Christian Scroll but Gaining a Curious Christian Codex: An Oxyrhynchus
Papyrus of Exodus and Revelation,” NovT 55 (2013): 77-88.

*' De Bruyn and Dijsktra note unrelated texts on the other side of an amulet with the abbreviation “ow” (other
writing).

2 On P.Oxy. 2.209 (P10), see AnneMarie Luijendijk, “A New Testament Papryus and Its Documentary Context: An
Early Christian Writing Exercise from the Archive of Leonides (P.Oxy. II 209/910),” JBL 129.3 (2010): 575-596.
Another mysterious example is P.Monts. Roca 4.50 (GA 0267), on which see the discussion of Criterion #1 above.

# According to de Bruyn and Dijkstra, “almost always the material on which the text is written was rolled or folded
into a format that could be easily worn” (“Greek Amulets,” 172). For a fuller discussion of these and other external
features of amulets (including wooden tablets), see Theodore de Bruyn, “Papyri, Parchments, Ostraca, and Tablets
Written with Biblical Text in Greek and Used as Amulets: A Preliminary List,” in Early Christian Manuscripts:
Examples of Applied Method and Approach, ed. Thomas J. Kraus and Tobias Nicklas (TENT 5; Leiden: Brill,
2010), 145-189, esp. 154-164.
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neck.”” Of course such physical characteristics may be the earmarks of a secondary use of a
codex, in which case an extract from a continuous text was recycled as an amulet. In such cases,
however, we should expect textual continuity (continuous text on recto and verso); although
these texts were reused as amulets, since they originally contained continuous text, they should
be classified and given a Gregory-Aland number. A good example of a continuous text
manuscript re-used as an amulet is P.Col. 11.293 (no. 8), a fragment containing the Lord’s Prayer
(Matt. 6:4-6, 8-12) with a hole in the center.” De Bruyn and Dijkstra state that this “badly
damaged leaf from a parchment codex [...] was preserved (and possibly worn) because it
contained the Lord’s Prayer.””® Interestingly, even though P.Col. 11.293 was most likely a
continuous text manuscript originally, it has not been registered in the Liste, perhaps because of
the title “amulet.” Nonetheless, cords, holes or folds are quite common features of amulets, and
their presence only increases the probability that the manuscript in question is an amulet,
whether originally or secondarily.

In their criteria for identifying an amulet, de Bruyn and Dijkstra list several internal
elements typically found in both Christian and non-Christian charms and spells, including
esoteric or “magic words” (voces magicae), letters or words arranged in shapes, strings of
vowels, historiolae, crosses, christograms, cryptograms, Mariological references, scripture, etc.”’
Thus, the presence of any number of these devices, whether standing alone or in combination,

are helpful indicators of an amulet, in which case a non-continuous identification can be secured.

 yhvoévro, 8¢ Srotpu[rncoag kal Sieipog omdptm mepi T[ov TpdlymAdv cov eipncov. Text from PGM 1:68-69 (6);
trans. from Betz, Greek Magical Papyri, 5.

» Timothy M. Teeter, “293,” in Columbia Papyri XI (ASP 38; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1998), 3-7. It is not
completely clear, however, whether this hole was created for a string or if it was caused by the wrinkles in the
parchment. Cf. comment by de Bruyn and Dijkstra, “Greek Amulets,” 198 n.170.

% De Bruyn and Dijkstra, “Greek Amulets,” 199 n.172 (emphasis mine).

* De Bruyn and Dijkstra, “Greek Amulets,” 168-169.
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2.2.3 Criterion #3: Presence of the Word £ppnveia®
Among the registered manuscripts of the Greek New Testament, there are a total of five papyrus
fragments and three parchment fragments known as “hermeneia” manuscripts, that is, fragments
containing a certain passage from the Gospel of John, below which occurs the word €punveia,
centered on the page, which is then followed by a kind of enigmatic comment or note on the
biblical citation.” All of these manuscripts follow precisely this tripartite pattern: 1) some text of
John, 2) the word €punveica, and 3) a brief comment. To give just one example, I reproduce here
the verso of P.Monts. Roca 4.51 (formerly P.Barc. inv. 83), also known as P*:*
[Text of John 3:34]
Epunvio’
aANOT €0tV T A[eElaAnueva]
mop’ avToV €AV gL €v avToic]
moeAnOnion

Thus, the comment appears to be a statement that expresses something further about the phrase
“speaks the words of God” (Tt pripartor Tob B0 Aokel) that occurs in the Johannine citation. In

addition to the Greek comments in these eight manuscripts, there are also comments in Coptic

alongside the Greek in P.Berl. inv. 11914 (P*), Paris, BnF Copte 156, a Greco-Coptic

% Much of the following section has been adapted, with slight modification, from my article “A Coptic Fragment of
the Gospel of John with Hermeneiai (P.CtYBR inv. 4641),” NTS 60.2 (April 2014): 202-214.

» The texts are: P.Vindob. G 26214 (), P.Ness. 2 3 (P*), P.Berl. inv. 11914 (P*), P.Vindob. G 36102 (P"),
P.Monts. Roca 4.51 (3380), lost parchment from Damascus (0145), P.Berl. inv. 3607 + 3623 (0210), and P.Berl. inv.
21315 (0302). Two further manuscripts (P.Ness. 2 4 [P®] and P.Vindob. G 26084 [0256]) are likely £punveio
manuscripts, although the term €punveio is not visible. Codex Bezae (GA 05) has €punveiot but they occur in
Mark’s Gospel and lack the tripartite structure of other €punveio manuscripts; the €punveion appear at the bottom of
the page and were added by a much later scribe.

30 Originally edited by Ramon Roca-Puig, “Papiro del evangelio de San Juan con ‘Hermeneia:’ P.Barc. inv. 83—Jo
3,34,” in Atti dell’ XI Congresso Internazionale di Papirologia, Milano 2-8 Settembre 1965 (Milan: Instituto
Lombardo Di Scienze E’Lettere, 1966), 225-236. This papyrus now resides in the Montserrat Abbey in Spain and
was re-edited recently in Sofia Torallas Tovar and Klaas A. Worp, with the collaboration of Alberto Nodar and
Maria Victoria Spottorno, Greek Papyri from Montserrat (P.Monts. Roca IV) (Scripta Orientalia 1; Bercelona:
Publicacions de 1’ Abadia de Montserrat, 2014), 124-128.

! A common misspelling (itacism) of £punveio.
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manuscript discovered at Antinoe and published by Walter E. Crum in 1904.” In 2013, I
discovered P.CtYBR inv. 4641—the first-known Coptic-only hermeneia fragment in the
possession of Yale Unviersity.” There are also €punveio. comments in Latin in Codex
Sangermanensis (GA 0319), as well as in manuscripts in Armenian and Georgian.”* All extant
€punveio manuscripts, of which only a handful are known to us today, are by definition “non-
continuous” manuscripts (or fragments thereof), in that they were not originally written out as
complete and continuous (i.e., unbroken or uninterrupted) copies of whole books. The function
of these comments is anything but clear. Bruce M. Metzger, Stanley E. Porter, and, most
recently, Wally V. Cirafesi and Kevin W. Wilkinson have all written significant articles on the
Epunveion.”

Drawing on J. Rendel Harris’ work on sortes sanctorum and the Greek-Latin €punveion
in Codex Bezae (GA 05) and Codex Sangermanensis (GA 0319), Metzger argues that these

special manuscripts were likely used for the purpose of divination and not as a reading copy of

2 Walter E. Crum, “Two Coptic Papyri from Antinoe,” Proceedings from the Society of Biblical Archaeology 26
(1904): 174-178, esp. 174-176. Paris, BnF Copte 156 was re-edited by Hans Quecke, “Zu den Joh-Fragmenten mit
‘Hermeneiai,”” Orientalia 40 (1974): 407-414 and cited as “K” in George W. Horner’s edition of the Sahidic New
Testament (The Coptic Version of the New Testament in the Southern Dialect [T vols.; Oxford: Clarendon, 1911-
1924]). See also van Haelst, Catalogue, no. 1124.

3 Jones, “Coptic Fragment.” It is somewhat ironic that P.CtYBR inv. 4641 has been registered as an official
manuscript of the Coptic New Testament since it is non-continuous. In stark contrast, Greek manuscripts that are
non-continuous do not meet the present criteria for inclusion in the official list.

** See the survey in B. Outtier, “Les Prosermeneia du Codex Bezae,” in Codex Bezae: Studies from the Lunel
Colloquium June 1994, ed. David C. Parker and Christian-Bernard Amphoux (NTTS 22; Leiden: Brill, 1996), 74-
78.

* Bruce M. Metzger, “Greek Manuscripts of John’s Gospels with ‘Hermeneiai,”” in Text and Testimony: Essays on
New Testament and Apocryphal Literature in Honour of A. F. J. Klijn, ed. Tjitze Baarda et al. (Kampen: Kok, 1988),
162-169; Stanley E. Porter, “The Use of Hermeneia and Johannine Papyrus Manuscripts,” in Akten des 23.
Internationalen Papyrologenkongresses, 573-580; Wally V. Cirafesi, “The Bilingual Character and Liturgical
Function of ‘Hermeneiai’ in Johannine Papyrus Manuscripts: A New Proposal,” NovT 56 (2014): 45-67; Kevin W.
Wilkinson, “Herméneiai in Manuscripts of John’s Gospel: An Aid to Bibliomancy,” in My Lots Are in Thy Hands,
ed. AnneMarie Luijendijk and W. Klingshirn (Leiden: Brill, 2014), forthcoming. See also David C. Parker,
“Manuscripts of John’s Gospel with Hermeneiai,” in Transmission and Reception: New Testament Text-Critical and
Exegetical Studies, ed. J.W. Childers (TS 3.4; Piscataway: Gorgias Press, 2006), 48-68. Parker shows in his study
through a textual analysis of the eight manuscripts that “these are documents which are of use to the editor of John”
(“Manuscripts of John’s Gospel,” 68).
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1.® According to Metzger, the £épunveiot were oracles disconnected from the biblical

the Gospe
text above.

Other scholars, such as Porter, disagree with the theory that these are oracular statements.
According to Porter, the €punveion are “biblically motivated and connected reflections on the
biblical text,” or at least individual parts.”’ In a similar line of argument, Cirafesi, highlighting
the bilingual character of these manuscripts, suggests that “€punveion are interpretive comments
(loosely understood) that functioned as liturgical tools to facilitate early Christian worship
services needing to accommodate the use of two languages within a particular community.””® In
support of this thesis, one may also point to the occurrence of the ‘summary notes’ in P.Bodmer
8 (P, where it appears that a Coptic scribe was responsible for drawing attention to certain

themes in the margin,® or the Coptic glosses in Old Fayyumic in P.Beatty 7 (Isaiah),”’ not to

mention anything of the Greco-Coptic lectionaries and various Greco-Coptic New Testament

% See J. Rendel Harris, The Annotators of the Codex Bezae (With Some Notes on Sortes Sanctorum) (London: Clay,
1901). For a discussion of Coptic fragments of sortes sanctorum lacking biblical citation, see Arnold van
Lantschoot, “Une collection sahidique de ‘Sortes Sanctorum,”” Le Muséon 69 (1956), 35-52; Lucia Papini,
“Fragments of the Sortes Sanctorum from the Shrine of St. Colluthus,” in Pilgrimage and Holy Space in Late
Antique Egypt, ed. David Frankfurter (Leiden: Brill, 1998), 393-401, and the literature cited there.

7 According to Porter, “the statements [i.e., hermeneiai] are neither strictly commentary nor simply unattached
oracular pronouncements, but biblically motivated and connected reflections on the biblical text, perhaps utilizing
similar language” (“The Use of Hermeneia,” 579). See also idem, “What Do We Know and How Do We Know It?
Reconstructing Early Christianity from Its Manuscripts,” in Christian Origins and Greco-Roman Culture, ed.
Stanely E. Porter and Andrew W. Pitts (TENT 9; Leiden: Brill, 2013), 41-70, at 60-63.

% Cirafesi, “Hermeneiai,” 67; cf. Gamble: “Thus both the production of non-Greek versions of scripture and the use
of bilingual manuscripts are rooted in the liturgical reading of scripture and witness the effort to make the sense of
scripture accessible to all” (Books and Readers, 231).

9 See the list of these “summary notes” in David G. Worrell, “The Themes of 1 Peter: Insights from the Earliest
Manuscripts (The Crosby-Schgyen Codex ms 193 and the Bodmer Miscellaneous Codex Containing P’?),” NTS 55.4
(2009): 502-522, at 511-512. The notes in the margin consist of the preposition nepi followed by a word or phrase
that describes the adjacent text. What is odd about the notes is that most of the words following mept are in the
nominative and not the required genitive (e.g., mepl €lpnvn, nepl dyomn, nepi ayvia [sic]). Considering that Coptic
nouns do not decline and Greco-Coptic words always take the nominative form, we may possibly be dealing with a
Coptic scribe. In further support of this, the note at 2 Pet 2:22 glosses aAn8ov (for aAnBovg) with the corresponding
Coptic word mmel. See also Wasserman, Epistle of Jude, 31-32.

“ Roger S. Bagnall refers to the Coptic glossator of P.Beatty 7 as “a member of the book-possessing population,
bilingual, a fluent writer, from the Fayyum or somewhere in its vicinity, and probably something of an experimenter
with language, because he is not working in an established writing system that he could have learned in school or
anywhere else. And, of course, he may be assumed to be a Christian” (Early Christian Books in Egypt [Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2009], 67).
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diglots.*' Such phenomena demonstrate clearly that Coptic and Greek co-existed within many
Coptic Christian communities and so Cirafesi’s theory concerning liturgical contexts and the
need to accommodate the use of more than one language is appealing.

In a forthcoming essay, Kevin W. Wilkinson argues that the epunveion were “an aid to
bibliomancy,” and that the comments are clearly related to the gospel passages that they
accompany (contra Metzger). According to Wilkinson, “[a]nyone wishing to inquire into his or
her fate would arrive by some means at a passage of John and then consult the accompanying
‘interpretation,” which translated the language and/or content of the biblical text into an oracular
prediction or command.”** Wilkinson’s treatment of the €épunveion provides much of the clarity
necessary for understanding the structure of the oracular system. However, the questions about
the very nature and purpose of the €punvetot have not been fully answered, and such lines of
inquiry are outside the scope of this study. What is important is that the presence of the word
epunveia alongside a passage from John’s Gospel is a useful indicator of this type of non-

continuous text.

2.2.4 Criterion #4: Context of Citation

When dealing with small fragments containing New Testament citations or allusions, it is often
the case that the larger context (if there was one) in which the citation was embedded has been
lost. For example, was de Hamel MS 389 (GA 0314), a tiny scrap of parchment containing only

five words from John 5:34, a “note” or “isolated text” as the editor suggests?*’ Or was it perhaps

* E.g., Florence, Museo Egizio inv. 7134 (%), Strasbourg, Bibliothéque Nationale P. k. 362 + 379 + 381 + 382 +
384 (1%, P.Vindob. K 7541-7548 (P*"), P.Vindob. K 8706/34 (P*?), P.Oslo inv. 1661 (P*?), P.Vindob. K 7244 (%),
just to name the papyri. For a complete list of Greco-Coptic manuscripts, see Siegfried G. Richter, “SMR-Liste
koptischer neutestamentlicher Bilinguen,” in SMR-Datenbank des Projektes Novum Testamentum Graecum — Editio
Critica Maior der Nordrhein-Westfilischen Akademie der Wissenschaften und der Kiinste, December 2009
[http://intf.uni-muenster.de/smr/pdf/SMR-Bilinguen.pdf].

2 Wilkinson, “Herméneiai in Manuscripts of John’s Gospel,” forthcoming.

# Peter M. Head, “Five New Testament Manuscripts: Recently Discovered Fragments in a Private Collection in
Cambridge,” JTS 59.2 (2008): 520-545.
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a citation within a patristic text, private letter, polemical treatise, liturgical hymn, etc.? Without
the context, it is difficult to say, and in cases like this one, other features are lacking that would
allow us even to make a guess as to what kind of text we have. As a result, we must categorize
such manuscripts as “extracts” or “various selections.”

In other cases, however, the immediate context may enable us to identify the text as
something other than a continuous text of the New Testament. A good example is P.Oxy. 3.405,
which consists of seven fragments with some containing quotations from the New Testament.
Grenfell and Hunt, unable to identify the text, labeled P.Oxy. 3.405 “theological fragments.”**
On the basis of the text surrounding the biblical quotations, subsequent scholars were able to
identify P.Oxy. 3.405 as a copy of Irenaeus’ Adversus Haereses.* There are other times that a
fragment can be shown to contain a New Testament citation within a non-biblical context that
cannot be identified. This is the case, for example, with P.Vindob. G 35894. In this fragment,
there is a quotation of Rev. 10:9-10, yet the editor has shown that the first line (before the
quotation) is not from Revelation or any other part of the New Testament.* In cases like
P.Vindob. G 35894, then, we are dealing with an unidentifiable non-continuous text in which a
biblical citation has been embedded; such texts should be placed in a category of ‘“‘various
selections” until their larger literary (or non-literary) works are identified. In Appendix 1, we
shall return to the question about how to compile and list textual data, but for now we can simply

say that texts like P.Vindob. G 35894 should be maintained in a list of sorts.

* Ed. princ. Grenfell and Hunt, “405-406. Theological Fragments,” in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, vol. 3 (London:
Egypt Exploration Fund, 1903), 10-12.

> Marcel Richard and Bertrand Hemmerdinger, “Trois Nouveaux Fragments Grecs de L’Adversus Haereses de
Saint Irénée,” ZNW 53.3 (1962): 252-255. See now Charles E. Hill, “Irenacus, the Scribes, and the Scriptures:
Papyrological and Theological Observations from P.Oxy. 405,” in Irenaeus: Life, Scripture, Legacy, eds. Sara
Parvis and Paul Foster (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2012), 119-130.

% Uwe Schmidt, “P.Vindob. G 35894 — Ein Wiener Pergamentfragment mit NT-Text,” in Bericht der Hermann
Kunst-Stiftung zur Forderung der neutestamentlichen Textforschung fiir die Jahre 1979 bis 1981 (Miinster: Institut
fiir neutestamentliche Textforschung, 1982), 93-99. According to Schmidt, “Dies alles zusammengenommen 143t
daher wohl nur den Schlufl zu, daB in Zeile 1 ein Text aus Apk 10,9 nicht gestanden haben kann” (“P.Vindob. G
35894,” 96).
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2.2.5 Criterion #5: Specific Content of New Testament Citation

Another potential indicator of a non-continuous manuscript is the actual content of the biblical
citation, especially in the case of amulets and lectionaries. According to de Bruyn and Dijkstra,

It is relatively easy to identify texts incorporating biblical material that were certainly produced or
used as amulets. These texts usually include an adjuration or a petition. The biblical passages are
often ones that are frequently invoked for their protective or beneficial value, such as Ps. 90 LXX or
the Lord’s Prayer (Matt. 6:9-13). The passages may be quoted in an abbreviated form as a cipher for
an entire work, as in the incipits of the gospels or the opening words of verses in a psalm. Often
several passages are juxtaposed one with another, and sometimes they are quoted in an incomplete or
confused manner. Frequently they are also accompanied by doxologies, acclamations, crosses, and
other Christian symbols.*’

A cursory glance at the Christian amulets listed by de Bruyn and Dijkstra reveals that the
majority of those containing New Testament quotations consist of the Paternoster and Gospel
incipits. It is natural that we find in considerable numbers the Lord’s Prayer in amulets, given the
prayer’s significance within the Christian tradition.*® But in amulets, these particular words of
Jesus specifically served an apotropaic or curative function. In some amulets, we find the Lord’s
Prayer alongside other, non-biblical prayers or adjurations, such as in P.Iand. 1.6.

Another popular New Testament text used in several healing amulets (such as P.Oxy.
8.1077 [no. I]) is Matt. 4:23-24/9:35, a narrative summary that depicts Jesus as a healer of
“every illness and infirmity” (naicov vocov kot mocav poiokiov). The words “healing every
illness and infirmity” were appealed to as a kind of blanket formula that was applicable to a
variety of physical conditions. According to Theodore de Bruyn, “short of these amulets we

would not have specific knowledge of the manner in which this passage of scripture figured,

" De Bruyn and Dijkstra, “Greek Amulets,” 172.

*8In the Didache 8:2-3, it states that the Lord’s Prayer should be performed not like the “hypocrites” but “as the
Lord commanded in his Gospel,” and that the addressees should pray the prayer “three times a day”: unde
TPooeVYecHE MG Ol VIOKPLTOL, GAX (G EKEALEVGEY O KVPLOG £V TQ EVAYYEAI® 0rhTOV, 0VTM TPooeVyeobe [...] Tpig
e Nuépog npocevyeode. Text from Bart D. Ehrman, The Apostolic Fathers, vol. 1 (LCL 24; Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 2003), 429-430. On manuscripts containing the Paternoster, see especially Thomas J. Kraus,
“Manuscripts with the Lord’s Prayer—They are More Than Simply Witnesses to That Text Itself,” in New
Testament Manuscripts, 227-266. See also the dated but nonetheless helpful essay by Ernst von Dobschiitz, “The
Lord’s Prayer,” HTR 7.3 (1914): 293-321.
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apart from any contextual invocation, as the means for channeling divine power to protect and to
heal.”* In other words, this particular passage was transmitted in isolation from the larger
narrative in which it was embedded precisely because of its putative power to protect and heal.
Thus, fragments containing these verses may point to an amulet.

Other New Testament texts were also chosen for their healing, ethical, instructional, or
protective value, such as P.Vindob. G 2312 (= no. 21; John 2:1-2, Rom. 12:1-2), P.Vindob. G
26034 + 30453 (no. 22; 2 Cor. 10:4, 1 Thess. 5:8, Eph. 6:16), P.Oxy. 34.2684 (no. 24; Jude 4-5,
7-8), P.Berl. inv. 13977 (no. 23; 1 Tim. 1:15-16), among others. As we shall see, there is no
recognizable pattern as to why random (or at least otherwise unattested) New Testament
passages were chosen for amulets. With respect to Gospel incipits (i.e., initial phrases or titles
from the Gospels), Joseph E. Sanzo has argued recently that the incipits in apotropaic devices
were “metonymic,” whereby the “ritual specialist used the Gospel incipits to attain relevant
material from the life and ministry of Jesus that was scattered through the Gospels (and possibly
beyond).”” That is to say, ritual specialists were interested in the “power associated with
particular events/stories, not generic power.””' Thus, incipits are also earmarks of an amulet. In
sum, in cases where fragments contain nothing more than a New Testament passage that is often
featured in amulets for various purposes, there is a likelihood that such a text is an amulet, the
probability of which increases when other factors are present (i.e., holes, strings, text written
only on one side, irregular format, informal script etc.).

The criterion of content may also aid one in the identification of a lectionary manuscript

(=non-continuous), but the situation is much more complicated. Lectionary manuscripts are

# See Theodore de Bruyn, “Appeals to Jesus and the One ‘Who Heals Every Illness and Every Infirmity’ (Matt
4:23, 9:35) in Amulets in Late Antiquity,” in The Reception and Interpretation of the Bible in Late Antiquity:
Proceedings of the Montréal Colloquium in Honour of Charles Kannengiesser, 11-13 October 2006, ed. Lorenzo
DiTommaso and Lucian Turcescu (BAC 6; Leiden: Brill, 2008), 65-82, at 80.

50 Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, 171 (emphasis original).

1 Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, 67 (emphasis original).
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defined as “those in which the text of the NT is divided into separate pericopes or lections,
rearranged according to the fixed order in which they are read as lessons for the church on
particular days during the year.””> One difficulty that arises is the fact that there were various
kinds of lectionaries (e.g., containing the Gospels or the Apostolos or both) within different
geographical locales (e.g., Egypt, Antioch, Jerusalem, Byzantium), and so the order and content
of one lectionary may not correspond to another. Such variation is especially true of the
menologion (which follows the civil calendar and begins on 1 September, as opposed to the
synaxarion, which follows the ecclesiastical calendar and begins at Easter), “because of differing
preferences for festivals and honored saints in various eras and locales.”” However, lectionaries
may be identified based on the separate “lessons” they contain. For example, a manuscript
containing passages from Mark, John, and Hebrews conforms to the Saturday and Sunday
synaxarion lections during Lent; a manuscript containing Matt. 1:18-25, 2:1-12 and Gal. 4:4-7
would follow the Christmas Day lesson in the menologion. Sometimes when the extant passages
cannot be aligned precisely with a lectionary cycle, they are still designated “lectionary” simply
because the manuscript collects several biblical passages together. This is the case with, for
example, P.Vindob. G 2324 (/ 1043) and Codex Climaci Rescriptus (originally classified as /
1561 but reclassified as 0250).”* At any rate, in the absence of other internal or external features,
the criterion of the specific content of the New Testament citations may help one determine if a

manuscript fragment is non-continuous.

2 Osburn, “Greek Lectionaries,” 2™ ed., 94. See also Aland and Aland, Text of the New Testament, 163-170.

%3 Osburn, “Greek Lectionaries,” 2™ ed., 96. For a discussion of the terms menologion and synaxarion, see Jacques
Noret, “Ménologes, synaxaires, ménées: essai de clarification d’une terminologie,” AnBoll 86 (1968): 21-24; Jean
Duplacy, “Les lectionnaires et 1’édition du Nouveau Testament grec,” in Mélanges bibliques en homage au R.P.
Béda Rigaux, ed. A. Descamps and A. de Halleux (Gembloux: Duculot, 1970), 509-545.

*1In a very helpful essay, Stanley E. Porter uses P.Vindob. G 2324 as a test case for assessing the influence of unit
delimitation in Greek manuscripts. See his “The Influence of Unit Delimitation on Reading and Use of Greek
Manuscripts,” in Method in Unit Delimitation, ed. Marjo Korpel et al. (Pericope 6; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 44-60.
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2.3 Conclusion

The foregoing criteria are intended as guides for assessing whether a manuscript is continuous or
non-continuous. In many instances, ambiguity results from the imperfection of our knowledge;
fragments only tell a part of the story and we must weigh the evidence to determine the
probability of their being non-continuous. The use of multiple criteria (e.g., specific content,

context of citation) is a surer method of testing textual non-continuity.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD OF TEXTUAL ANALYSIS

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter, we establish a working method for evaluating the New Testament citations on
Greek amulets analyzed in Chapter 4. As we have seen, textual continuity is a sine qua non of
inclusion of manuscripts within the official list of New Testament manuscripts. In his book on
textual criticism and manuscripts, David Parker lists four criteria that a manuscript must fulfill in
order to be included in the Liste, the second of which is that ““it should consist of more than
excerpts.”" I would like for a moment to question the validity of this rule within the discipline,
especially since it seems to command almost absolute allegiance. We should be wary of any
method or criterion that unreservedly restricts data and the evaluation of it. I believe that we
must all heed to the recommendation of Kenyon who, more than a century ago, claimed that
“[t]he writings of any author who quotes the Scriptures at all must be taken into consideration.’”

The key word here is “consideration.” But how are we to move forward?

3.2 A Prolegomenon: The Analogy of Patristic Citations

As a starting point, we may look to the treatment of isolated patristic citations of the New
Testament, which are in many ways analogous to the citations and adaptations within non-
continuous fragments. Thus, the criteria for evaluating the patristic citations may help us gain

traction in our own research on the present topic.

U Parker, Introduction, 41.
% Frederic G. Kenyon, Handbook to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament (2™ ed.; London: Macmillan, 1912),
242-243 (emphasis mine).
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Gordon D. Fee claimed that the problems with the citations in the church fathers are
four.” First, it is difficult to know when a Father is citing from memory or copying his text from
an exemplar. Citation from memory was more common with shorter, popular texts that circulated
in isolation within Christian communities for private devotion or Church liturgy.* Examples of
such texts would be the Lord’s Prayer and Psalm 90—two very popular texts used in Christian
amulets. Since many of the non-continuous texts are short, isolated citations, we may well be
dealing with citation from memory more than not.’ This is not to say, however, that scribes in
principal were unsuccessful in faithfully reproducing longer passages from memory. In his
discussion of the importance of memory in the citation practices of Augustine, Hugh Houghton
notes that “[c]iting by memory does not necessarily produce an inaccurate text of Scripture.
Ancient education involved a considerable degree of learning by rote and this may have resulted

996

in a corresponding ability to recall extensive passages word for word.”” An example of the use

of memory in Greco-Roman education can be found in a statement by Theon of Alexandria, a

first-century C.E. author of a treatise on progymnasmata:

Begin with the simplest thing, for example, with exercise of memory, then pass to paraphrasing
some argument in a speech, then to paraphrasing some part of the speech, either the prooemion or
narration. Thus our young men will gradually become capable of paraphrasing a whole speech,
which is the result of perfected ability.’

*Gordon D. Fee, “The Use of the Greek Fathers for New Testament Textual Criticism,” in Text of the New
Testament in Contemporary Research, 1* ed., 191-207, at 192-193. See also Bart D. Ehrman, “The Use of the
Church Fathers in New Testament Textual Criticism,” in Bible as Book, 155-165.

* According to Bruce M. Metzger and Bart D. Ehrman, “If one is assured that the father makes a bona fide quotation
and not a mere allusion, the problem remains of whether he quoted it after consulting the passage in a manuscript or
relied on his memory. The former is more probable in the case of longer quotations, whereas shorter quotations were
often made from memory” (Text of the New Testament, 127-128); cf. Head, “Additional Greek Witnesses,” 432.

° On citations and echoes in fourth century papyrus letters, Malcolm Choat notes that “it is highly likely that these
phrases are being imperfectly remembered (or introduced subconsciously?) from an oral context, whether a Church
service or a more informal occasion; it is less probable that they are copied from an actual text” (Belief and Cult in
Fourth-Century Papyri [SAA 1; Turnhout: Brepols, 2006], 79).

®Hugh A.G. Houghton, Augustine’s Text of John: Patristic Citations and Latin Gospel Manuscripts (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2008), 67. Houghton does subsequently show, however, that Augustine himself admits that
his citation from memory was imperfect (e.g., Sermo 374.19, Retractationes 1.7.2, Sermo 362.22.25).

"George A. Kennedy, Progymnasmata: Greek Textbooks of Prose Composition and Rhetoric (SBLWGRW 10;
Atlanta: SBL, 2003), 71.
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But did Christian authors of ephemeral texts such as amulets and sortes have training in the
“exercise of memory,” a practice normally reserved for the educated elite, or according to Theon,
“our young men?”® As suggested above and demonstrated further below, it seems that many
amulets were the products of ritual specialists (monks, priests, and the like) who were familiar
with the appropriate biblical texts and their apotropaic value. It is therefore certainly possible
that those who produced scriptural amulets were doing so from memory. Indeed, we know that
monks were instructed to memorize scripture.” However, when dealing with longer citations of
texts that do not stem from liturgical contexts, it is perhaps best to default to the assumption that
these texts were copied from a written source and not cited from memory."

Second, there is a problem with citing habits among the church fathers, which range from
“rather precise,” to “moderately careful,” to “notoriously slovenly.”"' According to Fee, the
scribal habits of the church fathers must be carefully analyzed just as those of any other scribe of

the New Testament.'? Studying transcriptional probability may help us recover the source-

8 On memory performance in classical antiquity, see Jocelyn Penny Small, Wax Tablets of the Mind: Cognitive
Studies of Memory and Literacy in Classical Antiquity (London: Routledge, 1997). On Greco-Roman education
generally, see the various works by Raffaella Cribiore, especially her Writing, Teachers, and Students in Graeco-
Roman Egypt (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1996).

° For example, in the Life of Pachomius 24, we find the following: “Strive, brothers, to attain to that to which you
have been called: to recite psalms and teachings from other parts of the Scriptures, especially the Gospel” (trans.
Armand Veilleux, Pachomian Koinonia I [CSS 45; Kalamazoo: Cistercian Publications, 1980], 312).

10 Quite frequently, variation in wording and textual errors in patristic citations are explained as potentially faulty
citations from memory. See, e.g., Parker, Introduction, 111. But, how can we know with certainty when a text was
cited from memory? Is there enough justification in saying that deviation from the manuscript tradition indicates a
citation from memory? In the case of some writers such as Augustine, the role of memory in their citations is stated
explicitly (Houghton refers to Augustine’s “mental text,” [Augustine’s Text of John, 113-115]). However, where
such statements on the reliance of memory or other obvious earmarks are absent, I contend that we remain very
cautious about attributing a citation to memory.

' Fee, “The Use of the Greek Fathers,” 1% ed., 192-193.

2 Gordon D. Fee, “Modern Text Criticism and the Synoptic Problem,” in J.J. Griesbach: Synoptic and Text-Critical
Studies 1776-1976, ed. Bernard Orchard and Thomas R.W. Longstaff (SNTSMS 34; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1978, 154-169), 160: “Fathers may, and must, be evaluated in the same way as the manuscript
evidence. Some cite with precision; others do not. Some show care for the wording per se; others adapt and
paraphrase at will. How a Father cites is often as important as what.”
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variant, but this is more difficult in cases where the textual sample is small, since the overall
patterns of scribal error are less prominent.” We shall return to this problem momentarily.

Third, the character or type of work in which the citation is embedded is relevant.
According to Fee, citations tend to be more accurate in commentaries and polemical treatises,
where the text serves as the basis for comment or debate, and less accurate in letters and
sermons. When speaking of accuracy and inaccuracy, however, we must bear in mind that
scribes often used their imagination to fill in the gaps of texts and to create meaning more
effectively; in other words, the mental processes enhanced the intimate connection between the
copyist and what was being copied, especially where the text’s meaning is concerned.'* In a
recent study on citation methods within antiquity generally and citation practices of Christian

scribes in the second century particularly, Charles E. Hill demonstrated that

even a stated and sincerely held regard for the sacredness of a text did not necessarily affect an
author’s practice of what we would call loose or adaptive citation. Literary Christians inherited, took
part in, and contributed to a literary culture, Greek, Roman, and Jewish, which did not consider that
the chief purpose of literary borrowing was to guarantee for the reader an exact replication of the
text appropriated.'

Inaccuracy of citation can be explained in a number of possible ways (e.g., conforming citation
to context, faulty memory, clerical errors, etc.), but intentional changes that were made in order

to clarify the perceived meaning are indicative of the kind of citations we find in many of the

3 On transcriptional probability, see B.F. Westcott and F.J.A. Hort, Introduction to the New Testament in the
Original Greek with Notes on Selected Readings (2 vols.; New York: Harper and Brothers, 1881-1882), 2:22-30.
Hort distinguished between intrinsic probability, which signifies “what an author is likely to have written” and
transcriptional probability, “what copyists are likely to have made him [the author] seem to write” (Introduction,
20). Both are subsumed under the broader category of “Internal Evidence of Readings.”

4 According to Philip Comfort, “the evidence of the extant manuscripts shows that the scribes were engaged in the
creative act of reading and were not completely controlled by the linguistic signs and structures of the text. Scribes
became active, creative readers and interpreters of the text they were copying. This freedom, rather than being
looked upon as reckless disregard for the integrity of the original text, should be viewed as normal processing”
(Encountering the Manuscripts: An Introduction to New Testament Paleography and Textual Criticism [Nashville:
Broadman and Holman, 2005], 284).

'S Charles E. Hill, “‘In These Very Words’: Methods and Standards of Literary Borrowing in the Second Century,”
in Early Text of the New Testament, 261-281, at 277 (emphasis original); cf. the following statement by Gunther
Zuntz: “The common respect for the sacredness of the Word, with [Christians], was not an incentive to preserve the
text in its original purity. On the contrary, [it]...did not prevent the Christians of that age from interfering with their
transmitted utterances” (The Text of the Epistles: A Disquisition upon the Corpus Paulinum [Schweich Lectures
1946; London: Oxford University Press for the British Academy, 1953], 268-269).
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church fathers. But this is also true of copyists of the New Testament. For example,
transcriptional accuracy is not attained by the scribe of P.Beatty 1 (P*), who “sees through the
language to its idea-content, and copies that—often in words of his own choosing, or in words
rearranged as to order.”'® In the words of Hort, “the offices of transcribing and editing came to be
confused.”"

The fourth problem with citations in the church fathers is “the number of Bibles used by
the father,” since it is possible that more than one New Testament exemplar was pressed into
service for copying. In fact, many church fathers explicitly refer to variants in other manuscripts
and Amy M. Donaldson has catalogued almost every such reference in a recent (unpublished)
doctoral dissertation.'® The implication of a father’s use of various exemplars is the introduction
of contamination or mixture, which can operate in successive or simultaneous fashion.
Moreover, with the geographical relocation of some church fathers (e.g., Origen), “local texts”
(if we may borrow a controversial phrase from Streeter) may have been utilized, which may have
differed from texts previously consulted.' Therefore, there must be an awareness of any
potential, sudden shifts in the text of a church father.

In view of these problems, Fee established a set of criteria and sub-criteria for evaluating
patristic citations, arranging the list in descending order of certainty to extremely doubtful

materials.”® The utility of some of these criteria for our purposes is limited on account of the fact

' Ernest C. Colwell, “Method in Evaluating Scribal Habits: A Study of P*, D%, 1°” in ibid., Studies in
Methodology in Textual Criticism of the Greek New Testament (Leiden: Brill, 1969), 106-124, at 117.

" Westcott and Hort, Introduction, 2:24.

'8 Amy M. Donaldson, “Explicit References to New Testament Variant Readings among Greek and Latin Church
Fathers” (Ph.D. diss., University of Notre Dame, 2009), available online at http://etd.nd.edu/ETD-
db/theses/available/etd-12112009-152813/.

Tt should be noted here that different forms of text may have been present in the same locality at the same time,
and readings also could have arisen coincidentally.

20 The list can be found in Fee, “Use of the Greek Fathers,” 1* ed., 201-204. Cf. idem, “The Text of John in Origen
and Cyril of Alexandria: A Contribution to Methodology in the Recovery and Analysis of Patristic Citations,” Bib
52 (1971): 357-394; repr. in Eldon J. Epp and Gordon D. Fee, Studies in the Theory and Method of New Testament
Textual Criticism (SD 45; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), 301-334.
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that they involve the immediate literary context surrounding the citation, which is lacking in
many non-continuous manuscripts. For example, Fee’s criterion 1.1 is that, when a church father
employs the very words contained in the citation in his subsequent discussion, the probability
that those were the words of his text is increased.”! However, some non-continuous witnesses do
provide the wider context, such as, for example, P.Mich. inv. 3718 (LDAB 6578).* This papyrus
contains “Christian allegorizations,” in which the unidentified author cites the texts of Matt.
19:24, Matt. 13:33, John 2:1, Luke 3:8, and comments on them individually. Fee’s criteria 1.1-2
can be applied in this case, because, after the author cites a New Testament passage he/she gives
an allegorical interpretation of it; this subsequent discussion confirms the wording in the citation.
Take for example the author’s citation and allegorization of Matt. 19:24:
EVKOTADTEPOV E0TLV KOUNAOV 810 TPUANUATOS PaPidog el0eABely 1] mAovotov €ig tn(v) Pactliav

v ovpavad(v). kauniog €otv Tov[8]ag: 10 tpvmnua th[g] pad[ildog oty 1 cw[tnlplic]: [0]
nhlovoio[c] 0 61_0%[}[0%09]23

Fee’s criterion 1.1 holds that the repetition of k&uniog and tpUmnue in the comments following
the citation is further evidence that those words were in his exemplar. This is significant because
there are variants of these words in the manuscript tradition, as seen in the critical apparatus.*
This text is not featured in the present study, but it is important to say that P.Mich. inv. 3718
contains genetically significant readings, and so there is no reason why such a text with an
important citation should not be included in the critical apparatus of the Greek New Testament.

In any case, Fee’s criterion of context, specifically the repetition of wording of the citation

! Fee, “Use of the Greek Fathers,” 1% ed., 201. When the citation and commentary do not agree, one or the other has
likely been altered. Streeter gave an example from Origen’s Commentary on Matthew, where the words koi ot
vpopuotelg from the Byzantine text of Matt. 26:3 are present in the citation but absent from the following
commentary, suggesting that a later copyist “substitute[d] a familiar for an unfamiliar phrase” (Four Gospels, 46-
47).

2 Published by Albert Henrichs and Elinor M. Husselman, “Christian Allegorizations (P.Mich. inv. 3718),” ZPE 3
(1968): 175-189.

# Text from Henrichs and Husselman, “Christian Allegorizations,” 180.

* We should also note that the tradition is divided over the readings eiceA0eiv and S1eAfelv. P.Mich. inv. 3718 has
the former.

52



within subsequent (and we might also add previous) discussion, is relevant for those non-
continuous manuscripts that do have a larger context.

Fee’s criterion 2.1 claims that there is a high degree of probability that we have the actual
text of a church father if the citation contains several verses in length. In other words, a larger
sample of text cited “assumes that an author is more likely to have consulted his text at such
points than otherwise.”” Fee appropriately cautions against the full reliance on this criterion,
since copyists transmitting a father’s text could have easily conformed it—whether consciously
or unconsciously—to their own standard text. For example, as Fee notes, Origen’s Matthean
version of the Lord’s Prayer (On Prayer) has been conformed to the tradition by a later copyist
(e.g., addition of ot in v. 5 and tng in v. 10), since Origen’s subsequent discussion of the
passage confirms what his actual text was (cf. Fee’s criterion 1.1, above).”® The relevance of this
criterion for our study is that scribes copying text onto amulets are likewise more likely to have
consulted a written text when the textual sample is substantial. Of course the same caution must
be applied here as in the case of patristic citations: authors of amulets may also have conformed
the citation—whether consciously or unconsciously—to the text that they know best. The
difference between citations in amulets and the fathers is that citations in the latter are far more
substantial and diverse than those in the former. Generally, the most extensive citation that we
find in amulets is the Lord’s Prayer (Matt. 6:9-13, or portions thereof). But there are exceptions.
For example P.K6In 8.340 (no. 18) cites eleven verses of the Gospel of John, and the majority of
amulets cite more than one verse. However, a scribe’s consultation of or reliance on a written
text must be weighed on a case-by-case basis.

Fee’s criterion 5.4 is also germane. It states that a father’s use of conjunctions and

particles in the citation of a single verse cannot be used with much confidence, since these are

5 Fee, “Use of the Greek Fathers,” 1% ed., 201 n.42.
% Fee, “Use of the Greek Fathers,” 1% ed., 201 n.42.
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very often adapted to fit the context of the father’s own text.”” Modifications of this sort are fairly
common in the non-continuous witnesses and especially, as we shall see below, in amulets. For
example, in P.Vindob. G 26034 + 30453 (no. 22), the scribe omits the conjunction yéyp in his/her
citation of 2 Cor. 10:4.® However, since ydip always refers back to a preceding phrase, and since
that preceding phrase is not included in the amulet, it is therefore superfluous. In the loose
citations of 1 Cor. 2:9 and Matt. 8:20 in P.Mich. 18.763 (LDAB 5071), an unidentified Christian
text, the author uses 006¢ instead of ovk in both cases where no variation unit occurs. Here we
are likely dealing with a stylistic predilection on the part of the author. Inflection is also
frequently altered where no variation unit occurs, such as in P.Duke inv. 778 (no. 7) and P.Princ.
2.107 (no. 5), amulets citing the Lord’s Prayer, where the phrase tov dptov U@V 10V £€T100GLOV
is changed to t@v Gptov Nudv (Vuwv, P.Princ. 2.107) tdv €noloveiwv—masculine accusative
singulars become masculine genitive plurals. Changes of inflection, particles and conjunctions
are prompted, at least in part, by the need to create “textual cohesion.”” Discourse analysis has
demonstrated that authors, in attempt to move isolated sentences into communicative contexts,
avail themselves of certain “resources” (e.g., transitional/connecting words or phrases) in order

to communicate ideas more effectively on the larger level of discourse.” This need of textual

2" Fee, “Use of the Greek Fathers,” 1* ed., 203.

% We do not know the gender of the authors of the amulets under consideration. While male scribes were the norm,
the historical record indicates that women also wrote as scribes and were even trained as such. According to Origen
(apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.23), “girls [were] trained for beautiful writing” (x6poig €mi 10 KOUAAYPOOELY
noknuévaic). On female scribes in Roman antiquity and early Christainity, see the excellent study by Kim Haines-
Eitzen, Guardians of Letters: Literacy, Power, and the Transmitters of Early Christian Literature (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2000), esp. Ch. 2. Indeed, outside of a professional domain, women were engaged in private
correspondence with family members. See e.g., the texts in Roger S. Bagnall and Raffaela Cribiore, Women's
Letters from Ancient Egypt, 300 BC — AD 800 (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2006). Moreover, over
40% of the Coptic letters found at Kellis in the Dakhleh Oasis were written by women. On this rich archive from
fourth century Egypt, see lain Gardner, Anthony Alcock, and Wolf-Peter Funk, eds., Coptic Documentary Texts
from Kellis. Vol. 2: P Kellis VII (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2014), 13-14.

¥ On textual cohesion, see especially M.A.K. Halliday and Rugaiya Hasan, Cohesion in English (London:
Longman, 1976). See also J.R. Martin, “Cohesion and Texture,” in The Handbook of Discourse Analysis, ed.
Deborah Schiffrin et al. (Malden: Blackwell, 2001), 35-53.

% On discourse analysis, see Gillian Brown and George Yule, Discourse Analysis (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1983); Stanley E. Porter and D.A. Carson, eds., Discourse Analysis and Other Topics in Biblical
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cohesion must be kept in mind when assessing New Testament citations in amulets, where
authors are not copying whole texts but isolated textual units for a particular purpose. We shall
come back to the phenomenon of the omission of particles and conjunctions in amulets in
Chapter 5.

The standard methodology for assessing patristic citations is a combination of
quantitative analysis and the Comprehensive Profile Method. This method, developed by Bart D.
Ehrman for his study of the text of the Gospels in Didymus the Blind, compliments traditional
quantitative analysis (which involves tabulating a document’s agreements with individual
representatives) by evaluating group readings through the use of three specific profiles: 1) inter-
group profile, 2) intra-group profile, and 3) a combination of inter- and intra-group profiles.’’
Statistical analysis of this sort has been an effective approach in determining the relationships of
manuscripts and to which “textual cluster” a particular manuscript belongs.”> While patristic
citations are largely still being evaluated utilizing these methods, Miinster’s Coherence-Based
Genealogical Method, which stands behind the Editio Critica Maior (ECM), is gaining in

popularity.” However, it is unclear how the method will affect the situation concerning the

Greek (JSNTSupp 113; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995); Jeffrey T. Reed and Stanley E. Porter, eds.,
Discourse Analysis and the New Testament: Approaches and Results (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999);
Steven E. Runge, Discourse Grammar of the Greek New Testament: A Practical Introduction for Teaching and
Exegesis (Peabody: Hendrickson, 2010).

3! See Bart D. Ehrman, Didymus the Blind and the Text of the Gospels (SBLNTGF 1; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986);
idem, “Methodological Developments in the Analysis and Classification of New Testament Documentary
Evidence,” NovT 29 (1987): 22-45.

2 The term “textual cluster,” which is intended as an alternative to the traditional term “text-type,” has been
advocated by Eldon J. Epp; the present author has adopted this terminology. See Eldon J. Epp, “Textual Clusters:
Their Past and Future in New Testament Textual Criticism,” in Text of the New Testament in Contemporary
Research, 2™ ed., 519-577. “‘Cluster’ is a positive term, emphasizing close contextual relationships, but avoiding
the subtle implications in the term ‘text type’—that it is rigid, constant, tightly circumscribed and definitive” (Epp,
“Textual Clusters,” 522-523). Text-type as a category has been completely abandoned by Miinster (vehemently so
by the director of the INTF, Holger Strutwolf), because the Coherence-Based Genealogical Method (= CBGM
hereafter) will not allow it. On the jettisoning of the traditional terminology, see J.K. Elliott, “Recent Trends in the
Textual Criticism of the New Testament: A New Millennium, a New Beginning?” BABELAO 1 (2012): 117-136,
esp. 128-130; Paul Foster, “Recent Developments and Future Directions in New Testament Textual Criticism:
Report on a Conference at the University of Edinburgh, 27 April 2006,” JSNT 29.2 (2006): 229-243, esp. 231-233.

3 David Parker provides a succinct explanation of this method: “It has as its foundation a full list of variants made
by comparing complete transcriptions of witnesses. Where there are many manuscripts (as in the case of the New
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textual analyses of the church fathers. At present, patristic data have an insignificant place within
the ECM, since they are only being “added as appropriate.”* This is an unfortunate procedure
and unlike that of most other modern editions, which do incorporate such data.

In sum, citations in the church fathers and in non-continuous manuscripts pose a wealth
of similar problems, as we have seen. This is why Fee’s work on the methodology of assessing
patristic citations is valuable also for the study of isolated citations in non-continuous
manuscripts and amulets in particular. It is important to note that Fee and others have had to
address similar, practical concerns as our own: how to gather, present, analyze, and evaluate the
textual data.” Fortunately, for patristic citations, the field is on much firmer ground. Editions and
indices of the texts of the church fathers abound, and textual analyses of the citations in
individual authors are continuing to be carried out in the fine SBL. monograph series, The New
Testament in the Greek Fathers (SBLNTGF), edited by Michael W. Holmes.*® We shall return in
Appendix 1 to the question of how to collect and present textual data in non-continuous
documents, but in anticipation of that discussion we would simply like to note here that some

form of database of transcriptions is necessary as a starting point.

Testament works), these witnesses are scientifically selected by analysing all known copies in a set of test passages,
but where the size of the task is practicable, the inclusion of all witnesses is desirable. The editor studies each unit of
variation and where possible produces a stemma showing how the readings developed from one another. This
relationship is recorded in a database, in which the relationship between the manuscripts is also recorded and
calculated, in particular which is the most likely ancestor of each manuscript. The editor can then ask the database to
disclose how all the manuscripts relate to each other. The resulting diagram is described as the textual flow” (Parker,
Textual Scholarship, 84-85). For a more advanced discussion by the developer of the method, see Gerd Mink,
“Contamination, Coherence, and Coincidence in Textual Transmission,” in The Textual History of the Greek New
Testament: Changing Views in Contemporary Research, ed. Klaus Wachtel and Michael W. Holmes (SBLTCS 8;
Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2011), 141-216.

3 Gordon D. Fee and Roderic L. Mullen, “The Use of the Greek Fathers for New Testament Textual Criticism,” in
Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research, 2" ed., 351-373, at 368.

% See the section “Gathering and Presenting Data” in Fee, “Use of the Greek Fathers,” 1* ed., 196-204.

*® Indispensable patristic resources include, among others: Mauritius Geerard, Clavis Patrum Graecorum (5 vols.;
Corpus Christianorum; Turnhout: Brepols, 1974-1987); Dom E. Dekkers, Clavis Patrum Latinorum (Brugge: Karel
Beyaert, 1961); Corpus Christianorum: Series Graeca (Turnhout: Brepols, 1977-); Corpus Christianorum: Series
Latina (Turnhout: Brepols, 1953-); J. Allenbach, et al., Biblia Patristica: Index des citations et allusions bibliques
dans la littérature patristique (Paris: CNRS, 1975-2000). Outdated but still helpful are: J.-P. Migne, ed., Patrologia
Graeca Cursus Completus (161 vols.; Paris: Vives, 1857-1866) and idem, Patrologia Latina Cursus Completus (221
vols.; Paris: Vives, 1844-1855). Information about each of the nine volumes in the SBLNTGF series may be found
online at: http://www.sbl-site.org/publications/Books_NTGrF.aspx.
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3.3 Method of Textual Analysis Adopted in the Study
The method of textual analysis adopted here is one that was first developed by Kurt and Barbara
Aland in their handbook on textual criticism and later refined by Barbara Aland for application to
smaller fragments.”” This method was employed recently in a 2005 doctoral thesis on the text of
Matthew in the early papyri by Kyoung Shik Min—a student of Barbara Aland—as well as by
Tommy Wasserman in a study on the early papyri (and one parchment) of Matthew.’® In this
method, a manuscript is classified in two ways: according to its textual quality (Textqualitdit) and
according to its character of transmission (Uberlieferungsweise).

Textual quality refers to how closely the text aligns with the Ausgangstext or initial text.
The Ausgangstext refers to a “hypothetical, reconstructed text, as it presumably existed,
according to the hypothesis, before the beginning of its copying.”® For all practical purposes, the
Ausgangstext is the text of the Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum Graece, now in its 28"
edition.* Scholars have rightly noted the circularity of this approach, since the basis for all
judgments is a hypothetically reconstructed text (i.e., NA*).* In other words, it prevents a fuller

picture about how a manuscript’s text might agree with other manuscripts or textual clusters.

7 See Aland and Aland, Text of the New Testament, 93-102; Barbara Aland, “Kriterien zur Beurteilung kleinerer
Papyrusfragmente des Neuen Testaments,” in New Testament Textual Criticism and Exegesis, ed. A. Denaux
(Leuven: Peeters, 2002), 1-13.

3% Kyoung Shik Min, Die friiheste Uberlieferung des Matthdiusevangeliums (Berlin and New York: W. de Gruyter,
2005), esp. 42-48; Tommy Wasserman, “The Early Text of Matthew,” in Early Text of the New Testament, 83-107.
% Gerd Mink, “Problems of a Highly Contaminated Tradition, the New Testament: Stemmata of Variants as a
Source of Genealogy for Witnesses,” in Studiesin Stemmatology II, ed. Pieter van Reenen, August den Hollander,
and Margot van Mulken (Amsterdam and Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 2004), 13-85, at 25.

“ Min, Die friiheste Uberlieferung, 40: “Die textkritische Qualitit eines Papyrus bestimmen wir hier im Bezug auf
den Ausgangstext der Uberlieferung, d.h. den Text des NTG*.” This “initial text” is not synonymous with an
“original” or “authorial” text, but many scholars are willing to assume, probably prematurely, that there are no
differences between them. Since “initial” is sometimes incorrectly equated with “original,” we have chosen to use
the German term Ausgangstext to avoid the confusion. On the concept of the Ausgangstext, see the helpful
discussion in Klaus Wachtel and Michael W. Holmes, “Introduction,” in Textual History of the Greek New
Testament, 1-12, at 2-8.

I See especially Bart D. Ehrman, “A Problem of Textual Circularity: The Alands on the Classification of New
Testament Manuscripts,” Biblica 70 (1989): 377-388.
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However, “because the vast majority of textual critics seem to agree that the current editions
(NA?™ and UBS*"") reproduce a text which must be close to the original or Ausgangstext, using
the method as a working hypothesis seems unobjectionable to many, at least as a point of
departure.”** In other words, the objection of circularity should not deter us from attempting our
task. Three categories are used to characterize the agreement with the Ausgangstext: “strict
(feste),” “normal” (normale), and “free” (freie).* The ratio of deviation, which is based on a
comparison of the text with the variation-units in the critical apparatus of NA*, dictates which
category is to be applied.*

Wasserman provides the best examples of how this method is applied through his use of
clear charts, which break down the ratio of deviation and the type of deviation involved.* To
illustrate the method, let us look at Wasserman’s evaluation of PSI 1.1/ (LDAB 2956).* First,
Wasserman calculates the number of variation units in the stretch of text found in NA?’; there are
6. He then determines whether or not the fragment contains any additional variation units not
noted in NA?; in the case of PSI 1.1, there is none. He then presents the ratio of deviation in a
percentage, which he arrives at by calculating the number of times the fragment deviates from
the total number of variation units, in this case 6. In PSI 1.1, there is only a single deviation from
the printed text (omission of 3¢ in Matt. 25:22), which results in a ratio of 1/6 or 16.7%. Since
the ratio of deviation is very low, PSI 1.1 represents a “strict” text, that is, a text close to the

Ausgangstext (=NA?”"). Conveniently, Wasserman notes which type of deviation is present in

2 Charles E. Hill and Michael J. Kruger, “Introduction: In Search of the Earliest Text of the New Testament,” in
Early Text of the New Testament, 1-19, at 9.

“In B. Aland’s development of the method, there are two instances in which “free” apply: 1) due to carelessness
(Nachldssigkeit) and 2) to editorial interference (editorischen Eingriffen). See B. Aland, “Kriterien,” 2.

*On the term “variation-unit,” see E.C. Colwell and Ernest W. Tune, “Method in Classifying and Evaluating
Variant Readings,” in Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism, 96-105; Cf. Eldon J. Epp, “Toward the
Clarification of the Term ‘Textual Variant,”” in Studies in the Theory and Method of New Testament Textual
Criticism, 47-61.

4 Wasserman, “Early Text of Matthew,” 83-107.

* The analysis of PSI 1.1 is found in Wasserman, “Early Text of Matthew,” 88-89.

58



each fragment under analysis (A= “addition”; O= “omission”; SUB = “substitution”; W/O =
“word order”), as well as the number of singular readings. It should be noted that three categories

29 ¢

“strict,” “normal,” and “free” are only useful insofar as they tell us something about how closely
a text aligns with the NA*. A “free” text does not in principle mean a poor text. It simply means
that the text does not agree closely with the NA*. And indeed, what is “free” for a comparison
with the NA® may be “strict” for a comparison with some other manuscript or textual cluster.
Min’s second classification, transmission character, refers to how well the scribe copied
the exemplar. Clerical errors and singular readings are often the result of “inaccurate” copying
(see the nuance of accuracy/inaccuracy above) and so on the basis of such deviation the degree
of correspondence between the exemplar and the newly produced text can be approximated. As

29 ¢

in the classification of textual quality, the three categories of “strict,” “normal” and “free” are
also used here to characterize the transmission character. This approach is akin to Hort’s concept
of “transcriptional probability,” which seeks to identify readings originating with the scribe due
to various impulses.’’ One of the problems with the application of transcriptional probability is
also a problem in assessing transmission character, namely, it is not possible to know with
complete certainty how a scribe changed his/her text because we lack the physical evidence, that
is, the source-manuscript, to prove it. Hort claimed that the probability that a secondary reading
was created by a copyist rests on the practitioner’s ability to identify the “highest real

excellence” of the original reading.* However, any textual critic will admit the difficulty with

this concept, since perceived improvements may not be actual improvements at all.

4TWestcott and Hort, Introduction, 2:22-30.

*8 Westcott and Hort, Introduction, 2:29: “For if it be a scribe’s correction, it must have some at least apparent
excellence, and if it be original, it must have the highest real excellence. Contrast of real and apparent excellence is
in any given variation an indispensable criterion as to the adequacy of the evidence for justifying reliance on
Transcriptional Probability.”
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It is possible, indeed necessary, however, in the case of both continuous and non-
continuous manuscripts, to eliminate genealogically insignificant variants, which find a home in
many of the manuscripts taken up in the present study. Nonsense and singular readings are guilty
(until proven innocent) of being introduced into the wider tradition by the scribes of individual
manuscripts.”’ Thus, comparisons with the Ausgangstext should exclude singulars and obvious
errors. When the orthography of a text is exceedingly poor, it is sometimes difficult to determine
the correct spelling. A good example of a document with poor orthography is P.Berl. inv. 13977
(no. 23), which was corrected by the modern editor. Some editors might complain that correcting
a text’s orthography in this way is risky business, since variants of this sort are instructive in and
of themselves. Other editors find it acceptable to restore missing text in the orthographic form in
which the copyist is most likely to have used (see, e.g., the discussions of P.CtYBR inv. 4600
[no. 9] and P.Col. 11.293 [no. 8]). However, in the case of poor orthography, I follow the
practice of correcting orthography in a subsection of the transcription and restoring text
according to the spellings of the tradition.”

Our method has a couple advantages over against the traditional statistical models. The
first advantage is purely pragmatic, in that the presentation of the data occupies little space, as
opposed to the tabulation of data in multiple columns required by quantitative analysis. Given
that the present study will be collecting a large quantity of data and analyzing each one of them,
a method that is clear, efficient and that allows for space to be used economically is ultimately

29 <

desired. The categories of “strict,” “normal” and “free” are used to characterize both the textual

# On the advantages and disadvantages of singular readings for textual criticism, see James R. Royse, Scribal
Habits in Early Greek New Testament Papyri (NTTSD 36; Leiden: Brill, 2008), Ch. 2 (39-63).

N1 am following, among others, the recommendation of Martin L. West, who states that, in cases of poor
orthography, “rather than impose a consistent system which can only be chosen rather arbitrarily, it is better to
follow the paradosis, not under the delusion that it is at all reliable, but as the most convenient way of exhibiting it”
(Textual Criticism and Editorial Technique, Applicable to Greek and Latin Texts [Stuttgart: Teubner, 1973], 70).
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quality and transmission character of each non-continuous witnesses catalogued in the present
study.

A second advantage of the method is that it works well with smaller, highly fragmentary
manuscripts where the textual sample is small. When the Alands say that a manuscript is “too
brief for certainty,” they mean that the manuscript in question does not preserve a stretch of text
that is known to contain variation units, or that the readings at places of significant variation are
unclear (for which the superior abbreviation vid [=ut videtur] is often given) or limited.”' The
character of such texts is too inconclusive to be placed in one of the Aland’s five categories.”
Thus, with fragmentary manuscripts our method has the advantage of providing a tentative

evaluation based on the agreements and disagreements of all extant readings within each non-

continuous manuscript with the Ausgangstext.

3.4 Conclusion
The aim of this chapter was to propose a method for analyzing New Testament citations on
amulets. We began with a prolegomenon noting the similar problems of assessing New
Testament citations in the works of the church fathers. We examined Gordon D. Fee’s list of
problems with patristic citations and a few of his criteria and sub-criteria for evaluating them.
Using Fee’s criteria, several considerations must be made when assessing citations in amulets:
wording found in the surrounding context (where applicable), the extent of the textual sample,
and the use of conjunctions and particles.

Our method of textual analysis draws on the work of Kyoung Shik Min and Tommy

Wasserman. The method consists of two parts: a classification of a text’s textual quality and its

51 See, e.g., the description of 9%, P'2, P&, P, P in the “Descriptive List of Papyri” in Aland and Aland, Text of
the New Testament, 96-102.

2 On the five categories devised by the Alands, see Aland and Aland, Text of the New Testament, 106, 159, 335-
337.
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character of transmission. Textual quality is determined on the basis of a comparison with the
Ausgangstext, which in this case is the text of NA®, and character of transmission is determined
by how well the scribe copies his/her exemplar. As we saw, this method has the advantages of
being pragmatic as well as appropriate for the study of less substantial citations.

Ultimately, whether or not an amulet’s text is valuable for textual criticism must be
determined on a case-by-case basis. Thus, it will be necessary for readers to consult the
individual sections comprised of textual analyses in each entry below (Chapter 4). It is not

29 ¢

altogether sufficient for labels such as “strict,” “normal,” or “free” to determine our use or non-
use of these texts. We must recall Bengel’s text-critical dictum that manuscripts (but also
variants) must be weighed and not merely counted.’ If anything, these texts extend the range of
possible readings and for those pushing for a fuller, more complete apparatus, the non-
continuous manuscripts would be helpful in that regard. Indeed, a broader database of possible
readings would support the aims of thoroughgoing eclecticism, which seeks to exploit all types
of variants. J.K. Elliott, for example, has proposed that non-continuous witnesses (e.g., amulets,
hermeneiai, etc.) should be included in the apparatus of the Greek New Testament. According to
Elliott, “although one must pity an editor assembling an apparatus, confronted with a seemingly
endless array of potential witnesses to include, the argument that no witnesses should be
jettisoned and that all possible sources should be tapped is compelling.”*

The transmission of the text of the Greek New Testament represents a historical process
that is highly complex, and when bits of the textual tradition become utilized for various

purposes within the life of the church and its constituents, sometimes that tradition is reshaped.

There are, therefore, examples of non-continuous witnesses that yield no support for the wider

%3 On this principle, see Epp, “Traditional ‘Canons,”” 84.

* J K. Elliott, “What Should Be in an Apparatus Criticus? Desiderata to Support a Thoroughgoing Eclectic
Approach to Textual Criticism,” in Textual History of the Greek New Testament, 129-139, here 138. Cf. idem, “The
Early Text of the Catholic Epistles,” 218-219.
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tradition and are less relevant for the business of textual criticism, as we shall see. But for these
manuscripts, which “form the dangling ends of branches that go no further,” the story only just
begins.” These texts extend the evidence of Christian literature and yield historical information
that provide the historian with a better glimpse into the everyday lives of Egyptian Christians
within late antiquity. For the most part, textual critics have stopped just shy of pursuing these
historical phenomena, which is in part the result of the restrictions that are imposed onto the

discipline as traditionally defined. As Kraus has stated,

As traditional textual criticism of the New Testament primarily and often only focuses on the
reconstruction of a text closest to the hypothetical original, textual critics are hardly interested in the
paleographical and codicological data provided by manuscripts and the other preserved non-biblical
texts on them, but concentrate on the shape and quality of the text given.”®

It is now time, however, for these materials to be considered more closely. In the following
chapter, we examine the physical and textual components of papyrus and parchment amulets
bearing a New Testament citation. This will be preceded by an explanation of the editorial

procedure adopted in that chapter.

5 Head, “Additional Greek Witnesses,” 430.
% Kraus, “Manuscripts with the Lord’s Prayer,” 230.
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CHAPTER 4

AMULETS AND THEIR TEXTS

4.1 Editorial Procedure

In this chapter, I catalogue and analyze all extant Greek amulets written on papyrus and
parchment that contain a citation of the Greek New Testament. Since I am interested in matters
pertaining not only to the textual but also physical characteristics of manuscripts, such as the
graphic forms of script, folds, layout, material damage, etc., space will be devoted to such issues

within each entry. What follows is an explanation of the method for describing each amulet.

4.1.1 Transcriptions, Headings, and Images

In light of Pickering’s suggestion that a transcription database is “unavoidable” if scholars are to
consider non-continuous texts, we have decided to include transcriptions of all non-continuous
witnesses treated here. As Pickering himself noted, there is a redundancy in reproducing the
transcriptions. However, the utility of having the transcriptions of all Greek amulets with New
Testament citations in one place will save others from the inconvenience of tracking down all the
editions or studies in which they are printed (most often in German, French, and Italian; the
edition of P.Iand. 1.6 is in Latin).

The transcriptions, as well as technical details of manuscripts (e.g., provenance,
dimensions, inventory numbers), have been gleaned from the editiones principes of manuscripts
and subsequent studies that provide revisions to the editio princeps. The Leiden System (see
front matter) has been adopted for transcriptions and all abbreviations (e.g., nomina sacra) have
been resolved (e.g., T(noov)c). Relevant research on the text of individual fragments will be duly

noted in the notes. However, the present project does not permit the inclusion of exhaustive
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bibliographies for each of the fragments studied here, since the project is meant to be a starting
point for further scholarly inquiry. In addition to the editiones principes, only studies that have
proposed new readings, interpretations, or offered new editions will be cited. In general, the
presentation of materials follows the model of the New Documents Illustrating Early Christianity
series (NewDocs), in which transcriptions and translations, bibliographical data, and descriptions
are provided. We have adapted modern papyrological convention by referring to manuscripts by
their publication numbers; for convenience to New Testament textual critics, Gregory-Aland
numbers will also be cited parenthetically in the headings: P.Oxy. 64.4406 (P'”). Other
classifications will be provided in the heading where appropriate (e.g., von Dobschiitz), in
particular the identification numbers for items in the Leuven Database of Ancient Books (LDAB)
and de Bruyn and Dijkstra’s “checklist.” Van Haelst’s catalogue is not referenced because those
item numbers are conveniently listed in the LDAB. We have examined all of the papyri and
parchments included here from photographs; at times we have modified transcriptions based on
my examinations and use of good judgment, and all such changes will be thoroughly explained.

We have given links in the notes to images of manuscripts that are accessible online.

4.1.2 Paratextual Features and Historical Function

A discussion of the paratextual features will also be an important component in the analysis of
each non-continuous witness, since such features may assist us in determining more precisely the
historical function of these documents (e.g., protective, curative, beneficial, etc.). Eldon J. Epp
has argued, for example, that modest codex sizes were “convenient for travel” and that such

convenience was attractive to itinerant Christian teachers and preachers.! According to C.H.

"Eldon J. Epp, “The Codex and Literacy in Early Christianity and at Oxyrhynchus: Issues Raised by Harry Y.
Gamble’s Books and Readers in the Early Church,” Critical Review of Books in Religion 10 (1997): 15-37, esp. 19-
21. Epp draws extensively on the article by Michael McCormick, “The Birth of the Codex and the Apostolic Life-
Style,” Scriptorium 39 (1985): 150-158. For a critique of Epp’s position, see Hurtado, Earliest Christian Artifacts,
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Roberts, miniature codices, defined by Turner as “less than 10 cm. broad,”” “are best regarded
not as amulets but as devotional handbooks for the well-to-do,” and most likely a Christian
invention.” Our treatment of a few miniature codices (e.g., P.Ant. 2.54 [no. 12], P.Vindob. G
29831 [no. 19], P.Berl. inv. 11710 [no. 20], and P.Oxy. 34.2684 [no. 24]) must take these
theories into account. Such paratextual features may also indicate something about the nature of
the text, since the use of a document may be a determining factor in the textual quality of the
document produced. For example, carelessness in orthography and script may suggest
carelessness in copying, although this must be determined on a case-by-case basis. Dimensions

of all fragments are provided in centimeters according to width by height (W x H).

4.1.3 Palaeography

Each entry will also include a discussion of palaeography, which will follow modern Greek
palaeographical criteria and methods. In recent years, papyrologists have been critical of the
ways in which some biblical scholars use palacography to promote a specific agenda or argument
relating to early Christianity or early Christian papyri.* In a recent, highly influential article, this
kind of second-rate scholarship has been labeled “theological palaeography” by two renowned
Greek papyrologists and palaeographers.’ I will be describing the graphic structure of letters

using the standard parlance of papyrologists that is best represented in classic palaecographical

157-165. For a view similar to Epp’s, see Graham N. Stanton, Jesus and Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2004), 182.

% Eric G. Turner, The Typology of the Early Codex (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1977), 22.

? Roberts, Manuscript, Society and Belief, 11. Cf. Gamble, Books and Readers, 235-236.

* See Bagnall, Early Christian Books in Egypt, ch. 2; David C. Parker, Review of Philip W. Comfort and David P.
Barrett, The Complete Text of the Earliest New Testament Manuscripts, TC 4 (1999)
[http://rosetta.reltech.org/TC/v04/ComfortBarrett-ed1999rev.html].

> Pasquale Orsini and Willy Clarysse, “Early New Testament Manuscripts and Their Dates: A Critique of
Theological Palacography,” ETL 88.4 (2012): 443-474.
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works.® Other palaeographical features, such as abbreviations, symbols, bilinearity, and the like
will be duly noted.

More often than not, I accept the dates assigned to manuscripts by their editors, but, as
with the transcriptions, modifications will occasionally be made. In terms of the method in dating
manuscripts, I connect scripts, where possible, with one of the “canonical” or “normative
scripts,” namely, “handwritings that follow precise rules and are repetitively stable in their
technique and manner of execution, with the result that they have great staying power.”” The
normative scripts consist of: 1) round majuscule; 2) biblical majuscule; 3) Alexandrian
majuscule; 4) severe style; 5) upright ogival majuscule; 6) sloping ogival majuscule; 7) round
chancery.® While not all scripts will fall into these typologies (especially irregular and
inconsistent hands, such as P.land. 1.6), they do exemplify a range of datable scripts that were

widely diffused in antiquity, which provide a basis for comparison.

4.2 Amulets and Their Texts’

1. MATT. 4:23-24

P.Oxy. 8.1077 11.1 x 6 cm 6™-7" cent. C.E.
LDAB 2959

von Dobschiitz ¥*
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 19

® Roberts, Greek Literary Hands, 350 B.C. — A.D. 400 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1955); Turner, Greek Manuscripts;
Cavallo, Ricerche sulla maiuscola biblica (Florence: Le Monnier, 1967); idem, with Herwig Maehler, Greek
Bookhands of the Early Byzantine Period A.D. 300-800 (BICSSupp 47; London: Institute of Classical Studies,
1987); Cavallo, “Greek and Latin Writing in the Papyri,” in Oxford Handbook of Papyrology, 101-148; Pasquale
Orsini, Manoscritti in maiuscola biblica: materiali per un aggiornamento (Cassino: Edizioni dell’Universita degli
Studi di Cassino, 2005); Harrauer, Handbuch der griechischen Paldographie (2 vols.; Bibliothek des Buchwesens
20; Stuttgart: Anton Hiersemann Verlag, 2010).

7 Cavallo, “Greek and Latin Writing in the Papyri,” 127.

¥ Cf. figure 3 in Orsini and Clarysse, “Early New Testament Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 468.

? For a list of manuscripts excluded from analysis below and explanations for their exclusion, see the last note of this
chapter.
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Ed. princ. A.S. Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri, VIII (London: Egypt Exploration Fund, 1911),
§1077.

Col. I Col. I Col. III Col. IV Col. V
1 o d& wv Aol TPOcC
uo CK®V 7oL Kiow Nvev
TIKOV €0 Kol K1 ooV VOOV £V T Ao KOV 00
oyyéMov pvG Kol ® k(o) (10
5 Ko cwv o & 06
o — — —
Mot 10 A KO
Oal €0 Oev KOG
ov k(o) Tept oyyEM Image n dkon £xovtog
10 nyev ov (See Fig. 1) od Kol
0 ’I(ncov)g g 100 £€0e
OAnv Bo oo €lg pé
mv o€l vo OAnv TEV
TolAé Aetog k(o) cov k(oi) o ™myv Zupl OEV 0VTOVG
15 ov Oepa cav ov 0 ’I(cov)g
ot nev uo Kol —

Col. 1: 14-15. TaMAadav | Col. V: 1-2. mpoonveykov
Translation

Curative gospel according to Matthew. And Jesus went around all of Galilee teaching and preaching
the Gospel of the kingdom and healing every illness and every illness [sic] and every infirmity
among the people. And a report about him went out into all of Syria and they brought to him all who
were sick and Jesus healed them.

This amulet against illness, written on an oblong piece of parchment, contains writing in the

shape of crosses, surrounded by a human figure drawn in the center. It was listed as $* by von

Dobschiitz (see Appendix 2). It begins with the title, “Curative gospel according to Matthew,”
which precedes a citation of Matt 4:23-24—a narrative summary that depicts Jesus as a healer of
every illness and infirmity. The same biblical quotation, occurring also in Matt. 9:35, is found in

eight other healing or iatromagical amulets that have been the focus of a study by Theodore de
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Bruyn, who analyzes them in light of the reception of scripture within late antique Christianity."
The phrase “one who heals every illness and infirmity” (Matt. 4:23/9:35) is an example of what
David Frankfurter has called clausal historiolae, that is, narratives “that function as a subsidiary
invocation to a directive utterance, a command or prayer.”'' The titular expression “Curative
gospel according to Matthew” is unique to this amulet. However, it is not a title of Matthew’s
Gospel in the strict sense; it should probably be understood as “the good news about healing
according to Matthew,” which serves to introduce the summary of Jesus’ healing power.

De Bruyn and Dijkstra place P.Oxy. 8.1077 in their category of “certain amulets and
formularies” (no. 19)."> The parchment was folded in antiquity, four ways horizontally and three
ways vertically. There are five columns of text arranged in such a way as to render three crosses
per column; the second cross of col. three has been replaced with an image of a human bust (see
Fig. 1). These crosses should not be underemphasized; they were likely added to enhance the
effect of the ritual device. The sign of the cross was considered to be imbued with power, so it is
no wonder we find them in most of the amulets under consideration." There is a series of small,
diamond-shaped cutouts in between the columns of text as well as notches along the edges and
corners of the parchment that someone, presumably the owner (or perhaps a ritual specialist),

made in order to give the amulet a decorative appeal.

10«Appeals to Jesus,” 65-82. The eight amulets are P.Oxy. 8.1077 (LDAB 2959); P.Berl. inv. 6096 (LDAB 6091);
P.Oxy. 8.1151 (LDAB 2802); P.Turner 49 (LDAB 6084); P.Coll. Youtie 2.91 (LDAB 10333); P.KoIn inv. 2283
(LDAB 6113); BGU 3.954 (LDAB 6231); P.Ko6In 8.340 (LDAB 2813).

""'David Frankfurter, “Narrating Power: The Theory and Practice of the Magical Historiola in Ritual Spells,” in
Ancient Magic and Ritual Power, 457-476, at 469. Frankfurter distinguishes between ‘“clausal historiolae” and
“historiolae proper.” De Bruyn has summarized the distinction well: “Frankfurter distinguishes between narratives
that are recited independently—historiolae proper—and narratives that form the preamble to an ensuing request—
clausal historiolae. The former are, seemingly, efficacious simply by virtue of their inscription or recitation; the
latter tie the mythic event to the present need: ‘just as then you did such-and-such, so now do such-and-such’”
(“Appeals to Jesus,” 67 n.6).

"2 De Bruyn and Dijkstra, “Greek Amulets,” 186-187.

3 According to Athanasius of Alexandria (Contra gentes 1:27-29), when the sign of the cross is made, “all false
appearance of demons is routed” (trans. E.P. Meijering, Athanasius, Contra gentes: Introduction, Translation, and
Commentary [Leiden: Brill, 1984], 13). Justin Martyr (I Apol. 55) claimed that the cross “is the greatest symbol of
His power and rule” (trans. ANF 1:181).
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The amulet is written with brown, iron-based ink that has faded severely. It should be
noted here that the parchment as a whole has deteriorated very significantly since its discovery.
A comparison of the parchment today with the photo published by Grenfell and Hunt in 1911
shows that the fragment has since crumbled and torn in many areas. The text of the last column
is indeed very difficult to read today, but the 1911 image shows that the text was perfectly
readable. The scribe employs koai-compendium regularly and the final nu is abbreviated by a
horizontal line. The script can be characterized as an example of the later bimodular,
Alexandrian majuscule common from the sixth to the eighth centuries.'* This script is so
common among Coptic manuscripts that it has received the classification “Coptic Uncial” for
Greek manuscripts.” A good comparandum is P.Oxy. 20.2258 (LDAB 523; Callimachus, sixth
century C.E.), which can be firmly dated to the sixth century.'® But the script continues well into
the seventh century (and even into the eighth, but with more flourishes), as can be seen in an
equally close parallel in P.Louvre Hag. 2-5 (LDAB 6537; Lives of Saints, seventh century
C.E.)." Thus, we should revise Hunt’s original dating of sixth century to sixth/seventh century.

The image of the human bust enhances the efficacy of the words surrounding it, since
images and symbols were considered sources of supernatural power.'® Here, as in many other

healing amulets from antiquity, the drawn figure is a representation of the body of the one to be

4 See Cavallo, “Greek and Latin Writing in the Papyri,” 129-131. See also Orsini and Clarysse, “Early New
Testament Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 452-453 and the literature cited there.

15 See Turner, Greek Manuscripts, 26; J. Trigoin, “L’Onciale grecque de type Copte,” JOB 8 (1959): 29-51.

16 See Turner, Greek Manuscripts, pl. 47 (84-85). Turner is somewhat skeptical of the date (“vi or vii [?]”). See the
surer opinion of Cavallo and Maehler, Greek Bookhands, 82.

'7 Cavallo and Maehler, Greek Bookhands, pl. 51 (112). Cavallo and Maehler give the date “vii/viii” but the date of
seventh century as given in the recent publication of P.Louvre Hag. 2-5 is more accurate. This date is also adopted in
the LDAB.

'8 Skemer, Binding Words, 133: “Textual amulets provided a tangible physical bond between words, symbols, and
images that were sources of supernatural power and the persons or objects that were the intended beneficiaries of
that power.”
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healed, presumably the owner of the amulet. Interestingly, the bust is presumably that of a

woman, depicted with curly hair and breasts (see Fig. 1):"

Fig. 1

P.Oxy. 8.1151 (see no. 17 below) is another amulet also found at Oxyrhynchus that was owned
by a woman (“Joannia, the daughter of Anastasia”). As with that amulet, the owner of P.Oxy.
8.1077 likely consulted a ritual specialist at a local church or shrine and paid for her amulet.

Additionally, three other amulets under consideration were owned by women: P.Turner 49 (no.
3), P.Princ. 2.107 (no. 5), and P.Koln 8.340 (no. 18). These artifacts support the veracity of the
statement by Chrysostom that women hung gospels (probably gospel amulets) from their necks.”

NA® prints the opening line of Matthew 4:23 as follows: koi mepiijyev év OAn T
ToAdoig. There are two variation units that concern us here: the omission or addition of 6
‘Incovg and the grammatical case of the words in the phrase 6An ™ FoAldoiq:

(1) 6 Incovg év 6An (- X") m Fokhono X C sy*™" bo

(2) v 8An i F'odhaio 6 ‘Incovg C

(3) 6 Incovg dAny v Folhoioy X' D f 33 892 1424 [ 844 [ 2211 lat; Eus

(4) ddnv v Fodhadiow 6 Incotg K W T A £ 565 579 700 1241 M

(5) év oAn ™ F'oAhodo B (k) sy© sa mae

The addition of Jesus may be seen as an attempt to clarify the subject of mtepimyev and thus the

text-critical criterion of local genealogical priority applies. That is, the lack of a subject in some

1 Cf. the drawings in P.NYU 2.5 and P.K&In 8.340.
2 Chrysostom, Hom. Matt. 72, cited below in the discussion of P.Oxy. 8.1151.
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manuscripts is able to account for the presence of it in others.”’ Of course we must also observe
that the omission of Jesus is represented in only a few manuscripts over against the wider
tradition. We can explain the occurrence of the accusative cases in the phrase OAnv v
ToAAodov as an attempt to give the more usual construction following wepidyew. The UBS
editorial committee gave the reading €v 0An ™ FoAdoiq a “C” rating, indicating difficulty in
deciding which variant to print.”> Our concern here is not to solve this textual problem. Rather, it
is to highlight the fact that P.Oxy. 8.1077 offers support for variant #3 above (with slight
orthographical difference in T'oAA€ov) and therefore extends the manuscript evidence at this
particular point of variation.

The phrase €v 1t0lg cvvaymyolg ovt@v has been omitted from v. 23 in our amulet,
presumably because this piece of background information was not considered ritually useful to
the owner of the amulet in channeling divine power. Since this omission constitutes a singular
reading, it is therefore genealogically insignificant and must be eliminated from textual analysis.
The same is also true of the dittography of vocov k(o) taocav in Col. III. As is well known from
citations of scripture in texts of the church fathers and other manuscripts, nonsense and singular
readings are often guilty of being introduced into the wider tradition by the scribes of individual
manuscripts.” Thus, comparisons with the Ausgangstext should exclude these singular readings.

The verb dnfA®ev in v. 24 (Col. IV) in our papyrus agrees with the text of NA*
(following B and D, among others) over against the variant ¢£RA0ev (R C £ 33 892 sy™¢). The
meaning is, of course, the same. In the same verse, our amulet omits wévtog from the phrase

oUTH TAVTOG TOLG Kok®s, which constitutes a singular reading, as well as everything that comes

*' On this criterion, see Eldon J. Epp, “Traditional ‘Canons’ of New Testament Textual Criticism: Their Value,
Validity, and Viability—Or Lack Thereof,” in Textual History of the Greek New Testament, 719-127, at 93-96.

2 Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (2™ ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 1994) 14.

# On the advantages and disadvantages of singular readings for textual criticism, see Royse, Scribal Habits, Ch. 2
(39-63).
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between €yovtog and kot €0epdmevoev avtoVc. Moreover, the scribe of the amulet has added 6
‘I(noov)g at the end of the verse, which is not found in the manuscript tradition, thereby
clarifying the subject of €0epdmevcev. These singulars are of little value to textual criticism.
However, while singular readings are present in P.Oxy. 8.1077, a few of its readings, as we have
seen, are significant and should not be ignored. Yet, with the high ratio of deviation in such a
short stretch of text, we must conclude that P.Oxy. 8.1077 represents a “free” text. Since we
know that Matt. 4:23-24 was a popular choice of text among ritual specialists for healing
amulets, it is possible that it was reproduced from memory as with the Lord’s Prayer. Whatever
the case, the amulet attests to the use of scripture in early Byzantine Egypt and contains a variety

of interesting visual features worthy of further study.

2. MATT. 4:23 || INCIPITS || JOHN 1:1 || PS. 17:3,90:1, 117:6-7 || TRINITARIAN FORMULA ||
PROTECTIVE INCANTATION

BKT 6.7.1* 8.5x 13.6 cm 5".6" cent. C.E.
LDAB 6091
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 4

Ed. princ. Fritz Krebs, “Altchristliche Texte im Berliner Museum,” NKGW 4 (1892): 114-120, at
118-120.

1t évovouat 100 n(at)p(0)g k(o) T0D v(10)D k(o) ToV dryiov mv(ebuoto)g
0 xototkov €v Bonbeig 100 LYIGTOL
£€v ok€nn 100 K(VP1o)v 100 0VPOVOD CVANGHL
Tt &v épyh nv 6 Aoyog ko 6 Adyog v mp(Og)
5 10V <0e6V> K(0i) B(£0)g MV 6 AdYog 0VTOg v &V APy T
TPOG OV O(€0)v
Biprog yevvégeoevs 1(n6o)b X(p1oto)v v(10)V Aa(vi)d v(10)D ABp(ady)
apy1 toV evayyeriov *YT1o00 X(p1oto)d v(10)V T00 B(€00)
T  €newdnmep moAdrol Eneyeipioav
10 avade€aobot duyyioy:
T k(Vpro)g €uot Bonbog k(o) ov dpopndNco-
pot Tl Tnoioet pot Gv(Bpwm)og
T x(0¥p1o)g uol Bonbog kdyd Endyopuai

—+ —+

% No image has ever been published, but I thank Marius Gerhardt (Agyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung) for
kindly providing me with an image for research purposes.
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100G £€K0p0nG Hov
15 t  x(Wpwo)g otepdoud pov k(o) xoropvyn ufov]
k(o) puotg uovu:
T mepruyev 6 x(Vp1o)g T(noov)g 6Anv v I'oAreiov
S8AoKOV €V TG GLVAYWMYES CLUTOV
k(o) xupnoov 10 edoyyELlelov Thg Bactiei(og)
20 k(o) Bepamevov taoay VOoOV Kol Tacov Lolokio(v)
t 10 cdpo k(i) 10 ot 100 X(p1oTo)d deical T00 d0¥-
A0V GOV TOV GOPOVVTA TO GPLAAKTAPLOV
700710 Gy aAniovic Tat ot

2. kotok®v 3. odMoBnceton 5. tov 06V 7. yevvéoewg 8. 'Incot 9. éneyeipnoov 10. avata&aocdor | Suynowv 12.
nowmoet 14. €xBpovg 15. otepémuoa 17. nepiyev | Tolthaioy 18. diddokwyv | cuvaywyols | adtdv 19. knpvocwy |
evayyérov 20. Beponetv 22. 100 GopovHVTOG

Translation

In the name of the father, the son, and the Holy Spirit. (Ps. 90:1) The one who lives in the help of the
Most High will abide in the shelter of the Lord of heaven [...] (John 1:1-2) In the beginning was the
word, and the word was with (God), and the word was God. This one was in the beginning with
God. (Matt. 1:1) An account of the genealogy of Jesus Christ son of David, son of Abraham. (Mark
1:1) [The] beginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ, son of God. (Luke 1:1) Since many have
undertaken to set down an account [...] (Ps. 117:6-7) The Lord is a helper to me and I will not fear
what a person may do to me. The Lord is a helper to me and I will observe my enemies. (Ps. 17:3)
The Lord is my firmness and my refuge and my rescuer. (Matt. 4:23) The Lord Jesus went around all
of Galilee teaching in their synagogues, and preaching the gospel of the kingdom and healing every
illness and every infirmity. (Incantation) The body and the blood of Christ spare your servant who
carries this amulet. Amen. Alleloujah. T oo T o T.

This protective amulet discovered in the Fayum is written in 23 lines on a rectangular piece of
parchment that is complete, with straight edges. The back is blank. All four margins are intact
and very narrow. The parchment is in poor condition and some kind of moisture has damaged
both the writing surface and the ink. The original editor suggested that this moisture was in fact
the sweat of the wearer of the amulet that soaked into the parchment.” While this is at least
possible, other explanations cannot be excluded. Hair follicles are well defined and their

cloistered pattern may suggest that the animal was a sheep.”® Traces of multiple folds are visible.

» Krebs, “Altchristliche Texte,” 119: “Seiner Bestimmung hat dies ¢viactiprov redlich gedient; denn der Schweil
seines Trigers hat es vollig durchtrinkt und die schon ohnehin schlechte und undeutliche Schrift an manchen Stellen
derart verschwimmen lassen, da} eine sichere Lesung nicht mehr moglich ist.” The suggestion was repeated by
AnneMarie Luijendijk, Forbidden Oracles? The Gospel of the Lots of Mary (STAC 89; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2014), 24.

% See the excellent discussion of hair follicles in parchment manuscripts generally, and Codex Sinaiticus in
particular, at http://codexsinaiticus.org/en/project/conservation_parchment.aspx. Contrast there the images of calf
and sheep hair follicles.
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Each new citation begins with a cross; there are a total of 10 crosses in the left margin.”’ In
addition, there are 3 crosses at the very end of the amulet (1. 23), in between which are the letters
o and o (see transcription).”® The second line of each citation is indented. The scribe writes
sacred names (including Aovid and APpadu) in abbreviated form, except oVpovog, which
exhibits scriptio plena. The series of nomina sacra in 1l. 7-8 is marked off with supralinear
strokes that are written in convex crescent form; the stroke elsewhere is wavy (e.g., k0ptog in 1.
11). The abbreviations of ©p(6¢) in I. 4 and of Baciiei(og) in 1. 19 are uncommon in Christian
amulets and other manuscripts. The former abbreviation is actually quite common in
documentary papyri, and the latter was probably prompted by the lack of space on the line.”
There are decorated (forked) line fillers at the ends of 11. 6, 10, 14, and 16. kot is consistently
written in compendium form.

The handwriting is swift, inclined to the right, and undecorated. Narrow &, 0, o, ¢, wide 9,
n, X, A, W, v, ¥, straight-back sigma, two-stroke v. The letters o are consistently ligatured. The
letters are written closely together and their size decreases as the scribe moves toward the end of
the document. The original editor assigned a date of sixth century C.E., Schmidt and Schubart
described the hand as “spite Schrift,” Wessely as “écriture d’époque postérieure,” and Rahlfs

and Fraenkel date it to VI/VIL™ This type of hand has its origins in the severe style dominant in

" Several studies incorrectly report that these crosses are staurograms but an examination of the original clearly
demonstrates that they are crosses.

% On the use of alpha and omega as “magic” symbols, see Franz Dornseiff, Das Alphabet in Mystik und Magie
(SGAWGW 7; Berlin: B.G. Teubner, 1925), 122-125. These two letters also occur in P.KdIln 8.340 (no. 18) in the
lower margin of frg. B, side A.

» A search for the abbreviation mp(6¢) in the Papyrological Navigator (http://www.papyri.info) results in a couple
hundred examples. BociAeio is written as a nomen sacrum in a previously unattested form in P.Oxy. 76.5072
(Bo(ov)Aeia; cf. P.Egerton 1). The abbreviated form in our amulet, however, is likely not a nomen sacrum proper on
account of the observations that 1) the scribe has no space to write the remaining letters (ac) on the line, which
explains their omission, and 2) there is no overlining to mark a nomen sacrum as elsewhere on the parchment.

30 Respectively, Krebs, “Altchristliche Texte,” 114; Carl Schmidt and Wilhelm Schubart, Altchristliche Texts (BKT
6; Berlin: Weidmannsche Buchhandlung, 1910), 129; Wessely, “Monuments,” 412; Rahlfs and Fraenkel,
Verzeichnis, 21.
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the third century C.E., as can be seen from the similarities in the Harris Homer (LDAB 2419).”!
An extremely similar, though neater, hand is found in P.Oxy. 11.1373 (LDAB 373;
Aristophanes, fifth century C.E.).”* Thus, I would tentatively suggest a date of fifth/sixth century
C.E., a century earlier than what Rahlfs and Fraenkel suggest.

This amulet is a fascinating specimen for a few reasons, not least of which is the variety
of texts chosen for inclusion: Trinitarian formula, various Psalms, gospel incipits, Matt. 4:23, and
a protective incantation. The scriptural passages, crosses, and ritual symbols o-m make BKT
6.7.1 a paradigmatic example of a Christian ritual device. Jews and Christians alike made
frequent use of Ps. 91 MT/Ps. 90 LXX in ritual contexts, particularly in rituals against demonic
powers.” It occurs in several other amulets below. Trinitarian formulae are not uncommon in
amulets, as can be seen from similar examples (e.g., P.Turner 49 [no. 3], P.Oxy. 11.1384, PSI
6.719 [no. 4]). The closing acclamation &AAnAovio also appears elsewhere (e.g., P.Vindob. G
337, P.Oxy. 16.1928), and may have been drawn from a liturgical context.* The closing
incantation’s reference to the “body and the blood of Christ” contains eucharistic overtones that

were probably also influenced by liturgical formulae. Indeed, the anaphoral traditions in Egypt

3! See image in Turner, Greek Manuscripts, pl. 14.

32 Turner, Greek Manuscripts, pl. 42; Cavallo and Maehler, Greek Bookhands, pl. 17a.

3 According to the Talmudic tradition, Ps. 91 was considered a highly effective anti-demonic psalm (b. Shebu. 15b;
y. Erub. 10.11, y. Shabb. 6.8b). This psalm also appears in a first century C.E. Qumran manuscript known as
Apocryphal Psalms (11Q11), where it functions apotropaically. See Emile Puech, “Les Psaumes Davidiques du
Rituel D’exorcisme (11Q11),” in The Sapiential, Liturgical, and Poetical Texts from Qumran, ed. Daniel K. Falk, F.
Garcia Martinez, and Eileen M. Schuller (Leiden: Brill, 2000), 160-181. The most commonly cited verse against
demons in Jewish “magic” is Zech 3:2: “And the Lord said to Satan, ‘The Lord rebuke you, O Satan! The Lord who
has chosen Jerusalem rebuke you! Is not this man a brand plucked from the fire?’”” This verse is found in at least six
Babylonian magic bowls produced to ward off demons, the Talmud (b. Ber. 51a), and a first century B.C.E.
apotropaic hymn from Qumran (1QH* 22:25); see Angel, “Use of the Hebrew Bible in Early Jewish Magic,” 789-
790. One wonders why this passage is completely absent from Christian amulets. Is it because of the verse’s
reference to “the Lord who has chosen Jerusalem,” a phrase that reflects Jewish ideology? For the use of Ps. 90
LXX in Christian amulets, see Thomas J. Kraus, “Septuaginta-Psalm 90 in apotropdischer Verwendung:
Voriiberlegungen fiir eine kritische Edition und (bisheriges) Datenmaterial,” BZ 125 (2004): 39-73; idem,
“Fragmente eines Amulett-Armbands im British Museum (London) mit Septuaginta-Psalm 90 und der Huldigung
der Magier,” JAC 48/49 (2005/2006): 114-127; idem, “Bovg, Bavywwy und Septuaginta-Psalm 90? Uberlegungen
zu den sogenannten ‘Bous’—Amuletten und dem beliebtesten Bibeltext fiir apotropiische Zwecke,” ZAC 11 (2011):
479-491.

** See de Bruyn and Dijkstra, “Greek Amulets,” 181.
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played a significant role in the development of Christian eucharistic practices and beliefs, as is
attested by the abundance of Coptic literature dealing with the subject.”” The carrier of the amulet
is described as 100 60VAov Gov, a description we also find in P.Turner 49 (no. 3), P.Oxy. 8.1151
(no. 17), and BGU 3.954 (no. 10), all below. The phrase “the one who carries this amulet” is
likewise found in many amulets, including P.Vindob. G 29831 (no. 19), P.land. 1.6 (no. 6),
P.Princ. 2.107 (no. 5), and P.K&In 8.340 (no. 18). One will notice that the grammatical case of
the phrase “the one who carries” is incorrect: it should be in the genitive (tov ¢opovvtog), not
the accusative (tov popovvta). We will encounter this mistake again on several occasions below.
It is likely that this was a stock phrase and that ritual specialists did not (for whatever reason)
give much effort in grammatically aligning it to the gender of their clients.*®

We shall examine two New Testament passages from this amulet: Matt: 4:23 and John
1:1-2. Aside from the spelling errors, the citation of Matt. 4:23 diverges from the text of NA*
only in two places:

xoi' NA*] omit BKT 6.7.1
gv 6An ) Folhoio NA®] 6 kdprog Incovg dAnv v Fodraioy BKT 6.7.1

The first variant (omission of ko) is quite easy to explain. As with several other amulets
included in this study, the scribe of this amulet omits kol because it is superfluous; that is, there
is nothing for kol to connect, since the preceding biblical passage (v. 22) has not been included
in the amulet.”” The second variant is one of several in this variation unit, and it includes two
deviations from the text of NA®: the addition of xVpiog Incovg and the shift from datives to
accusatives in the phrase “around all of Galilee.” We have already seen this precise textual

deviation in P.Oxy. 8.1077 (no. I, —x0Op10g). The addition of “Lord Jesus” can be explained as a

> On the anaphoral traditions in Egypt, see Bryan D. Spinks, Do This In Remembrance of Me: The Eucharist from
the Early Church to the Present Day (London: SCM Press, 2013), esp. Ch. 4.

3 For a fuller treatment of this phenomenon, see the discussion of P.KoIn 8.340 below.

7 Cf. the omission of conjunctions on similar grounds in P.Vindob. G. 2312 (no. 21), P.Vindob. G. 29831 (no. 19),
and P.Vindob. G 26034 + 30453 (no. 22), all below.
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clarification of the subject of mepinyev. Several manuscripts attest to the use of the accusative
phrase “around all of Galilee,” excluding x¥Oploc: X' D ' 33 892 1424 [ 844 [ 2211 lat; Eus.
There is a slight variation of this variant that includes the transposition of 6 'Incovg, which is
read in K W T A % 565 579 700 1241 M. As we saw with P.Oxy. 8.1077, we can explain the
occurrence of the accusative cases in the phrase OAnv v F'oAldoiov as an attempt to give the
more usual construction following weptdyetv. Thus, both P.Oxy. 8.1077 and BKT 6.7.1 offer
support for a reading that is part of a significant variation unit and they both no doubt deserve a
place in text-critical discussions about the text of Matt. 4:23. I would tentatively classify the
textual quality of this citation as “strict” and its transmission character as “normal.”

As for the citation of John 1:1-2, it agrees precisely with the printed text at this point,
except that in our amulet (1. 5), the scribe has omitted 6edv. It is quite possible that this is an
accidental omission, since the scribe’s citation habits are otherwise very good. I classify its
textual quality as “strict,” but cautiously, especially since there are no variation units in this short
stretch of text. Nonetheless, in terms of the scribe’s overall citation habits, he/she (or his/her
exemplar) largely follows the manuscript tradition, including the LXX manuscript tradition,
since the citations of the Psalms passages are strict.” Thus, aside from orthography, our scribe
has produced a faithful copy of several passages from the Bible and so merits inclusion in text-

critical debates.

3. MATT. 4:23/9:35 || MATT. 8:15/MARK 1:31 || CREEDAL FORMULAE || PRAYER FOR HEALING

P.Turner 49% 30.2x 3 cm 5".6" cent. C.E.
LDAB 6084
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 72

¥ There are only two deviations from Rahlf’s edition of the LXX in the citations of the Psalms: 90:1 8g0® Rahifs]
kvpiov BKT 6.7.1 and 117:6 PBonBog Rahlfs] + xai BKT 6.7.1. See Alfred Rahlfs, Septuaginta: Id est Vetus
Testamentum graece iuxta LXX interpretes (ed. and rev. Robert Hanhart; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft,
2006).

% Photograph online at: http://ww2.smb.museum/berlpap/index.php/04427/.
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Ed. princ. William Brashear, “49. Christian Amulet,” in Papyri Greek and Egyptian Edited by
Various Hands in Honour of Eric Gardner Turner on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday
[P.Turner] (London: Egypt Exploration Society, 1981), 192-93.%

1 mopBlévov Moapia<c> k(o) €ot(ov)p(®)Bn Vo [ovtiov ITkditov k(o) £tddn €ig pvnuiov k(o) AveEotn €v
T Tpitn MUEpq k(o) AveAnUdON €nl T0V<KG> oVPOVOVG K(al) €. ....[

2 ]. ev’I(nco)v 611 €0epdimeveg 10TE TAGHV LoAaKioy TOV Ao k(ol) moooy vogov ouirp 1(noo)v miotev..
pov Ot annAbeg to[t]le €ic ™V [o]ikioy th[c] Tevbepag [T€tpov Tupeg[covonc]

3 [xol donlkev odTy 6 TupeTds k(o) vov TopokaloVuev o€, '1(n6o)v, Bepdnevcov k(o) viv Thv doVANV
oV TV popovvta 10 dry[tov] voud cov dmd mdiong vogou k(i) [Ero mov-

4 [t0¢ m]upeTob k(o) Amd Pryomup€ton k(o) md kpotddov k(o) &md mhons fockocuvng k(o) Gmo TovTog
nv(evP)(toc) Tovnpov €v dvopott T(ot)pog k(o) V(10)V Kol Qylov Ty(€VUOT)OG.

3. popovoav
Translation

[He was born of the] virgin Mary and crucified by Pontius Pilate and was buried in a tomb; and on
the third day he rose and was taken up to heaven and ... Jesus, because you healed at that time every
illness and every infirmity of the people ... Jesus [we?] believe [you?] because you went at that time
into the house of Peter’s mother-in-law, who was suffering from a fever, and the fever left her. And
now we ask you, Jesus, heal also now your female servant, who wears your ho[ly] name, from every
illness, every fever, every shivering fit, every headache," as well as from all bewitching and every
evil spirit; in the name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit.

This papyrus was part of a private collection of papyri that was donated to the Agyptisches
Museum in West Berlin in the spring of 1978. The amulet was designed as a prayer addressed to
Jesus for the healing of fever and accompanying symptoms. It is written on a long, narrow strip
of papyrus in just four lines; the width is ten times the height (30.2 x 3 cm). The vertical
indentions at the bottom of the papyrus at equal intervals indicate that the papyrus was rolled up
(cf. P.Oxy. 76.5073 [no. 16]). Like many other amulets, it was placed in a casing and worn on
the body of its owner (here called a “servant’), probably suspended from the neck by means of a

string.”” G.H.R. Horsley has suggested that, on the basis of multiple occurrences of the first

0 This is a revised edition that includes the text of a related fragment that Brashear discovered subsequent to the
initial publication in 1975. For the first edition, see William Brashear, “Vier Berliner Zaubertexte,” ZPE 17 (1975):
25-33, at 31-33.

1 Kpdtogog is not the common term for headache but that is surely the intended meaning here. It means “side of the
forehead, temples,” and more generally, “side, edge, profile” (see LSJ s.v. kpdtaog).

2 See several images of such casings from antiquity in Petrie, Amulets, pl. xix, no. 133.
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person plural, this amulet may have been produced by a church leader for a lay person.”
According to Horsley, the prohibition of the “making” of amulets in Canon 36 of the Council of
Laodicea (see above) presumably implies the making of amulets for both those in orders as well
as for those among the laity. The implication is that the laity accepted the view that these church
leaders had special access to Christ. Horsley asks: “Was this because they had readier access to
biblical/liturgical texts to copy extracts, or because they were more likely to be literate? [...]
Behind these personal documents [...] are we able to perceive the laity’s acceptance that those in
orders had special access to Christ?”*** This theory would undoubtedly have implications for how
scribes copied scripture onto amulets (e.g., with the use of an exemplar). Indeed, most scholars
believe that amulets were produced by ritual specialists, such as priests or monks, who served as

intermediary figures for constituents of popular religion. According to de Bruyn,

The preparation and use of amulets was similar to the preparation and use of oil. In all likelihood
some if not all of the papyri [i.e., amulets] discussed above were prepared by Christian priests or
monks...Moreover, as with the oil, amulets were rendered powerful by ritual actions: by the actions
of writing, reciting, and wearing the inscription. And finally, once prepared by a cleric or monk or
another ritual specialist, amulets, like the oil, could be taken away and applied by oneself.*’

That ritual specialists were sought out for healings, exorcisms and the like is evidenced in the

literature from late antique Egypt and beyond, such as the following rant by Shenoute of Atripe:

In the moments of the suffering, however, [there are some who] when they fall into poverty or
become ill—or indeed other temptations—abandon God and have recourse to enchanters or oracles
or...other deceptive things: just as I myself have seen—the snake’s head bound to the hand of some,
and another with the crocodile tooth bound to an arm, another with fox claws bound to his legs:
especially as there was a magistrate who told the latter that he was wise to do so. Indeed, when I
reproachfully asked him whether it was the fox claws that would heal him, he said: “It was a great
monk who gave me them saying, ‘Bind them to you, and you will recover.””*

* NewDocs 3:116.

* NewDocs 3:116.

* De Bruyn, “Appeals to Jesus,” 79. John Chrysostom (Hom. Col. 8.5) reports that amulet-making was a profit-
making business: “For amulets, even though the ones who make money from them philosophize endlessly [...] the
matter is idolatry” (to yop meplomto, KoV pupio ¢rA0c00dc1y ol €K toVTwv xpnuatifouevot [...] eldwlolotpeia
10 paypd €ott). Text from PG 62:358.

* Paris copte 129'"2 66 + DS, p. 59; trans. from Tito Orlandi, “A Catechesis Against Apocryphal Texts by Shenute
and the Gnostic Texts of Nag Hammadi,” HTR 75 (1982): 85-95, at 90.
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Similarly, over two hundred oracular tickets have been discovered among the remains of the
Church of Saint Colluthus in the ancient city of Antino€. Here, pilgrims would consult Christian
priests to write oracular questions for them, who in turn would bring their questions to the
oracle.”” In most amulets, prayers, adjurations, praises and the like are in the first person singular
(“T adjure you, I call,” etc.). So, the shift to the first person plural in P.Turner 49 may be, as
Horsley imagines, indicative of a priestly or monastic environment in which this amulet was
manufactured from within a group of representative religious leaders.*

The text is written along the fibers (—) in a crude, semi-cursive hand that is at times
difficult to decipher, especially at the end of 1. 1. Small portions of the papyrus are missing;
otherwise, the text is complete. The back is blank. The word €6tovp®0n in 1. 1 is written in the
form of a staurogram (this is not noted by de Bruyn and Dijkstra), although “the figure between
sigma and theta is not so much a tau-rho monogram as a cross with a circle on it — almost a
pictorial representation of the crucifixion.”* Nomina sacra are used for Incodg, motp, vide,
and mvevua, but not for ovpavog (cf. BKT 6.7.1 [no. 2]). Both types of abbreviations are marked
off with a supralinear stroke. Kai-compendium is also used consistently throughout.

The opening lines are reminiscent of the early creedal formula in 1 Cor. 15:4 (€téén kol
dt yfyepron T NUépa Th Tpitn) but even more so of the Apostle’s Creed.”® It should be noted
that creedal formulae appear in several Christian amulets. For example, 1l. 2-8 in P.Batav. 20, an

amulet against fever, read: “Christ appeared, Christ suffered, Christ died, Christ was raised,

7 Papini, “Fragment of the Sortes Sanctorum, 393-401. On divinitation in early Christianity, see especially
Luijendijk, Forbidden Oracles, chs. 3-4.

8 On “magic” and ritual specialty from Egypt, see the fantastic essay by David Frankfurter, “Ritual Expertise,” 115-
135. See also Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, esp. ch. 2.

4P Turner 49, note to 1. 1.

¥ Thotevo eig Bedv motépa movTokpdtopo Kol eig Xptotov Incodv (tov) vidv adtod TOV Hovoyevd, TOV KOpLlov
Nudv, Tov yevvnBévto £k Tvevuatog arylov kot Mapiog g mapBévov, tov €nt IMovtiov ITikditov otovpwdévio
Kol TadEvTo, T TPiTh NMUEPQ: dvootdvio €K (TV) vekpdv, Gvapdavio €ig toug ovpavovg [...] Text from Adolf
Harnack, The Apostles’ Creed (trans. Thomas Baily Saunders; London: A. & C. Black, 1901), 16.
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Christ was taken up, Christ reigns, Christ saves.””' The Trinitarian formula at the end of P.Turner
49 is also quite common in amulets (BKT 6.7.1, P.Oxy. 11.1384, PSI 6.719 [no. 4]).

We learn from the text of this amulet that its owner was a woman. In 1. 3 the phrase “your
servant, who wears” is femine (tv 800AnV cov v dopovvta). The participle popovvta is of
course masculine, though its article is feminine. As we saw in BKT 6.7.1 above, ¢opovvro
served as a stock phrase whose form became fossilized.” It was not grammatically aligned but
the preceding phrase and article were. The amulet appeals to the pericope involving Jesus’
healing of Peter’s mother-in-law. It also references “every illness and infirmity of the people,”
which is surely an allusion to Matt. 4:23/935 (“one who heals every illness and infirmity”). As
we saw with P.Oxy. 8.1077 (no. 1), this phrase occurs in several healing amulets, and is an
example of what David Frankfurter has called “clausal historiolae,” that is, short narratives that
serve a subordinate (though supporting) role to the main request.”® Note that here in P.Turner 49,
Jesus is specifically addressed in the vocative (“Jesus, because you healed...”). The story of
Peter’s mother-in-law is then picked up as a biblical precedent that can be applied to the client’s
situation: “‘just as then you did such-and-such, so now do such-and-such.’”** This amulet is one
of five under consideration that belonged to a woman, and so this prompts several questions
concerning Christian female clients.” We will return to these questions in Chapter 5.

At the end of 1. 2 and the beginning of 1. 3, the text reads tv [o]ixiov T[g] mEVOEPQC
[Tetpov mupes[covong kot adn]kev adTv 0 Tupetdc—an obvious reference to the story of

Jesus’ healing of Peter’s mother-in-law (Mark 1:30-31/Matt. 8:14-15/Luke 4:38-39). The phrase

1 X (p1o16)c £dévn | X(protd)g Ermabelv] | X(protd)g dmédafvlev | X(piotd)g dvnyépdn | X(piotd)g dveAnuodn |
X(p1o10)g Baocirevret | X(protd)g oplet. Text from ed. princ., P.W.A. Th. van der Laan, “20. Amulette Chrétienne
contre la Fievre,” in Textes Grecs, Démotiques et Bilingues (P. L. Bat. 19), ed. E. Boswinkel and P.W. Pestman
(Leiden: Brill, 1978), 96-102, at 98. See also a similar creed-like statement in P.Haun. 3.51.

32 See a fuller treatment of this phenomenon in the discussion of P.K&In 8.340 below.

%3 Frankfurter, “Narrating Power,” 469; see also de Bruyn, “Appeals to Jesus,” 65-82.

** De Bruyn, “Appeals to Jesus,” 67 n.6.

% The other four amulets are: P.Oxy. 8.1077, P.Princ. 2.107 (no. 5), P.Oxy. 8.1151 (no. 17), and P.K&ln 8.340 (no.
18).
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donkev odv 6 mupetdc agrees verbatim with the text of NA® at this point in both Matt. 8:15
and Mark 1:31. It is difficult to say whether such a short phrase was reproduced from memory or
copied from an actual text. We should recall that shorter texts were probably often cited from
memory although we cannot rule out the possibility that a written text was involved in the
copying process.

While we must leave this last question open, it is important to note that a variation unit is
present in this sequence of text in Mark 1:31, namely, the addition of the adverb e00€wg after
nupeToc by many witnesses (A [D] K I' A M, etc.). That Matthew lacks a variation unit at this
point complicates the matter, however, since it means that the scribe of P.Turner 49 could be
citing either Matthew or Mark. Potential support for the former can be found in our amulet’s use
of Peter instead of Simon, as in Mark. However, potential support for the latter can be found in
the allusion to Jesus’ healing of every illness (vdcov), a term which occurs subsequently in the
same literary unit in Mark 1:34 but not in the parallel unit in Matthew. For this reason, this
amulet could be cited as a possible witness supporting the omission of €00€wg in Mark 1:31.
However, given the brevity of the citation and the open question as to which Gospel is actually
being cited, a determination of its textual quality and transmission character cannot be made with
any confidence. Nonetheless, this is a good example of an amulet that weaves together several

biblical phrases for the purpose of channeling divine favor/power.

4. MATT. 6:9 || JOHN 1:23 || INCIPITS || PS. 90:1 || DOXOLOGY

PSI16.719°° 25x5.5¢cm 6" cent. C.E.
LDAB 2767

Von Dobschiitz *
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 38

° Photograph online at: http://bibd.uni-giessen.de/papyri/images/piand-invO14recto.jpg.
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Ed. princ. G. Vitelli, Pubblicazioni della Societa Italiana per la ricerca dei papiri greci e latini
in Egitto: Papiri greci e latini, vol. 6 (Florence: Pubblicazioni della Societa Italiana, 1920), no.
719 (=151-152).

1 1t X(por)e [cl(@t)ep &v &pyxf Nv O Adyog koi 6 Adyog v mpdg OV Bedy Kol Bedg
nv 6 Aoyoc. Bifrog yevéseng Incod Xpiotod
110D Acvét viod ABpadu kadm[¢ elinev "'Hoaiog 6 mpodftne. [épym 100 V0]
yyeMov Incod Xpioton
V10D B0 VoL APpadi. €ne[18]nmep moArol Entyeipnoay dv[ataéalodot
S[Uny[mlow nepi t@dv
neninpodopnuévov €v MUilv wlpayudtov 0 katok®dv [€v Ponbeile oD Vyictou
KO To
5 €&ng matnp Mudv 0 €v to1g 0v[pav]olg aylocdnTo 10 Gvoud cov Kofi
00 €ENG] 86Ea matpl Kol VIR
Kol arylm mvedpott kol vo[v kol del kol €ig To0g aildvog tov [ai]ovev auny x.. TTT

2. Aavid 3. éneyeipnooy 4. TenAnpodopnuUEVMV 5. motep | ayrtoodnto

Translation

Christ savior: (John 1:1) In the beginning was the word, and the word was with God, and the word
was God. (Matt. 1:1) An account of the genealogy of Jesus Christ son of David, son of Abraham.
(Mark 1:2) Just as Isaiah the prophet said, (Mark 1:1) [The beginning of the gos]pel of Jesus Christ,
son of God, son of Abraham. (Luke 1:1) Since many have undertaken to set down an orderly account
of the events that have been fulfilled among us. (Ps. 90:1) The one who lives [in the hel]p of the
Most High, and so forth. (Matt. 6:9) Our father who is in heaven hallowed be your name, a[nd so
forth]. Glory to the father and son and Holy Spirit, both now and always, and forever and ever.
Amen.

This amulet, containing a variety of texts from the Bible, is written on an oblong piece of
papyrus in one column with six very long lines. It is a probably a sheet cut from a roll, since the
reverse side contains an unrelated Byzantine protocol written in a large, perpendicular hand.”” All
four margins on the recto are intact and folds are visible. There is one small hole on the left side
of the sheet and a larger one on the right. The papyrus was folded while the ink was still wet, as
evidenced by the fainter reversed letters especially on the left hand side. The first line begins

with a cross, which is then followed by what appears to be the nomen sacrum X(piot)é. The

editors took what follows X(piot)€ as the nomen sacrum for cwtep, with only the ep showing. It

7 See photo in Kraus, “Manuscripts with the Lord’s Prayer,” 244 (fig. 4). Aland incorrectly states that the verso is
“unbeschrieben” (Repertorium, Var 31). Inscribed protocols of this type, which are mostly found in later Byzantine
and Arabic papyri, are written in extremely large letters that are often difficult to decipher. H.I. Bell surmised that
they were written with a brush rather than a pen. See his “The Greek Papyrus Protocol,” JHS 37 (1917): 56-58.
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seems that the scribe has transformed the final p of this last nomen sacrum into a staurogram by
adding a horizontal stroke to its descender. Tremata occur over both v and 1. At the end of 11. 2-3,
the scribe writes the final letter above the line. It is interesting to note that the scribe abbreviates
only the divine names occurring at the very beginning and end of the text; all other occurrences
of a divine name in the main body of text (at least 14 in number, excluding dowid and ABpodiyt)
exhibit scriptio plena. The text ends at 1. 6 with the letter x and at least two undecipherable
letters with overlining (for Xpiot6g?), followed by three crosses; the horizontal stroke of the
final cross is extended to serve as a line-filler.

The hand is a neat semi-cursive, decorated with finials, upright, and roughly bilinear.
Letters are written inconsistently. Upsilon is written three different ways: in two strokes, in three
strokes, and horseshoe-shaped, without a descender (akin to the later minuscule form). The top
element of m is written as a horizontal but it is also rounded. The loop of ¢ is large and wide.
Other enlarged letters include B, 1, x, & . The letter { is written in minuscule form. The
handwriting is similar to, though slightly less refined than, P.Oxy. 16.1928 (LDAB 3284), a sixth
century C.E. amulet containing gospel incipits and Psalm 90. Ironically, this amulet also contains
a protocol on the reverse side, which bears a date of 5 Oct. 533. It is also graphically similar to
the hand of P.Laur. 3.75, which bears a date of 574 C.E.”® Thus, a sixth century date for the hand
of PSI 6.719 seems likely.

All previous editions (Vitelli, Preisendanz, Wessely) transcribe the first half of the last
line (1. 6) as kol arylw mvevpott vov kol del. However, the image very clearly shows the word
kol in between mvevpott vov. Interestingly enough, the fuller doxology in this amulet

corresponds precisely to the last half of a doxology found in Ps.-Athanasius’ De Virginitate:

% Cavallo and Maehler, Greek Bookhands, pl. 34b. Cavallo and Maehler give an incorrect date of 589; see the
correction in BL 8.165-166.
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36Eo mopti Kol LViM Kol dylm mvevpott kod vV kol del kai gig Tovg aidvac.”® And a similar
doxology is found in the euchologium of Bishop Sarapion of Thmuis from the fourth century:
8100 100 povoyevoig cov Incod Xpiotod St” 0V oot 1 §6Ea kod TO Kpdtog v dyie TvevuoTL
Kol VOV ko €ig tovg oddvoc.®

In addition to the doxology, the amulet invokes gospel incipits (including part of Mark
1:2), Ps. 90, John 1:23, and Matt. 6:9.°' The reference to the trinity following the Lord’s Prayer is
common in amulets, as we have already seen in P.Turner 49 (no. 3) and BKT 6.7.1 (no. 2). The
texts that interest us here are the first verse of the Lord’s Prayer and the end of John 1:23.%* Other
than the two misspellings of ndtnp (read métep) and dytacbnto (read aryrocOntw), the opening
verse of the Lord’s Prayer in this amulet agrees with the text of NA®, Likewise, the five words
from the end of John 1:23 agree with the text of NA*, However, the textual samples here are in
no way substantial enough to classify their textual character. Thus, the citations remain
unclassifiable.

One of the more interesting features of this amulet is the use of the phrase kol T €€ng
(“and so forth”) in 1l. 4-5. The function of this phrase has been best explained by Sanzo.
According to him, we are dealing with two “different kinds of metonymic transfer between
incipits of multiunit corpora (i.e., the Gospel incipits) and incipits of single-unit texts (i.e., LXX
Ps 90:1 and Mt 6:9).”% In other words, the ritual specialist did not insert the phrase xoi o €€fig

following the incipits because the immediate context was not considered relevant to the ritual.

% Text PG 28:268. An almost identical doxology was discovered in a Greek inscription in Khanasser, Syria. See J.-
B. Chabot, “Notes d’épigraphie et d’archéologie orientale,” Journal asiatique 18 (1901): 430-450, at 442. This
inscription as well as the text from Ps.-Athanasius quoted above are also reproduced in Henri Leclercq, Dictionnaire
d’archéologie chrétienne et de liturgie, vol. 4, pt. 2 (eds. Fernand Cabrol and Henri Leclercq; Paris: Libraire
Letouzey et Ané, 1921), 1526 and 1527, respectively.

% Text from Xavierus Funk, Didascalia et Constitutiones Apostolorum, vol. 2 (Paderborn: Schoningh, 1905), 166.
See also the discussion of the doxology in P.K6ln 4.171 (no. 14), vis-a-vis Sarapion of Thmuis’ euchologium.

® De Bruyn and Dijkstra have incorrectly labeled the Johannine reference as John 1:24 (“Greek Amulets,” 188).

%2 For an analysis of the incipits in PSI 6.719, see Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, 86-88.

% Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, 171.
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Rather, the incipits were, according to Sanzo, used to “attain relevant material from the life and
ministry of Jesus that was scattered throughout the Gospels (and possibly beyond).”® In contrast,
Ps. 90 and the Lord’s Prayer are partially cited and the phrase kol to €€ng functions as a
substitute for what is not cited. That is, the citation was invoked pars pro toto (part for whole).
The phrase may help explain why so many amulets cut off their citations of scripture mid-
sentence or mid-word, as in P.Oxy. 76.5073 (no. 16), P.Vindob. G 29831 (no. 19), P.Berl. inv.
11710 (no. 20), P.Vindob. G 2312 (no. 21), and P.Ant. 2.54 (no. 12). That is to say, the citations
were invoked pars pro toto in these other amulets without the insertion of the phrase kol to €€1g
to signal the additional text.” In sum, while the papyrus makes no striking contributions to our
knowledge of the text of the New Testament, PSI 6.719 nonetheless provides us with a ritual

tactic of invoking scripture in an interesting and indeed creative manner.

5. MATT. 6:9, 11 || PS. 90:1-2 || HEALING INCANTATION || SANCTUS

P.Princ. 2.107 13 x 15.5cm 5".6" cent. C.E.
LDAB 5835
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 70

Ed. princ. Edmund Harris Kase, Jr., ed., Papyri in the Princeton University Collections
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1936), no. 107 (=102-103).

1 Ff mpog...... pE..0.YOBQ .. Ho. .
VOUONQ . EIEVE . . . . OCOPK . . . OLUCE .
puyomvpetov Opkilm o Miyonh &p-
YXOyYELE YTG KOONUEPIVOV T} VUKT-

5 €PLVOV T} TETAPTEOV TOV TOVTOKPGTO-
po. Zofomb unkétt Gyn T Yoyt To0
dOPOVVTOG UNdE TAVTOG TOV COUOLT-
0G a0To 0pkilw ot Kol VEKPOUg Anadilaé<ote>
TodAAng Towdopov . faov. ..........

10 0 xoTKOoV €v Pondig 100 Vyiotov €'V oké-
71 100 0(£0)V 100 0VpovoD avA[I]otnoete £pl
700 8(£0)V Kol KoTOHLYT HoL Kol fonbmg pov

% Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, 171.
% This is also the view of the editors of P.Oxy. 76.5073; see the comments at that entry below.
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EATIOM €0 QOTMV. TOTNP VUAOV <O> €V Tig
0VPOVIG OYLoeONTO T BEANUE GOV, TM-

15 v GpTtov VUMV TV EM0VGLOV. G106
Gy106 k(0p10)g Zofawd TANPLG 0VPOVOS
Kol Y1 KNG arylg<c> co<v> d0&ng avicodot-
o Mryomh t@v x(vpio)v ABpdy, Todk
Taxof, 'Eloet, 'EAE, Zafo-

20 ®6 QnA

3. pryonvpertov 5. tetoptaiov 9. Towdwpov 10. katowkdy €v Bonbeiq 10-11. oxénn 11. adAcOceTon | €pel 12.
BonBog 13. érnilw €n” abtov | mdtep Nudv 13-14. 10lg ovpoavolg 14. 10 14-15. tov 15. udv 10V €novolov 16.
nnpng 17. g 18. Myon | tov

Translation

[voces magicae?] [...] fever with shivering fits, I adjure you, Michael, archangel of the earth;
[whether] it is quotidian or nocturnal or quartan fever; by the Almighty Sabaoth, that it no longer
touch the soul of the one who carries [this amulet], nor [touch] his whole body. I adjure you and the
dead, deliver Taiolles, daughter of Isidorus [...] (Ps. 90:1) The one who lives in the help of the Most
High will abide in the shelter of the God of heaven. He will say to God, “< > and my refuge and my
helper, I put my trust in him.” Our father who art in heaven, hollowed < > your will, < > our daily
bread. Holy, holy is the Lord Sabaoth, heaven and earth are full of you[r] hol[y] glory. Aniaadaiia,
Michael, the Lord of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Eldei, Ele, Sabaoth, Oel.®

This amulet is written against the fibers (1) on a rectangular piece of papyrus in 20 lines.®’ The
left, right, and upper margins are fully intact, with only a portion of the lower right margin intact.
It appears that the lower margin had already been broken off before the scribe wrote his/her text,
given the way he/she squeezes the last line in on the sheet. A staurogram precedes the first line
of text, not a cross, as the edition and subsequent studies suggest.”® The ink is faded in many
areas, making it difficult to decipher some letters and words. Supralinear strokes are written over
nomina sacra.

The handwriting is a plain yet fluid semi-cursive with letters sloping slightly to the
right.”” The lines drift downward, especially as the writing continues. There is very little contrast
between thick and thin strokes, and letters are written inconsistently. v is written in four ways: in

two oblique strokes with right oblique descending below the line; in two strokes with the right

% Trans. (slightly modified) from Kraus, “Manuscripts with the Lord’s Prayer,” 257-258.

7 At the time of our autopsy, P.Princ. 2.107 was mounted between glass with two unpublished papyri: AM 8960 and
AM 8962.

% E.g., Kase, Papyri, 102; de Bruyn and Dijkstra, “Greek Amulets,” 195; Kraus, “Manuscripts with the Lord’s
Prayer,” 256.

% See image in Kraus, “Manuscripts with the Lord’s Prayer,” 239 (fig. 3).
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oblique curving considerably to the right and up; as a horizontal stroke on the line (see three
examples in 1. 10); and as a wedge with no middle element. Kase dated it to the fourth/fifth
century C.E., while Daniel and Maltomini dated it a century later (fifth/sixth). There are many
similar letterforms in P.Oxy. 68.4700, a contract dated to 18 November 504. Compare especially
the loop in rho’s descender, the wedge-shaped v, and ligatured oi. The general impression of the
hand suggests that we are dealing with a fifth/sixth century document.

In his edition, Kase labeled this amulet as a “Gnostic fever amulet,” perhaps on the basis
of the unconventional names and unintelligible words in the piece.” This label was repeated in
some subsequent studies.”' Kotansky claimed that “[d]espite the writer’s use of these citations
[i.e., biblical verses], the character of the spell shows it is syncretistic rather than distinctively
Christian.””* But on the observation that the amulet contains quite usual passages on Christian
amulets, such as portions of Ps. 90 and the Lord’s Prayer, Robert Daniel and Franco Maltomini
contended that “this is a conventionally Christian charm.”” The question of how to label this
amulet was picked up most recently by Kraus, who argued persuasively that neither the
invocation of Michael the Archangel nor the potential voces magicae cause any trouble: “They
do not turn this charm into anything other than a Christian one, as the first feature [i.e.,

invocation of Michael] is to be seen quite often [...] and the latter [i.e., voces magicae] might

serve as an emphasis on the previous quotations and invocation.””*

" Kase, Papyri in the Princeton University Collections, 102. Irenaeus (Haer. 2.35.3) reports that the Gnostics
believed the term Sabaoth (among others) had a specific power associated with it. Cf. Origen, Cels. 1.24, cited
below.

"' E.g., van Haelst 967; Alen E. Samuel, “How Many Gnostics?,” BASP 22 (1985): 297-322, at 317.

2 In Betz, Greek Magical Papyri, 300.

3 Robert W. Daniel and Franco Maltomini, eds., Supplementum Magicum, vol. 1 (Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag,
1990), 78.

" Kraus, “Manuscripts with the Lord’s Prayer,” 266. Cf. Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, 50 n.129.
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The most up-to-date edition is the one by Kraus, who draws on the transcription produced
by Daniel and Maltomini.” There have been two subsequent changes to Kase’s text that merit
mention. First, Kase read the first half of 1. 9 as “ton oyAngig wot..” This reading has now been
correctly identified as TatdoAANG ‘To186pov, “Taiolles, daughter of Isidorus.” The revised reading
is important because it offers yet another clear example of a woman as the owner of a Christian
amulet, along with P.Oxy. 8.1077 (no. I) and P.Oxy. 8.1151 (no. 17).”° Moreover, the use of the
masculine participial phrase 100 ¢opovvtog in P.Princ. 2.107 may help explain a similar
occurrence in P.KoIn 8.340 (no. 18) and consequently the identification of the gender of that
amulet’s owner. As we shall detail more fully below, on the backside of P.K6In 8.340, there is an
image of a woman standing and praying in the orantes position. It would be reasonable to
suppose, as I think we should, that this image represents the client (who is otherwise not
mentioned in the amulet) for whom the request for healing and protection was made. Yet the use
of the masculine participial phrase tov ¢opovvta in 1l. 41-42 would be problematic for such an
identification. However, since in the amulet currently under discussion we have both the name of
the female owner (and a matronymic) as well as the masculine phrase tov ¢opovvtog, a female
owner may still be possible, if not likely. It seems to me that tov ¢opovvtog (vel sim.) was a
stock phrase and that ritual specialists did not give much effort in grammatically aligning it to the
gender of their clients.”” Kraus also seems to observe this, since he describes the phrase as a

“generalizing masculine formula.””®

> Kraus, “Manuscripts with the Lord’s Prayer,” 254-266; Daniel and Maltomini, Supplementum Magicum, 78-79.

" The following letters m.pwv may well be part of a name. According to the Trismegistos People database
(http://www.trismegistos.org/nam/), there are several names ending in Bwv. If this interpretation is right, then the
person in question would be a grandparent of Taiolles.

" Indeed, there are parallels in documentary papyri, where stock phrases do not fit into the syntax of the sentence.
For example, in contracts the term Spoyudc was often written in the accusative plural even when the syntax
demanded another case and/or number. The editor of P.Col. 10.259 explains this grammatical irregularity as a result
of the “fossilization of form [that] became the standard form of the word to be used regardless of the syntax of the
sentence” (Jennifer A. Sheridan, “259. Loan through a Bank,” in Columbia Papyri X, ed. Roger S. Bagnall and Dirk
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Second, in the first half of 1. 17, Kase read ko1 dixng drylog ¢ d6Eng (““...and justice. Holy
is the one of glory”). He argued that the writer was here alluding to Isa. 6:3b (LXX), which reads
TANPNG TOGa N Y1 TG 86ENG avvtov. However, Daniel and Maltomini read koi y1) kng oyla<c>
co<v>. It is difficult to read yn on the papyrus. The first letter also does not resemble delta,
required for Kase’s reading. If we follow Daniel and Maltomini’s text at this point, then there is
a question as to why two final letters have been erroneously omitted (&yig<c> co<v>), although
we may point to two similar omissions elsewhere on the papyrus (e.g., 1. 8 and 13). Without
rejecting Kase’s reading outright, we might note that there is additional support for the revised
reading. As Kraus notes, the text in 1. 15-17 is part of the Liturgia Marci, which reads drylog
dryrog &rytog KOplog ZoBokd mAnpng 6 ovpovog kol 1 yi Thg dyiog cov 86&nc.” Our amulet has
omitted the third d&ywog from the liturgy as well as the articles before oOpavog and yn. However,
in consideration of the fact that our papyrus seems to contain the fuller text of this liturgical
formula, we have retained Daniel and Maltomini’s text with the only exception being the
addition of sublinear dots under 1.

The reference to the thrice-holy, known as the sanctus, is found also in P.K6In 4.171 (no.
14). According to Bryan D. Spinks, the sanctus has its origins in Judaism (see Isa. 6:3) where it
(or, more properly, the gedussah) was part of Jewish liturgy early on.*” He argues that the
sanctus was adopted first in Christianity by Syrian and Palestinian Christians who knew of its
liturgical use in Judaism. He further argues that the sanctus became part of the Eucharistic prayer

in Syrian and Palestinian communities by the third century, after which it became almost

D. Obbink [ASP 34; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1996], 42-44, at 44). See also the discussion of this phenomenon in
Luijendijk, Forbidden Oracles, 69-70.

8 Kraus, “Manuscripts with the Lord’s Prayer,” 260.

" Text from Frank E. Brightman, Liturgies: Eastern and Western (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1896), 132.

8 Bryan D. Spinks, The Sanctus in the Eucharistic Prayer (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991).
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universal.*' It seems that various church liturgies played a role in influencing the texts of many
amulets, since in the present study alone we encounter a variety of such elements (e.g., sanctus,
Trinitarian and eucharistic formulae, “Alleloujah,” etc.). It is possible that the sanctus forumula
cited here was quite deliberate, since it includes the name Sabaoth, which was considered to be
associated with divine power when pronounced. For example, according to Origen (Cels. 1.24),

then we say that the name Sabaoth, and Adonai, and the other names treated with so much reverence
among the Hebrews [...] belong to a secret theology which refers to the Framer of all things. These
names, accordingly, when pronounced with the attendant train of circumstances which is appropriate
to their nature, are possessed of great power.*

The name Sabaoth is very common in amulets. In fact, in one silver lamella, it is the only
inscribed text, written beside a line of “magic” signs.* It also occurs in P.Vindob. G 2312 (no.
21), alongside Adonai, kOplog, and “magic” signs. Alternatively, the thrice-holy may have been
viewed as an intensifier of the prayer or request in ritual texts, since in its original context in Isa.
6:3 it is uttered by angels. Thus, the words themselves may have been considered sacred.
References to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are common in Christian literature (e.g., Matt.
8:11, 22:32, Mark 12:26, Luke 20:37, Acts 3:13, 7:32). It also appears frequently in liturgical
sources, such as, for example, the Apostolic Constitutions, where it is mentioned eleven times.**
This is perhaps yet another example of a liturgical element being adapted for an amuletic
function. However, the phrase from Exod. 3:6 is found in many Jewish and Christian “magical”

sources and contexts.* The best example is from Justin Martyr (Dial. 85), who maintained that if

81 According to de Bruyn, “the continuing use of the sanctus in amulets [...] is due to its prominence in the
eucharistic liturgy as a congregational acclamation” (“The Use of the Sanctus in Christian Greek Papyrus Amulets,”
in Papers Presented at the Fourteenth International Conference on Patristic Studies Held in Oxford 2003 Liturgia
et Cultus, Theologica et Philosophica, Critica et Philologica, Nachleben, First Two Centuries, ed. Mark J. Edwards,
Francis Margaret, and Paul M. Parvis [Leuven: Peeters, 2006], 15-19, at 19).

82 ANF 4:406. Cf. Irenaeus, Haer. 2.35.3, who refers to the “Gnostics’” use of the term Sabaoth (among others).

8 Kotansky, Greek Magical Amulets, 72.

8 See ANF 7:377-505.

8 See the references in M. Rist, “The God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob: A Liturgical and Magical Formula,” JBL
57 (1938): 289-303.
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anyone exercises a demon in the name of the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the
God of Jacob, “it will perhaps be subject to you.”

The citation of the Lord’s Prayer, which runs from 1. 13 to 1. 15, is quite incoherent,
which, according to Kotansky, suggests that “the writer was ignorant of their context and
meaning.”®’ In addition to the omission of v. 10, the text deviates from the text of NA® in the
following places:

v. 9: méirep NA*] motp P.Princ. 2.107

v. — quedv NA®] vudv P.Princ. 2.107

v. — 6 NA®] omit P.Princ. 2.107

v. —: 101 ovpovoic NA®] tig ovpaviig P.Princ. 2.107

v. —: 10 8voua NA*] 10 0éAnué P.Princ. 2.107

v.

10: tOv &ptov NUAV OV €movsiov NA*] tav Eptov dudv tov énovcsiov P.Princ.
2.107

It is interesting to note that the shift to the plural genitives in the phrase twv dpTov VUOV TOV
€movowwy (probably due to vowel lengthening) is also found in P.Duke inv. 778 (no. 7, with
nuav instead of vumv). The replacement of B€Anud for dvoua is otherwise unattested and the
change in wording necessitates a change in meaning as well (i.e., “hollowed be your will”’). All
in all, this amulet demonstrates a high rate of deviation in such a short stretch of text and so we
must classify both its textual quality and transmission character as “free.” But we must ask: why
is the citation of the Lord’s Prayer so disconnected? Why has the scribe omitted v. 10 as well as
vv. 12-13, verses that are included in most other amulets? The same question may also be
extended to the scribe’s citation of Ps. 90:1-2 in Il. 10-13, where he/she omits the phrase
Avtidutmp pov €1 (v. 1) and adds the phrase kol Bon@d¢ pov (vs. 2). Sanzo has argued that the

citations were intended to act as incipits and that they functioned metonymically, namely, the

8 ANF 1:241. In the “Great Magical Papyrus of Paris” (Bibl. Nat. suppl. gr. 574; LDAB 5564), a spell to drive a
demons, one finds the opening instructions: “Excellent spell for driving out demons: Formula to be spoken over his
head: Place olive branches before him and stand behind him and say, ‘Greetings, god of Abraham; greetings, god of
Isaac; greetings, god of Jacob” (trans. Meyer, Ancient Christian Magic, 43).

87 In Betz, Greek Magical Papyri, 300.
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textual snippets evoke the larger, implied textual unit.*® However, most incipits constitute text
from the opening line of a textual unit (e.g., the opening line of the Gospels), but here we have
more than an opening line in both citations (e.g., Psalm 90:1-2, Matt. 6:9, 11). It seems to me
that no explanation for the error-ridden citations is completely satisfactory. What we should
highlight is that the two most common biblical citations in amulets are here laid down beside a
variety of other common “magic” terms and formulae in an effort to invoke the divine for
protection against fever. That effort was perhaps strengthened through the adjuration of Michael
the Archangel. Thus, the ritual expert responsible for the production of this amulet wanted to

ensure that his/her client Taiolles found protection through the applied use of the amulet.

6. MATT. 6:9-13 || LUKE 9:37?; 11:1b-2 || DOXOLOGY || PS. 90:13 || EXORCISM OF SOLOMON ||
PROTECTIVE INCANTATION

P.Iand. 1.6% 30 x 15.5 cm 5".6™ cent. C.E.
LDAB 6107

Von Dobschiitz °
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 36

Ed. princ. Ermest Schifer, Papyri landanae, Vol. 1: Voluminum codicumque fragmenta graeca
cum amulet christiano (Leipzig: Teubner, 1912), no. 6 (=18-32).
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8 Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, 51.
% Photograph online at: http://bibd.uni-giessen.de/papyri/images/piand-inv014recto.jpg.
% Schifer’s edition may be found online at: http://bibd.uni-giessen.de/pub/iand/piandv1/papiandvl_-_meta.html
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I T0, QUOANUOTO UDV | G KOl MUETG AO<I>KOUE TOTG OMAETOIG

1. Mo®6ctov 2. € pap | ovpavog pap | ayltaodnte 3. npod [ex mtovnpov] | €otv 6. Bpayiova | de&iag 7. xeipo 9.
€€opxionog | aloudvog pap 10. 6gdg 11. vuktepwov 12. opiiog 13. ¢pi&log 14. nudv | Boaciiiokov |
kotamoatnoelg 15. kol | dpaxovior 16. [papu?]oko f| 6lov voonuo 17. Aéyete 18. doAnuoto | dpnxopev |
OdENETUIG

[See translation below]
This amulet is unusual. It is an amulet against diseases and demons, making use of a mishmash
of scripture: the Gospel of Matthew, Gospel of Luke, Psalm, and the “Exorcism of Solomon.”! Tt
is no doubt an amulet given the contents and the presence of a cross, nomen sacrum, and

incantation—all very common elements in amulets. It is no. 36 in de Bruyn and Dijkstra’s list

and was listed as T° by von Dobschiitz (see Appendix 2).

The most striking feature of this papyrus, and what makes it unusual, is the text’s
structure, which, at first glance, is tremendously puzzling. The text is written in 18 long lines on
the recto of a single sheet of papyrus measuring 30 x 15.5 cm (i.e., width double the height).
What is odd is that the texts are jumbled together in an odd arrangement, such that one must
assign some sort of marker to indicate where the text goes next.”” To illustrate the problem, we
can consider the first few lines. Line 1 begins with the title of Matthew’s Gospel, then proceeds
with a citation of a variant form of either Matt. 8:1 or Luke 9:37 (“when Jesus came down from
the mountain”), which introduces the story about Jesus’ healing a leper or a boy with a demon,
respectively. But this text does not continue onto 1. 2. Line 2 begins the Lord’s Prayer, which
runs to “let” (éA0dtw) and does not continue on 1. 3. As it turns out, 1. 1 is actually picked back

up at l. 7, the third word in (mpoonABav), and 1. 2 is picked back up at 1. 8. However, Schifer,

! Meyer describes the arrangement as “mixed through each other to form a verbal montage” (Ancient Christian
Magic, 46).

2 A convenient approach was that of Karl Preisendanz in PGM 2:226-227, no. 17, which we have reproduced
above. Cf. also Wessely, “Monuments, 415-417.
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who wrote his edition in Latin, seems to have cracked the code, so to speak, by showing that this
all makes sense if the scribe was following his exemplar across the page when he should have
been following down the page. In Schifer’s view, the scribe’s exemplar contained text in six
juxtaposed columns that was written in four lines per column. The problem was introduced when
our scribe copied across the columns, from left to right, instead of top to bottom, thereby
producing a garbled text.”” It appears that the first row of cols. 3-6 was missing from the scribe’s
Vorlage. Schifer’s reconstruction of the text of the Vorlage is reproduced below, with only slight
modification.” This is followed by an English translation, which draws on the notes of Schifer

and Kuhlmann.”

Column 1 (Luke 9:37; 11:1b-2)

T Evayyéhov kota MaBalov: xatelBoytog 8¢ 100 1(n6o)y Gmo 1o 6povg
npoo[A]0ov a0Td ol padntoll cvtod Aéyovtleg diddokall]e, dida-

E[o]v Nuag [] po[oetyxe]lobe kobig kol [Twdvving £5idatev Tovg

LoONToG QUTOV. Kt AEYEL av1o1g [[016]] €atv mpocevuyNed’ oVtwg A€y[[ty]leTo

Column 2 (Matt. 6:9-12)

natep NUO[V] O £€<v> 1015 0VpaVO<T>S: ayloieBvim 10 [6]vouo cov: [€]A0dtm
[N Blaociieia cov: yevnOn[tm 10 BEANUE cov ®]g [£]v T[® 0]Vpoavd kol €Tl THg
YNNG TOV GpTov Hu® 1OV €movo[t]ov 80¢ Nulv onuepov kol Goeg

T, QUOANUOTO UMY (G KOl NUETG AO<N>KOUE TOTG OMAETOIG

Column 3 (Matt. 6:12-13, doxology; Exorcism of Solomon)

<NUOV Kol un eloevEYKTg NUOG €16 TEPOSUOV, GALG PVoOL HUOG GO TOV ToV->
npov 411 6ov] €610t N 860 €ig TOV<G> bV TO[V] clOVEY-

£x€0pKIoUOg <T>UAOUDVOG TPOG TAY GKdBupToV TV(EDR)O = = = £JMOKE TTOG

..... :

Column 4 (unidentified text; Ps. 90:13 LXX)
[ ]

% There are at least two examples of this in the New Testament manuscript tradition, both pertaining to Luke’s
geneaology of Jesus. In GA 80 and GA 109, the scribes copy from exemplars with multiple columns but read across
them instead of down. On both, see further the comments by Caspar R. Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testaments
(Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1900), 147, and 152-153, respectively. I thank Michael Theophilos for bringing these examples
to my attention.

% Cf. the “Mogliche Rekonstruktion der urspriinglichen Anordnung” by Peter Kuhlmann in P.Gis.Lit. 5.4 (Die
Giessener Literarischen Papyri und die Caracalla-Erlasse: Edition, Ubersetzung und Kommentar [GieBen:
Universitits-Bibliothek, 1994], 170-183). In col. 3, 1. 1, Schifer restores with d&ye instead of elcevéykng; we have
retained the latter from P.Gis.Lit. 5.4.

% Cf. trans. in Meyer, Ancient Christian Magic, 46.
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v[.Jopov [....] opol....alvelkootog €0tV KO [............ v

o mopo[[pa]lot<hi>rovoty pipion poupidreg &yyéAm[v] kol yiA[[A]Ton yid<dec>

€ni donida kol Paciie[ioxov] {EmPyon} kol kotantholg A€oyt Ko dpduyovio
[[Baciienk]]

Column 5 (request for protection)
< >

7l voktepvig 1 6oa TudAd Sarf [o]Jwdvia A kw[dpo Ty GAJodo Ty veoddo

Column 6 (unidentified text; request for protection)

< €€opxilw>
VoG tov Bafpyliova 0 dbavdt[ov B(g0)U kol v tIig de1&ag adhToL XipoL:
Kol koto 100 pofepod Kol arylov ovopatog drpEoiog

oko T Tov voonuo k<o>1 tovnpov ov[[v]]vavinue éno 1o opoivioc QO

Translation

(Col. 1) The Gospel according to Matthew: When Jesus came down from the mountain, [his]
disciples came to him [sayi]ng, “Teacher, teach us to p[ra]y like [Joh]n taught his disciples.” And he
said to them, “Whenever you pray, say: (Col. 2) ‘Our father who is in heaven, hollowed be your
name. Your kingdom come [your will be do]ne, on earth as it is in heaven. Give us this day our daily
bread and forgive our debts as we also have forgiven our debtors. (Col. 3) [And do not lead us into
temptation but deliver us from the ev]il one. Fo[r yours] is the glory forever and ever.”” An exorcism
of Solomon against every unclean spirit, that God gave [...] (Col. 4) [...] by whom stand myriads of
myriads and thousands and thousa[nds] of angels. [You will tread] on the asp and basil[isk] and
trample the lion and dragon. (Col. 5) [...] I [...] that exercises judgment [...] over the noon demon,
night demon [...] lunch demon, night fever or any number of blind, mute, dumb, or toothless
demons. (Col. 6) [...] I adjure you by the arm of the immort[al God and] his right hand, and by his
fearful and holy name: expel toxin or any disease or evil plague from the one who carries (this
amulet). Amen.

One of the major remaining questions is whether the copyist arranged the text in this order
deliberately or accidentally. Drawing a comparison with an ancient curse tablet, Schifer
contended that the text was intentionally disfigured in this way to keep others from reading its
contents.”® According to Kuhlmann, however, the words of the invocation needed to be as clear
as possible for the “magic” to be effective, and so the dislodgment of the text must have been
accidental. The clumsiness of the hand demonstrates that the copyist was not experienced in
writing Greek letters (see below), and so this may well mean that the scribe also had difficulty

understanding the arrangement of text in his/her Vorlage. Perhaps the copyist did not know

% The lead tablet is no. 4 in Richard Wiinsch, Antike Fluchtafeln (Bonn: Marcus & E. Weber’s Verlag, 1907). For an
English translation and introduction to this tablet, see John G. Gager, ed., Curse Tablets and Binding Spells from the

Ancient World (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992), no. 10 (62-64).
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Greek well, or at all. Might this mean that a semi-literate owner copied the amulet, instead of a
ritual specialist hired for such a purpose? Whatever the case, it is clear that we are dealing with a
copyist who carried out his/her task carelessly.

The rectangular piece of papyrus is lacunose in several places. All margins are intact,
with the lower margin being the most generous. A cross stands in the left margin of 1. 1, right
before the opening line Evayyéiov kotae MaBatlov. The verso is blank. The writing is very
clumsy and irregular. The scribe begins with large majuscule letters but the letters become
increasingly compressed as the writing moves forward; the letters in the last 6 lines are in the
main nearly half the dimensions of the first 12 lines. The execution is awkward and, as stated
above, points to a scribe who is not familiar with writing letters. But can we be more specific on
this point?

There are, of course, several designations for scribes whose letters do not resemble those
of the “literates.”” In many documentary texts, especially contracts, those who were &ypdyporot
were required to make use of a Vmoypodeic—one who writes under another’s orders.”® We often
find the body of the text in one hand and a subscription in another hand. In such cases, it is
evident that a more practiced scribe was employed for the purpose of writing the main content,
while the actual author signed off as a formality. This class of writers (i.e., those who merely
wrote their names and perhaps a few lines at the end of documents) is referred to as Bpad€wg

ypabovteg, or “those who write slowly.” According to Kraus,

" Since the classic work of William V. Harris (Ancient Literacy [Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1989),
ancient literacy and literacy rates have been conceived of in new ways. On these new theories and concepts, see the
excellent collection of essays in William A. Johnson and Holt N. Parker, eds., Ancient Literacies: The Culture of
Reading in Greece and Rome (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009). See also the brief but helpful discussion in
Roger S. Bagnall, Everyday Writing in the Graeco-Roman East (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2011), 1-
5. On the different classes of writers, see Thomas J. Kraus, “‘Slow Writers"—BPAAEQY 'PA®ONTEZX: What,
How Much, and How Did They Write?” in Ad Fontes, 131-148.

% The phrase one usually finds in the papyri is &yponyo Vrep 00T dypoundtov (e.g., P.Abinn. 60, P.Cair. Isid. 77,
P.Col. 7.136, P.Iand. 3.48, P.Mert. 2.98, P.Oxy. 1.134, P.Sakaon 1). Bad eyesight was also a reason for using a
vnoypadevg, as P.Oxy. 6.911 attests.
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Bpadémg ypddovieg wrote their own names and occasionally some additional words in order to be
identified properly. By doing so they distinguished themselves clearly from the completely
aypoppatotl and conveyed at least a modicum of literacy. The quantity of what they wrote was far
from large. But what they had in common with dypdupotor was that they were badly in need of a
vmoypaoevg as well.”

It should be noted that Bpadews ypddovies, in addition to being a specific class of writers, is

2% ¢

also a palaeographical category. Scripts of this type are often described as “clumsy,” “awkward,”
“rude,” “bulky,” and the like. These scribes struggled to execute a single letter, made many
mistakes, and their letters often resemble those that could easily have come from a child. This
way of writing—which is highly irregular, varying even from letter to letter, line to line—is
often compared to the type we find in school exercises, although Kraus is right to note the
methodological problem in such a comparison: letters in school exercises represent a transitional
phase whereas Bpoademg ypadovteg are adults whose skill has never improved. In any case, our
papyrus contains all the characteristics of a “slow writer”: letters are upright, ugly, separated,
bold, highly inconsistent, breaking bilinearity, and rife with mistakes. Strokes are often wobbly,
and some letters are overinked. Thus, on palaeographical grounds, we can place our papyrus
within the category of Bpad€wg ypadovieg.

The textual quality of our amulet is equally problematic. Aside from the many spelling
errors, copying mistakes, and corrections, it is difficult even to identify the New Testament
passages that are being cited. The opening passage seems to be a conflation of Luke 9:37 and
11:1b-2, the latter being a preface to the Lukan version of the Lord’s Prayer. That is an odd
choice, since, according to the opening words, the text purports to be from the EvoryyéAtov kot

MoBorov (1. 1). Indeed, the prayer itself is Matthew’s version. Sanzo has suggested that, in light

of the opening title of Matthew’s Gospel, the scribe intended to provide the Matthean preface.'”

¥ Kraus, “‘Slow Writers,”” 135. See also Herbert C. Youtie, “Bpadéng ypdiowv: Between Literacy and Illiteracy,”
GRBS 12 (1971): 239-261.
1% Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, 95 n.83.
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Odder still is that the Lukan preface is not strictly Lukan, since the text deviates from the printed
text in places where no variation units exist:

Luke 9:37
koteABovimv ovtdv NA®] kortel@ovtog 8¢ 100 Incov P.Jand. 1.6

Luke 11:1b-2

xOpie NA®] 818doxore P.Jand. 1.6

einev 8¢ NA®] xoi Aéyer P.land. 1.6

dtov tpocetyncde Aéyete NA®] &av mpooetyned’ ovtog Aéyetan P.Iand. 1.6

The genitive singular koteAB6vtog is unattested in the wider tradition, as is the addition of
‘Incov. It is possible that this participial phrase is in fact a variation of Matt. 8:1 (kotodvtog de
oVTOL Ao 10V dpovg), although our scribe uses the verb found in the Lukan passage. The
deviation from the Lukan preface to the Lord’s Prayer (Luke 11:1b-2) led Sanzo to believe that
“the author had imperfect knowledge of the original words that immediately preceded the Lord’s
Prayer.”'"" Whatever the case, it is clear that the text of column 1 has been adulterated through an
unknown process of conflation.

The text of the Lord’s Prayer is a different case, and this is certainly due to the
widespread use of this text in the Christian tradition. Nonetheless, there are deviations from the
text of NA®, and they are as follows:

. 10: éM0¢te0 NA*] €A0dte P.and. 1.6
—: ovpav®d NA*] 1@ ovpoved P.Jand. 1.6

—: yig NA®] 1ii¢ yiic P.Jand. 1.6 DK L © f* M
. 12: 4ot NA*] ovdrifuato P.and. 1.6

< < < <

€M0dto is likely a spelling error (read in X in the Lukan version of the Prayer), and the additions
of 1@ before ovpav® and tfi¢ before yfig were natural or stylistic inclinations.'” o{}¢Afuoto

(“debt”) is a singular reading. The Didache reads tv o¢eidiv and Origen reads 1o

%1 Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, 95 n.83.
12 On the fluctuation of articles, see Herbert W. Smyth, Greek Grammar (rev. Gordon M. Messing; Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1956), §1126-1152 (288-292).
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nopontouote, but I cannot find another example of ovpANuoTe. The Prayer ends with a pruned
down version of the doxology in col. 3: é1t 6o¥ €ctol 1} 86Ea €ic ToVC aidvag Tdv cidvov.'”
This variation of the doxology is rare. Among the shorter versions, one typically finds either 01t
6oV €6ty 1 duvog eig Tovg aidvag (it*) or dtL cod €otv 1) dvvopg ko 1 S6Ea eig Tovg
aiovog (cop™™ Did)."*

Aunv is written as an isopsephism (96) whose numerical value is 99: ao=1+u=40+mn=
8 + v = 50. This isopsephism, which was known to Irenaeus, is fairly common in Christian
papyri from Egypt.'” We find it also in P.Duke inv. 778 (n0. 7) and P.Berl. inv 11710 below (no.
20).

It should be noted that the nomen sacrum for mvevuo in 1. 10 contains an unusual
marking. Instead of the standard supralinear stroke, this nomen sacrum is marked off with a

triangular “cap,” as seen in Fig. 2:

TINXA

Fig. 2

19 On the origin of the doxology, see Aland and Aland, Text of the New Testament, 306-307.

1% Tn P.Oxy. 3.407 (“Christian Prayer”) we find an alternative closing doxology: [...] 81& 10D kvpiov ka[i] cwThpog
AUdV Incod Xpe1otod d1° 00 1) S6&a kod 16 kpdrtog eig ToUg oidVOG TOV oidvo[v] Guny.

10 Trenaeus speaks of this isopsephism in the context of describing the absurd interpretations of the Marcosians:
“These persons endeavor to set forth things in a more mystical style, while they refer everything to numbers [...]
Thus, therefore, the numbers that were left, viz., nine, as respects the pieces of money, and eleven in regard to the
sheep, when multiplied together, give birth to the number ninety-nine, for nine times eleven are ninety-nine.
Wherefore also they maintain the word “Amen” contains this number” (Haer. 1.16.1). Trans. from ANF 1:341.
Other papyri containing this isopsephism include P.Oxy. 6.925, P.Oxy. 31.2601, P.Oxy. 8.1162, P.Oxy. 56.3857,
P.Oxy. 56.3862. For a helpful discussion about isopsephism, see Bagnall, Everyday Writing, 14-15, 22-23. For a
discussion on this particular isopsephism (96), see L. Vidman, “Koppa Theta = Amen in Athen,” ZPE 16 (1975):
215-216.

The practice of course was extended to words other than &unv. Perhaps the most interesting is the example of the
Smyrna graffito, incised into a plaster wall:

iooynoo Equal in value:
K0pLog ® Lord, 800
ot ©® Faith, 800

Since the dating of the top layer of plaster is secured to 125/6, the lower layer of plaster and the text it carries must
date before 125. The dating thus confirms that this was a practice among Christians in the very early periods of its
existence. See Bagnall, Everyday Writing, 22-23
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I have found only one other example of this, in P.Berl. 11710 below, where a nearly identical
marking is used for an unusual nomen sacrum for 6g6g,.

At any rate, it should be clear from the preceding textual analysis that our papyrus is of
little value for the business of textual criticism. Its text represents a “free” text. What we have is
a patchwork of literary units from the Gospels sewn together by someone whose main interest
was asking God’s protection from demons and diseases. Nonetheless, it is important for our

understanding of how scripture was being used and altered to meet the needs of Christians in

Egypt.

7. MATT. 6:9-13 || DOXOLOGY || PS. 90 || PS. 91 HEADING
P.Duke inv. 778'%° 26.8x 11.5cm 6"-7" cent. C.E.
LDAB 2992

de Bruyn and Dijkstra 1

Ed. princ. Csaba A. La’da and Amphilochios Papathomas, “A Greek Papyrus Amulet from the
Duke Collection with Biblical Excerpts,” BASP 41 (2004): 93-113.

-
1 PBP ¢ xatikov &v Bonbeiq 100 Vy[ilotov v vac okénn t[oD]
0€00 10V 0VPQEYOV oA GONcETONL £p1 TOV KLPioL Ho[v]
AVTIMUTTOP 1oL €1 kKol Karta vac duyn pov 6 8(e0)g vac nov
BonBdg nov kol EATLD € aOTOV OTL AVTMG PVOETE LIE
€K Toy180g BLPEVTAOV KO G0 AOYOL Topo O vac doug £V T0ig
UETAOPEVOLS OLDTOV ENIOKLEOL OE KOl
VIO TG TTEPMYOG QOTOV EANTIG OTA® KEKAMOL o N AANOE[1] ¢
a0t00 00 dlo]fndncouql gnd dOBov VuKTNPIVOD
5 Kol 6o BEAOVG TETOUEVOLG DUEPOG GO TpAyUoTog dtout[o]pev-
OUEVOV £V 0KOTL an[0] cuVTTOUOTOG Kol depo viov”
unonPpivov neci[ton] £x 100 kAit[o]v cov yeAerdg kol unplialg €x
de[&l]ldy cov ANy Tig 00B0ALOT GOV
kotavo[n]ooig kol [dvtanddoot]y auoptoridy o[wn] 1o[v Lyilotwv
[€080v] xaropv[yf]v cov
oxnvopo[tlog 4t tfoig] dyyeow]
o010V £[v]telelton nep[i] 6o <Tov> J[1]adVAGEN Thoog TOlg OdEG
cov’ €ni xelplov dpd[c]i o pfipote npookadwnlc]
10 nPOc AelBwv To[v Téda] cou £nl domidog Kol PacAlokov ETPNCELS
KOl KOTOTOTAONG

1% Photograph online at: http://library.duke.edu/rubenstein/scriptorium/papyrus/records/778.html.
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20

25

1. xatok@v | avAtcOnoeton | £pet | Td xupiy 2. avtdg | pvoeton 3. Onpevtav | tapoy®doug | 101G | petodpévolg |
gmokidoel | ool 4. trépuyag | EAmielg | kukAwoet | poPnbnon | vuktepvod 5. metopévou | Nuépoag | okdter |
oLUTTOROTOG | dooviov 6. peonuPpvod | teoettan | kKAToug | gihdis | puptdg | toig 09pBaAuolg 7. Kotovonoels |
Kot K ex o corr. | Yyiotov 9. drapurd&ot | 6801g | dpovowy | tpookdyng | 10. Aibov | tov | €n’ | donida | €miPnon |
kotamotioelg 11. dpdxovta | HAmcev | pvoopon | avtdv | avtov | emkoréoeton 12. eicakovoopon | OAlyet |
do&diow | avtov | Eyve 13. éunAnow | odtov | dei&m | 16 cwthplov 14. Aawid 15. ndtep | tolg ovpavolg 16. EA0ETw |
Baocileia | @g 17. ovpav®d | 1ov Gptov 18. 10v €novciov 19. Nuiv | dpednuato 19-20. sicevéykng 20. nelpooudv

Aéovto Kol SpGka@vTo OTL £ €Ue RATIOQ Kol PUOOUOL aDT®™ KOl
okendiom o0t Emkoré oeté u'e””

Kol elooK0VoWUE 0OTOD LET’ 0TOD et €v OATy €€eloDuey Kol
dwédom ot 611 Eyve'v”

M OvouQ "L 0oV EVIANCM 0TV £V LEKP®OTNTL TUEPAV KoL S1Ew
oOT® T GOVTAPLOV L0V

Yorpog 1@ Alalveit g[ig] nuépay [0 ca]pBdtov gArovg .[.]. vac

TP NUAV O €V TNHG 0VPOVOLG QY1UGONT®
10 dvoud cov: €040 N BaciMa Og €v
[o]Vpavod kai €ri TG YING TOV pTOv MOV’
TOV £T0L0VCIWV 0G HUTY GNUEPO V-
Kol GLEG MUETV TOL OPALOLTOL LDV* U €-
[toe]vivke Nuag €ig Tpaouav k(vpL)e
70 LOVOYEVT] VIOV OTL GOV €6TLV
N 860 kol o kp[d&]tmg Kol Tob Toy-
oylov ov mvevuat[olg viv kol dyiv
[k]ad eig 100g €d[vag o]y Edvav Q[0]

T T T

21. pooai 22. tov 23. 16 xpdtog 24. cov | viv | det 25. aidvog | aldvov

Translation

(Ps. 90) The one who lives by the help of the Most High, who abides in the shelter of the God of
heaven. He will say to my Lord, “You are my refuge and my fortress, my God my helper, and I will
hope in him” because it is he who will rescue me from a trap of hunters and from a troublesome
word; with the broad of his back he will shade you and under his wings you will find hope; with a
shield his truth will surround you. I [sic] will not be afraid of nocturnal fright, of an arrow that flies
by day, of a deed that travels in darkness, of mishap and noonday demon. At your side a thousand
will fall and ten thousand at your right [...] Only with your eyes will you perceive, and the requital
of sinners you will see [...] the Most High you made your refuge. No evil will come before you, and
no scourge will come near your covert, because he will command his angels concerning you to guard
you in all your ways; upon his hands they will bear you up so that you will not dash your foot
against a stone. On asp and cobra you will tread, and you will trample lion and dragon under foot.
Because in me he hoped, I will also rescue him; and I will protect him [...] He will call to me and I
will listen to him; I am with him in trouble. I will deliver and glorify him because he knew my name.
I will satisfy him with length of days and show him my deliverance.” (Ps. 91 heading) A Psalm
pertaining to David regarding the day of the sabbath (Matt. 6:9-13) Our father who is in heaven,
hollowed be your name. Your kingdom come...on earth as it is in heaven. Give us this day our daily
loaves and forgive our debts [...] Do not lead us into temptation but deliver us [from the] evil one.
(Doxology) Through [your] only begotten son, for yours is the glory and the power, and through
your all-holy spirit, now, always, and forever and ever. A[men.]
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This oblong sheet of papyrus contains the text of Ps. 90 in its entirety (as does P.Oxy. 16.1928),
most of the Lord’s Prayer (with doxology), and the heading of Ps. 91."7 It contains the most
extensive text on any amulet under consideration. The sheet of papyrus now consists of several
broken pieces that have been placed together and fixed with adhesive strips. Overall, the papyrus
is in poor condition, with many abrasions and several large lacunae. It was folded in antiquity
eight ways vertically and at least two ways horizontally.'” Both sides of the papyrus are
inscribed in black ink along the fibers (—) and while a determination of “recto” and ‘“verso” in
this case is problematic, I agree with the editors that the side with the better quality is judged to
be the recto. In this case, it is the side with Ps. 90, which takes up the entirety of the sheet. The
verso, then, is inscribed transversa charta. On the recto, the top, left, and bottom margins are
intact but very narrow. On the verso, the same margins are intact, but the lower margin in this
case is much larger because the scribe left the second half of the sheet blank. The first line of text
on the recto is preceded by three contiguous staurograms. On the verso, three very large crosses
are drawn contiguously beneath the last line of text. Moreover, given that the first word on the
verso is indented by about one character, it is probable that a cross or staurogram also preceded
it, although the papyrus is damaged at this point. Immediately following the last word on the
verso (olwvwv), there is letter or symbol that the editors took to be the isopsephism Q6 (=¢unv).
This reading seems correct, since we have on the papyrus the left half of a circular or lunate
letter and a descending stroke that is consistent with the letter Q. Thus, this is one of three papyri
under consideration containing this isopsephism; the other two are P.Iand. 1.6 (no. 6) and P.Berl.

inv. 11710 (no. 20).

' The wording in 1. 14 is not identical to the heading of Ps. 91 (PoAuodg @&fig ig v Muépav 100 cappdrtov), but
since it immediately follows the text of Ps. 90, it is the best candidate.

1% The editors (La’da and Papathomas, “Greek Papyrus Amulet,” 93-94) claim that there is only one horizontal fold,
but the image of the verso clearly shows two folds, and perhaps a centerfold, although the damage in the middle
makes the identification of the latter less certain.
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The text on the recto and verso is written by the same hand. The handwriting is an
example of a Byzantine literary (but also documentary) hand: semi-cursive, swift, very roughly
bilinear, elongated strokes, and upright. Letters are both separated and ligatured. n is given an
“h” shape, which is typical of this period. Some flourishes are present on the tips of letters (e.g.,
K, T, p, ). € is in a majuscule form as well as the more common Byzantine form, namely, broken
with an elongated top half. The editors provide close palaeographical parallels in literary
manuscripts from the sixth and seventh centuries C.E., but there are also many similarities
between letterforms in documentary papyri dated to the sixth century, including, but not limited
to, P.Oxy. 16.2005 (25 January 513) and P.Vindob. G 2130 (3 February 518)."” Thus, a sixth
century date, with the possibility of a seventh, seems likely.'"’

The citations of both Psalm 90 and the Lord’s Prayer contain many textual errors, and the
orthography is overall quite poor. In terms of the citation of the Lord’s Prayer, the most obvious
errors are the omissions of the middle of v. 10 (yevnOnt® 10 6€ANnud cov) and the second half of
v. 12 (g xoi fueic donopev toig ddpedétong Nuav). The other deviations from the text of NA™
are as follows:

. 9: métep NA®] ndmp P.Duke inv. 778

. — 101¢ NA®™] 1fic P.Duke inv. 778

. 10: yiig NA®] tii¢ yfic P.Duke inv. 778

. 11: oV &prov ... 1OV émovciov NA*] twv &ptav ... tov énovciov P.Duke inv. 778

. 13: kot NA*] omit P.Duke inv. 778
. —: mewpoopdv NA*] + xopie P.Duke inv. 778

< < < < < <

The spelling nénp (for mditep) occurs in three other amulets in the present study: PSI 6.719 (no.

4), P.Princ. 2.107 (no. 5), and P.CtYBR inv. 4600 (no. 9). This orthographic variation may be

1 The editors compare the hand with those of P.Warr. 10 (591-592 C.E.), P.Grenf. 2.84 (end of sixth century C.E.),
and MPER N.S. XVII 49 (sixth/seventh century C.E.).
19 The fourth century (“IV”) date listed in Rahlfs and Fraenkel, Verzeichnis, 111 is certainly incorrect.
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explained as an interchange of € > 1, which was common in the Roman and Byzantine periods."'"
The reading g ovVpavolg in 1. 15 (v. 9) is odd, though we might note that the reading g
ovpavig is found in P.Princ. 2.107, which is otherwise unattested.''> The addition of the article
¢ before yfig in v. 10 (1. 17) follows several important manuscripts, including D K L © f I,
although the insertion of the article may here reflect the predilection of the scribe (or the scribe
of his/her exemplar). The shift from singular accusatives to plural genitives in the phrase twv
dptov...tov €novciwv (v. 11; 1. 17-18) is attested in only one other manuscript: P.Princ.
2.107."° The omission of xoi in v. 13 (I. 19) is obscure. The addition of xvpie following
nepaopdv in v. 13 (1. 20) is also found in two other amulets under consideration: BGU 3.954
(no. 10) and P.CtYBR inv. 4600.""* The citation of Ps. 90 is also ridden with errors, and so
clearly the scribe’s overall citation habits are poor. The high rate of deviation from the text of
NA? provides justification for classifying both the textual quality and transmission character of
the Lord’s Prayer in this amulet as “free.”'"

Nonetheless, the papyrus is significant for two reasons. First, it is one of only two
amulets containing the text of Ps. 90 in its entirety (the other is P.Oxy. 16.1928). The widespread
use of Ps. 90 in Christian amulets from late antique Egypt illustrates the importance of these

words within ritual contexts, but this particular amulet’s citation in foto suggests that the words

surrounding the usual verses cited (i.e., vv. 1-2) were equally important. Second, while the

""'On this interchange in the papyri, see Francis T. Gignac, A Grammar of the Greek Papyri of the Roman and
Byzantine Periods: Vol. I: Phonology (Milan: Instituto editoriale Cisalpino - La Goliardica, 1976), 244-246.

12 Cf. BGU 3.954, where the scribe changes the gender of the adjective “evil” from masculine/neuter (10D movnpov)
to feminine tng movnp[ag vel -log].

31t is interesting to note that there are three textual affinities between P.Duke inv. 778 and P.Princ. 2.107: 1) the
spelling ndtnp, 2) the article tng in thg ovpav-, 3) and the phrase tdv dpTtwv ... OV €novciwy. Perhaps not too
much should be made of this fact, although the immediate curiosity is whether they might be drawing on a similar
amuletic tradition.

"1t is also found in P.Bad. 4.60 and O.Athens inv. 12227, which fall outside the parameters of this study. See the
discussion of this insertion in P.CtYBR inv. 4600 (no. 9).

!5 On the doxological formula in 11. 21-25, see La’da and Papathomas, “Greek Papyrus Amulet,” 104-106. As La’da
and Papathomas note, the phrase 810 T0 povoyevi viov must be a mistake for 31 T00 povoyevoig viov, which is
attested elsewhere. See the discussion of the doxology in P.K6In 4.171 (no. 14).
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majority of amulets under consideration are written on one side only, P.Duke inv. 778 is written
on both sides (cf. Criterion #2 above). Given that other amulets outside the scope of this study
contain a citation of only a portion of Ps. 90—P.Gen. 1°.6, SB 1.2021, SB 1.970, P.Leid.Inst. 10,
SB 1.3573, BKT 8.12, BKT 8.13, P.Oxy. 17.2065, P.Oxy. 73.4931, P.Bodl. 1.4, P.Laur. 4.141,
P.Ryl. 1.3, PSI 7.759)—one wonders whether the addition of the Lord’s Prayer on the backside

was in fact an afterthought.

8. MATT. 6:4-6, 8-12

P.Col. 11.293" 7.1x6.2cm 5" cent. C.E.
LDAB 2953
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 105

Ed. princ. Timothy M. Teeter, Columbia Papyri XI (ASP 38; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1998), no.
293 (=1-7).

Recto Verso

1 [cov O BAémv €v T]@ K[punT®] 1 vac o0Ttov. vac
[dr]oddoet cot. oV[1]wg 0OV Tpocevy[ecbe]
[xa]i [6tov] TpocevynobE, VUETG TATEP MUV O [€V]
[o]Vx [€og]o0[€] g o1 VoKpL- 101G 0Vpavol[g], &yl ootn-]

5 [tai] 0t draoboy €v Talg 5 0 [10 Gvoud colv, EAO[£€-]
[cluvaymydic [k]ol €v talg o 1 [Bacii]eio cov, [y]lev[n-]
[yvoligig tov [tAat]leidv 0[n]to 10 BEANUE cov, d[c]
[€c]tddteg mpocevyecbon, [€v o]Vpavd xai €nl YR,
[6]rwe davdot Tolg Gv(Bpadm)oig: t0[v] dptov Nudv tov [€-]

10 [&]uny [Aé]lym Dulv, dmé- 10  movotlov 60¢ UiV on-
YOVGL TOV HIohov ovd- uepov: kol doeg nuv [to]
[t]®v. vac oV 8¢ dtav Tpoo- opeiuato Nuav, o]
[]0ym, eloerbe gig 10 TO- Ko [

[ueldv cov kol kAeiclag

Translation

[...] Your [Father who sees in] s[ecret] will reward you. A[nd whenever] you pray, do not b[e] like
the hypocr[ites]; for they love to stand and pray in the synagogues and at the [stre]et [corn]ers, so
that they may be seen by others. Truly I say to you, they have received their reward. But whenever
you pray, go into [your room and shu]t ... him. Pray then in this way: “Our Father in heaven,
hallo[wed] be y[our name]. Your [kingd]Jom come. Your will be done, on earth as it is [in] heaven.
Give us this day our daily bread. And forgive us our debts, as [we] also [...]"”

16 Photograph online at: http://papyri.info/apis/columbia.apis.p1812.
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This parchment fragment preserves portions of the Lord’s Prayer (Matthew’s version). It is
written on both sides, and contains portions of 14 (recto) and 13 (verso) lines. The parchment
itself shows damage in the center; the discoloration may be signs of water damage, and this is
supported by the shrinking or crinkling effect visible on the parchment. The right (recto) and left
(verso) margin is generous, measuring over 2 cm. The format, script, and lack of amuletic
features (e.g., written on one side only, lack of crosses, staurograms, etc.) suggest that the
fragment was part of a larger codex. There is an open question as to whether the original codex
had one or two columns of text; the editor favors the latter possibility.""” The ink is quite faded
and near the damaged center letters are difficult to discern. The hole near the center has been
noted by de Bruyn and Dijkstra and they remain appropriately cautious as to whether this was
caused by the damage on the parchment or created deliberately for the purpose of holding a
string.'"®

The editor of this parchment fragment remarked that “[t]he circumstances of its
separation from the codex are mysterious; if it was torn out to be kept as a charm or used for
recitation, whoever did so was careless and lost the last portion of the prayer.”'" In his review of
Teeter’s volume (i.e., Coumbia Papyri XI), Paul Mirecki contends that the fragment is more
likely from a damaged book, “perhaps a deliberately destroyed book.”'* According to Mirecki,
this would explain why the prayer is incomplete. However, the portion of text that was torn away
from the putative damaged codex just so happens to be by far the most popular text on Christian
amulets. Thus, I would argue that, while the fragment was most likely part of a continuous

codex, it was torn away deliberately for the purpose of being used as an amulet (contra

"7 A two-column format is also supported by Cornelia Rémer, “Christliche Texte (1997-1998),” APF 45 (1999):
138-148, at 148.

8 De Bruyn and Dijkstra, “Greek Amulets,” 198 n.170.

19 Teeter, Columbia Papyri XI, 3.

120 “Review of: Teeter, Columbia Papyri X1,” BASP 38 (2001): 135-145, at 136.
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Mirecki)."”' The loss of part of the prayer can probably be attributed to carelessness in tearing or
cutting it from the codex, as Teeter has suggested.

The text is written in a formal biblical majuscule hand. Letters are carefully executed in
an upright, bilinear fashion. There is a remarkable contrast between thick and thin strokes;
horizontal strokes are razor sharp to the extent that they are almost not visible. Teeter rightly
compares the hand to P.Oxy. 6.848 (LDAB 2799; fifth/sixth century C.E.) and Codex
Alexandrinus (LDAB 3481; fifth century C.E.), although verticals and obliques are thicker in the
latter due to the writing angle. We may also compare it with the hand of the “Cotton Genesis”
(LDAB 3242), which is also dated to the second half of the fifth century C.E."” Thus, a fifth
century date (perhaps the second half of this century) seems likely for P.Col. 11.293."*

The use of nomina sacra is inconsistent. In 1. 3v, ndtep exhibits scriptio plena, as does
ovpovoig in 1. 4v. Oddly enough, the profane use of &vOpwnroig in 1. 9r is abbreviated, though
without the supralinear stroke.'** Teeter suggested that “[jlust possibly, the scribe simply forgot
to write Opwmolg at the beginning of the next line, and either he or a later corrector, unable or
willing to extend the word into the margin, wrote only the final syllable.”'* It seems more likely
that the scribe accidentally abbreviated the word, as sometimes happened. For example, in Codex
Sinaiticus, there are several cases where the scribe(s) abbreviated the word mvevuo even in the

phrase “unclean spirit(s).”'*

12 S0 too de Bruyn and Dijkstra: “It is more plausible that this badly damaged leaf from a parchment codex [...] was
preserved (and possibly worn) because it contained the Lord’s Prayer than that it is a ‘random fragment of a
damaged book, perhaps a deliberately destroyed book’” (“Greek Amulets,” 199 n.172, citing Mirecki, 136).

12 Cavallo and Maehler, Greek Bookhands, pl. 24a.

12 See also Orsini, Manoscritti in maiuscola biblica, 64-65.

124 Teeter draws attention to the omission of the supralinear stroke and suggests that it may have faded (Columbia
Papyri X1, 6).

12 Teeter, Columbia Papyri X1, 6.

126 See the examples listed in Peter M. Head, “The Gospel of Mark in Codex Sinaiticus: Textual and Receptino-
Historical Considerations,” TC 13 (2008): 1-38, at 16.
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Except for the addition of final nu in a few places, the text of our fragment shows no
deviation whatsoever from the printed text of NA®, In 1. 5v (6:10), the editor restores £A0£70

7 We have therefore

with €A0dto, but we should give the scribe the benefit of the doubt.
amended the restored text with € instead of a. In light of the lack of deviation, we can safely
classify the textual quality and transmission character as “strict.” Since this fragment was likely
originally part of a continuous codex of at least the Gospel of Matthew and used only secondarily
as an amulet, there is no reason why it should not be classified and added to the official list of
New Testament manuscripts. As we shall see below, P.Oxy. 64.4406 (no. 15) is similar in that
this fragment was also probably from a continuous codex and used secondarily as an amulet.
Yet, ironically, P.Oxy. 64.4406 has a place in the list under the GA number P'”. Thus, we have
here a parchment manuscript that should be added to the majuscule category (e.g., 0xxx).

There are several significant variation units in Matt. 6:4-6, 8-12 for which our fragment
may be cited in support of the printed text. In v. 4, several witnesses add €v t® ¢oavepd following
dmodnoel cov (K L W A © 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 [ 844 [ 2211 M it sy*™"); P.Col. 11.293
can be added among the witnesses in support of the text (X B D Z £ 33 aur ff' k vg sy° co; Or).
In v. 5 (Il. 3-4), our fragment reads mpoceVyNcOe ovk €oecBe with X* B Z ' 892 lat sy"™: co
over against the reading mpocse vy 0Ok £om present in X’ D K L W A © * 33 565 579 700 1241
1424 1844 12211 M k q sy*™". In v. 10, the article is added before y1g in several witnesses (D K

L © " 565 579 700 892 1241 1424 [ 844 [ 2211 M), but our fragment can be added to the other

witnesses that omit it (R BW Z A f').

127 The editor of P.CtYBR inv. 4600 (n0. 9) did something very similar in his restoration of the same word; we have
amended that transcription on the same grounds.
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9, MATT. 6:9-13

P.CtYBR inv. 4600'** 9.1 x 15.5cm 6"-8" cent. C.E.
LDAB 131626
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 95

Ed. princ. Brent Nongbri, “The Lord’s Prayer and XMI: Two Christian Papyrus Amulets,” HTR
104 (2011): 59-68.

1 wdnp vudy [0] € ov[pavolg aylacOntm]

70 Ovoud 60[v EABET® M| Bacideion Gov]
KevnOntov = 1[0 OEANUE 6oV MG €V 0VPOVD]
KOl €71 KTG TOV dpToy [NUdV TOV €M0VG1oV]

5  80¢ Vulv ovuepoV = kol gdpeg NUIV TO OPEIN-]
Horto VU®V = O¢ Kol VU[E1g donKopUeEY TO1G]
odnTNg VUMV = Kol WM eloeveykng]

VUOG €ig mpoouov k[Vple GALG pOoot]
VUOG AT 0~ TOV TOVNPO[Veeeveenereerererennen. ]
10 0 KUPI® VUDY . [eevreereeiieieeieeiieninene ]

1. wéitep | Huawv | €v 3. yevaOnto 4. yig 5. onuepov 6. quav | fueig 7. dpelétong | nuadv 8. muag | mepooud 9.
nuog 10, w0 | hpav

Translation

Our Father in he[aven, hallowed] be your name. [Your kingdom come]. [Your will] be done on earth
[as it is in heaven]. Give us this day [our daily bread]. And f[orgive us] our deb]ts as we also [have
forgiven] our debtors. And do nol[t bring us] into the time of trial, L[ord but rescue] us from the evil
one...to our Lord.

This papyrus amulet is one of several others that contain only the Lord’s Prayer. The text is
written with the fibers (—) on a light-brown piece of papyrus measuring 9.1 x 15.5 cm. The back
is blank. The editor deduces that the papyrus “seems to have been folded both horizontally and
vertically into a small square of roughly 2.5 by 2.5 cm.”'® De Bruyn and Dijkstra place this
amulet within their category of “probable amulets,” and while caution is always appropriate in
matters of classification, I see no reason why this piece should not be placed in their first

category, namely, “certain amulets and formularies.” This judgment is based on the following

'28 Photograph online at: http://brbl-legacy.library.yale.edu/papyrus/oneSET.asp?pid=4600.
12 Nongbri, “Lord’s Prayer and XMTI",” 62.
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factors:'* 1) the back is blank, 2) the content (Lord’s Prayer) is common to amulets, and 3) folds
are present. Two of these pass our criteria #1 and #5 above. The presence of a possible tau-rho
symbol at the lower right edge of the papyrus would lend further support to the classification of
this piece as an amulet, since such devices were very common in amulets."”’

The handwriting is similar in appearance to that of many Greek (and Coptic) Byzantine

"2 although the editor is right to point out the occasional separateness

documentary manuscripts,
of the letters (see especially 1. 2 and 6), which suggests a more controlled execution. The
orthography is poor, especially the misspelling of the personal pronouns. There are four
occurrences of short oblique strokes (“=") that the editor takes as sense unit markers, and this
seems to be possible, even though one is misplaced in 1. 3."* Nongbri tentatively dated this text
to the sixth or early seventh century, but the question of dating has been revisited by Nikolaos
Gonis, who extends the parameters to include the eighth century.'**

Nongbri’s transcription was revised slightly by Gonis in 2012, and mention of those
revisions is in order here. First, Gonis claims that “we may exonerate the scribe for what he
wrote but has not survived,” meaning that the misspelled Greek in the restored part of Nongbri’s
text should be standardized (¢A8€t0 > éA6¢tw [1. 2], 10 > to [1. 5])."° Nongbri’s restored text
may be right, especially given the spelling habits of this scribe (see the vowel reduction in 1. 10),

but since this part of the text is not extant, I agree that we should give the scribe the benefit of the

doubt. Second, Nongbri’s omission of the article toig at the end of line 6 is, appropriately, added

130 Cf. Nongbri, “Lord’s Prayer and XMT",” 62.

3! The presence of staurograms is in fact a criterion in de Bruyn and Dijkstra’s study (“Greek Amulets,” 168-169).
132 «[S]wift, decisively inclined to the right, rich in ligatures, and characterized by elongated strokes that extend
above and below the line, along with artificial swirls and flourishes” (Cavallo, “Greek and Latin Writing in the
Papyri,” 136).

133 Marking sense units in this way was not very common, according to the historical record. Although there were a
variety of ways in which sense units were divided, the most common way appears to be the use of the middle and
raised dot, on which see Turner, Greek Manuscripts, 10-11.

"** Nikolaos Gonis, “An ‘Our Father’ with Problems,” ZPE 181 (2012): 46-47.

135 Gonis, “An ‘Our Father’ with Problems,” 46.
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by Gonis. Third, and more importantly, Gonis makes sense of a crux in I. 8. In Nongbri’s
restoration of 1. 8, kot is substituted for &AAd&, which constitutes a singular reading. The reading
is restored on the basis of the presence of the letter kappa at the end of this line. However, Gonis
offers a solution to this problem by pointing to the inclusion of xUpte in three other Paternoster
amulets precisely at this point: BGU 3.954 (no. 10), P.Bad. 4.60, and P.Duke inv. 778 (no. 7).
The addition of k¥p1e is also found in O.Athens inv. 12227 (LDAB 5594), an ostrakon with the
Lord’s Prayer, although there it occurs after the phrase dAL pOGOL NUOG GTO TOV TOVNPOV, NOt
before it. More importantly (and this is not mentioned by Gonis), the addition is known from the
Liturgy of St. James and the “Liturgy of Palestine.”"*® Given that xod is unattested in the tradition
and that other witnesses, and two liturgical traditions, attest to the addition of kVpie here, Gonis’
restoration (with dAL& following kvpie) seems more likely. All three of Gonis’ modifications are
with justification and so we have amended Nongbri’s text accordingly."’

Notwithstanding spelling errors and the addition of kv¥pie in 1. 8, this amulet’s text of
Matt. 6:9-13 agrees precisely with the text of NA®. There is only one variation unit for which
our papyrus may tentatively be used in support of the printed text over against a secondary
reading: the omission of tf¢ in v. 10 (following X B W Z A #* txt) over against its inclusion (D K
L © £, 565, 579, 700, 892, 1241, 1424, [ 844, [ 2211, M). Given the close alignment of
P.CtYBR inv. 4600 with the text of NA*®, we may classify its textual quality and its transmission
character as “strict.” This papyrus, with others like it, demonstrate that the Lord’s Prayer was a
living text, and that it could stand alone as a powerful ritual technology against various physical

troubles.

136 Greek text in Brightman, Liturgies, 66 and 466.
37 Gonis also problematizes line 1 of Nongbri’s text, but given the difficulty of the readings there, we have retained
Nongbri’s text in the transcription above.
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10. MATT. 6:9-13 || DOXOLOGY || INCIPITS || CREEDAL FORMULAE
|| PRAYER FOR DELIVERANCE

BGU 3.954 Unspecified 6" cent. C.E.
LDAB 6231 (2 x 1 cm folded)
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 26

Ed. princ. Ulrich Wilken, “Heidnisches und Christliches aus Agypten,” APF 1 (1901): 396-436,
at 431-436.

1 T Aéonoto 0(g)e Tovtokpdtmp
0 motn[p] 10 K (VPio)v Kol cO(THPOG) <N>UDV
[I(noco)b X(p1oto)b x]au?) Gyle Xeprve
EVYOPLOTA £YH ZIAOVOVOG VI0G
5 Zopamiwvog Kol KAV® TNV
KePaAV [Lo]v ka<t>evamidov cov
oUTAV KOl TOPOKOADY OTws d1td-
Eng &’ £1ov 10U doVAOL GOV TOV
daipovo mpofaockoviag Kol
10 10v k[edarar]yiog Kol TOV TG
andiog ko[i](?) maoov d€ vocov
Kol ooy podakioy doeie
an’ €pod Onwg VY k(o) [io-]
x[Vow] einelv v "0 ayyelxny
15 vV [oVtwe(?) n(dt)ep Hudv O €v 1016]
ov(pa)v[olg aryloctNT®] 10 Gvoud cov EAO[£-]
o 1N Bof[oireia clov yevnONT® 10 O[€-]
n[ulé [oov ac] €v ov(pa)v®d k(o) €mt yR[g tov]
Gptov fH[pudv to]v €ntovotov 80g f[uiv]
20 oNUEPOV Kol BdEg NUTV TO 0PEIA[N-]
porto Nuav [ko]0o k(o) fuelg doei<e>[pev]
101G 0o A€Toug NudV] kol [un] dye
Nuag €ig tepocudy k(vpr)e GAA[a] po[cot -]
Wog &mo g mo[vinpliog. o yop €otv] M 86E[a £ig]
25 ToUG oimv[og Jxointov[. . .]
gv dpym v [6 Adyolg Biprog ke-
[véoews ' I(noo)b X(p1oto)v viJo[V Aawid viod ABpad]
0 00 €K dwTOG B(€0)g AANOLVOG X GplLoOV
£JLE TOV 80VAOV 60V T0 MG, Ayle Tephive

30 TPOOTESE LIEP €10V Tval TEAEIWS VYLEV®D
2. o0TPOG 21. xoatd | ddiepev 26-7. yevéoewg
Translation

(Prayer) Master, Oh God Almighty, The Fath[er] of our Lord and Savior [Jesus Christ], and St.
Serenus: I, Silvanus, son of Sarapion, give thanks and bow [my] head before you, asking and
beseeching that you might chase away from me, your servant, the demon of the evil eye, the (demon)
of the e[vil d[e]ed an[d] the (demon) of unpleasantness and take away from me every illness and
every infirmity so that I might be healthy and [able] to say the Gospel-prayer [of health: (Matt. 6:9-
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13) “Our father who is in] heaven, [hollowed be] your name. Your [kingdom] come [your] will be
done, on earth as it is in heaven. Give u[s] this day our daily bread and forgive our deb[t]s [a]s [we]
also have forgiven [our debtors]. And do [not] lead us into temptation, Lord, [but] deliver us from
ev[il. For yours is] the glor[y] forev[er and the [...]” (John 1:1) In the beginning was the [Wor]d.
(Matt. 1:1) An account of the ge[nealogy of Jesus Christ, sJo[n of David, son of Abraham]. (Prayer)
O light from light, true God, grant me, your servant, the light. St. Serenus, supplicate on my behalf
so that I may be perfectly healthy.'*

This papyrus was found in Herakleopolis Magna in 1899 during the excavations led by Ulrich
Wilken. All the papyri discovered there in that year were destroyed when the ship that was
carrying them to Europe burned in the harbor of Hamburg.'” Because of this, we have not been
able to compare the transcription with the actual papyrus. Nor am I able to say any more about
the physical characteristics of the papyrus (e.g., the handwriting) than what Wilken and Wessely
report. Wilken first published the papyrus in APF in 1901 and it was reedited (with the same
text) in BGU 3.954 in 1903. However, a superior text was published by Wessely, which we have
reduplicated here.'* The sixth century date proposed by Wilken and Wessely has been retained
here, since it is not possible to analyze the handwriting.

According to Wilken, the papyrus was found by his workers on 20 February 1899. It was
closely pressed together (‘“zusammengepresstes”) and wrapped in a brown thread. The papyrus
was apparently in bad condition. Wilken reports that unfolding it caused damage, and that, since
the edges were breaking off, the sheet was divided into a large number of tiny rectangles and
placed side by side.'*' The full dimensions of the sheet were not given, but Wilken does say that
the dimensions of the folded papyrus, as found in situ, were c. 2 x 1 cm. From Wilken’s

transcription, we observe that a cross preceded the first line of writing.

8 Trans. (slightly revised) from Sanzo, “Canonical Power: A ‘Tactical’ Approach to the Use of the Christian
Canon in P.Berl. 954,” in Saint Shenouda Coptic Quartlerly 4.3-4 (2008): 28-45, at 31-32.

1% Héléne Cuvigny, “The Finds of Papyri: The Archaeology of Papyrology,” in Oxford Handbook of Papyrology,
30-58, at 34.

140 Wessely, “Monuments,” 420-422.

“!'Wilken, “Heidnisches und Christliches,” 431: “Leider gelang es nicht, wie bei dem anderen Amulett (s. oben S.
420), es in vollig unversehrtem Zustande zu entwickeln. Die Kniffe waren so tief, daB trotz der angewandten
Feuchtigkeit die Rénder vielfach brachen, sodall das Blatt in eine grofle Zahl winziger Rechtecke zerfiel.”
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Our text is comprised of a mishmash of passages: the Lord’s Prayer (in its entirety), an
allusion to Matt. 4:23, gospel incipits, a phrase from the Nicene Creed, and a prayer of a certain
Silvanus. The name of God is invoked as part of the ritual, but so is St. Serenus, who serves as an
intermediary between the human supplicant and the divine. From the request it is clear that our
Silvanus is under a demonic attack, and the request is that God “chase away” these demons. The
Lord’s Prayer is introduced as the “gospel prayer” (evoryyeAiknv evyxnv), a description that does
not occur in any of the other amulets under consideration.

There are a few interesting points of contact between BGU 3.954 and P.Oxy. 8.1151 (no.
17). First, the client Joannia of the Oxyrhynchus papyrus is, as here, described as “your servant.”
Second, saints are invoked for their intercessory power, and a particular name, St. Serenus,
occurs in both."* Third, the term Swwkw is used in both amulets. This term deserves further
discussion. In his study of BGU 3.954, Sanzo suggested that Silvanus has had an encounter with
demons and that the phrase d1w&ng am’ €uov should not be understood as “drive out of me” (in
other words, an exorcism), but “chase away from me” (i.e., protection from demons).'"
Kotansky has argued, in contrast, that this is a common excorcistic formula in many amulets.'**
In P.Oxy. 8.1151, we find the term didkw twice: “flee, hateful spirit, Christ pursues you” (¢pevye
nvevuo pepciuevoy, Xpiotog oe duwkel) and “chase away and put to flight from her every
fever” (amodiw&ov kol puyddevcov am’ avthg Tdvto Tupetov). While these two amulets may

have served as “performative incantations,” where the demon is addressed directly, we contend

that it is more likely the phrase dmo-/Sidkm was used for its protective value.'* Indeed, support

21t is unclear whether the saints in both amulets refer to the same person. In P.Oxy. 8.1151, “St. Serenus” surely
refers to the saint which had a local shrine in Oxyrhynchus (see Luijendijk, “Gospel Amulet,” 420 and n. 18) but the
“St. Serenus” in BGU 3.954 may or may not be the same person.

'3 Cf. Meyer, Ancient Christian Magic, 42.

'44 See Kotansky, “Incantations and Prayers,” in Magika Hiera, 107-137, at 113.

'45 The phrase “performative incantation™ is from Kotansky, “Incantations and Prayers,” 117.
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for this interpretation is provided by Abba Isaiah’s Ascetic Discourses, monastic exhortations

(AOyou) that include a fascinating (and often disregarded) passage on combatting evil spirits:

If you are leading an ascetic life and struggling against the enemy, should you notice the demons
weakening their warfare or even fleeing [¢vyoVooav], do not rejoice in your heart that the evil spirits
are now behind you, for they are preparing a battle that is worse than the first. They are moving
behind the city and ordering their troops to lie still. If you oppose them by attacking them, they flee
[oeVyovowv] from you, feigning weakness. Then, if your soul feels proud that it has chased them
away [xatadiwéor] and you abandon the city, some of them appear from behind while others attach
from the front, thereby leaving the poor soul surrounded and with nowhere to escape. Now the city
in this case is the act of surrendering oneself before God with one’s whole heart, for he will save you
from all the attacks of the enemy (Discourse IV)."*

Scholars have not brought this passage to bear on treatments of magic and amulets, but it has
much relevance for the current duscussion. The enemy’s war against a city is clearly an analogy
of spiritual warfare. In the context of the discourse, the point is that monks should not take pride
in keeping demons at bay through their asceticism. Rather, they should submit themselves to
God and allow him to keep the enemy from attacking the body and soul. The language of
“chasing” and “fleeing” here is certainly protective and not exorcistic, and we submit that the
similar expressions in the amulets under discussion are to be understood likewise.

We shall leave aside a discussion of the incipits in this papyrus, in keeping with the goal
of this study.'*’ The text of the Lord’s Prayer deviates from the text of NA® in the following
places:

v. 12: o NA®] xoré BGU 3.954

v. —: donrxopev NA®] doiepev BGU 3.954 &* K > M; Didache

v. 13: eicevéykng NA*] dye BGU 3.954

v. 13: mepooudv NA*] + kopie BGU 3.954

The substitution of kotd for mg is unattested outside our amulet, as far as I am aware. The

variant &odlepev is read by several manuscripts, but the reading in our papyrus is not clear.

"¢ Trans. (slightly modified) from John Chryssavgis and Pachomios (Roberts) Penkett, Abba Isaiah of Scetis:
Ascetic Discourses (CSS 150; Kalamazoo: Cistercian Publications, 2002), 61. For the Greek text of this part of
Discourse 1V, see especially the fifth century papyrus from Columbia University published as P.Col. 8.192 in Roger
S. Bagnall, Timothy T. Renner, and Klaas A. Worp, eds., Columbia Papyri VIII (ASP 28; Atlanta: Scholars Press,
1990), 17-28 (and pl. 1).

47 The incipits in BGU 3.954 are fully analyzed in Sanzo, “Canonical Power”; see also idem, Scriptural Incipits,
91-92.
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Wessely transcribed dpei<e>[pev], but this could just as well be d&diopev, another variant
supported by D L W A © 565. Thus, we must exclude it from analysis. The variants &ye and
KUp1e constitute singular readings, and so they too must be excluded. The addition of kvpie after
nelpaopdv is found also in P.CtYBR inv. 4600 (no. 9), P.Bad. 4.60, and P.Duke inv. 778 (no. 7).
As noted in the discussion of this reading in P.CtYBR inv. 4600 above, this insertion is known
from the Liturgy of St. James and the “Liturgy of Palestine.” These variants aside, the text of the
Lord’s Prayer in BGU 3.954 agrees with the text of NA*. The scribe (or the scribe of his/her
exemplar) has taken some liberties in revising the text but he/she has remained overall faithful to
the tradition. I classify the textual quality and transmission character as “normal.”

The citation of (or better, allusion to) Matt. 4:23 is not significant, since it consists of
only five words from the tradition where no variation unit exists. Thus, it is of no help to text-
critical debates about the text at this point. On the whole, the papyrus offers no readings of real
significance. Yet the amulet is interesting for many reasons. First, the amount of texts appealed
to illustrate the variety of possibilities from which ritual specialists could draw: incipits, clausal
historiolae, prayers, the Lord’s Prayer, creedal statements. Second, the invocation of St. Serenus
testifies to the importance of saints in Christian rituals."*® More studies on saints in the context of
Christian amulets from antiquity, like this one, are desirable." Third, the allusion to (citation

of?) creedal formulae (“O light from light, true God”) in our amulet attests to the belief that those

'“8 Heavenly saints were appealed to early on in the Christian tradition. In the Shepherd of Hermas (24.6), for
example, the “young lady” tells Hermas to call on the saints presumably for assistance in divine election in order to
escape the final judgment: “Therefore, do not cease speaking into the ears of the saints” (o0 0OV pt| SteAinng Aoy
eic 10 M1 TV dyiov).

149 See Arietta Papaconstantinou, Le culte des saints en E gypte des Byzantins aux Abbassides. L’apport des
inscriptions et des papyrus grecs et coptes (Paris: CNRS, 2001). See also H.J. Magoulias, “The Lives of Byzantine
Saints as Sources of Data for the History of Magic in the Sixth and Seventh Centuries A.D.: Sorcery, Relics and
Icons,” Byzantion 37 (1967): 228-269. Alcuin of York links saints and amulets in an interesting way: “They carry
amulets, believing them to be something holy. But it is better to imitate the examples of the saints in one’s heart than
to carry their bones in little bags. And it is better to hold the written teachings of the Gospels in one’s mind, than to
carry them, written on strips of parchment, around one’s neck” (Ep. 290). Trans. from Claudia Rapp, “Holy Texts,
Holy Men, and Holy Scribes: Aspects of Scriptural Holiness in Late Antiquiuty,” in The Early Christian Book, ed.
W.E. Klingshirn and L. Safran (Washington: Catholic University of America, 2007), 194-224, at 201.
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words were powerful in invoking divine favor or protection.””® We find creedal formulae in
P.Turner 49 (no. 3) as well as Chicago MS 125 (von Dobschiitz’s "), but other examples

151

exist.”" Thus, there is a wealth of information packed into this amulet, which illustrates the

textual heterogeneity in amulet production.

11. MATT. 6:9-13 || DOXOLOGY || 2 COR. 13:13? || Ps. 90:1-13

P.Schgyen 1.16 Frg. A:3.9x 11.7 cm 45" cent. C.E.
LDAB 2994 Frg. B: 7.7x 13 cm
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 50 Frg. C: 9x9.7 cm

Ed. princ. Leiv Amundsen, “Christian Papyri from the Oslo Collection,” Symbolae Osloenses 24
(1945): 121-147, at 141-147; Rosario Pintaudi, “Amuleto cristiano: LXX, Ps. 90.4-13 (MS
244/4),” in Papyri Graecae Schgyen (= P.Schgyen 1; Papyrologica Florentina 35; Florence:
Gonnelli, 2005), no. 16 (55-56).

P.Oslo inv. 1644 (Frgs. A and B)

l

1 ® nldre]p quov ® &v 1o1g o[Vpavoig dyroednTm 10 Svoud cov EA0Etm 1 Po-]
oAl 60 yevedNT[m 10 BEANUE 60V (G £v 0VPaV® Kol £l TH-]
¢ YNG oV Gptov MuUA[v] “1ov” [€ntovciov 80¢ Nulv onuepov k-]
ol d]o[eg MUV TO dOEAALOTO LDV MG KOl TUETG AONKOUEVY]

5 101[¢ 0]deM(ETong) NUAY KoL un [eloevéykng Mudg eig nelpacudv]
AALG pUOE NUOG <Amd 10D ToVNPOD 0Tt 6oV €0ty 1 dO&a> £1g T[0Vg CildVOG TMV

oldvav 1 dydmn 1o 0(e0) ko]

MV 1&p1s T Xpuoto kol 1 Kowvwvic 100 dylov Tv(evua)tog ued’ duav]
0 xotolk@v €v Bondeiq [t10 Vyiotov €v okénn 100 B0D 100 0VPOVOD]
av]AncOncoton £pl @ k(vpi)® [AviiMiuntop pov €1 kol kortadpuyn wov]

10 0 0(e6)g ulo]v BonBg pov £[AT® € aOTOV OTL AHTOG PVGETONL UE]
[€x moryidog Blepevtd(v) Kol &[0 AOYoU Tapayddoug £V 101G LETAPPEVOLG]
o010 €mo]Kidol o€ K[l VIO oG TTEPLYOG CVTOV EATIEIS]

1. 0 1-2. Baotrelo 2. yevnOnto 5. operétang 6. pvoat 7. © (?) | Xpiotod 9. adhcOnceton | €pel 11.
Onpevtav 12. éntokidoet

P.Schoyen 1.16 (MS 244/4) (Frg. C)
|

1 [6mAw xuKAdoeL o€ 1) AN ]01 @[ VTOV 00 dpofndnom dnod d6Bov]
[vuktepivod amd BEAoug tet]muévo[v NUEpag &md TPdyUotog S10mOPEVOUEVOU

150 The phrase is only partial in our amulet. The part of the Nicene Creed of 381 alluded to/cited runs d®g £k ¢0TOC
0oV aANOVOVY €k Beod dAndvod. For the Greek text, see J.N.D. Kelly, Early Christian Creeds (3™ ed.; London:
Longman, 1972), 297.

151 See also the description of the Nubian Coptic grotto in Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, 77-78.
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10

¢v oxotel]
[&nd cuuntopotog kKol dop]oviov pe[onuppivod teceiton £x]
[t0D KAitovg Gov YAl Koi] puplig €[k de&ldv 6ov mpog o€ b€
[oVK €yyiel ANV to1g O0]0[0a]Auic cov kaf[tavonoelg kol dviamnddo-]
[ow auaptoldv Sy 6]t cov K(Vpr)e N €Ant u[ov Tov Lyiotov £60v]
[kaTodvyfv 6ov 00 tpocedie]boetol TPOG of [Kokd kol paoti ovk £yylel]
Q) oKNVOUOTL]
[cov 611 T01g AyyELolg 0rTo]D €vielite me[pl cov 10D SapLAGENL oE
[€v méoong Tolg 0601g cov €]ml xE1pOV ApovoN[v 6€ UNTOTE TPOSKOWYTS]
[rpog AlBov TOV Tdd0 cov €’ omidav kol Bac[ilickov émPron ko]

2. TeToU€VoU 3. daoviov 5. 000aluols 6. oV | €Amtig 8. €vtedelton 9. xepdv | dpovoiv 10. donido

Translation

1936 together with a collection of documentary papyri from Oxyrhynchus. He reports that “[t]he

(Matt. 6:9-13) “Our f[athe]r who is in h[eaven, hollowed be your name.] Your [king]dom [come
your will] be done, [on] earth [as it is in heaven. Give us this day] our [daily] bread and for]g[ive our
debts as we also have forgiven] our debtors. And do not [lead us into temptation] but deliver us
[from the evil one. For yours is the glory] for[ever and ever.” (2 Cor. 13:13?) The love of God and]
the grace of Christ a[nd the fellowship of the Holy Spirit be with you]. (Ps. 90:1-13) The one who
lives by the help [of the Most High, who] abides [in the shelter of the God of heaven]. He will say to
the Lord, [“You are my refuge and my fortress], my God my helper, [I will hope in him” because it
is he who will rescue me from a trap of h]unters and fro[m a troublesome word; with the broad of his
back] he will shade you an[d under his wings you will find hope; with a shield his trjuth [will
surround you. You will not be afraid of nocturnal fright, of an arrow that flJies [by day, of a deed
that travels in darkness, of mishap and noon]day de[mon. At your side a thousand will fall and] ten
thousand [at your right [...] Only with] your eyes [will you] pe[rceive, and the requital of sinners
you will see be]cause you, O Lord, are my hope, [the Most High you made your refuge. No evil] will
come before you, [and no scourge will come near your covert, because] he will command [hi]s
[angels] conce[rning you to guard you in all your ways; upon hlis hands they will bear y[ou up [so
that you will not dash your foot against a stone. On a]sp and col[bra...

This papyrus consists of three separate fragments that once contained (at least) the text of the
Lord’s Prayer (with doxology) and Ps. 90 in their entirety, along with (possibly) portions of the
valediction in 2 Cor. 13:13. The two top fragments—Frg. A = 1l. 1-4; Frg. B = ll. 5-12—are
housed in the University of Oslo library and were published as P.Oslo inv. 1644 by Leiv

Amundsen in 1945."* According to Amundsen, these fragments were purchased in Egypt in

two fragments were glued together by the native dealer ignoring the lacuna of about 1.5 cm

between them (1. 4).”'> The third fragment is kept in the Schgyen Collection in Oslo under the

152 Amundsen, “Christian Papyri,” 141-147.
'3 Amundsen, “Christian Papyri,” 141.
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shelf mark “MS 244/4”; this fragment was published by Rosario Pintaudi in 2005."* According
to Pintaudi, it was acquired from the famous Austrian book dealer Hans P. Kraus in April 1989.

We have been unable to find any additional information about the link with
Oxyrhynchus, at least in regard to the first two fragments. It is possible that these fragments
purchased in Egypt in 1936 were part of the acquisitions of the papyrus cartel or syndicate
headed by the British Museum in the 1920s and 1930s, since Oslo was a member institution."”” If
this is correct, then it would explain why the first two fragments were separated from the third,
since it was very common during this time for Egyptian natives and antiquities dealers to divide
up manuscripts and sell them piecemeal on the antiquities market.

The writing of the papyrus runs against the fibers (]) in a single column (i.e., transversa
charta); the back (—) is blank. Frg. A constitutes the top portion of the papyrus sheet, and the
upper and left margins are intact. On this fragment, a staurogram precedes the first line of
writing.””® On Frg. B, an unusual decorative line—featuring semi-circles atop the line—separates
the New Testament citations above (i.e., Lord’s Prayer, 2 Cor. 13:13) from the Ps. 90 citation
below. This line presumably extended the entire width of the column of writing.

The handwriting is an example of an early Byzantine type. Amundsen characterized the
scribe as “a rather unskilled writer.”"”” I would prefer to describe the letters as being written in a
practiced albeit not very elegant hand. The letters are large, upright, detached, and fluid. The
ductus of the script is inconsistent throughout. o is tiny, p is rounded with a deep saddle, 6 is
narrow, the right half of v is well above the baseline. Vertical strokes tend to be curved,

especially with n, 1, u, v (right hasta), m. The scribe is sloppy with connecting strokes. For

154 pintaudi, “Amuleto cristiano,” 55.

155 See James G. Kennan, “The History of the Discipline,” in Oxford Handbook of Papyrology, 59-78, at 66.

156 This staurogram is incorrectly referred to as a “cross” in Pintaudi, Papyri Graecae Schgyen, 55, van Haelst 345,
Kraus, “Manuscripts with the Lord’s Prayer,” 236, and de Bruyn and Dijkstra, “Greek Amulets,” 191.

57 Amundsen, “Christian Papyri,” 142.
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example, 0 in 1. 2 of Frg. A crosses at the top; the loop of the first p in I. 3 of Frg. B (1. 7 of the
transcription above) does not connect to the top of the vertical; the right hasta of v in 1. 8 of Frg.
C cuts through the central oblique. Amundsen compared the handwriting with examples found in
Schubart’s handbook and dated it to the later half of the fourth century."® This is probably
correct although Pintaudi’s extension of the dating parameter (“IV-V d.C.”) finds support in
P.Mich. inv. 6223 (receipt, 14 February 406 C.E.), which exhibits similar handwriting yet with
more cursive elements. Thus, a fourth/fifth century C.E. date is more appropriate.

A few words about the transcriptions above are in order. Pintaudi published the Schgyen
fragment together with P.Oslo inv. 1644 but he did not, in contrast to Amundsen, provide a
complete reconstruction of the Schgyen fragment. This is unfortunate, since it does not allow for
a fuller picture of the original papyrus sheet. In fact, a reconstruction is made possible by the left
margins in Frgs. A and B, as well as by the fact that Frg. C is separated from Frg. B by only a
handful of words. Thus, in addition to improving on Pintaudi’s transcription by including
accents, we have also reconstructed the text as it probably stood in the original. Also, in 1. 3,
Pintaudi reads pe[oepufpivov but the € inside the bracket should in fact be n. These changes are
reflected in the transcription above.

The extant wording of the Lord’s Prayer in P.Schgyen 1.16 agrees closely with the text of
NA®. The only deviations, aside from orthographical differences, are 1) the rather abrupt ending
of the Prayer (our scribe omits the phrase &6 00 Tovnpod in 1. 6) and the addition of thg before
yng in v. 10 (1l. 2-3). Three reasons suggest that the omission of &6 T00 Tovnpov is the result of
a copying error. First, the scribe’s copying habits are otherwise quite good. In the citation of Ps.

90:1-13, for example, there are only a few mistakes.'” Second, in an apotropaic context, the

58 Amundsen, “Christian Papyri,” 142. See Wilhelm Schubart, Griechische Palaeographie (Handbuch der
Altertumswissenschaft 1/4/1; Munich: Beck, 1925), nos. 56 and 57.

19V, 2: 6 Bedg nov LXX] + Bonddg pov P.Schgyen 1.16; v. 4: oot LXX] oe P.Schgyen 1.16; v. 13: donido LXX]
aonidav P.Schgyen 1.16.
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phrase “from the evil one/evil” would have carried enormous significance, and so a deliberate
omission is probably less likely. Third, Muag €ig stands near the end of the immediately
preceding line and so it is possible that the error was facilitated by parablepsis. All in all, it
seems that our scribe simply slipped up at this point by accidentally omitting the phrase, and then
skipped immediately to the doxology. P.Schgyen 1.16 represents a text that is “at least normal.”
However, this classification must be taken with caution, since the textual sample is fairly small.
The only significant variation unit is the addition of tfg in v. 10 (following D K L © f* M et al.),
and this hardly affects the meaning of the text. The scribe seems to follow his/her exemplar fairly
closely, except for the omission of the phrase &mo o0 movnpov, which, as we have seen, was
likely accidental.

Amundsen attributed the phrase v xdpic o0 Xpuvotob (I. Xpiotov) k[oi to the
apostolic valediction in 2 Cor. 13:13 and reconstructed the text around it on the basis of this
supposed connection. If this is correct, then, as Amundsen notes, the scribe has awkwardly
changed the article 1 to tv. However, another explanation for the odd reading v xdpig is
possible, namely, that the scribe has interchanged final v for final ¢.'® In other words, the reading
here may well have been v y&pwv, in which case the connection with 2 Cor. 13:13 is on less
firm ground. Thus, while we have retained Amundsen’s reconstruction above, it does not merit
textual classification. Nonetheless, P.Schgyen 1.16 as a whole is a fascinating example of the use
of scripture in a ritual context. The original size of the papyrus sheet was larger than most
amulets under consideration, but its size would not have been a deterrent: it was effective only if

it touched the body.

1 The interchange of final ¢ and v is common in the papyri; see Gignac, Grammar, 131-132.
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12. MATT. 6:10-12

P.Ant. 2.54 5.2x4cm 34" cent. C.E.
LDAB 5425
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 156

Ed. princ. J.W.B. Barns, H. Zilliacus, and C.H. Roberts (eds.), The Antinoopolis Papyri, pt. 2
(London: Egypt Exploration Society, 1960), no. 54 (6-7).

Fol. 1- Fol. 1]
1 ocov ag 1 Audlv t]o-
€v ovpa- v €m100-
v Kol ooV 806
£mi g tteis
5 vy7g tov 5 onuep-
Gptov ov kol
Fol. 2] Fol. 2—
1 doeig
MUV 10 Blank
3 ddpsihnu<orto>
Fol. 2 |: 2. 14
Translation

[...] Your [will be done] on earth as it is in heaven. Give us this day our daily bread. And forgive us
our debt[s...

This little amulet has received a lot of attention since its publication in 1960."" It is no. 156 in de
Bruyn and Dijkstra’s list of “possible amulets.” It is written on a tiny sheet of papyrus that was
folded to create a bifolium. The first folio is written in 6 lines, while the first page of Fol. 2 is
written in 3 lines. The last page (Fol. 2—) is blank. The papyrus is complete with all margins
intact. To put the dimensions into perspective, the papyrus sheet (before folding) is about half the

size of a credit card!

161 For example: van Haelst 347; Aland, Repertorium, Var 29; Ernst Bammel, “Ein neuer Vater-Unser-Text,” ZNW
52 (1961): 280-281; idem, “A New Text of the Lord’s Prayer,” ExpTim 73 (1961): 54; Kurt Treu, “Christliche
Papyri (1940-1967),” APF 19 (1969): 169-206, at 180; Roberts, Manuscript, Society and Belief, 82; Cribiore,
Writing, Teachers, and Students, no. 387 (273); Kraus, “Manuscripts with the Lord’s Prayer,” 234-235 (with figs. 1
and 2), and the literature cited there; Head, “Additional Greek Witnesses,” 441-442 (with transcription).
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The original editor believed that the papyrus was a “toy book for a child”; this suggestion
was repeated by Aland.'” On the basis of the “evolving hand,” Cribiore classified it as a
“miniature notebook” used in an educational context, and Kraus was disposed toward this view,
claiming that it “may be a ‘miniature notebook’ (Cribiore) based on palaeographical observations
(inconsistency of letter formation in a specific way).”'® Horsley suggested that this sheet may
have been intended for a codex but that the scribe discarded it after realizing he made a copying
error.'® Given its dimensions, it is also often labeled as a “miniature codex,” since it falls within
Turner’s “less-than-10cm-wide” rule. We shall return to this question in the Excurses below, but
for now we contend that we abandon altogether the view that this papyrus was a “toy book,”
since there is simply no evidence for this. And Horsley’s suggestion is equally without basis.
There is no reason why we should not classify this papyrus as an amulet that was designed as
such from the beginning. First, the clumsy handwriting is common in amulets. Second, the
Lord’s Prayer is the most common New Testament citation on Christian amulets to date. Third,
the citation breaks off mid-word, which is characteristic (along with breaking the citation off
mid-sentence) of many Christian amulets, including, in our study alone, P.Oxy. 76.5073 (no. 16),
P.Vindob. G 29831 (no. 19), P.Berl. inv. 11710 (no. 20), P.Vindob. G 2312 (no. 21).'*® Fourth,
its small size and centerfold would make wearing it on the body much easier. This papyrus, in
my mind, should be removed from de Bruyn and Dijkstra’s list of “possible amulets” and placed

into their category of “certain amulets.”

12 Aland, Repertorium, Var 29: “Papyrus diente vielleicht als Amulett oder ‘Spielbuch’ fiir ein Kind.”

163 Cribiore, Writing, Teachers, and Students, 273; Kraus, “Manuscripts with the Lord’s Prayer,” 235.

' Horsley, “Reconstructing a Biblical Codex,” 480.

' De Bruyn (“Papyri,” 160) claims that it is “puzzling” that the scribe cut his/her writing short with space
remaining on that page and an entire blank page that follows. But one possible explanation for this is that this is how
the scribe found the citation in another amulet that served as his/her exemplar. In P.Princ. 2.107, only a couple
phrases from the Lord’s Prayer are cited. For a list of other amulets with only a portion of the Lord’s Prayer, see
Kraus, “Manuscripts with the Lord’s Prayer,” 227-266.
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The handwriting is inclined to the right and is a good example of the “severe style”:
straight-back € and o (i.e., compressed laterally), o with low central vertical, small o, high mid-
point of y, second hasta of v raised above the baseline, no decorations. This style is represented

in many papyri of Homer from the third century C.E.'*

Our papyrus is written in a plain hand,
with a few letters written very boldly. I submit that the third century date proposed by the
original editor is probably correct, although, since the severe style continues into the fourth
century, a fourth century date is not impossible. Therefore, I tentatively suggest a date of
third/fourth century C.E.'*”’

The entire text of our papyrus consists of portions of three verses from the Lord’s Prayer.

It diverges from the text of NA* in only two places:

v. 10: yig NA**] 17c yiic P.Ant.2.54 DKL © /* M
v. 11: fuiv NA®] quag P.Ant. 2.54

The reading 16 in 1. 2 of Fol. 2| is a spelling error for t& and the substitution of uag for Nuiv is
a singular reading. The only important variation unit in this stretch of text concerns the omission
or addition of tng before yng, which, however, does not affect the meaning of the text. Since the
textual sample is so small, we tentatively classify its textual quality and transmission character as
“normal.” P.Ant. 2.54 is important because it is, by about a century, the earliest witnesses to the
text of the Lord’s Prayer. If it were to be listed in support of the addition of ¢ (see above), it
would be the earliest Greek witness attesting to this variant reading by well over a century (the
next oldest is Codex Bezae, dated to the fifth century). Thus, P.Ant. 2.54 should not be

overlooked by the textual critic given its early date.

EXCURSUS:

' For examples, see the palaeographical descriptions in William A. Johnson, Bookrolls and Scribes in Oxyrhynchus
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2004).

1" This is the date also proposed by Clarrysse and Orsini, “Early New Testament Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 450
and 472.
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Amulet Versus Miniature Codex?
Before bringing our analysis of P.Ant. 2.54 to a close, there is one more question to ask: are we
dealing with an amulet or, rather, a miniature codex? The categories “amulet” and “miniature

2

codex” and their relationship have been a point of debate among scholars and so we must
consider the implications of classifying four of our texts as amulets and/or miniature codices: 1)
P.Ant. 2.54, 2) P.Vindob. G 29831 (no. 19), 3) P.Berl. inv. 11710 (no. 20), and 4) P.Oxy.
34.2684 (no. 24).

According to Turner’s widely accepted criterion, a “miniature” codex is one whose width
is 10 cm or less.'® Michael J. Kruger has recently problematized both categories (amulet and
miniature codex), concluding that Christians viewed amulets and miniature codices as distinct
literary categories.'® That is to say, a miniature or “pocket” codex is not synonymous with an
amulet, or vice versa. This is line with Robert’s view that miniature codices ‘“‘are best regarded
not as amulets but as devotional handbooks for the well-to-do.”'” According to Kruger, the

29 46

category “amulet” “should be reserved for those texts that were clearly designed for magical use
and not for documents that simply may have been used in a magical way.”"”' The problem with
this criterion is that it distinguishes too sharply between production and use. A fragment used
secondarily as an amulet becomes an amulet, regardless of its previous use and purpose. The
Psalms and the Lord’s Prayer were never originally designed or composed as amulets, but they

came to be used in a ritual context. Moreover, suggesting that we put miniature codices on one

side and amulets on another is exclusive in nature and too rigid an approach.

'8 Turner, Typology, 30. For further discussions of miniature codices, see C.H. Roberts, Manuscript, Society, and
Belief, 10-12; Gamble, Books and Readers, 235-236; Amundsen, “Christian Papyri from the Oslo Collection,” 121-
147, at 127-128; Kraus, “P.Oxy. V 840—Amulet or Miniature Codex? Principal and Additional Remarks on Two
Terms,” in Ad Fontes, 47-67.

169 Kruger, The Gospel of the Savior, 23-40; idem, “P.Oxy. 840: Amulet or Miniature Codex?” JTS 53.1 (2002): 81-
94.

170 Roberts, Manuscript, Society and Belief, 11.

! Kruger, “P.Oxy. 840,” 93 (emphasis original).
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But the bigger question is: to what extent do form and function relate to each other? This
is admittedly a modern concern, resulting from the need to classify items in neat and tidy
categories. Although Kruger might be right that Christians generally distinguished between
amulets and miniature codices, we know that not all did. He admits the possibility when he says
that “it is possible (though rare) for a document to be both a codex and an amulet at the same
time.”"”> And even though the evidence is comparatively slim, there are in fact several codices
less than 10 cm in width that were in all likelihood designed to be amulets. Included in this study
are P.Ant. 2.54, P.Vindob. G 29831, P.Berl. inv. 11710, and P.Oxy. 34.2684, but others include
P.Leid.Inst. 10 (LDAB 3241) and P.Oxy. 17.2065 (LDAB 3285).'” This is especially true for
P.Vindob. G 29831, which begins with a prayer for protection—an obvious earmark of an
amulet.'”* We may perhaps also mention one of the pocket codices (consisting of four wooden
boards) recently discovered at Kellis. The text is a parody of Homer (LDAB 10674), but the
editor wonders “whether elements of the ‘Pater noster’ were taken over in the story sketched in
11. 8 ff. Within this context, one should not only note 1. 14: ‘Father Zeus, give us bread,” but note
also 1. 10 where the word yxpnotov may have been used intentionally as a reminder of
Xpiotov.”'”” Whether or not we can designate this miniature codex as an amulet is open to

debate, but the presence of words reminiscent of the Lord’s Prayer makes it at least possible.

172 Kruger, “P.Oxy. 840,” 91.

'3 According to de Bruyn, the textual and paratextual features of P.Leid.Inst. 10 “make it highly probable, if not
certain, that the sheets were worn as an amulet” and that P.Oxy. 17.2065 “is likewise a good candidate for an
amulet, given its text and size” (“Papyri,” 160).

7 Surprisingly, this amulet was not mentioned by Kruger, even though it had been published almost a decade before
his study appeared. This is probably because Kruger relied solely on van Haelst’s 1976 catalogue, as he admits
(“P.Oxy. 840,” 85, 90). At any rate, P.Vindob. G 29831 offers a corrective to his statement that “prayers on
miniature codices are practically non-existent” (“P.Oxy. 840,” 92).

175 Colin A. Hope and K.A. Worp, “Minature Codices from Kellis,” Mnemosyne 59.2 (2006): 226-258, at 247. The
Greek of 11. 8-14 run as follows: "Qg¢ eindv TVALwV ££€c0uT0 AevKOg GAEKTOP | T® & ap’ AAEEavdpog Tdoog
TOPESWKE Payelpw | 0 8€ udyepog Eynoog kol yevoduevog Eleye, “Xpnotov! | Tpdeg kol Avkiot kol Adpdovot,
devt’ €mi detnvov' | Avépeg €ote, didol, uvnooacte 8¢ pdmnav éveykelv. | AloBlete mavteg kol Lot KotoAlyorte
0067T0VV. | Zeb Thitep, 1 GpTov pot 80g T Tuplov OTTOV.
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To be sure, we are restricted solely to the evidence that has survived due to good fortune
and so it is not clear to what extent the extant record reflects the situation of late antiquity.
Nonetheless, I contend that it is reductionistic to argue that an amulet must never be a miniature
codex or vice versa. I concur with Kraus’ opinion that “Kruger’s polarity between ‘miniature
codex and (or better versus) amulet’ appears to be questionable.”'®1 would add to Kraus’
critique by simply suggesting that the polarity is artificial and ultimately unhelpful. Book
production in late antique and early Byzantine Egypt was fluid, and there is certainly no
universal form or pattern for amulet production, as the evidence attests. We find amulets written
in single columns and multiple columns; with short lines and long lines; on oblong materials and
on square materials; on papyrus, but also on parchment, wood, and pottery. Some are folded and
some are rolled, and so on. And indeed, some were bound or folded as little codices in contrast
with the usual practice. Thus, we need to move beyond these categorical restrictions (amulet
versus miniature codex), even though it might leave some dissatisfied.

I argue that P.Ant. 2.54, P.Vindob. G 29831 and P.Berl. inv. 11710 are miniature codices
that were manufactured as such for the purpose of being used in a ritual context. Strong
arguments can be made in support of this claim based on their external and internal features.
P.Oxy. 34.2684 is more difficult to assess, since it lacks most of these features, so we shall return
to this question at the appropriate place below. To close this extended discussion, I might just
note that Turner’s criterion of 10 cm or less in width has been accepted as the rule. That is, a
codex’s width must fall within 10 cm if it is to be designated “miniature.” But, to quote Kraus

once more,

[i]s it really enough simply to stick with the dimension given by Turner (less than 10 cm broad) and
is this dimension really able to embrace all the diverse manuscripts to form one single category?
Does it consequently make any sense to exclude papyri that are wider, as could be the case with

176 Kraus, “P.Oxy. V 840,” 59 (emphasis original).
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P.Ryl. 13 being 10 x 10.4 cm large, while many fragmentary papyri have been included in this
category on an assumed and therefore hypothetical width?'"’

These questions bear witness to the categorical restraints resulting from Turner’s “less than 10
cm’” parameter. It is probably time that we eschew Turner’s 10 cm rule. Indeed, other definitions
or criteria of miniature books exist. Anne Bromer, for example, describes them as ‘“one-hand
books,” signifying that if the book can fit roughly in the palm of your hand, it is miniature.'”
While this is admittedly a subjective guage, at least this approach avoids the need to assign

hypothetical numerical values (i.e., 10 cm) that were never used in antiquity.

13. MATT. 6:11-13

P.K6In 8.336'" 12x 4 cm 6" cent. C.E.
LDAB 6282
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 117

Ed. princ. Michael Gronewald, “Vaterunser,” in Kdélner Papyri (P. Kéln), vol. 8 (eds. Michael
Gronewald, Klaus Maresch, and Cornelia Romer; Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1997), 48-49.

1 80¢ Nuiv otuepov: kol dpeg ULV T doEIATUO-]
[ta fuav] g kol vueltlg dolouev tfolg ddelETong UMY Kol un]
[eloevé]ykeg Nuag: €ic mipao[uov dAAd poooit NUag]
[&ro 0]V movnp®: evyl
1. onuepov 2. Nuels 3. eloevéxng | mepaouov 4. movnpod | v X[piot®?

Translation

[Give] us this day [...] a[nd forgive us our debts] as we also forgive our [debtors. And do not le]ad
us into temptat[ion but deliver us from th]e evil one.

This tiny scrap of papyrus contains only a handful of words from the Lord’s Prayer, written with
the fibers (—). Only the lower margin is preserved, measuring ¢. 1 cm. There is a colon in L. 1,

along with raised dots in 1. 3 and 4. No folds or holes can be detected and so de Bruyn and

T Kraus, “P.Oxy. V 840,” 57.

% Anne C. Bromer and Julian 1. Edison, Miniature Book: 4,000 Years of Tiny Treasures (New York: Abrams,
2007), 11; see also Luijendijk, Forbidden Oracles, 51.

17 Photograph online at: http://www.uni-koeln.de/phil-fak/ifa/NR Wakademie/papyrologie/PKoeln/PK3583

r.jpg.
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Dijkstra place this isolated fragment in their table of “Probable Amulets” (no. 117). Unless
further evidence comes to light, we should treat this papyrus as an amulet, since the text it bears
is by far the most common New Testament passage found on amulets to date. If this is correct,
then what is unusual about the text is what follows the Prayer, that is, evy. The editor suggested
that the reading may have been €v Xpiot®, an instrumental dative, that goes with what comes
before it. That is, “deliver us from the evil one by Christ.” This is attested nowhere else among
the amulets under consideration.

The majuscule letters are large, plain, round, and upright. Serifs on n, p, p. The loop of o
is very round and this letter is open at the top. m is in a cursive form. There are only a handful of
letters, but I concur with the editor that the general impression as well as the individual
letterforms suggest a date of c. sixth century C.E. The editor points to an excellent comparandum
in P.Grenf. 2.84 (LDAB 139, Aesop, sixth century C.E.).

In what little text is preserved on the papyrus, we find only one deviation from the text of
NA?:

aomrouey NA®] dotouev P.Koln 8.336.

This is the only amulet attesting to this variant (but cf. BGU 3.954 above), which is also read by
D L W A © 565. Therefore, even though the textual sample is small, this amulet’s text provides
further evidence of an important variant as attested in the wider manuscript tradition. I would
tentatively classify its textual quality as “at least normal” and its transmission character as

“strict.”
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14. MATT. 6:12-13 || DOXOLOGY || SANCTUS

P.K6ln 4.171'% 8.5x5.5cm 5" cent. C.E.
LDAB 5971
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 44

Ed. princ. Cornelia Romer, “171. Christliches Amulett,” in Kolner Papyri (P. Koln), vol. 4 (eds.
Birbel Kramer, Cornelia Romer, and Dieter Hagedorn; Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1982),
31-34.

[to 06-]
1 [e]uloo Mpov @] kot -
[uletg domlxopev tolic 0L
[Alétong N[udv ko]l un elo-
[ev]eykng Muag eig -
5 POOUOV GALG PTiCOIL LALG
Aano oV TOVNPOL S10 TOV UO-
voyevoig <600 ‘In(co)b Xp(1670)0 gunv
Gunv = opv = oufy =
aylog = d4yog = 4ylog

2-3. 0oehétarg  4-5. mepooudv 5. pooat
Translation

[...] [our de]b[ts a]s we also have forg[iven] o[ur] debtors. [An]d do not lead us into temptation but
deliver us from the evil one through your only begotten, Jesus Christ. Amen. Amen = Amen =
Amen! Holy = Holy = Holy!

This amulet consists of a tiny sheet of dark papyrus that is written along the fibers (—); the
backside (|) is blank. The left and right edges of the papyrus have been cut. There is a large
lacuna in the upper portion of the sheet interrupting the text; presumably at least vv. 9-11
preceded the extant text on the now-missing portion of papyrus. There is no evidence that the
sheet was folded.'' The last 5 lines are preserved in full. Several oblique strokes and one

horizontal stroke are drawn beneath the last line of text to indicate that the text finishes at this

180 Photograph online at: http://www.uni-koeln.de/phil-fak/ifa/NR Wakademie/papyrologie/PKoeln/PK 3302

Jpg.
'8! De Bruyn and Dijkstra (“Greek Amulets,” 191) leave the column “Folds (cord, holes, handle)” blank.
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point."® In 1. 7, the nomina sacra Incovg and Xpiotdg are abbreviated by a combination of
suspension and contraction.

The handwriting is unornamented, informal, upright, non-bilinear, with letters mostly
detached. Rémer’s description of the hand as “eine ungeiibte Hand” is appropriate.'®’ The loop of
o is large, the hastas of u are rounded outward, o is tiny, n is cursive (“h”), € is large, and the
right half of v is raised well above the line. The informalities of this type of handwriting make it
difficult to date on palaeographical grounds. Nonetheless, Romer dated it to the fifth century
C.E. and provided several noteworthy documentary parallels: PSI 12.1265 (deed, 441 or 446
C.E.) P.Med. inv. 6907 (transportation contract, 424 or 425 C.E.). Further support for this date is
provided by P.Oxy. 72.4914 (document, 4 February 465 C.E.), an unskilled hand with many
similar letterforms (cf. v, n, W, v, v). Thus, a fifth century date seems likely.

The citation of the Lord’s Prayer agrees verbatim with the text of NA®™. We may
therefore tentatively classify both its textual quality and transmission character as “strict.” The
papyrus offers support for the reading donxopev (= txf) in v. 12 (1. 2), which is also read by X’
and B et al., over against the variants ddiopev (D L W A © 565) and &oiepev (R* K £ M; Did).
But what is perhaps more interesting than the New Testament citation are the elements that
follow it. A similar doxological phrase to 31 100 povoyevovg cov ‘Incod Xpiotov—a modified
version of which appears in P.Duke inv. 778 (no. 7)—was already in circulation in the second
century, since we find it in the Martyrdom of Polycarp 20.2: 8100 T00 Tod0¢ o¥TOV TOV
novoyevovg Incod Xpiotod @ 1 86Ea T kpditog peyokwovvn €ig Tovg aidvag.'** According
to Romer, the fuller doxology in the amulet corresponds to a portion of the euchologium of

Bishop Sarapion of Thmuis from the fourth century: 31 T00 povoyevovg cov ‘Incod Xpiotov

'82 This scribal phenomenon is also found in P.Berl. inv. 11710 (no. 20).
183 Romer, “171,” 32.
184 Text from Ehrman, Apostolic Fathers, 1:394; cf. the Apostolic Constitutions 40 (=ANF 7:497).
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81 0V oot 1 86&0. kol 10 Kkpdtog v dyie mvevpoTt kKol vov kol gig Tovg aidvag.'® However,
the correspondence fits the doxology of PSI 6.719 (no. 4) much better, and so we must remain
cautious about attributing the doxology here in P.KdIn 4.171 to any specific tradition. As with
many doxologies, it may merely be an adaptation or conflation of a variety of doxological
traditions.

As here, the thrice-written ounv is also found in P.Princ. 2.107 (no. 5), P.KdIn 8.340 (no.
18), as well as P.Bon. 1.9, P.Ross.Georg. 1.23, and P.Ross.Georg. 1.24."*® According to Romer,
the triple amen intensified the effect of the previous prayer.'"®” The thrice-holy reference may
likewise have been viewed as an intensifier of the prayer or request in ritual texts, since in its
original context in Isa. 6:3 it is uttered by angels. Thus, the words themselves may have been
considered sacred. Both tripartite references are common features in amulets, but here they are
individually separated by sets of three oblique strokes. Similar oblique strokes may be found in
P.CtYBR inv. 4600 (no. 9) and P.land. 1.6 (no. 6). In sum, through this tiny scrap of papyrus we
see the workings of a ritual specialist who combined a popular scriptural passage with closing

formulae to ensure the effect of the Lord’s Prayer in channeling divine power.

15. MATT 27:62-64; 28:2-5

P.Oxy. 64.4406 (GA P'*)'** 32x55cm 5"-6" cent. C.E.
LDAB 2957
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 122

Ed. princ. J. David Thomas, Oxyrhynchus Papyri, vol. LXIV (eds. E.W. Handley et al.; London:
Egypt Exploration Society, 1997), §4406.

1 tInv top[ockevny 1 £ndv]om avto[D v 8¢ 1 e1déal
[cuvnyOncav o]t dpyieplelg kol ol [a0T0D (g dotplann kol T[o Eveupa

'85 Text from Funk, Didascalia et Constitutiones Apostolorum, 166.

'8 In P.Princ. 2.107 the third &y1og has apparently been omitted by error.
87 Romer, “171,” 34.

'88 Photograph online at: http://csntm.org/Manuscript/View/GA_P105.
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[Daproaior Tpog] tov IleAdtov [a0vT0D Aevkov] og xeld[v ano e

[Aéyovteg k(Vpv)e gulviodnulev Ot €kel-] [t0D ¢6Bov avt]ov €oicB[noay ol -

5 [vog 6 mAdvoc] €imev €t [L@v peta] 5 [povvteg ko] eyevnOn[ooav wg vek-
[tpeic Nuépag] €yeipopalt kéAevoov [pot dmokp18]eig 8¢ o §[yyerog einev
[0VV dodored]Rvor TV [ [toig yuvon&iv uln oo[Beiobe

Recto: 3. ITilartov Verso: 3. yiov 4. €oeicOnoov

Translation

[...] Preparation, the chief priest[s and the Pharisees gathered] before Pi[late and said, “Lord], w[e
remember what th[at impostor] said while he was still [alive, ‘After three days] I will rise again.’
[Therefore command the tomb] to be made [secure] [...] upon it.” [His appearance was like
lightn]ing, and [his clothing white] as snow. [For fear of hi]m [the guards] shook [and] became [like
dead men]. But the a[ngel answered and said to the women, “Do] n[ot be af]raid [...]”

This papyrus has writing on both the recto and verso, and while it was most probably used as an
amulet on account of the presence of a string still attached (see criterion #2 above), originally it
must have been part of a codex.'®’ Thus, it has been assigned the Gregory-Aland number P'”. De
Bruyn and Dijkstra place P.Oxy. 64.4406 in their category of “probable amulets” (secondary use)
and describe it as a “pap. fragment of a codex sheet” (no. 122)."° This is the only extant Greek
amulet with content from Matthew’s resurrection narrative and so it prompts the question as to
what purpose this amulet served. Perhaps the words of Jesus on the recto were, like most
amulets, seen as a source of power for apotropaic purposes. We must keep in mind, however, as
de Bruyn and Dijkstra rightly note, that “[t]he boundary between an apotropaic practice and a
devotional practice cannot always be clearly drawn.”"’! This is especially true in cases such as

P.Oxy. 64.4406, where the contents of the amulet tip the scales in favor of classifying it as a

1% In response to my paper “Amulets from Oxyrhynchus with New Testament Citations,” presented at the Society of
Biblical Literature, Baltimore, Maryland, November 2013, Brent Nongbri made the suggestion that the string
attached to this papyrus might in fact be remnants of a string used for the binding of the codex from which the
fragment was once a part. However, this string appears to have been deliberately threaded through the papyrus in an
unusual way, and not like what we would encounter in a bound (or previously bound) codex. The string was
threaded almost through the center of the inscribed papyrus, creating at least 8 holes. (I thank Malcolm Choat for
kindly confirming these details through a direct autopsy on 27 January 2015.) The dangling strings on each end may
have been part of a larger, connected string at one point so that the papyrus could have been worn. While other
explanations certainly cannot be excluded, it seems probable that this string was not used for binding but rather for
fastening the papyrus onto an object or person. This detail is itself further evidence for an amuletic use of this
papyrus. AnneMarie Luijendijk recognizes this sheet as an amulet and notes that “the original string is still affixed to
the papyrus” (“Sacred Scriptures as Trash: Biblical Papyri from Oxyrhynchus,” VC [2010]: 217-254, at 243).

' De Bruyn and Dijkstra, “Greek Amulets,” 202-203.

I De Bruyn and Dijkstra, “Greek Amulets,” 180.
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devotional rather than a ritual object intended to channel divine power for healing, protection, or
the like. The words of Jesus’ promise that he would rise from the dead coupled with the report of
the resurrection itself by the angel at the tomb may have been a source of deep assurance for the
owner of the amulet, that he/she might also, in the words of Paul, “walk in newness of life”
(Rom 6:4). It should be remembered that content concerning the dead is not uncommon in
Christian liturgies from Egypt, and three papyrus amulets (P.Col. 11.294, P.Berl. inv. 21251,
P.Ryl. 3.465) contain liturgical overtones concerning the dead.

Thomas suggests an original page size of c. 12 x 22 cm, which would fall within Turner’s
Group 8 (i.e., breadth half height).'”> There are other extant codex leaves used secondarily as
amulets, although some of them never made the official list of New Testament manuscripts. An
example here is P.Col. 11.293 (no. 8), an extract from a parchment codex containing the
Paternoster, likely “preserved (and possibly worn) because it contained the Lord’s Prayer.”'”?
The question of why P.Oxy. 64.4406 made the official list of New Testament manuscripts while
P.Col. 11.293 did not is a testament to the current uncertainty concerning the role of non-
continuous manuscripts within the discipline of New Testament textual criticism.

The letters are executed carefully in bilinear fashion on a piece of papyrus that is broken
on all sides. The ink in this papyrus amulet is faded badly; letters are barely visible in some
places. The cord and the holes through which it was threaded are in tact and clearly visible on the
papyrus. In a publication in 2000, Peter M. Head suggested that the letters €1 (in &mwokp1Oeic)

should be taken out of the restored part of the text and added to the transcription.”* An

examination of the papyrus confirms Head’s reading, and so we have revised the transcription

12 Turner, Typology, 20-21. Turner’s categories are problematic, as we saw in the excursus above. To repeat a point
made there, the dimensions guiding the categorical distinctions (e.g., Group 1, Group 2, and so on) are artificial in
that they only provide us with a way of describing certain manuscripts. The ancients did not operate with such
groupings in mind, and so their utility is certainly limited.

1% De Bruyn and Dijkstra, “Greek Amulets,” 199 n.172. Ed. princ. Teeter, Columbia Papyri XI, no. 293 (3-7).

1% peter M. Head, “Some Recently Published NT Papyri from Oxyrhynchus: An Overview and Preliminary
Assessment,” TynBul, 51.1 (2000): 1-16, at 10 n.19.
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accordingly. Thomas compares the hand to P.Vindob. K 7244 (}°; sixth century C.E.), but the
papyrus also shows similarities to P.Vindob. G 39781 (GA 0182; fifth/sixth century C.E.),
affirming the editor’s impression that the fifth century cannot be ruled out.

The textual sample aligns with the printed text of NA*® except at one point: our papyrus
includes the definite article in the phrase npog tov Ietlatov in 1. 3 (v. 62) of the recto. No other
manuscript of Matthew contains the definite article at this point, although in Mark 15:43, there is
a unit of variation concerning the omission or addition of the article in the same phrase.
According to Barbara Aland, however, “this is obviously a mistake of the copyist, who, in
accordance with the usual placement of the article, inserted it here also before Pilate.”'”> We may
thus treat this as a singular reading. Otherwise, in terms of assessing this papyrus’ overall textual
character, we may, following Barbara Aland, classify the papyrus’ textual quality and
transmission character as “strict.”'*® It should keep its place in the official list of New Testament

manuscripts.

16. MARK 1:1-2 || INSTRUCTION TO READER

P.Oxy. 76.5073"" 25.2x4.5cm 3"-4" cent. C.E.
LDAB 140277

Ed. princ. Geoffrey S. Smith and Andrew E. Bernhard, “5073,” in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, vol.
LXXVI (eds. D. Colomo and Juan Chapa; London: Egypt Exploration Society, 2011), 19-23.

1] AVAYVOTL TV GpYMV T0V vy’ yeAlov Kol 16e
apyM oL vory yeAiov In(co)v 100 ¥p(16T0)0
¢ yeypamtor €v 'Hoolg td mpodntn
1600 ATOGTEA®D TOV AYYEAOV OV

5 mpoO TPOG®TOL GOV 0G KOTAGKEVAOEL

195 Aland, “Kriterien,” 9 (translated from German).

19 Aland, “Kriterien,” 12.

17 Photograph online at: http://163.1.169.40/cgi-bin/library?e=q-000-00---0POxy--00-0-0--Oprompt-10---4------0-11-
-1-en-50---20-about-5073--00031-001-0-0utfZz-800&a=d&c=POxy&cl=search&d=HASHd90506
c1f0a5701ac3f188.
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1. avéyvedt

Translation

Read the beginning of the Gospel and see: The beginning of the Gospel of Jesus the Christ, as it is
written in Isaiah the prophet, “Behold! I will send my angel before your face who will prepare.”

This long strip of papyrus (cf. dimensions of P.Oxy. 8.1151 [no. 17]) opens with an interesting
and otherwise unattested note of introduction to the reader (presumably the carrier of the
amulet): dvayvott v apynv 100 gvoyyeiiov kol 1de (“Read the beginning of the Gospel and
see.”). What follows it is a citation of Mark 1:1-2. The text is written against the fibers (|); the
back (—) is blank. The arrangement of the text is somewhat irregular: the text of the Gospel
begins as usual at the left edge but the scribe uses only a little more than half the width of the
papyrus, thereby leaving almost the entire right half of the papyrus blank. The opening
exhortation, which is positioned above the Gospel text, is indented and runs to the right edge.
According to the editors, “[t]hough odd, the effect is clear: line 1, the imperative urging one to
‘Read the beginning of the gospel...’, is visually set apart from the quoted gospel text as a sort of
heading.”"”® The perforations at the top left edge of the papyrus at equal intervals are described
as “insect holes” by the editors. The left half of the papyrus is better preserved, and this is
probably the result of it being rolled up from left to right, i.e., it is the innermost portion of the
roll. Nomina sacra are abbreviated by a combination of suspension and contraction. Tremata are
present in 1l. 1 and 3, and there is an apostrophe between double y in 1. 1, 2, and 3.

The letters are written in black, well-preserved ink. The letters in I. 1 are slightly different
graphically than those in the text below it; in particular, they are more upright. The editors
suggest that “a single scribe copied this text in two stages, perhaps with a stylus change in
between.”'” The hand is a beautiful specimen of the type of sloping majuscule common in the

third and fourth centuries. The letters are roughly bilinear, plain, fluid, with small o, flattened w,

1% Smith and Bernhard, “5073,” 19.
19 Smith and Bernhard, “5073,” 20.
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two-stroke v, and € and ¢ compressed laterally. Smith and Bernhard compare it with the hands
of P.Oxy. 7.1015 (LDAB 5218; anonymous panegyric on Theon, third century C.E.) and
P.Herm. Rees 4 (letter to Theophanes, early fourth century C.E.), but an even closer
comparandum is offered in P.Oxy. 3.560 (LDAB 1856; Iliad, third century C.E.).*” Thus, the
third/fourth century date is probable. Sanzo sounds a word of caution concerning this date,
claiming that if it is correct it “would be considerably earlier than any extant amulet with the
Gospel incipits [...] the early date of P.Oxy. LXXVI 5073 is surprising and, I believe, warrants
further study.”*' However, we contend that the editorial dating is correct, while keeping in mind
that palaeographical dating of literary papyri is tentative.

Smith and Bernhard compare the amulet to others with incipits, citing PSI 6.719 (no. 4)
as an example. “Incipit” is, however, not an appropriate label for this amulet, as Sanzo has
shown.*” Instead, the passage cited has independent “magical” value, that is, it was not meant to
invoke anything else, and on this particular point Smith and Bernhard were correct in their

2% ¢

description: the phrase “behold, I will send my angel before you” “serves as a guarantee of
angelic protection, an assurance from beneficent angels.””” In our study, angels figure into the
requests of four other amulets: P.Princ. 2.107 (no. 5), P.Iand. 1.6 (no. 6), P.Vindob. G 29831 (no.
19), and P.Oxy. 8.1151 (no. 17). But there are many other Jewish and Christian amulets from

antiquity that invoke the aid of angels (sometimes to assist the main deity in effecting the spell)

and so the fragment here fits in with the ritual literature of the time.***

20 For an image of P.Oxy. 3.560 and a discussion of the hand, see Brice C. Jones and Andrzej T. Mironczuk, “An
Oxyrhynchus Fragment of Homer, /liad 23 in the Thomas Fisher Rare Book Library, Toronto,” ZPE 186 (2013): 6-
10.

P! Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, 98.

22 Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, 141-142.

23 Smith and Bernhard, “5073,” 20.

2% There is an interesting example on a third/fourth century C.E. silver liturgical exorcistic amulet that invokes the
angels of the church: tpog nvlevuodo: | Dwabdpo | dvoydpnloov dnod Balosieiov 11 | 8e€1d xep[i] | 10U 6(e0)D
kol | 10 €po 10[V] | X(proto)d kol 1o1[g] | dvyélolg a(v)tig xal | ikAnoig (“For [evil] spirits: ‘Phdathphro, depart
from Basilius, by the right hand of God, and the blood of Christ, and by her [sic] angels and (the) Church.”) Text

139



One of the more significant features of the text of the amulet is its citation of Mark 1:1
vis-a-vis the question of whether the original text of v. 1 contained the phrase viob 6g00, over
which the manuscript tradition is divided. The longer reading is printed in NA*® but is enclosed
within brackets, indicating uncertainty with regard to the authenticity of the phrase. Tommy
Wasserman included this amulet in his study of the viov 6€ov variant in a section titled “Non-
continuous Manuscript Witnesses.”””> Wasserman notes that, apart from P.Beatty 1.1 (P*, third
century), there are no early witnesses to the Gospel of Mark. He reserves some caution for how
we might use this amulet, since it is not a continuous manuscript of Mark’s Gospel. Nonetheless,
he concludes that “it may still be significant for the reconstruction of the New Testament, not
least by virtue of its age.”** If it were to be tapped as evidence for the omission of vio¥ Beo0, it
would then join the ranks of some important manuscripts, including X" © 28, among others.

As for the textual character of the citation proper, we see that it diverges at four places:

[a—

: Xp1otov NA*] 100 Xpiotov P.Oxy. 76.5073

: koBwg NA*] ¢ P.Oxy. 76.5073

: 70 'Hooig NA*] 'Hoodo P.Oxy. 76.5073 D © f 700 [ 844 [ 2211; Ir Or™ Epiph
: dmootéAm NA®] drooctedld P.Oxy. 76.5073 X ©

\®]

= =< ==

First, in 1. 1 the definite article tov is inserted before Xpiotov. The editors note rightly that
“Jesus, the Christ” is found nowhere in the New Testament. According to Smith and Bernhard,
“the article transforms ‘Jesus Christ,” a proper name into ‘Jesus, the Christ,” an assertion of

messianic identity, and better captures the sense of the Hebrew and Aramaic used among the

and trans. from Kotansky, Greek Magical Amulets, 170. The phrase 1o1[g] | dvyédlotg a(V)tng kol | ikAnoiq is
grammatically problematic; see the discussion at Kotansky, Greek Magical Amulets, 173. There is an intruiguing
“pagan” amulet with an unprecedented description of a hierarchy of angels. The amulet in English translation reads:
“Angel Iao, may you give all access and power and favour and assistance to Asklepiakos with (the help of) the first
angels and middle angels and final angels throughout (his) life and bodily protection, Abrasax O Da(mnamene)us
forever.” Trans. from NewDocs 10:16. On the role of angels in Christianity and Christian “magic,” see Rangar
Cline, Ancient Angels: Conceptualizing Angeloi in the Roman Empire (RGRW 172; Leiden: Brill, 2011); Thomas J.
Kraus, “Angels in the Magical Papyri: The Classic Example of Michael, the Archangel,” in Angels. The Concept of
Celestial Beings — Origins, Development and Reception, ed. Friedrich Vinzenz Reiterer, Tobias Nicklas, and Karin
Schopflin (Berlin: W. de Gruyter, 2007), 611-627.

25 Tommy Wasserman, “The ‘Son of God’ Was in the Beginning: (Mark 1:1),” JTS 62.1 (2011): 20-50, at 23-25.

206 Wasserman, ““Son of God,’” 25.
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earliest Jesus followers.™ They conclude that while the singular reading should not be used for
the purpose of establishing the text of Mark, it should be regarded “as a rich expression of later
Christian nomenclature born out of struggles for self-definition.”*"®

A second point of deviation concerns the substitution of ®g for kaBwg in v. 2 (1. 2). Our
amulet is, however, not alone in this reading. ®g is also read in several important manuscripts
including A D W O, among others.

A third reading diverging from the text of NA* is the omission of the article 1@ before
"Hooio (v. 2, 1. 3), following D © #* 700 pc, among others. This is a significant point of variation,
because in addition to the omission/addition of the article, a third reading is found in quite a few
manuscripts: £v 1o1lg npoontoug (A W 2 M).

Finally, in v. 2 (I. 4), our amulet reads not &mootéAl® (present tense) but &mwootel®d
(future tense). Although not listed in NA®, this reading is also found in © and X. One might
notice that this is the third case in which our amulet agrees with ©, suggesting that the scribe’s
exemplar was probably close in character to this manuscript’s tradition.”*

The citation ends at kotackevdoet and it is likely that this was deliberate. On the one
hand, several amulets in the present study stop mid-word or mid-sentence (P.Vindob. G 29831
[no. 19], P.Berl. inv. 11710 [no. 20], P.Vindob. G 2312 [no. 21], P.Ant. 2.54 [no. 12]), indicating
that the practice of ending a citation before its logical conclusion in amulets was not unusual. On
the other hand, the scribe of P.Oxy. 76.5073 gives us another clue: he/she extends the last letter

on the amulet well below the baseline with a tail curving to the left.

27 Smith and Bernhard, “5073,” 23. They note that the article appears in writings of the first few centuries in the
context of doctrinal debates (e.g., Justin Martyr, Origen, Eusebius).

2% Smith and Bernhard, “5073,” 23.

2 The text of Codex Koridethi (®) has traditionally been classified as “Caesarean,” but this classification has been
called into question. For a theoretical discussion on the Caesarean “text-type,” see Larry W. Hurtado, Text-Critical
Methodology and the Pre-Caesarean Text: Codex W in the Gospel of Mark (SD 43; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1981). As Epp notes, “Bruce Metzger dropped the Caesarean text from the list of text types in the second edition of
A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament—it disappeared without as much as a footnote!” (“Textual
Clusters,” 543).
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In sum, if we were to classify the text of P.Oxy. 76.5073 using our method of analysis,
the conclusions would be as follows: “free” textual quality and “normal” transmission character.
However, we must recall Bengel’s text-critical dictum that manuscripts (but also variants) must
be weighed, not merely counted.”" In other words, some variants are more genetically significant
than others. Given the importance of the variation units in NA*® in Mark 1:1-2 for establishing
textual relationships, this amulet’s readings should be added to the discussion and to the list of
witnesses. Noting that this amulet constitutes the earliest Greek manuscript evidence of this
passage by a century, Head concludes that ‘[s]uch texts should clearly play a role in debates
about the earliest recoverable text of the relevant passages, especially at points of significant

textual variation.””"' And I hasten to agree.

17. JOHN 1:1, 3 || INCANTATION || PRAYER FOR HEALING

P.Oxy. 8.1151%" 4.4x23.4cm 5" cent. C.E.
LDAB 2802

von Dobschiitz ¥’
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 21

Ed. princ. A.S. Hunt (ed.), Oxyrhynchus Papyri, vol. VIII (London: Egypt Exploration Fund,
1911), §1151 (251-253).

-

1 T ¢ebye nv(edw)q Kol TV 80VANY cov
LEULGUEVOVY, 30 ‘Twovviow 1jv £texev
x(protd)g o didhkel Avootocio 1 Kol
TPOEAOPEY o€ Ev¢nuio, kol dmwo-

5 010G 100 B(£0)U Kol diméov kol dpuydidev-
70 TV(EVU) QL TO Brylov. ooV G QDTG TAVTOL
0 0(g0)g tNg mpoParti- 35 mupetov k(o) TovToioV
KNG KoAvupN- PIYOS Gpudnuepvov
Bpog, €€ehob NV TPLTEOV TETOPTEOV

10 8ovAnv cov KOl TOV KOokOV. 0YEG
‘Toovviov v k(o) TpeoPlong g
é1rexev Avootoocio 40 deomoivng MUV TG
€1 kol Evonuio 0£010K0V KOl TOV

219 On this principle, see Epp, “Traditional ‘Canons,”” 84.
2 Head, “Additional Greek Witnesses,” 442.
12 Photograph online at: http://special.lib.gla.ac.uk/images/papyrus/0012rwf.jpg.
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AmO TOVTOG KOKOD. €vaOEmv apyoayye-

15 tév épynnv Aov x(ol) To0 dryiov kol €v-
0 AOYog kol 0 Adyog 80&ov dmootorov k(o)
NV Tpog TOV B(£0)V Kol 45 evayyeloto k(oi) Beo-
8(e0)g v 6 AdyoC. Aoyou Twdvvov k(o) toD
novto St odToD aylov Xepnvou k(o) ToD
20 £yéveto k(o) ywpelg aylov dvo&évou k(o) ToD
o0ToL £Y£VETO aylov Brxtwpog k(o) 1o
003 £v O YEYOVEV. 50 daylov Tovotov k(ol) Thvtwv
k(Vpve T y(pro1)€, vie kol [td]v aylwv. 61t 0 dvoud
AOYE 100 B(€0)0 10D ocov, K(Vpr)e 6 B(ed)g, Emkarecdr-
25 Covtog, 0 laodue- [uInv 10 BovpacTov
VOG TGOV VOGOV Kol vnepgvdolov Kol
Kol Tooov LoAokioy, 55 o¢oPepov tolg vne-
looon kol éniokeyol vowvTiong. éunv. T

2. ueponuévov 13. M 25. Laovtog 36. piyog 37. tprroitov tetaptotov 38. edyoig 49. Biktopog
Translation

Flee, hateful spirit! Christ pursues you. The Son of God and Holy Spirit have taken you away
beforehand. O God of the sheep-pool, deliver from all evil your servant Joannia, whom Anastasia,
also called Euphemia, bore. In the beginning was the Word and the Word was with God and the
Word was God. All things came into being through him and without him not one thing came into
being. O Lord Christ, son and Word of the living God, the one who heals every illness and every
infirmity, heal and look over your servant Joannia, whom Anastasia, also called Euphemia, bore, and
chase away and put to flight from her every fever and every kind of chill, quotidian, quartan and
every evil through the prayers and intercessions of our lady the God-bearer and the glorious
archangels and St. John, the glorious apostle and evangelist and theologian, and Saint Serenus and
Saint Philoxenus and Saint Victor and Saint Justus and all the Saints, because your name O Lord
God, I have called, the wonderful and most glorious (name), the fear of your enemies. Amen.

This elaborate amulet, designed to ward off evil and sickness, was found “tightly folded, and tied
with a string” (ed. princ., 251). It is no. 21 in de Bruyn and Dijkstra’s checklist under Table 1

(“Certain Amulets and Formularies”) and was listed as €’in von Dobschiitz’s list of talismans

213

(see Appendix 2).”” The amulet is written along the fibers (—) on a long, narrow piece of
papyrus that is virtually complete; the only lacunae occur toward the bottom of the papyrus, but
the text can be confidently restored. Nomina sacra occur with supralinear strokes. Both organic

and inorganic tremata are used. Koi-compendium is written in 11. 20, 35, 43, 44-50, and nu is

written as a raised horizontal stroke (nu €¢deikvotikov) at the end of 1. 22. There are four, small

23 ZNW 32 (1933): 185-206, at 188.
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cross-like symbols as seen in the transcription at 11. 1, 15, 23, 56; as we have mentioned above,
crosses and Christograms are common in amulets (cf. the crosses in P.Duke inv. 778 [no. 7]).

We have made one necessary revision to the transcription as printed in the edition. In the
edition, P.Oxy. 8.1151 closes awkwardly with an infinitive in 1l. 38-39 (gVxecfq1), which
prompted the editors to treat it as an imperative (“pray”’). The editors do not mention that it is of
course possible that eUyecbe is the intended reading, since the second most common interchange
in the papyri is between o and £.*'* The phrase edyecOqu mpeoBiong thg deconoivng UV was
subsequently translated for the PGM by Karl Preisendanz (see PGM 2:212-213, no. 5b) as “pray
for the intercession of our lady,” thereby understanding differently to whom the prayer is

directed.’”’

However, the reading is almost certainly evyec (. evyxoic) | xoi; there is only one
letter visible at the beginning of 1. 39, which is consistent with kai-compendium. Thus, 11. 38-41
may now be translated with much more sense: “through the prayers and intercessions of our lady
the God-bearer.”

The handwriting is an informal majuscule with letters mostly detached and upright. The
letters become gradually more compressed and the ductus becomes more fluid as the writing
moves forward. Sigma’s cap extends well past its lower counterpart, and the letters ot tend
toward cursive when written in combination as a diphthong. In an attempt to avoid word
division, the scribe creates line-fillers by extending the width of letters to the end of the line. The

papyrus can be placed in the fifth century; see the similar letter-forms and shapes in PSI 1.25

(horoscope, 22 August 465) and P.Ko6ln 3.151 (deed of loan, 24 July 423).

2% See Gignac, Grammar, 1:192-193. Eleanor Dickey speaks specifically to the problem in our papyrus: “[T]he short
diphthong o1 merged with €, so that, for example, the verb endings -ec6ou (infinitive) and -e66e (second-person
plural) became confusable” (“The Greek and Latin Languages in the Papyri,” Oxford Handbook of Papyrology, 149-
169, at 152).

25 See Dieter Hagedorn, “Bemerkungen zu Urkunden,” ZPE 145 (2003): 224-227, at 226.
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The amulet is historically interesting for a number of reasons: the reference to the

2

“intercession of our lady the theotokos,” the list of saints and prosopography (Anastasia,
Euphemia, Joannia), and the reference to John as 6edAoyoc. The designation of Mary as
Beotokog occurs in P.KoIn 8.340 (no. 18), another amulet quoting John 1:1-11. Prayers to Mary
in Egypt are well attested, and the “theotokos” epithet is a result of the Council of Ephesus in
431, where the christo-/theotokos debate was settled: Mary was “God-bearer.”*'® The reference
to “the one who heals every illness and every infirmity” is a stock phrase (clausal historiola)
commonly used in healing amulets; see the discussion at P.Oxy 8.1077 (no. I). On the phrase
“every fever and every kind of chill, quotidian” (ndvto mupetov K(0il) TOVTOTOV PNYOS
auonuepwvov), see the similar occurrence in P.Batav. 19.20 (LDAB 6288), another Christian
fever amulet.

The opening phrase, “Flee hateful spirit! Christ pursues you” is a common amuletic
formula. Kotansky highlights its antiquity with reference to a similar example quoted by Pliny
the Elder (Nat. 27.75) as part of a ritual cure for impetigo: dpeiOyete KovOopides AVKOG Gyplog
Yuue Suvker (“Flee beetles, a fierce wolf pursues you”).”'” Similar language (i.e., pursuing,
fleeing) is also found in the monastic exhortation of Abba Isaiah, Discourse IV, as we saw in our
discussion of BGU 3.954 (no. 10). The client is perhaps under a demonic threat (or she is
anticipating one) and so the request is for God to intervene and keep evil spirits at bay. Just like

P.Oxy. 8.1077, P.Turner 49 (no. 3), P.Princ. 2.107 (no. 5), and P.Ko6ln 8.340, this amulet was

2 One popular Marian prayer known as the “Sub tuum praesidium” reads: “We take refuge under your mercy,
Theotokos. Do not disregard our prayers in times of trouble, but deliver us from danger, O only pure, only blessed
one.” For a list of hymns and prayers addressed to Mary in the papyri, see NewDocs 2:145-146.

2" Kotansky, “Incantations and Prayers,” 113. See also the discussion of the engraved sardonyx gemstone in
Bonner, Studies in Magical Amulets, 43 and 76, which reads ¢evye no6daypa Iepoets oe dwwker (“Flee, Gout,
Perseus pursues you”).
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also worn by a woman: Joannia, daughter of Anastasia. Normally, in the papyri persons are
identified by a patronymic, but in “magical” papyri, matronymics predominate.*®

AnneMarie Luijendijk has recently devoted a detailed study of this papyrus, highlighting
in particular what it tells us about early Christian practices of amulet production and use, or what
she calls the “‘social life’ of a papyrus amulet.”*® The amulet is contemporary with
Chrysostom’s statement about women hanging “gospels” from their necks, and Luijendijk is
surely right to say that “gospels” here probably refer not to large codices but to amulets with
biblical excerpts—just like this one.”” Some of the saints mentioned in the amulet were local to
Oxyrhynchus, and so Luijendijk concludes that “it is highly likely that Joannia had
commissioned her amulet in Oxyrhynchus, invoking the locally worshipped saints to help her
recover from illness.””' In many other amulets, there is an appeal not to saints but to angels, as
in P.Iand. 1.6 (no. 6) and P.Oxy. 76.5073 (no. 16). Luijendijk’s study is a good example of the

way in which Christian amulets can be exploited for understating the socio-religious functions of

scripture, “magic,” saints, and more within Egyptian Christianity.

28 The phrase “NN v €texev NN also occurs in P.Princ. 3.159, a Greek fever amulet invoking xvptot &yyeAot.
Matronymics also figure in several formularies for making amulets; see, e.g., PGM VII 374-76 and PDM xiv 1070-
7.

2% AnneMarie Luijendijk, “A Gospel Amulet for Joannia (P.Oxy. VIII 1151),” in Daughters of Hecate: Women and
Magic in the Ancient World, ed. Kimberly B. Stratton and Dayna S. Kalleres (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2014), 418-433, at 419.

0 Luijendijk, “Gospel Amulet,” 424: “I contend that John Chrysostom, in the sermons cited above, as well as
contemporary writers, refer to such amulets with gospel quotations as ‘small gospels.” Instead of picturing women
and children walking around with miniature codices of entire gospels tied around their necks, we should imagine
these gospel amulets as the Jewish tefillin (pviaxtiple), amulets with biblical excerpts.” Chrysostom’s often cited
statement about amulets runs as follows: “And what are these amulets and borders? Since they were continually
forgetting God’s benefits, he commanded that his wonders be inscribed on little books and that these should be
suspended from their hands...which they call phylacteries, as now many of our women have gospels hanging from
their necks” (Koi tiva to0td €ott T dvAokmplo. kol t0 kpdoneda; Enedn cuvey®dg €nelavOdvovio t@v
evepPyecIOV 100 Oe00, £kélevoev €yypadnvor BipAiolg pikpolg o Bovuota odtoD, kol £Enpticbot avte TV
XEWDV o0TOV"...0 GLAOKTNPLO. EKAAOLY: OG TOAAXL VOV TV yuvouk®dv Evayyého tdv tpoyniov €aptdoot
€yovor). Text from PG 58:669 and trans. from Luijendijk, “Gospel Amulet,” 418.

2! Luijendijk, “Gospel Amulet,” 421. In Oxyrhynchus alone, there was a church dedicated to Mary, along with
shrines and sanctuaries of Victor (Gr. Bixtopog), Philoxenus, Justus, and Serus—all mentioned in the P.Oxy. 8.1151.
Philoxenus is mentioned in two ticket oracles from Oxyrhynchus; see P.Oxy. 16.1926 and P.Harris 54.

146



The quotation of John 1:1, 3 runs from lines 15 to 22; v. 2 is omitted.”* In v. 3, P.Oxy.
8.1151 reads ovd¢ &v with the majority of witnesses against 00d¢v, read by P* X" D f' (cf. the
reading in P.Ko6ln 8.340 below [no. 18]). Given the theological implications, there have been
decades of debate over where v. 3 should be punctuated: after o8¢ £v or after & yéyovev.” The
absence of punctuation in most Greek manuscripts often prevents us from attributing a
manuscript to either of the two possibilities. Our papyrus, however, seems clear: by cutting off
the citation immediately after 6 y€yovev, the scribe is taking 0 yéyovev with what comes before,
namely, o0€ €v.

Other than the insignificant spelling error ywpeig in 1. 20, the text of John 1:1 and 3 in
this amulet agrees exactly with the text of NA®™. We may, therefore, categorize both the text and
transmission as ‘“strict.” The text of this manuscript merits inclusion in the apparatus of the
Greek New Testament since it agrees with the printed text and offers precise evidence that a
ritual specialist punctuated his or her client’s text with a full stop after & yéyovev.” As to the
last point, it should be noted that the punctuation may have been copied faithfully from the
exemplar. If Luijendijk is correct that Joannia purchased her amulet from a ritual specialist (a
church leader?), then this may mean that the text was copied from an actual manuscript.””
Alternatively, since the Gospel of John was apparently popular at Oxyrhynchus—judging from

the relatively high number of manuscripts of John that were discovered there—its text may have

2 De Bruyn and Dijkstra (“Greek Amulets,” 186) as well as Pickering (“Significance,” 134) incorrectly list the
contents of P.Oxy. 8.1151 as John “1:1-3.”

3 See the discussion in Metzger, Textual Commentary, 167-168. The issue behind the placement of punctuation is
that some fourth century Arians and Macadonians exploited this passage to argue that the Holy Spirit was created.
Taking 6 yéyovev with what comes before would make such an interpretation possible. However, placing the phrase
with what comes after it eliminates this interpretation altogether.

24 This is also argued by Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, 98 n.90.

3 Luijendijk, “Gospel Amulet,” 421.
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been part of the oral culture of the Christian community.*® Either way, P.Oxy. 8.1151
contributes to our knowledge of Egyptian Christianity in more ways than one and it, like many

amulets, deserves the attention of early Christian scholars.

18. JOHN 1:1-11 || HEALING INCANTATION

P.K6In 8.340% Frg. A:3.5x15.8 cm 5"-6" cent. C.E.
LDAB 2813 Frg. B:3.4x 5.1 cm
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 45

Ed. princ. Franco Maltomini, “340. Amuleto con NT Ev. Jo. 1, 1-11,” in Kélner Papyri (P.

Koéln), ed. Michael Gronewald, Klaus Maresch, and Cornelia Rémer (vol. 8; Opladen:
Westdeutscher Verlag, 1997), 82-95.

Side a, frg. A 40 £ri tov wdrtov
{tov} €nl tov dop[ovv-]

1 R RERRE 0. TOV OpKIoHO(V)

gv apyi v 6] Mdyog kad O [Adyog fiv] 10010V K(0l) ATmdLm-

nPOg tov B(€0)Vv [kt B(e0)g fiv O [Adyo0c.] &ng o’ avTo TaI-

ovt0g NV [€v] dpyn Tpog T[OV] 45 oov vo[oov x]ot mo[cov]
5  0(gd)v. mavta &t qdToD [£Y-] porgfxiowv ..] . [

€veto k(ai) xmpig avtfov] [..1.. [£5].. [

€y€veTo 003V 0 YE[y]o[v-]
ev. &v avt® Lon N [xai]

N Con fv 10 [0]dg TdV Side a, frg. B
10 a<v>0ponov: x(od) 0 o[f>g]
€v 1)) oK0TiQL < > dmeo- 1 Jul
ToAuévog mopo 0(€0)D [...]ex[....]..
{mopd 6(0)0}, [6]v[olua vt 1[...]. eo[..]...
Iodvyng [odto]g HABeY acaBlolpltlov ma[v]
15 &ic poptfvpilay, tva 5 mvevpo yvy. [
uaptupnlon] Tept 10 TQ 00BCANOV O~
00106, Tvol ThvTES vNnpov 7| EmBovAn(v)
TLGTEVGOVONY avOparov 0pio vu[ac]
31 00T0D. 0<VK NV> ikelvog el to{v} &vdoov k(vpio)y o(vouo)
20 10 0dg, AN Tva plop-] 10 ..wyq + €ig Tovg
Tupnomn el 100 o[w-] oLdVOG TOV 0i®d-
70¢. NV 10 ODdG 1O G[An-] vog {tdv oidv[wv]},
Owov, 0 dmriler UMV, UV, ouny.

wavto Gvepwmo[v],
25 [€]lpxouevov €ig OV
KOGUQV. €V T® KOG- [Characteres]

226 Cf. also this papyrus’ reference to the sheep-pool, no doubt a reference to John 5:2. The Gospel of John had an
unusual popularity in Egypt as a whole. On the transmission of the Fourth Gospel in Egypt and beyond, see Charles
E. Hill, The Johannine Corpus in the Early Church (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004).

27 photograph online at: http://www.uni-koeln.de/phil-fak/ifa/NR Wakademie/papyrologie/Karte/VIII_340.
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Lo Nv, kol [0 kéopoc]
31 U100 €yéve[to],
Kol O x6ouog {xéouog}
30 adTOV 0VK £YVQ. €1¢
T 18100 EXBev, K ol
18101 TV 0V TTOR-
g afov. £[mkarov-]
uév og, 0[(gd)v, kol v Oeo-]
35 1oxov Mopiq, nt[(oté)pa]
100 k(vplo)v {Kkv} <koi> cothplog]
[Mudv T(noo)d X(p1ot0)v, On[®-]
[¢ €lxcamootiing
0V &yyeAdy cov

Frg. A: 18. motevonot 19. éxeivog 25. épyxduevov  31. RABev 32. adtov 38. €]Eanooteiing 40. tadv | iopudtov 43-
4. dnodidéng
Frg. B: 8. avOponav | opilw 11-2. aiovev

Translation

(John 1:1-11) In the beginning wa[s the] Word, and the [Word was] with God, and the [word] was
God. He was [in] the beginning with God. All things came into being through him, and without him
nothing came into being. What has come into being in him was life, [and] the life was the light of all
people. And the li[ght] [shines] in the darkness [...] There was a man sent by God, whose name was
John. Th[at one] came as a witness to testify to the light, so that all might believe through him. That
one [was not] the light, but [he came] to testify to the light. The true light, which enlightens
everyone, was coming into the world. He was in the world, and the world came into being through
him, yet the world did not know him. He came to what was his own, and his own people did not
accept him. (Incantation) We [call upon] you G[od], and Mary the [God]-bearer, F[ather] of our
Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, that you might send your angel who presides over the healing of the
one who welars] this adjuration [i.e., amulet] and chase away each and every ill[ness] and infirmity
[...] every unclean spirit, every evil eye, every snare of humanity. I banish you by the glorious name
of the Lord forever and ever. Amen, amen, amen.??

This long amulet containing both text and images was designed as a request for healing and
protection. It begins by appealing to a lengthy passage of scripture (John 1:1-11), followed by an
invocation of the name of God, requesting that he send his angel to chase away sickness, evil
spirits, the evil eye, and “every snare of humanity.” The epithet “theotokos” is also found in
P.Oxy. 8.1151 (no. 17).** We also find the common clausal historiola, “every illness and
infirmity,” an appeal to Matt. 4:23/9:35. On the backside, there are two figures standing,

depicted as praying in the orantes position, i.e., with their hands raised.

8 For the English translation, we have relied on the restorations of the text made by the editor. Cf. the Italian
translation in Maltomini, “340,” 95.
2 See the discussion there of this term.
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Here we must correct the interpretation of one of these figures by the editor. According to
the editor, there is a face superimposed onto the chest of the second standing figure.”’ It is
described as lacking hair, eyebrows, eyeballs, mouth, chin, and neck. The eye sockets are
described as tiny and round and the nose as being constructed by a line beginning at the top part
of the forehead extending down the bottom of the face and finally curving off to the right.
Maltomini wrestles with the identification of this “face,” and concludes by suggesting that it is
“probably the person for whose healing the two stand praying their prayers.””' The problems
associated with the identification of this superimposed “face,” however, can be easily resolved:
what Maltomini describes as a “face” is clearly, in fact, an image of a woman’s breasts (see Fig.
3):

LT
0

A\
N //ﬁ/
|

This would explain, then, why this “face” lacks hair, eyeballs, eyebrows, mouth, and chin, and

why the nose is represented by a long curved line. This identification is further secured by the

29 Maltomini’s full description of this figure runs as follows: “Al di sotto di questa figura & rappresentato un orante.
1l viso, appena abbozzato, si sovrappone a parte del petto della figura precedente. La linea del contorno non appare
chiusa in alto sulla testa; assenti i capelli; gli occhi sono piccoli e rotondi, senza pupille e senza sopracciglia; il naso
¢ constituito da una lunga linea che si inizia nella parte alta della fronte, scende dapprima verticale per poi piegare
verso destra. Bocca, mento e parte del collo sono scomparsi in una lacuna. Il tronco ¢ rettangolare; di alcune linee
irregolari che vi appaiono all'interno non so ravvisare il significato preciso (panneggio?). Le braccia sono sollevate
nel gesto della preghiera, piu distese di quelle del primo orante, e vengono ad incorniciare la figura centrale. Non si
distinguono gli arti inferiori” (Maltomini, “340,” 95).

2! Maltomini, “340,” 95: “[...] probabilmente la persona per la cui guarigione [...] i due oranti levano la loro
preghiera.”
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fact that the standing figure has long, wavy hair; even the editor admits that this must be a female
figure on this basis. The breasts are similar in appearance to the breasts depicted in P.Oxy.
8.1077 but are given more of an angle.

Does the inclusion of a female figure suggest that the owner of this amulet was a woman?
Perhaps it does, although it is difficult to say who the first (presumably male) figure might be
and his relation to the female figure. In our study alone we have encountered at least four other
amulets that were owned by women: P.Oxy. 8.1077, P.Turner 49 (no. 3) P.Princ. 2.107 (no. 5),
and P.Oxy. 8.1151. The participial phrase tov ¢opovvto in 1l. 41-42 might seem at first to
preclude the possibility of a female owner of the amulet. However, in P.Princ. 2.107, the owner
of the amulet is a woman by the name of Taiolles and yet the masculine participial phrase tov
dopovvtog is found there as well (1l. 6-7). As we noted there, it seems that the participial phrase
“the one who carries” was a stock phrase and that ritual specialists did not give much effort in
grammatically aligning it to the gender of their clients.”*

The papyrus is long and narrow like many other amulets; it is similar in dimensions to
P.Oxy. 8.1151. It consists of two fragments (A and B) that have been separated over time;
fragment A is placed above B. It is unclear how much text is missing between the fragments,
although consideration of the text (at this point, the prayer) suggests that not much is missing.
The upper, lower, and left margins are in tact. The editor claims the papyrus is as thick and stiff
as cardboard (“spesso e rigido come cartone”), which is the result of the superimposition of
several strips of papyrus (at least three). Since the fiber orientation of these overlapping strips
alternates (— and |), we cannot speak of recto and verso in this case but only “side A” and “side

B.” In addition to the drawings on side B already mentioned, there is a character (“‘magic”

symbol) in the lower margin of frg. B, side A, which can be identified as an “internal” angled

52 See also P.Turner 49, 1. 3 where the participal (but not the article!) is masculine and thus not aligned with the
preceding femine subject: v SoVANV Gov TV popovVIaL.
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cross, common to many Greek and Coptic “magical texts.”*” The cross was considered a “seal”
that served as protection and was thus integral to apotropaic devices.”* On each side of the cross
at the bottom are the letters alpha and omega, which are here used as “magic” symbols, as well

as some other (largely) unidentifiable voces magicae (which we have left out of the

transcription).”’

The thrice-written duny at the close of the amulet is also found in P.K6ln 4.171
above (no. 14).

Below his transcription, Maltomini corrects g[mikodov-Juev (1. 33-34) to
e€mucadovpoi—i.e., from first person plural to first person singular—on the basis of a reading in
P.Vindob. G 29831 (no. 19). In that amulet, we have a similar formula: €émikoloue pe o€ 6
0(€0)c 0 m(at)np 00 K(vpio)v MUV I(nco)v X(pioto)v. However, while €énikalovue can be
understood as a common spelling error (ot > €) and thus corrected to the first person singular,
é¢mkaovuev precludes such an interpretation, given the addition of v.>** Maltomini suggests the

”).%7 We should, however, take this

addition of v may be an error (“ou > € + eccendente —v
reading as it stands, that is, as a first person plural: émicoiovuev. Indeed, we find a smiliar use
of the first person plural in the invocation of P.Turner 49 (no. 3), 1. 3: napakorovuev oe,

‘I(noo)v. As we saw in that amulet, the use of the first person plural may reflect the priestly or

monastic environment in which the amulet was manufactured. Thus, the reading €[mikoAov-]uev

23 See image in Maltomini, “340,” 85.

% This is made explicit in the famous “Coptic Book of Ritual Power from Leiden” (Leiden, Anastasi No. 9; LDAB
100023), where the cross is called the “holy seal” (c¢paryic). See Meyer and Smith, Ancient Christian Magic, 311-
322, at page 3 recto, 1. 10-15. It should be noted that the cross still serves a “magical” function in some modern
religious traditions. In the Ethiopian Orthodox Tdwahedo Church, “the Cross (Mdsqdl) serves as the central symbol
of the Christian faith and offers protection from demons, heals the sick and accomplishes other magical (or as the
faithful would define them ‘miraculous’) acts” (Steven Kaplan, “Magic,” in Encyclopaedia Aethiopica, ed. Siegbert
Uhlig [vol. 3; Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag, 2007], 636-638, here 636). The ritual practices of this tradition are,
in my mind, in need of more study and comparison, since amulets are important ritual devices. As Kaplan explains,
“magical” amulets are often prepared by a ddbtdra (an itinerant religious figure), priest, or monk, and clients
subsequently wear them.

33 On the use of alpha and omega as “magic” symbols, see Dornseiff, Das Alphabet, 122-125. o. and ® occur also at
the end of BKT 6.7.1, 1. 23, included above.

2% On the shift from ou to € in the papyri, see Gignac, Grammar, 1:192-193.

57 Maltomini, “340,” 88.
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in 11. 33-34 need not be corrected to anything else.

The script of side A is small, semi-cursive, and tilted to the right; the end of the text
(especially frg. B) was written in rapid fashion and is sloppy in appearance. The ink has faded in
many areas. In writing kod, the scribe alternates between scriptio plena and compendium forms.
There are several cases of dittography (1l. 13, 29, 36, 41), poor spelling throughout (see notes to
transcription above), as well as omitted text (see below). Nomina sacra are written throughout.
In 11. 34-35, the words 6eotokov Mapia are marked off with supralinear strokes but they are not
abbreviated.”® Maltomini dates the hand to the fifth/sixth century, but the irregularity of the
script prevents us from making any precise judgments.

The opening of the amulet consists of a citation of John 1:1-11, which constitutes the
longest citation of the Greek New Testament in any Christian amulet. Sanzo is inclined to view
the citation as an incipit and not an independent textual unit, even though it would count as the
longest incipit in the amuletic record.”® Aside from misspellings, the text itself agrees largely
with the text of NA®. Significantly, in John 1:3, our papyrus reads ovd&v (1. 7) along with P* X’
D and others, over ovd¢ €v (cf. the reading in P.Oxy. 8.1151 above). Our manuscript omits half
of v. 5 and the first two words of v. 6 (1. 11; ¢aiver — dvOpwnog). There is no variation unit at
this point in the text, so it could have been omitted deliberately, although the reason for such an
omission is unclear. It may have arisen, however, due to a clerical error, since our scribe exhibits
carelessness in several places. There is likewise an abrupt omission in the phrase o<k fv> of v.
8 (1. 19), which may well have been facilitated by parablepsis, since the last letters of the

preceding line are —ovonv. Clearly, we can classify the textual quality as “strict,” but in

238 According to A.H.R.E. Paap, “[g]radually, however, stroke and meaning, too, were connected and we can
understand that even when the nomina sacra were written in full, they were sometimes overlined. The stroke then
serves to focus the attention on the sacral meaning of a word rather than its written form” (Nomina Sacra in the
Greek Papyri of the First Five Centuries A.D.: The Sources and Some Deductions [Papyrologica Lugduno-Batava 8;
Leiden: Brill, 1959], 124).

9 Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, 140-141.
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consideration of the omissions, I would classify its transmission character as “normal.” I submit
that P.K6ln 8.340 is a citable witness to the text of John at the relative points of variation,

especially v. 3 (003€ €v vs. 0VOEV).

19. JOHN 1:5-6 || PRAYER FOR PROTECTION

P.Vindob. G 29831 6.5x4.2cm 6"-7" cent. C.E.
LDAB 2823
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 8

Ed. princ. Kurt Treu and Johannes Diethart, Griechische literarische Papyri christlichen Inhaltes
11, vol. 1 (MPER N.S. XVII; Vienna: Hollinek, 1993), no. 10 (23).

Fol. 1a Fol. 1b

1 ’Emwolov- 1 Angrtov
ue o€ 0 0(e0)g Ayyerov
0 m(oT)np 00 cov €ml
K(vplo)v MUV 0V ¢o-

5 ’I(noo)v X(p1o10)V Oneg 5 pouvia
€anooti- T00TO

Fol. 2a Fol. 2b

1 10 o0 1 oV xoté-
€v 1) oKO0- AaPev €-
T dpoi- YEVETO
Vel Kol av(Bpwno)g dmrec-

5 M oKoTi- 5  Ttolué-
o 0VTO VOG TOpOL

Fol. la: 1-2. émkoaAobpal 6. é€amoateiing

Translation

I call on you God, the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, to send forth your angel to the one carrying
this (amulet). The light shines in the darkness and the darkness did not overcome it. There was a man
sent from [...]

This little parchment sheet is in the form of a bifolium measuring 6.5 x 4.2 cm and contains two
distinct texts: a prayer for God to send his angel to the one wearing the amulet, and John 1:5-6. It
is written in single columns, with six lines per page, averaging c. 6-7 letters per line; four
generous margins; brown ink; holes along a centerfold. The text begins with the prayer (Fol. 1a),

and the initial letter (¢) is enlarged and slightly extended (ekthesis) into the left margin. The
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following words are written as nomina sacra: 0€dg, 'Incovg Xp1otdg, K0p10g, Tatp, GvOpmnog.
Itacism is present.

Unlike many of the amulets studied here, P.Vindob. G 29831 is written in an elegant
biblical majuscule script. One of the most characteristic features of the hand is that the verticals
are not always straight; instead, they curve slightly to the left. The verticals are thick; horizontals
and obliques thin. With a few exceptions, the scribe has broken bilinearity, but the right and left
margins are kept fairly straight. p is written in four strokes, and the scribe raised his/her stylus to
connect the obliques at the central point. There are what Pasquale Orsini calls “terminal
swellings” (“ingrossamenti terminali”) at the tips of some letters, such as 1 and ¢.**’ In Fol. 2b, L.
5 the scribe has filled in the blank space of the line by extending the horizontal stroke of €. There
is an excellent comparandum in the famous Dioscorides codex in Naples (Biblioteca Nazionale
Vindob. Gr. 1; LDAB 802), which is dated to the beginning of the seventh century. It is also
similar to P.Vindob. G 30135 (LDAB 3296), a fifth/sixth century codex fragment of Proverbs.
Thus, a sixth/seventh century date is likely.

We must at this point turn to the question of this document’s raison d’étre. The prayer
provides justification for labeling this artifact as an amulet, and this is precisely the title the

editors give it.**'

But G.H.R. Horsley has questioned this designation vis-a-vis its original
purpose.”** Bothered by the fact that the text of John 1:6 cuts off mid-sentence, Horsley proposed
that the sheet was turned into an amulet only after the scribe realized he botched up the folio

arrangement of a non-amuletic codex. But instead of wasting his efforts, he turned the problem-

sheet into a fancy amulet. Originally, however, according to Horsley, the codex (which Horsley

240 Orsini, Manoscritti in maiuscola biblica, 133.

! The request for God to send his angel to the one carrying the amulet is evocative of P.Oxy. 76.5073 (no. 16),
which cites Mark 1:1-2 (“Behold! I will send my angel before your face...”).

#2 “Reconstructing a Biblical Codex: The Prehistory of MPER n.s. XVIL. 10 (P.Vindob. G 29 831),” in Akten des
21. Internationalen Papyrologenkongresses. Berlin, 1995, ed. Biarbel Kramer, et al.; (vol. 1; Stuttgart: Teubner,
1997), 473-481.
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attempts to reconstruct partially) must have contained more than just the two verses. He contends
that a complete continuous codex of John’s Gospel is unlikely; perhaps it only contained the
prologue (1:1-18). He disagrees with the editors’ speculation that nothing followed the citation of
John in Fol. 2b, which concludes with the preposition mopé. >

I find Horsley’s theory problematic for two main reasons. First, it does not take into
account the ritual culture of late antiquity in which experts manufactured amulets for clients.
Should we really imagine scribes sitting around creating amulets on a whim, as Horsley’s theory
about P.Vindob. G 29831 suggests?*** On the contrary, amulet production was necessitated by
the performative circumstances that were themselves prompted by clients looking for divine
protection, healing, and the like. In fact, waiting to produce an amulet upon a client’s arrival had
at least one advantage: an amulet could be tailored to the client’s specific needs. For example, a
specific ailment could be mentioned or the client him- or herself could be listed explicitly (e.g.,
P.Oxy. 8.1151 [no. 17] and P.Princ. 2.107 [no. 5]). Furthermore, clients may have been ill-
disposed toward premanufactured amulets, since these made use of catch-all phrases and words
that did not really address a client’s actual problems.** These features indicate that ritual

specialists produced amulets as a response to a client’s request; they were thus products of the

3 Treu and Diethart, Griechische literarische Papyri christlichen, 23: “Obwohl der Text auf IIv 12 mitten im Satz
abbricht, folgte vielleicht nicht mehr. Dann wire I mit der Anrufung der Beginn des Doppelblattes.”

% Some amulets were premade to save time, but they were done so with intention and proper ritual. For a late
example, see Gideon Bohak, “Some ‘Mass Produced’ Scorpion-Amulets from the Cairo Geniza,” in A Wandering
Galilean: Essays in Honour of Sedn Freyne, ed. Zuleika Rodgers, et al.; (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 35-49. These scorpion
amulets are written in Aramaic and date later than the artifacts studied here, but these specimens are interesting in
their own right. Fig. 1 shows a parchment sheet of 21 premanufactured scorpion amulets, separated from each other
by horizontal strokes. The individual amulets would have been cut out as needed. In addition to the Aramaic text, a
scorpion is drawn on each amulet. I thank Lorne Zelyck for bringing these Cairo Geniza amulets to my attention.

3 There is an analogy with modern amulet production in New Age magic. According to Patrick Dunn, in a non-
academic publication, “There’s usually a rack of printed talismans and magic rings for sale in every occult
bookstore. Sadly, a prefabricated talisman isn’t worth the paper it’s written on, and a premade magic ring is just a
piece of interesting jewelry. If you want something magical, it is most effective to design and construct your own
talisman” (Postmodern Magic: The Art of the Magic in the Information Age [St. Paul: Llewellyn, 2005], 56). Self-
produced amulets were far less common in antiquity, but the modern analogy provided here prompts the question:
might some ancient individuals have turned to amulet-making themselves as a result of being dissatisfied with
generic amulets on the market? There are of course other reasons why inidividuals may have produced amulets
themselves (e.g., financial), but this is a question worth further reflection.
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ritual performance that could be taken away and used over and over again.”*® This omission in
Horsley’s discussion is surprising, since he is aware of such ritual contexts, as evidenced by his
claim that P.Turner 49 (no. 3) stems from a priestly or monastic milieu.*’

Second, that the Johannine citation concludes mid-sentence is not necessarily an
indication that the text continued onto another folio. Indeed, it is not uncommon to find in
amulets a citation deliberately cut off in mid-sentence or mid-word (see, e.g., P.Oxy. 76.5073,
P.Berl. inv. 11710 [no. 20], P.Vindob. G 2312 [no. 21], P.Ant. 2.54 [no. 12]). And in some
amulets with incipits, this is all the more clear, where we find the phrase “and so forth” (ko T
€&nc) following a citation cut short, as in PSI 6.719 (no. 4). Likewise, beginning a citation at a
particularly “random” place is also not uncommon in amulets (e.g., P.Vindob. G 26034 + 30453
[no. 22], P.Vindob. G 2312, P.Berl. inv. 16158). Given that the prayer and the biblical citation
are written by the same scribe, I submit that the most likely explanation is that P.Vindob. G
29831 was produced as an amulet from the very beginning; Horsley’s hypothetical theory should
be rejected, since it assumes too much.**® On the question of whether P.Vindob. G 29831 is a
miniature codex or amulet, see the excursus above.

We have revised the transcription in two ways. First, Treu and Diethart read
gEamootid|Ang (Fol. 1a, Fol. 1b), but the first A is not visible on the parchment.**’ Second, all of
the sublinear dots have been removed: these letters can be read with confidence. In terms of the

character of the New Testament text cited, there is no deviation from NA?. This stretch of text is

8 Luijendijk imagines what it might have been like for Joannia, the owner of P.Oxy. 10.1151 (amulet for fever; see
above), to participate in the ritual in the presence of the specialist chosen for the job: “I picture Joannia during the
ritual session that may have taken place when she purchased her amulet: she said its text out loud in her own voice,
probably in a ‘repeat after me’ fashion with the writer of the amulet, for she, as most people in antiquity, may have
been illiterate. As an accompanying ritual gesture, she crossed herself at the places indicated in the document”
(“Gospel Amulet,” 421). De Bruyn likens the preparation and use of amulets to the preparation and use of oil
(“Appeals to Jesus,” 79).

*"For more on amuletic production in ritual contexts, see the discussion at P.Turner 49 above.

% De Bruyn and Dikstra place P.Vindob. G 39831 in their category of “Certain Amulets and Formularies” (“Greek
Amulets,” 184).

29 Also noted by Horsley, “Reconstructing a Biblical Codex,” 473.
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stable in the tradition: there are no variation units corresponding to the extant text cited in the
critical apparatus.”’ Thus, we may tentatively classify its text and transmission as “strict.” But
there is one noteworthy feature: the word kot that begins v. 5 has been omitted. Horsley argues
that the kot is on the (now missing) preceding sheet (his “Ov”’). However, it seems more likely
that the copyist deliberately omitted kot since the conjunction was not necessary, namely,

1'We contend that the omission of kai, which is otherwise unattested, is

nothing came before it.
a further indication that the scribe began his text at v. 5. Thus, there is no need to reconstruct the

codex as Horsley has done.

20. JOHN 1:29, 49 || DIALOGUE BETWEEN JESUS AND NATHANAEL

P.Berl. inv. 11710 Fr. A: 6.5x7.5cm 6"-7" cent. C.E.
LDAB 6211 Fr.B:6x7.5cm
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 184

Ed. princ. H. Lietzmann, “Ein apokryphes Evangelienfragment,” ZNW 22 (1923): 153-154.

Fol. A| Fol. A—

1 0[n] Iecov ko TOPELOV €V 1-
eine poppo- ® MAlo. dmex-
0 k(Vp1)E oV €1 6 vi- 10 pidL o0t No-
0G 100 0£0V. <AmekpidN CVTO> Bovomh kol

5 6 poaufic ol ginev: pog-
eine’ NoBOo- Blov k(Vpu)e, oV £l
vani {o} 0 GuUvog

Fol. B| Fol. B—

15 100 O(g)oD €p- B 1(ncoy)c x(picTo)c nno-
oV T0G OU<0>- yTe {n}

p<Ti>0<c> 100 KOo-
po<u>. dmekp-
101 o OT® O p-
20  oupPig kol 00
elnev

% 1n v, 5, 013 reads a0ty for otd, whereas 036 038 and 063 read ovt@d. These are not listed in NA? but may be
found in Ulrich B. Schmid, with W.]. Elliott and David C. Parker, eds., The New Testament in Greek IV: The Gospel
according to St. John, Edited by the American and British Committees of the International Greek New Testament
Project, vol. 2: The Majuscules (NTTSD 37; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 190.

B! A similar case occurs with the omission of yép in P.Vindob. G 26034 + 30453 (1. 1) and ovv in P.Vindob. G 2312
(1. 4).
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Fol. Al: 1. 'Incod 2-3. pafpiov 5. paPPic Fol. A—: 9. Al 9-10. dmexpidn 12-13.  papBiov
Fol. B|: 15-16 6 aipwv  18-19. dmexpibn 19-20: popBic

Translation

(Fol. A) [Nathanael?] answered Jesus and said, “Rabbi, Lord, you are the son of God.” The Rabbi
[answered him] and said, ‘“Nathanael, walk in the sun.” Nathanael answered him and said, “Rabbi,
Lord, you are the lamb (Fol. B) of God who takes away the sins of the world.” The Rabbi answered
him and said.

Unlike many of the fragments in the present study, P.Berl. inv. 11710 has received quite a lot of
attention.” It is most often labeled an apocryphal Gospel in the literature, although several
features suggest that we have to do with an amulet, as we shall see.”> On account of the fact that
I will provide several important new readings and interpretations of these fragments, it will be
given a more extended treatment than others.

P.Berl. inv. 11710 consists of two rectangular papyrus folios that are unbroken. The
fragments are generally well preserved. Fol. A has a slight vertical tear beginning from the top
and running halfway down the folio, but fortunately the letters that are affected are still clearly
readable. The ink on the outside pages (Fol. A| and Fol. B—) has naturally faded much more
than the inside ones (Fol. A— and Fol. B|), since these pages were exposed to outside elements
(surface friction, weather, etc.). Eight holes are present along the edges of both fragments, which
align when the fragments are stacked. There is a string still attached to the second hole (from the
top) on the right edge of Fol. A—. Thus, our fragments were clearly tied together with a string.

The text is in Greek, except for two lines of Coptic on Fol. B—: 1(ncoy)c x(picTo)c

nmnoyTe. The first two names are abbreviated, while God exhibits scriptio plena. Supralinear

21t is listed in several catalogues (e.g., van Haelst 591; Clavis apocryphorum, no. 7; Aland, Repertorium I, Ap 15
[377]), and is the subject of several studies: D.A. Bertrand, “Papyrus Berlin 11710,” in Ecrits apocryphes chrétiens
I, ed. Francis Bovon and Pierre Geoltrain (Paris: Gallimard, 1997), 429-431; Andrew E. Bernhard, Other Early
Christian Gospels: A Critical Edition of the Surviving Greek Manuscripts (LNTS 315; London: T&T Clark, 2006),
126-127; Tobias Nicklas, Thomas J. Kraus, and Michael J. Kruger, eds., Gospel Fragments (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2009), 228-239.

3 Its designation as an apocryphal text is illustrated by its inclusion in, for example, Bart D. Ehrman and Zlatko
Plese, The Apocryphal Gospels: Texts and Translations (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), 237-239 and J.K.
Elliott, The Apocryphal New Testament (Oxford: Clarendon, 1993), 42-43.
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strokes are absent from all three. The reference to “Jesus, Christ, and God” in isolation is
somewhat unusual, but it may be a theological expression, perhaps affirming Jesus’ full divnity
(“Jesus Christ [is] God?”).

There are two sets of letters on Fol. B— that have been a point of contention. Before the
first line of Coptic text, there are two superimposed letters. Nicklas, Kraus, and Kruger—who
provide the most recent and thorough analysis of P.Berl. inv. 11710 to date—spend some time
trying to decipher these letters, and they entertain (but ultimately reject) two possibilities: an
abbreviation for tp(0¢) and an abbreviation for the Coptic word nipan (“name”). They also assert

that it may resemble a staurogram.”* In fact, that is indeed what we have here (see Fig. 4):

Fig. 4
What is probably confusing Nicklas, Kraus, and Kruger is the “tail” descending off the right side
of the T, thus making it resemble the right hasta of w. But this is not at all uncommon. We find
this form in many staurograms in Greek and Coptic literary and documentary manuscripts from
late antiquity. Just a cursory glance in Michigan’s database of Coptic papyrus letters reveals
several clear examples: inv. nos. 777, 3551, 3547, 3570, 6865, 6367.>° Some scribes were
creative in decorating staurograms, and this flourish off the horizontal bar of t is just one
example. In most Coptic papyrus letters, a staurogram precedes the first line of writing (usually

in the top left corner of the sheet), so the staurogram in P.Berl. inv. 11710 is not out of place. We

»% Nicklas, Kraus, and Kruger, Gospel Fragments, 237. Actually the phrase used is a bit unclear: “Even though the
symbol looks like f, the possibility cannot be excluded that it resembles -R and only looks similar to f.” Lietzmann
(“Ein apokryphes Evangelienfragment,” 154) read this as p superimposed onto p, indicating a Christogram.
Bertrand, Ehrman and Plese retain this. But this is erroneous. In addition to all other arguments against it, there is no
left hasta of u, and so we must rule this reading out altogether.

235 See also P.Vindob. G 27290a, P.K5In 9.387, and P.Col. inv. 552a.
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should understand the staurogram here as we do others, that is, as a standalone pictorial
representation of Jesus’ crucifixion.

In the lower right corner of the same page (Fol. B—), there are two Greek letters turned
upside down: a letter resembling a tau-rho compendium (though without the tail) followed by 6.
These characters have also been a point of contention. Lietzmann thought the first character was
a staurogram turned upside down (“ein umgekehrtes -F).>’ Nicklas, Kraus, and Kruger cautiously
suggest that it may be a staurogram followed by the letter 6, which stands for 8edg. All together,
the letters would, according them, denote “crucified god.””* However, they note that there is no
parallel for this usage. This explanation is to me very dubious. The best explanation is that we
have the two letters 90, whose numerical value is 99.%° This is of course a common Christian
scribal practice known as isopsephy, where the word “amen” is written cryptically as a number
(0=1+p=40+1n=38+v=50=99).” The most telling clue is the location of the isopsephism:
it is at the very end of the document. As it happens, in almost all other occurrences of this
isopsephism in Christian papyri from Egypt, it stands at the end of documents as a kind of
closure or last word. For example, it occurs at the end of P.Oxy. 6.925, P.Oxy. 8.1162, SB
16.12304, P.Oxy. 31.2601, P.Oxy. 56.3857, P.Duke inv. 778 (no. 7) and P.and. 1.6.
Interestingly, in P.Oxy. 31.2601, the letters 90 are written on the verso in the upper-left hand
corner, but they are rotated 90° counterclockwise to the writing. So perhaps it was the practice of
some scribes to have the symbol float around somewhere on the papyrus, as in P.Berl. inv.

11710. Perhaps rotating the letters made the cryptic letters all the more cryptic!

26 See the extensive discussion of the staurogram in Hurtado, Earliest Christian Artifacts, ch. 4.

»7 Lietzmann, “Ein apokryphes Evangelienfragment,” 154.

28 Nicklas, Kraus, and Kruger, Gospel Fragments, 237.

291t is possible that our scribe accidentally confused the staurogram and isopsephism at this point, which would
explain why the first letter resembles a tau-rho compendium. Moreover, the letter @ is graphically similar to p in
many papyri (it sometimes resembles a backwards p).

20 See further discussion of this phenomenon at the entry for P.Iand. 1.6 (no. 6).
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The sequence of the text is as follows: Fol. A|, Fol. A—, Fol. B|, Fol. B—. Whatever else
came before in our little text (assuming something did), it is clear nothing else followed Fol. B|,
other than the Coptic lines at the top of Fol. B— (= page 4). There is proof enough in that the text
does not continue from Fol. B| to Fol. B—, but further evidence is provided by the horizontal
line drawn beneath the last line of Fol. B|. It is not uncommon in papyri and ostraka for scribes
to indicate the close of a text or letter by drawing a horizontal line beneath the last line; as we
saw above, lines also occur at the end of P.K&ln 4.171 (no. 14).”' I would suggest that the line in
P.Berl. inv. 11710 is serving the same purpose, that is, marking the conclusion of the text. One
might question why the scribe would have deliberately broken off the text in mid-sentence (0
pouBic kol eimev...), but it should be noted that this is typical of many amulets (see P.Oxy.
76.5073 [no. 16], P.Vindob. G 29831 [no. 19], P.Vindob. G 2312 [no. 21], and P.Ant. 2.54 [no.
12]). The “scribbles” just above this line and to the right of €inev (the last word on the amulet,
before the Coptic lines on Fol. B—) were read as {y by Nicklaus, Kraus, and Kruger. The first
letter—if we can call it that—is possibly { but the second set of scribbles hardly resembles vy. It
seems to me more likely that these indiscernible scribbles represent “magic” signs, which often
resemble letters and sometimes come at the conclusion (but also the beginning) of an
incantation.*”

The interesting nomen sacrum for 66g in Fol. B|, 1. 15 deserves a few comments. First,
all previous transcriptions have the nomen sacrum read 6(eo)v or 6v, with overlining. However,
while this is the expected form of the abbreviation, a closer look at the papyrus clearly reveals an

omicron between 6Ov. It is surprising that no one has yet commented on this! This form of

1 In addition to P.Ko6ln 4.171, see also P.CtYBR inv. 1564, P.Berl. inv. 11037, SB 6.9315, Bodl. Gr. Class.e.72(P),
P.Yale 1.3, P.Corn. inv. 1.74, BGU 6.1337, P.Mich. inv. 475.

%2 See the many examples in Kotansky, Greek Magical Amulets, especially no. 24, which includes a couple
examples of “magic” signs that are almost identical in form to the Greek letter . There is a { through the middle of
which is drawn an ankh in the famous Miletus inscription. On this inscription and its yopoxtnpec, see Rangar H.
Cline, “Archangels, Magical Amulets, and the Defense of Late Antique Miletus,” JLA 4.1 (2011): 55-78.
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abbreviation is certainly irregular but not unattested. Paap lists a few similar examples in his
1959 source book where only one letter has been omitted.*® It is possible that our scribe was
unfamiliar with the standard conventions of writing nomina sacra, since he/she is inconsistent in
his/her use of them elsewhere. For example, in Fol. A, 1. 1, 'Incov (pap. lecov) is written in
scriptio plena, as is vVidg two lines down. 0gd¢ is also written in scriptio plena in Fol. A|, 1. 4.2
Yet xVpte is abbreviated both times (Fol. A|, 1. 3; Fol. A—, 1. 13). But inconsistency in writing
nomina sacra is extremely common in amulets (see pattern #3 in Chapter 5).

Another interesting point about this irregular nomen sacrum is the way that it is marked
off. It is not marked with the usual supralinear stroke, but instead with a kind of “cap,” as can be

seen in Fig. 5:

—
eoy
Fig. 5

This is extremely rare and I have only been able to find one other example of it, which,
ironically, is another Gospel amulet included in this study: P.land. 1.6 (see Fig. 1). In that
amulet, it sits over the nomen sacrum for mvevuo. Both symbols (if that is what we can call
them) are nearly identical in form.

Next, we must turn to a significant point of debate, that is, the opening line of Fol. A].
Lietzmann read the first line as follows: 6.1egov xail. He proposed the reading wupoA]oyncev kot
eine in his edition likely on the basis of John 1:20, where the text says @uoAdynoev 8t €y ovk
el 6 Xprotog (“he confessed, ‘I am not the Messiah’”). As Nicklas, Kraus, and Kruger note,
“[o]thers not only take this over (and associate the beginning of the fragment with John 1:20),

they even extend the line with NaBavonA as grammatical subject (‘Nathanael confessed and

3 See Paap, Nomina Sacra, nos. 19 (8wv), 79 (0ec), 146 (8oc). There are also two other examples in two public
Christian inscriptions in and near Corinth: IG 4.204 and IG 4.205.

4 Nicklas, Kraus, and Kruger incorrectly say that 86¢ written in full occurs on “A—, 1. 4” (Gospel Fragments,
229). It is, in fact, on the verso of that folio.

163



said’).”*®” Nicklas, Kraus, and Kruger note the problem and move on; they retain Lietzmann’s
reading 6.1ec0v, except they remove the sublinear dots beneath ecov. I hasten to admit that I am
deeply perplexed over why this reading has caused so much trouble (from Schubart[?!], to

Lietzmann, to Nicklas, Kraus, Kruger, and others).*

All the letters are very clear on the papyrus
except one, which can be restored with confidence. The first line reads thus:
0.1ec0v>"

These letters are really indisputable, in my mind. What is most surprising is that others have read
the last letter as v. Yet, this letter is clearly upsilon. What is probably confusing readers is the
short vertical stroke positioned at the lower-right edge of the preceding omicron; this is no doubt
being taken (incorrectly) as the left hasta (vertical stroke) of v.**® But this little stroke is featured
in seven other occurrences of omicron in the papyrus (Al, 1l. 2, 3, 4; A—, 1. 14; B|, 1l. 15, 17,
19); see especially the last letter of the very next line (i.e., Al, I. 2; pappio-). Thus, we have not
v but v as the last letter in this string of letters.

So, we have established the reading, but what do we make of 6.1ecov? I think it is safe to
say that we have here [dmekpi-]0[n] ‘lecov, with ‘lecob naturally being in the dative case
(&moxpivopon takes the dative). The scribe probably wrote dmekpify, since he/she uses that form
consistently in our papyrus, although we will give them the benefit of the doubt by restoring with

n. The misspelling of 'lecov (for 'Incov) can be easily explained as an orthographical variant,

since in the papyri we find many examples of the interchange of n > £.”° Even more significant

% Nicklas, Kraus, and Kruger, Gospel Fragments, 234 (and n.6 for those who adopt Lietzmann’s restored text).

%6 Acording to Lietzmann, the great German papyrologist Wilhelm Schubart had given him his own transcription of
the text, which Lietzmann then compared with the papyrus himself (“Schubart has mir den Text abgeschrieben, ich
habe ihn danach selbst noch einmal verglichen” [“Ein apokryphes Evangelienfragment,” 153]). So, we have no way
of knowing the extent to which Lietzmann’s text reflects Schubart’s.

7 This reading, and my interpretation of it below, was adopted by Joseph E. Sanzo and Lorne R. Zelyck and
incorporated into their paper “What is P.Berol. 11710: Amulet, Apocryphal Gospel, Biblical Elaboration?”
presented at the annual meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, 24 November 2014.

28 All it would take to transform a v into a v is the addition of a left hasta.

9 See the many examples in Gignac, Grammar, 1:242-243.
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is the fact that this very spelling of Jesus’ name is found in two other Greek magical papyri:
P.Oxy. 8.1152 and P.Oxy. 11.1384.”° Our scribe is a poor speller as it is, and so the misspelling
is not out of character with his/her habits. The scribe’s spelling of Jesus’ name in scriptio plena
is a further testament to his/her inconsistency of writing nomina sacra. So, 11. 2-3 should read:
[&mexkpi-10[n] Tecod | xoi eine (“he answered and said to him™). This reading is consistent with
the dialogue that is taking place between Nathanael and Jesus in the papyrus. For example, we
find the introductory formula dmexpifn...eine two other times (Fol. A—, 11. 9-12; Fol. B|, I1. 18-
21), or three times, if we consider the scribe’s omission of dmekpifn in Fol. A|, 1. 4. As for the
subject of &mekpib[n], we can assume that is Nathanael, since no other characters are mentioned,
and since Jesus addresses him as such in the ensuing lines in Fol. A|, Il. 6-7. Since in Fol. A—,
II. 9-10 Nathanael answered ot®, we might wonder why in Fol. A|, 1. 1 we have the
substitution ‘lecov. However, it is important to note that this is one of the most common
substitutions we find in New Testament and early Christian manuscripts (c:0t6¢ > 'Incovg). That
is, many scribes felt the need to clarify who the subject was and so substituted Jesus’ name.
Indeed, we have already seen a similar example in our analysis of P.Oxy. 8.1077 (no. 1), where
the scribe added Jesus’ name on two different occasions to clarify that he was the subject of the
verbs; the grammatical, inflected “he” was not enough.

We must now turn to the question of this document’s raison d’étre. According to
Lietzmann, “Da der Text auf Col. B unten abbricht und in B" nicht fortgesetzt wird, gehorten die

Blitter nicht zu einem fortlaufend geschriebenen Evangelienbiichlein, sondern dienten wohl als

7% The text of P.Oxy. 8.1152 is as follows: Qpwp ¢op roei | ddwvaei Tam calfadd Miyoqk Tecod | Xproté
BonOt futv | kot 1oVt olkw: &l uiv (“Oror Phor, Eloi, Adonai, Iao, Sabaoth, Michael, Jesus Christ, help us and this
house. Amen”). The relevant portion of P.Oxy. 11.1384, a very intriguing text, runs as follows: anfvinoov nu[iv....
Gv8lpec | év T épiue kafi elnav 1@ k(vpi)w] | Tecod ti<g> &vn Bapamia dppw[ctoic] | koi A&yl ovtoig Edeov
aned[mko ]Aog kot ofvpvlaly €€€x[voa to1g] | TemoBdgL 1[® dvopott Tov] | Totpog kot ay[ilov [mv(eduoto)g
kol t0o0] | viod (“[...] men met us in the desert and they said to the Lord, ‘Jesus, what cure is possible for the sick?’
And he said to them, ‘I gave olive-oil and poured out myrrh to those who have believed in the name of the Father,
the Holy Spirit, and the Son’”).
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Amulet.”””" He is surely correct. As stated in our discussion of the amulet-miniature codex
dichotomy in the analysis of P.Vindob. G 29831 above (no. 19), amulets and miniature codices
are not necessarily distinct categories. That is to say, it is not an either/or situation, but a
both/and. Like the Vienna miniature codex, P.Berl. inv. 11710 must also be categorized along
these lines: it is both a miniature codex and an amulet (see the Excursus above).

The text chosen, however, is not a traditional passage used in amulets, and the contents
do not, on the face of it, suggest a “magical” function. So why should we classify it as an amulet
after all? To answer this question, let us turn to the text for a closer analysis. The text begins
(Fol. A|) with Nathanael’s confession of Jesus as the “Son of God” (John 1:49). This is followed
by an enigmatic reply of Jesus on Fol. A— that has perplexed scholars for years: mopgvov €v 1@
NMo (“walk in the sun”). The reading on the papyrus is clear, but what does “walk in the sun”
mean? This phrase appears nowhere else. Nicklas, Kraus, and Kruger provide three possibilities:
1) Nathanael is in the shade and Jesus is telling him to walk out of the shade and into the light
(cf. John 1:48, 50); 2) it is a reference to John 3:21 (“the one who does what is true comes to the
light); 3) it is a reference to Manichaeism (citing Augustine, Haer. 46.6). All of these seem like
possible interpretations. One of the common elements between John’s Gospel and Manichaen
literature is the theme of light. In P.Kellis Gr. 98, 11. 60-62 (LDAB 5523), the sun is said to have
virtuous powers, and in the Kephalaia, the term ¢motp is used as a synonym for the sun.””* But
allusions to sun and light in early Christian literature abound so we cannot really limit ourselves
to Manichaeism. For example, in the unidentified P.Egerton 2 (= inv. 3)—fragments of a Gospel

commentary?—there is a reference to God as “the sun(?) shining above our sun.”””” And in

7! Lietzmann, “Ein apokryphes Evangelienfragment,” 153-154.

2 See Tain Gardner, ed., with contributions by Sarah Clackson, Majella Franzmann, and K.A. Worp, Kellis Literary
Texts (vol. 2; Dakhleh Oasis Project 15; Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2007), 127.

3 [Haog vmlep 1o(v) fido[v] Mu[dv ¢lotilm(v). Rachel Yuen-Collingridge has suggested replacing filiog with
KVp1og 0 Bedg in her fine piece “Hunting for Origen in Unidentified Papyri: The Case of P.Egerton 2 (= inv. 3),” in
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addition to the many references to light in the Fourth Gospel, the text of Rev. 22:5 says that the
redeemed in the new Jerusalem ovk €yovowy ypelov dpmTOg AOYVOL Kol dmTOG NALOV OTL KVPLOg
0 020¢ dwricet én’ owtovg. There is even a close parallel in Isa. 2:5 LXX: xoi vov 6 0ikog 100
Tox®df devte mopevbUEY TM dwTl KVpLov. Most scholars believe that this passage serves as the
background for the portion of the Sermon of the Mount where Jesus says DUELG €6TE TO (DG TOV
k6opov.”” In other words, there is a call for Jesus’ disciples to be the light of God to those who
are in darkness. Indeed, Paul picks up this theme as well in Rom. 2:19 (6dg 1@V €v oKdTEL).

But given the broader context of our fragment, perhaps an even more compelling parallel
is the text of 1 John 1:7, which states €0v 0€ €v T® d®TL TEPIMATOUEV OG QVTOG EGTLV €V TA OOTL,
Kowwviay &yopev pet GAMAAOV Koi 1O oipc Incod 10D viod awtod kobopilel Nuag omd
ndong apoptioc. According to this text, walking in the light is a precondition of the forgiveness
of sins. If we look back at our fragment, immediately following Jesus’ exhortation that Nathanael
“walk in the light,” it cites John 1:29 (0 duvog t00 600 0 olipwv TV OpopTioy T0V KOGUOD).
Thus, like 1 John 1:7, our fragment also links walking in the light with forgiveness of sins. In
sum, while no exact parallel to the phrase mopebov €v T® NMAlw exists, the meaning is probably
akin to passages in John (and beyond) where light is an image of salvation and divine power.””

The text on Fol. B| (and the last line of Fol. A—) is a citation of John 1:29 (6 duvog t00
B0V O oipwv ™V ouopTioy T0V KOouov), the only variation being the shift to the plural
opoprtiog. This is separated from the confession of Nathanael in Fol. B] (John 1:49), so we are
obviously dealing with a kind of patchwork of Gospel texts, as we find in many amulets.

Moreover, forgiveness of sins is a prominent theme in amulets. Not only do we find it in the

Early Christian Manuscripts, 39-57, at 48-50. For the original editorial reconstruction, see H.I. Bell and T.C. Skeat,
Fragments of an Unknown Gospel and Other Early Christian Papyri (London: British Museum, 1935), 47.

7% See, e.g., Daniel J. Harrington, The Gospel of Matthew (Sacra Pagina 1; Collegeville, Liturgical Press, 1991), 80.
% Another point to make is that John 1:5 (“the light shines in the darknes™) is cited in P.Vindob. G. 29831, a
protective amulet that we have already discussed above.
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Lord’s Prayer (the most common New Testament text on amulets), we also find it in P.Berl. inv.
13977, which cites 1 Tim. 1:15-16 (“Christ Jesus came into the world to save sinners—of whom
I am the foremost™). Thus, several features tip the scales in favor of an amuletic designation: 1) a
patchwork of Gospel texts that convey divine power and salvation (‘“walk in the sun”) and the
forgiveness of sins, 2) holes and a string still attached, 3) staurogram, 4) isopsephism, and 5)
non-continuation of text on Fol. A—. Given these conclusions, P.Berl. inv. 11710 should be
transferred from de Bruyn and Dijkstra’s table of “Possible Amulets” to their table of “Certain
Amulets and Formularies.”

In regard to the textual character of the two biblical citations, both are close in their
wording in comparison with NA*. The following deviations may be noted:

John 1:49
pafBi NA*] pofBrov kvpe P.Berl. inv. 11710

John 1:29
15e NA”] popprov xvpie ov €1 P.Berl. inv. 11710
v ouoptioy NA®] to¢ uoptiog P.Berl. inv. 11710 W

The last part of the first citation (1:49) is identical to the text of NA®*. The two differences are
the vocative form of pafprov and the addition of kvpie. The substitution of p for B in the
spelling pouprov (pap.) can be explained as an insertion of a medial nasal before a stop,
examples of which may be found in Gignac’s Grammar.”’® In addition to the examples listed by
Gignac, we can also cite damoxdAvpyig (for dmoxdivwyic), which occurs in many Coptic
manuscripts, including P.Mich. inv. 1557.””” Whether there is some Coptic influence on the
spelling is unclear, although it is at least possible, given the two lines of Coptic on Fol. B—. As
others have noted, the double-vocative phrase kvpie pafpi is found in a few manuscripts at

Mark 10:51 (D it), as a variant of popBouvi.

7% See Gignac, Grammar, 1:118.
7 See Brice C. Jones and Lorenzo DiTommaso, “A Coptic Exegetical Text on the Apocalypse of John and an
Excursus on the ‘Valley of Jehoshaphat,”” forthcoming.
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The second citation (1:29) is nearly verbatim with the text of NA*. The only deviations
are the addition of a confession at the beginning (replacing 1d¢) and the shift to a plural in
opoptiog. The text of the amulet could reflect the text found in the tradition, since Codex W
reads 1o dpoptiog at this point.”’® However, since the reading in Codex W represents a singular
reading, the shift to the plural is more likely indicative of a faulty citation from memory or the
preference of the scribe. A similar case (i.e., shift from singular to plural) may be found in
P.Duke inv. 778 above. The spelling €pov (for aipwv) is a common itacism (o > €); €pav is
read by RN W © 063.”

In sum, the text of P.Berl. inv. 11710 does not offer any significant readings that would
play a role in discussions about the earliest recoverable text of John. Given that the readings may
be cited from memory and that the textual sample is so brief, it is not feasible to evaluate its
textual character. Nonetheless, the foregoing analysis contributes much to the discussion of this
interesting papyrus, especially its designation as an amulet. Given this label, we contend that it is
at least possible that its text was created specifically for inclusion on this particular amulet and
that it may not have existed in this form in any antecedent literary tradition. In other words, it
may not be right to speak of this text as an apocryphal Gospel at all. While this question remains
outside the parameters of the study, it should elicit appropriate caution as to how scholars label

P.Berl. inv. 11710.

21. JOHN 2:1a-2 || RoM. 12:1-2 || Ps. 90:1-2

P.Vindob. G 2312%° 149 x 6 cm 56" cent. C.E.
LDAB 3488

Von Dobschiitz T*
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 59

218 The variant is not cited in NA?® but see Schmid, et al., New Testament in Greek IV, 199,

7 See Gignac, Grammar, 1:192-193.

29 photograph online at: http://aleph.onb.ac.at/F/CGFBBGIX7DE5XD1Q943PUSNSTUADFQG3ERRHS
D2SSX2Q2XTHKD-02572?func=find-b&find_code=WRD&adjacent=N&request=02312&x=0&y=0.
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Ed. princ. C.F.G. Heinrici, Die Leipziger Papyrusfragmente der Psalmen (Beitrige zur
Geschichte und Erklirung des Neuen Testaments 4; Leipzig, 1903), 31-32.%*"

l & £ & & & ES £
1 0 xoatowdv €v Bondig t0b Vy[ic]tov v okénn o[V B(£0)]D
100 0V(pa)vol avAcBEceTon €p1 T[M] K(VP1)® AVTIARUTTOP LOV
el xoi koroduyn pov 6 8(e6)g BloInBog pov ko EATD €n dH<TOV>
TOPOKOAD DUOG AdELDOL H10 TV £KTnpUdY TOD B(€0)D
5 rnla]lpaoticol T¢ couoto VUMY Yuxny o®@lov €00~
PEGTOV TNV AOYIKNV Aotpioy Kol un cuvoynuo<tilecte>
Kol TR tpltn NUEPQ youog €yéveto €y Kava thg o~
AMhaitog €kAnOn € 0 T(Moov)g kol 1 uUNpTnp oHTOV UET’ CO<TOV>
[ magic signs 1 Adwvot [magic signs] x(0p1o)g [magic signs] Zofowd

1. BonBeiq 2. odMoBnoeton | €pet 4. oK TIPU®V 5. corr. to {®oav 6. hatpeiov 7.
€v 8. untp

Translation

(Ps. 90:1-2) The one who lives in the shelter of the Most High, who abides in the shadow of the
[God], will say to the Lord, “You are my refuge and my fortress, God my helper, and I will hope in
him.” (Rom. 12:1-2) I appeal to you, brothers, through the mercies of God, to present your bodies as
a living soul, acceptable, which is your spiritual worship. And do not be conformed [...] (John 2:1a-
2) And on the third day, there was a wedding in Cana of Galillee. And Jesus and his mother with
h[im] were invited.

This papyrus, formerly under the inventory no. 8032, contains verses from the Psalms, John, and

Romans, and is written against the fibers (|) on a single piece of rectangular papyrus; the back is

blank.”* It was listed as T* in von Dobschiitz’s list of talismans (see Appendix 2). There are 8

lines of text in Greek; the last line contains sacred names and “magic” signs. Above the first line
of text, there are seven, seven-pointed ‘“‘asterisks” or stars that are extremely common in
“magical” texts.” Despite a few small lacunae, the papyrus is complete, with all four margins
intact. There are traces of ink in the lower margin that were transferred from the wet ink above as

the result of folding. In fact the horizontal folding line is clearly visible, as are the letters An0

2! Sanzo (Scriptural Incipits, 114) and the LDAB have Heinrici’s edition running from pages 30-32, but it actually
begins at 31.

%2 This papyrus has been studied extensively and listed in several catalogues over the last century. See the extensive
bibliography cited in Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, 114.

%3 See, e.g., the illustrations in Betz, Greek Magical Papyri, 122, 149, 270, 283, 286, 293, 302. See also Kotansky,
Greek Magical Amulets, 21, and 224, notes to 11. 15-16.
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from the word €xAnOn in L. 8. There are several folding lines visible, indicating that it was folded
into a little square and perhaps placed in a packet or pocket. There are four words written as
nomina sacra: xOplog (x2), 6ed¢ (x3), ovpavoc, and 'Incove. There is some sort of red pigment
around some letters and on the papyrus generally whose purpose is not clear.

The scribe has written his/her letters with care. The letters are neat, inclined to the right,
separated, roughly bilinear, with very little contrast between thick and thin strokes. The hand is
an example of a type of sloping majuscule common to the early Byzantine period (fourth to sixth
centuries): u with low saddle, © with curved top, straight-backed o and €, y-shaped v. Heinrici
dated the papyrus to the fourth century, but Wessely dated it to the sixth to seventh.”* The
LDAB as well as most other scholars have adopted Wessely’s later dating of the papyrus.
However, Wessely offered no comparanda; he merely listed the date (“du VI-VII® siecle”). In
fact, the hand can be dated earlier than what Wessely suggested. We see close parallels in
examples of the sloping majuscules in its early stages, such as P.Vindob. G 19815 (LDAB 1271;
Hesiod, fourth century C.E.), but even closer ones in the fifth century, such as the “Cairo
Menander” (LDAB 2745; fifth century C.E.), with its more rounded forms.*® That this style
continues into the next century is evidenced in papyri like P.Vindob. G 29769 (LDAB 1001;
Euripides, sixth century C.E.), but in this century and beyond the letters generally become more
upright and bimodular. Thus, a better dating of P.Vindob. G 2312 is fifth/sixth century.

The last line of text has posed a real problem to previous editors, except for the three
obvious words (Adwvoail x(Uplo)g ZoPomb). Wessely’s comment is indicative of the state of
confusion among editors: “en caractéres étrangers.”**® Heinrici himself did not transcribe the line

other than the divine names but he was the one responsible for the belief that the last line

%4 See Heinrici, Leipziger Papyrusfragmente, 31; Carl Wessely, “Monuments,” 411.
%3 See Cavallo and Maehler, Greek Bookhands, pls. 11b and 16b, respectively.
286 Wessely, “Monuments,” 411.
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consisted of “magic” names written in Coptic: “die Punkte auf der letzten Zeile sind in dem
Original durch koptische Zaubernamen ausgefiillt.”**” This gets repeated by virtually all
subsequent scholars.”® Sanzo’s description that the line contains a “list of sacred names and
characters” is more accurate.”® While there are three characters that resemble the Coptic letters
2, w, and 4, what we have here are actually “magic” signs. In one of Kotansky’s amulets (no. 62,
“A Magic ‘Sword’”), there are several nearly identical “magic” signs in the midst of the divine
names 'Iém, ASwvoi, and Zopod0.” And in his no. 23, there is a “magic” sign (resembling the
Arabic numeral “3”) that is identical to the fifth sign in our amulet. In this last example, the
“magic” signs occur alongside the divine names '1¢® and Adwvol (pap. ABwvai). These three
names occur in several other amulets in Kotansky’s study alone (nos. 2, 7, 35, 38, 60), not to
mention all the other Greek magical papyri excluded from his study. In any case, there is a
pattern among the Greek magical papyri that we also see here: “magic” signs being used
alongside these particular divine names. What is unique, as far as [ am aware, is the name x0p10¢
written alongside the others as a nomen sacrum. It is possible that k(Vp10)g is a replacement of
"EAlwoat, which is very common in amulets, occurring alongside those already mentioned.

We must now ask the question: why were these particular scriptural passages chosen? Ps.
90 is not out of the ordinary by any means, but the other two passages (John 2:1-2 and Rom.
12:1-2) are unique to this amulet. It has been proposed that this amulet was designed for lovers

or newly-weds.”' But this suggestion has no basis whatsoever, as Sanzo has rightly noted:

#7 Heinrici, Leipziger Papyrusfragmente, 31 n.4.

28 Aland claims, for example, that the last line is partly written in Coptic (“Teilweise mit koptischen litt
geschrieben”), as do Rahlfs and Fraenkel (“Letzte Zeile Gottesanrufung, z.T. kopt. Buchstaben”). See Aland,
Repertorium, Var 13 (337), and Rahlfs and Fraenkel, Verzeichnis, 393, respectively. Pickering also mentions the
presence of “Coptic material such as one expects in magical incantations” (“Significance,” 127).

%9 Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, 114.

0 Kotansky, Greek Magical Amulets, 369-373, and the illustration on 370. On the significance of the name Sabaoth
in “magical” amulets, see the discussion of P.Princ. 2.107 (no. 5), where the name appears three times.

#! According to Thomas J. Kraus, “Der Papyrus P.Vindob. G 2312...diente als Amulett fiir Frischverliebte bzw. fiir
Jungverheiratete” (“Der lukian bzw. Antiochenische Text der Psalmen in Papyri und Inschriften. Eine Suche nach
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While one must certainly be cautious in assuming that the practitioner has intentionally altered the
text here, the replacement of ‘living soul’ for ‘living sacrifice’ in Rom 12:1 makes perfect sense
within the context of a general curative or protective ritual and thus does not require one to postulate
a ritual for newly-weds [...] these texts were most likely used in a ritual for healing or from
protection from some kind of demonic attack.?”

I agree with Sanzo’s assessement, which prompts an even further question: why do we not find
more texts from the Pauline and pseudo-Pauline corpus on amulets? Outside of this amulet, there
are only two others containing texts from the Pauline literature: P.Berl. inv. 13997 (no. 23; 1
Tim. 1:15-16) and P.Vindob. G 26034 + 30453 (no. 22; 2 Cor. 10:4, 1 Thess. 5:8, Eph. 6:16).”*
With Paul’s emphasis on the spirtitual body and passages that speak of protection from evil and
the evil one (e.g., Gal. 1:4, 2 Thess. 3:2-3), the absence of such texts in amulets is surprising.
Perhaps the liturgical context had some influence on the situation, since gospel lectionaries
(euangelistarion) were far more common than those with texts outside the Gospels
(apostolos).”* 1t is also possible that Paul’s general exclusion of Jesus traditions was a reason for
not using his letters as frequently in a ritual context. On the other hand, elements from the
Gospels and thus the life of Jesus were probably considered to be more “powerful,” and so it
makes sense that these materials were the most trendy among ritual specialists.

Our transcription above differs from those in previous editions. In addition to providing
accents, the following changes have been made. The k of xupiw in 1. 2 has been given a

sublinear dot, since this letter is only partially visible. Wessely reconstructs the abbreviation as

der Stecknadel im Heuhaufen?” in Der Antiochenische Text der Septuaginta in seiner Bezeugung und seiner
Bedeutung, ed. Siegfried Kreuzer and Marcus Sigismund [Go6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2013], 133-162, at
151). The “newly-wed” association is adopted also in the LDAB entry as well as in Jutta Henner, Hans Forster, and
Ulrike Horak, eds., Christliches mit Feder und Faden: Christlichen in Texten, Textilien und Alltagsgegenstinden
aus Agypten; Katalog zur Sonderausstellung im Papyrusmuseum der Osterreichischen Nationalbibliothek aus Anlaf3
des 14. Internationalen Kongresses fiir Christliche Archdiologie (Wien: Osterreichische Verlagsgesellschaft C. & E.
Dworak, 1999), 49.

2 Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, 167.

3 1t cannot be said with any certainty that P.Schgyen 1.16 cites 2 Cor. 13:13, as the editor initially proposed. See
my discussion of the problem of this attribution above.

4 Osburn notes that over two-thirds of all Greek lectionaries are gospel-only lectionaries (“Greek Lectionaries,” 2™
ed., 94). Note also that Greco-Coptic manuscripts from Egypt containing New Testament letters are scant. See
Roger S. Bagnall, Egypt in Late Antiquity (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993), 254.
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8(e)® but the “points” of k’s obliques seem clear.”’ The endings of the last words of 11. 3 and 8
(avtov and ovtov, respectively) were placed in brackets by both Heinrici and Wessely, but
brackets indicate a restoration of the original. Since we know that the scribe omitted these letters
altogether (whether deliberately or accidentally), they should rather be placed within angle
brackets (or “chevrons”), following standard editorial procedure. In 1. 5, Heinrici read {®oov
(=NA™), Wessely read o®dfav, and Pickering read c®ov. Sanzo claims that “Wessely
incorrectly substituted the phrase, “yuynv c@lov’ for the phrase, “youynv {doov,”” but, in fact,
Wessely was right: this is what the scribe originally wrote.”® The scribe here has simply
interchanged the two letters { and o in the word {®cov, a very typical phenomenon in Greek
papyri.””’ In this case, then, the original wording must not be seen as a textual variant but as a
spelling mistake for {@cov (=NA®*). What Wessely does not indicate is that the scribe or a later
reader noticed this mistake and corrected the word to {@oov by changing the initial sigma to a
zeta and the zeta to a sigma. The scribe wrote cuvoynua in 1. 6, omitting the rest of the word (-
tilecBe). To indicate the omission in the original, we have placed the omitted letters in angular
brackets.”® Following Wessely and Pickering, we have revised ikmpu®v (so Heinrici) to
€xtnpu@v; the € is more than clear. Following both Wessely and Pickering, we have changed €v
in 1. 7 to €y (read €v). Subsequent scholarship should make use of the revised transcription
above.

The New Testament citations begin with Rom. 12:1-2 in 1. 4. The citation of this passage
is fairly close to the text of NA*® in v. 1, with the following exceptions:

oov NA*] omit P.Vindob. G 2312
Ovciay NA®™] yuynv P.Vindob. G 2312
[(doov NA®] edlav* P.Vindob. G 2312]

5 Wessely, “Monuments,” 411.

¥ Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, 167 n. 53 (emphasis mine).

#7 See the examples in Gignac, Grammar, 1:120-121.

8 Heinrici, Wessely, and Pickering all read cuvoymuo without indicating the omitted letters in their transcriptions.
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oryioy NA®] omit P.Vindob. G 2312
w 0ed NA™| omir P.Vindob. G 2312
ou®v: NA*] omit P.Vindob. G 2312

The omission of oOv is explainable: since nothing comes before this verse in the amulet, oOv is
superfluous, since it “signifies that something follows from what precedes.””’ A similar omission
may be found in P.Vindob. G 26034 + 30453. As we have already seen, according to Sanzo, the
substitution of yuynv for Buciav “makes perfect sense within the context of a general curative or
protective ritual.”** We must then treat this variant as a singular reading that arose from the
circumstances of the ritual and not as a legitimate variant stemming from the manuscript
tradition. As for the third variant, how should we go about explaining the awkward phrase
“saving soul” (yuynv cdlav)? We do not have to, because, as we noted above, we are dealing
with a spelling error—not a variation in wording. Thus, the reading agrees with the text of NA*
and is not a variant; we have therefore bracketed it in the list of variants above. The last three
variants (omission of é&ryiowv, 1@ Oe®, and budv?) are of no real value to the textual critic, since
they are singulars. There is no apparent reason why the scribe would have intentionally omitted
these words. In fact, the omission of the first two is surprising (“holy,” “to God”), since one
would think those words would have been meaningful in a curative or protective ritual context.
The citation of John includes several interesting readings. It deviates from the text of

NA? as follows:

1: i Nuépa ) tpitn NA®] 11y tpitn Nuépa G 2312 BO U f°

—: 0 Kavéd NA®] Kavé G 2312

s koi’...8xket NA®] omit G 2312

2: xoi' NA®*) omit G 2312 P® 045 0211 579 it vg™ bo™

—: xoi ol padnroi adtod NA®] koid 1) unmp odtod pet’ ow<tov> G 2312

< <22z
|

299 Smyth, Greek Grammar, §2964 (665).
3% Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, 167.
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The first reading (tn tpitn Muépq) finds support in several manuscripts, including Codex
Vaticanus. The omission of TR before Kowé: follows the tradition, except for $5°, which includes
it. But this is not a significant point of variation. The omission of v. 1b (xoi fiv 1| ufTnp 100
‘Inco? €xel) is more problematic. According to Pickering,

We might even suggest that the papyrus version represents the way some people thought of the
incident, with the emphasis on Jesus being invited rather than on his mother as the first-named guest.
This could in turn suggest a reason for the omission of xai in some manuscripts: the word could
have been dropped to avoid the impression that Jesus was merely an accompanying guest. An
increased emphasis on Jesus and the relative de-emphasising of his mother are precisely what the
papyrus conveys.*"!

This is an interesting take on the omission of v. 1b. Further support for it can be found in the
scribe’s substitution of kol 1 TP oTOL Pet’ adto for Kol ol poBnTol ovtod in v. 2. That is
to say, since the mother of Jesus was omitted from the opening verse, the scribe still needed to
place her at the wedding, and so he does it by having her listed as an invitee along with Jesus.
So, the substitution in v. 2 helps explain the omission in v. 1b and I conclude with Pickering that
the omission was deliberate.

Given the freedoms the scribe took in copying and editing the citation, we may classify
both the textual quality and transmission character as “free.” In the words of Pickering, “the
scribe (or the scribe’s text) moves in and out of exact correspondence to a standard form of the
New Testament passages, shifting in a flexible way between word-for-word transmission and
free forms of transmission.””’> However, the reading tfj tpit fuépo may be useful insofar as it

supports a known variant in several important manuscripts.

22.2 COR. 10:4 || 1 THESS. 5:8/EPH. 6:16

P.Vindob. G 26034 + 30453°% 16.5x 19 cm 6" cent. C.E.
LDAB 3051
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 92

301 Pickering, “Significance,” 127-128.
302 Pickering, “Significance,” 129.
303 Photograph online at: http://aleph.onb.ac.at/F/6BSE4MYAX3IXD7G7TNJNC61QY54QR55RNBUD9J
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Ed. princ. Herbert Hunger, “Zwei unbekannte neutestamentliche Papyrusfragmente der
Osterreichischen Nationalbibliothek,” Biblos 8 (1959): 11-12 (G 30453); idem, “Ergéinzungen zu
zwei neutestamentlichen Papyrusfragmenten der Ostererichischen Nationalbibliothek,” Biblos 19
(1970): 71-75 (G 26034 + G 30453).

l Uncorrected Text Corrected Text

1 f 1 6o g otpartiog cov coprikd 1 P 1 6mho g otpateiog 0V capkikd
AALG Voo T[® 0(€)®] TovAoko T AALG duvartd T@ B(e)d Bopaxa
[r]ioteog ava[raP]o kol tepike- ToTEWS AVOLEP® KOl TEPLKE-
ooraiov EAn[ida olotnpiog ooraioy EAnido cotnplog

5  x[0Opil<é> vov 8d¢ og [t Ylvootn cov 5  x(0pr)€ pov 86¢ g TG YVAOGTN GOV
onv Evord[aynv] & mopéder&ag ™V €valloyny & topédeiog
€vikvoog dVpovvov £viknoog Topovvov
E[[v]]AaBev to[v] o[t€]davov EloBeg TOv oTEDUVOV
0 8¢ V10[c] €renbnvn 0 8¢ V10g ElenONTL

10  mév[rog] Nuog 10 mbvtog Huog

Translation

The weapons of warfare are not fleshly, but they have divine power. Take up the breastplate of faith
and a helmut the hope of salvation. My Lord, give me who knows (i.e., believes in) you, the prize for
what you have proven: you have have defeated the tyrant and taken the crown. Son, have mercy on
us all.

This sheet of papyrus contains 10 lines of writing in a single column against the fibers (|); the
other side is blank.”™ The top half of the sheet is listed under the inventory G 30453 and was
published first by Hunger in 1959. The lower half of the sheet (G 26034) was later connected
with the upper and published together in an updated edition by Hunger in 1970. The ink has
faded badly, and the discoloration that is likely an effect of a central, vertical fold has made it
difficult to read letters along that spot. A staurogram precedes the first line of writing. At the left
edge corresponding to 1. 7, there is a trace of ink. De Bruyn observes that there are three vertical
creases and one horizontal crease.’®” The line length suggests that 8edg in 1. 2 was written as a
nomen sacrum. viog in 1. 9 exhibits scriptio plena. The word xvpie in l. 5 is problematic but

discernable nonetheless. The scribe wrote xvov (read: x pov), and Hunger is surely correct to

FAVFENB8KNRDR-00686?func=find-b&find_code=WRD&adjacent=N&request=26034&x=0&y=0.

3% Although Hunger did report some traces of illegible ink on the left edge of the recto: “Das Rekto ist leer, weist
aber am linken Rand Tintenspuren auf” (“Zwei unbekannte neutestamentliche Papyrusfragmente,” 11).

3% De Bruyn and Dijkstra, “Greek Amulets,” 196 n. 161.
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restore the vocative ending € in angular brackets indicating that it was erroneously omitted.
Support of this is found in the fact that such invocations in amulets often open with an address to
God (e.g. P.Oxy. 8.1151 [no. 17] and P.K6In 8.340 [no. 18]; cf. also the Lord’s Prayer).

The handwriting is typical of early Greek Byzantine literary and documentary
manuscripts: swift, inclined to the right, bimodular, pointed sigma and epsilon, v as y. The
epsilons at the start of 11. 7-8 are enlarged and formed as majuscules, in contrast to the narrow €
in the rest of the text. A sixth century date is highly probable. Cf. the hands of P.Oxy. 11.1357
(liturgic Church calendar; 535/6 C.E.), P.Lit.Lond. 98 (Dioscorus, 560-575 C.E.), and
P.Cair.Masp. 67175 (Life of Isocrates, sixth century C.E.).**®

The texts consist of a mishmash of New Testament passages (2 Cor. 10:4 and an apparent
conflation of 1 Thess. 5:8 and Eph. 6:16) followed by a protective invocation. We may compare
the readings in the first citation with NA*® as follows:

2 Cor. 10:4
vop NA**] omit G 26034 + 30453
Nudv NA*] omit G 26034 + 30453

Our amulet omits y&p and fudv, but otherwise it agrees with the text of NA*, The omission of
yGp is natural, since, as either a causal conjunction or confirmatory adverb, the term always
refers back to a preceding phrase.””” In the context of the amulet, it is superfluous, since nothing
precedes the quotation.’”™ The omission of fuav (“our warfare”) might be explained as an
attempt to make the amulet more personal, namely, more relevant to the client. The reading

otpotiog is most probably a misspelling of otpateiog and not otportiog.’”

306 Images in Cavallo and Maehler, Greek Bookhands, pls. 30a, 32a, 33b, respectively.

397 See Smyth, Greek Grammar, §2803 (637-638). Cf. the omission of ovv in P.Vindob. G 2312 (no. 21) above.

3% A similar case occurs with the omission of kad in P.Vindob. G 29831 (fol. 2a, 1. 1; see above).

3% In the critical apparatus, several manuscripts are listed as attesting to this reading (ctpatiog) in 2 Cor. 10:4
(including D* K L), but it seems to me that those may be cases of error in punctuation and/or interpretation. The
original scribe of DP wrote the word without an accent; the circumflex over iota was added by a ninth century
corrector; see Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the New Testament, 73-74.
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The second citation deviates from the text of the NA*® in the following way:

1 Thess. 5:8
xod drydmng NA*] dvardBo G 26034 + 30453

The verb governing 6dpoxo in 1 Thess. 5:8 is évdvoduevol (“put on”), and it is positioned
before it. In the amulet, the verb is dvoldPw (“take up”), which may be the result of
harmonization to a similar phrase in Eph. 6:16 where the text reads dvoAofovieg Tov Bupedv g
niotewg (“take up the shield of faith™). Note, however, that the syntax of the latter passage is
different than that of our passage, which has the verb positioned after the direct object. Thus, the
citation is loose. Given that the amulet has apparently been personalized, resulting in the
omission of some words, and that the citation has been adulterated by conflation, its text
represents a “free” text.

Yet a final question remains: why would a Christian use these passages in an amulet? No
other Christian amulet contains a citation of these texts, so it is unique. De Bruyn and Dijkstra
place it in their table of “Probable Amulets.” According to de Bruyn elsewhere, this artifact does
not “provide a clear indication of amuletic purpose.”'’ On the contrary, it seems clear enough
that it does. In fact, it meets at least two of the criteria used by de Bruyn and Dijkstra to identify
a text as an amulet: a staurogram and incantation. More importantly, the contents themselves
clearly suggest an amuletic purpose. The biblical citations (2 Cor. 10:4 and 1 Thess. 5:8/Eph.
6:16) have to do with protection, a theme we have seen in several amulets already. The first
passage refers to the weapons of warfare as having “divine power” (duvato @ 0e®) and the
second passage contains an imperative to “take up” (dvaAdPw) the breastplate of faith.’'' The
upshot of the closing incantation is that Christ has won the battle over Satan (= tOpavvov) and

that this victory provided protection from evil for all mankind, and especially for the one wearing

319 De Bruyn, “Papyri,” 162.
3 gvoddpm is an imperative serving as a command or exhortation (see Smyth, Greek Grammar, §1835-1844 [409-
411].
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the amulet.”’* Thus, having a share in the crown—the “prize” requested—is a symbol of one’s
salvation from evil. In other words, it is a request for protection, as is common in many amulets.
This, coupled with the biblical passages concerning armor, is clearly suggestive of an amulet,
and so I see no reason why P.Vindob. G 26034 + 30453 should not be transferred to de Bruyn
and Dijkstra’s table of “Certain Amulets and Formularies.” In sum, what this particular amulet
teaches us is that early Christians were not restricted to a certain quantity of passages. Instead,
they were free to choose from a large pool of possible texts that had relevance for their specific

needs, and this amulet is a good example of creative, literary patchwork.

23.1Tmm. 1:15-16

P.Berl. inv. 13977 (GA 12x7.5cm 7" cent. C.E.
0262)*"

LDAB 3061

de Bruyn and Dijkstra 89

Ed. princ. Kurt Treu, “Neue neutestamentliche Fragmente der Berliner Papyrussammlung,” APF
18 (1966): 23-38, at 36-37.

Col I. T Col 2.

1 [mo]tog o AAoKog o TpOTOGS iy
KOl Thong GoToy G £Y0, AAO 310 TOTO
G&rog, 611 Xprotog I(noov)g €rendny, tvo €v é-
[MA6ev] 1[¢ t]dv 10 pot mpdt €voi&n-

5 [xoéouov apalpt- 1e X(p1otd)g [I(moob)g] v [Gror-]
[@hoVg cdoon’] [cov poxpoBuuiov]

Col. 1: 1. 6 Adyog 2. dmodoymg Col. 2: 7. ®v npwtodg 8. AAAG | TovTO 9.MAenbnv  10.

npotw 10-11. évdei&nron

Translation

The saying is su[re] and worthy of full acceptance, that Christ Jesus [came] into the [world to save
sinners]—of whom I am the foremost. But for that very reason I received mercy, so that in me, as the
foremost, Christ [Jesus] might display the [utmost patience].

312 Paraphrasing Hunger, “Erginzungen,” 75: “Christus hat in seinem Kampf um die Erlésung der Menschen von der
Herrschaft dieses tyrant des Siegeskranz errungen. Die geistige Klammer zwischen beiden Teilen des Textes ist
somit die kdmpferische Abwehrbereitschaft des Menschen gegen das Bose und die Vernichtung des Bosen (in
Person) durch Christus, beides zum Heil des Christen im allgemeinen, insbesondere natiirlich des Trigers des
Amulettes, des diesen Text niederschrieb.”

313 Photograph online at: http://smb.museum/berlpap/index.php/03978/.
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This isolated parchment sheet containing a citation of 1 Tim. 1:15-16 is registered in the Liste as
GA 0262; it is no. 89 in de Bruyn and Dijkstra’s list of amulets. The parchment sheet, measuring
12 x 7.5 cm, was folded in half to create a bifolium. The ample intercolumnar space would have
easily allowed for a centerfold, although one is not visible. The lower left corner of the sheet has
torn away. The hair side is blank.’'* A plain cross is written in the margin above col. 1. The
orthography is very poor.

The handwriting is interesting, because it shifts from majuscule letters in col. 1 to cursive
and semi-minuscule letters in col. 2. A close analysis of the ductus indicates that it is indeed the
same scribe, but from a distance, it looks like two completely different hands. The writing of the
first column is of the majuscule type, sloping slightly to the right, and is common to many
literary manuscripts of the seventh century.’”” The writing of the second column is a good
example of the “Byzantine minuscule cursive” from the seventh century. It is extremely close
graphically to P.Vindob. G 39736, a Greek-Arabic letter that carries the date 643 C.E.’'
Common features include: long descenders ending in hooks (e.g., u in col. 2, 1. 1), € in two
movements, often with a broken back, ligatured and sloping to the right. Both styles of
handwriting were contemporaneous, and we can even point to a Greek contract in which both
styles are present on the same papyrus (but in different hands): P.Vindob. G 19807 + 25195
(640-650 C.E.).”" Thus, our fragment can be securely dated on palacographical grounds, and it is

also a nice example of the transition from majuscule to minuscule writing in the seventh century.

141 was not able to secure an image of the backside and so relied on Treu’s distinction between hair and flesh. Treu
uses the term “verso” (“Neue neutestamentliche Fragmente,” 36) but the corresponding term ‘“hair” is found in
NewDocs 2:138.

313 Treu’s description of the handwriting is “Grobe, fliichtige Schrift, Col. 1 iiberwiegend Majuskelformen, Col. II
kursiv, mit bis in die nichste Zeile ausgezogenen Ober- und Unterlingen” (“Neue neutestamentliche Fragmente,”
36).

316 Cavallo and Maehler, Greek Bookhands, pl. 43c. The term “Byzantine minuscule cursive” is used by Cavallo to
describe this type of hand.

17 Cavallo and Maehler, Greek Bookhands, pl. 46a.
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A few comments must be made concerning the transcription. Treu’s transcription (and
the one reproduced in NewDocs 2:138) is in need of slight revision. First of all, it must be noted
that the parchment shows signs of being a palimpsest. To what extent it was inscribed before the
superior text was written is hard to say, but there are several traces of letters, especially in col. 2
(see, e.g., the smudged letter above and a little to the left of the first letter of 1. 1 and the various
traces of ink in that line and the ones following).

Second, there are a couple letters or signs that are clearly visible, which Treu neither
transcribed nor commented on. In col. 1, 1. 4, following wv there is an enigmatic letter or

combination of letters that strongly resembles a staurogram (see Fig. 6):>'*

é_.,

Fig. 6
One of the open questions is, if this is a staurogram—I am not sure what else it could
be—why does it occur here? It is an odd place for a staurogram, although it should be noted that
we do find staurograms or crosses consistently placed at the beginning of each line in some
amulets, such as P.Batav. 20.
Third, in the very next line, following p (the last letter in Treu’s transcription), there
appears a letter resembling a tau. Surprisingly, yet again, Treu does not mention this letter. But

we do have here two letters: p and most probably t (see Fig. 7):

3

Fig. 7

8 This is not noted by de Bruyn and Dijkstra.
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Since the letters occur near the centerfold, it could be that the scribe squeezed the following t
onto the line by writing it just underneath and a little to the right of p. If this is the case, then the
transcription would certainly need to be revised to apopt- in 1. 5. Another possibility is that the
letters tau and rho are written here as a staurogram, at least in form. It is larger but indeed
graphically similar to the apparent staurogram at the end of the previous line, although the curve
of tau’s horizontal in both instances is odd. The parchment breaks through the lower half of the
second symbol (as seen in Fig. 7), so one would have to imagine p descending then curling
upward; the stroke is continued until it reaches the cross-bar of t (this part is seen in Fig. 7). An
important point to make here is that in P.Vindob. G 39736—the Greek-Arabic letter cited above
in the discussion about the dating of the hand of the present text—and in P.Vindob. G 12081
there are staurograms that look very similar (identical in the latter).”" In P.Vindob. G 12081, the
descender of p rises and connects to tau’s cross-bar, and so this characteristic form in these
contemporary manuscripts can possibly be explained as a by-product of the script. Nonetheless,
whether we are dealing with a t that is squeezed onto the line or a tau-rho compendium in the
form of a staurogram, we must revise Treu’s transcription to include t as the last letter on this
line.

Fourth, at the end of 1. 10 in col. 2, Treu places the last two letters in brackets: €vdi[En].
As it turns out, however, both letters are present on the parchment, although n is faint. Our
transcription above has been amended accordingly.

Fifth, there is yet another instance that we must take into consideration. At the beginning
of 1. 3, col. 1, there is an apparent letter, perhaps 1, following &&tog. The letter or marking is not
clear at all, although it does resemble 1, which would constitute a nonsense reading. Why Treu

left these letters completely out of consideration remains a mystery.

31 Tmage of P.Vindob. G 12081 may be found online at: http://aleph.onb.ac.at/F/?func=find-
c&ccel_term=WID%3DRZ00004485&local_base=ONBO0S.
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At this juncture we must think about this text’s raison d’étre. In Treu’s view the little
parchment sheet “War in der Mitte vermutlich gefaltet, wohl als Amulett, wozu der Inhalt
paBt.”** Van Haelst, probably merely repeating Treu at this point, comments that the parchment
is “probablement une amulette.”**' In Turner’s “Consolidated List of Codices Consulted” (Table
16), our manuscript is “NT Parchm. 100A,” which carries the description “Not a codex:
amulet.”*” The identification of this parchment fragment as an amulet finds support in the
presence of a cross, possible staurograms, and a blank verso. All of these features are part of our
Criterion #2 from chapter 2 above (“The Use of Amulets”). According to Treu, this identification
is also consistent with the content. However, de Bruyn and Dijkstra place this in their table of
“probable amulets,” most likely because the content is unusual in amulets. Most amulets, as we
have seen, invoke biblical material for their curative or protective value; such passages include,
for example, the Lord’s Prayer, Ps. 90, Matt. 4:23, etc. But as de Bruyn and Dijkstra state, texts
with biblical material other than these more usual passages—and especially when they stand
alone—are often difficult to classify, since they may have functioned more broadly as beneficial
or devotional pieces and not as curative or protective items. In other words, “[t]he boundary
between an apotropaic practice and a devotional practice cannot always be clearly drawn.”* We
have already seen that P.Oxy. 64.4406 (no. 15) may have served a devotional purpose, since it
cites Jesus’ foretelling of his resurrection from the dead after three days, which is otherwise
unattested in the amuletic record (see discussion above). It is possible that the scriptural passage
here may have served a similar purpose. The text cited in our amulet is from 1 Tim. 1:15-16. The
author of the pastoral epistle at this point offers his/her gratitude for God’s mercy and salvation.

The full context is as follows:

320 Treu, “Neue neutestamentliche Fragmente,” 36.
32! Van Haelst, Catalogue, no. 532.

2 Turner, Typology, 162 (italics original).

3% De Bruyn and Dijkstra, “Greek Amulets,” 180.
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"I am grateful to Christ Jesus our Lord, who has strengthened me, because he judged me faithful and
appointed me to his service, “even though I was formerly a blasphemer, a persecutor, and a man of
violence. But I received mercy because I had acted ignorantly in unbelief, “and the grace of our
Lord overflowed for me with the faith and love that are in Christ Jesus. “The saying is sure and
worthy of full acceptance, that Christ Jesus came into the world to save sinners—of whom I am the
foremost. '*But for that very reason I received mercy, so that in me, as the foremost, Jesus Christ
might display the utmost patience, making me an example to those who would come to believe in
him for eternal life. ""To the King of the ages, immortal, invisible, the only God, be honor and glory
forever and ever. Amen.***

This can be classified as a historiola proper, that is, an independent selection of scripture that
stands on its own for a particular purpose.’” Thus, our fragment’s inclusion of vv. 15-16 was no
doubt deliberate, and the text probably served as a constant reminder to the owner of the amulet
that he/she received mercy and salvation through Jesus Christ.

The text’s extremely poor orthography led Treu to provide the text in normal orthography
as follows:

[Miotog 6 Adyog kol méiong dmodoyig dEtog, dt1 Xpiotog ‘Incoig MABev €ig 1OV kdGHOV

GUOPTOLOVG OGO OV TPWTOG el £y AAAX S10r T0DTO0 NAENONY, Tvo. &v €uotl mpdT®

evdei&nror Xp1otog Incoig my anocoy pokpoduuioy.
When the orthography is corrected, we can see that the text agrees verbatim with the text of
NA®. In v. 16, there is a variation unit, which concerns the phrase Xp16510¢ ‘Incovg:

(1) Incotg Xpiotog X D* K L P 630 1241 1505 M ar vg™ sy

(2) 'Incovg F G 1739 1881

(3) 'Incovg 6 Xpiotdg 614

(4) Xp1otdg Incovg txt AD" H W 0262 33 81 104 326 365 629 1175 lat
One will notice from the witnesses cited for variant #4—the reading adopted by NA**— that the
manuscript under present analysis is in fact cited in support of the reading (0262"%). “Vid” (=ut
videtur) of course here “indicates that the reading attested by a witness cannot be determined

with absolute certain.”** This reading is very probable, however, because while the nomen

sacrum for "IncoUg cannot be seen on the fragment, the supralinear stroke can be.””’ Setting aside

3241 Tim. 1:12-17.

325 On historiolae, see discussion at P.Turner 49 above.

36 NAZ, “Introduction,” 59%.

377 There is some ink in this place on the parchment, but the letter(s) cannot be made out.

185



the problems of orthography, we can characterize the textual quality and transmission character

of this fragment as “strict.”

24. JUDE 4-5,7-8

P.Oxy. 34.2684" (GA ™) 10.6 x 2.9 cm 4"-5" cent. C.E.
LDAB 2846
de Bruyn and Dijkstra 121

Ed. princ. P.J. Parsons, Oxyrhynchus Papyri, vol. XXXIV (eds. L. Ingrams, et al.; London:
Egypt Exploration Society, 1968), §2684.

Fol. 1-: Jude 4 Fol. 1]: Jude 4-5
1 ywov kol 1oV uo- 4 dpvoduevor Vmo-
2 vov deomoTnyV 5 uvihooi 8¢ UG
3 k(Vpro)v Muav In(cod)v Xp(1otod)v 6 Bovloue &adeAd[

Fol. 2|: Jude 7-8 Fol. 2—: Jude 8
1 oaiwviov diknv 6 oclpKo pEV Ul
2 €néyovcul OUolwg 7  aivoucty KUpeEL-
3 uévtol kol outol 8 omra d¢ dbeTOv-
4 évunvewoloue- 9 ow d6&av 8¢ [..
5 vot

f. 1v: 6. Boviopan f. 2r: 2. Ynéyxovoon? 4-5. évunvialopevol f. 2v: 7-8 xvproTo

Translation

(4-5) [licentious]ness and deny our only Master and Lord, Jesus Christ. But I desire to remind you,
brothers [...] (7-8) [...] undergoing punishment of eternal [fire]. Yet in the same way these dreamers
also defile the flesh, reject authority, and slander the glorious ones [...]

There has been much debate over this manuscript, especially concerning whether it is an amulet
or folio from a complete codex and, if it is an amulet, why someone chose this text. Kurt Aland’s
decision to include it in the official Liste, where it still remains under the siglum ’®, was based
on his earlier assumption that the original codex contained the entire epistle of Jude (i.e., a

continuous-text manuscript): “[The codex] was probably used as an amulet but probably

328 Photograph online at: http://www.csntm.org/Manuscript/View/GA_P78.
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contained the whole Epistle of Jude.”*” Tommy Wasserman has provided the most
comprehensive assessment of this papyrus to date, demonstrating persuasively that P.Oxy.
34.2684 is most probably an amulet, invoking the text of Jude because of its apotropaic value.*
According to Wasserman’s codicological reconstruction, “the codex once contained a larger
portion of Jude, arguably vv. 1-13, and that is was produced, not reused, for the purpose of an
amulet.”””! Wasserman points to the text’s references of divine and angelic figures, judgment,
and salvation, and draws several connections with similar Jewish and Christian “magical” texts
attested elsewhere. Given these features in the immediate context, it seems that an amuletic
designation is probable. Thus, de Bruyn and Dijkstra’s placement of this amulet in their category
of “probable amulets” is apporporiate.’

The papyrus consists of a bifolium that is inscribed in one column per folio. The amount
of lines per folio varies from 3-5, and the average number of letters per line is c. 12-14. A
centerfold is clearly visible, which means we may speak of this papyrus in terms of a “miniature
codex,” although the dimensions are somewhat atypical (the width is nearly twice the height). As
argued in the excursus above, the amulet vs. miniature codex distinction should be jettisoned. If
we conclude that P.Oxy. 34.2684 is an amulet, we must conclude that it is also a miniature codex
given its miniature size.”” The edges of the papyrus are straight, and there is minimal damage to

the papyrus as a whole. It is clear that there are missing folios, since folio 1 recto begins in the

2 Aland, Repertorium, 314: “[Der Codex] diente vermutlich als Amulett, umfaBte aber wohl den ganzen
Judasbrief.” In a later publication, Aland and Aland classify {78 as a “talisman” and state that it should have never
been included in the Liste (Aland and Aland, Text of the New Testament, 85).

330 Wasserman, Epistle of Jude, 51-72. For other discussions of and theories about this papyrus, see the extensive
literature cited by Wasserman.

3! Wasserman, Epistle of Jude, 70.

32 De Bruyn and Dijkstra, “Greek Amulets,” 200-201.

333 “Miniature” may here be understood in terms of Bromer’s so-called “one-hand books”: books that can fit roughly
in the palm of one’s hand (Miniature Book, 11). As stated in the Excursus above, Turner’s “less than 10 cm” rule
has little heuristic value, because the ancients had no concept of this hypothetical measurement.
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middle of a word, and because there are, according to Wasserman’s reconstruction, c. 335 letters
missing between Jude 5-7. Two holes are visible at the upper end along the centerfold.

The papyrus is written in an informal documentary hand. The scribe does a good job in
separating the letters, although the tendency to slip into a cursive hand is evidenced by the
cursive epsilon in folio 2|, 1. 2; cf. also the delta in folio 1], 1. 3. In its non-cursive form,
epsilon’s “back” is written in two parts. In terms of punctuation, there are tremata and one
middle dot. Nomina sacra are abbreviated by a combination of suspension and contraction. This
papyrus has traditionally been dated palaeographically to the third or fourth century, but this
dating has been challenged recently by Clarysse and Orsini, who argue for a fifth century date.”*
They cite P.Laur. 141 (LDAB 3235; Ps. 90, c. 485 C.E.) and PSI inv. 535 (LDAB 5961; homily
on Christ’s passion, second half of the fifth century C.E.); PSI 14.1371 (LDAB 3231; Ps. 36, mid
fifth century C.E.) can also be added in support of this graphic stream.” It is also similar in
appearance to P.Mich. inv. 427 (rent of land and receipt of rent, Sept. 17, 314), though with less
cursive elements.” I would therefore accept Clarysse and Orsini’s dating (fifth century), but I
would extend their dating parameter to include the late fourth century as a possibility.

Wasserman’s transcription retains the text of Parsons, although he adds sublinear dots to
indicate doubt in a few places. While we have adapted Wasserman’s transcription for the most
part, we find the addition of two sublinear dots unnecessary: 1) nuav in folio 1—, 1. 3 (the mu,
although faint, is clearly visible on the papyrus, and 2) &¢ in folio 2—, 1. 4 (epsilon’s “back” and
middle horizontal are clear enough).

The text of P.Oxy. 34.2684 agrees with the text of NA* except in five places:

3% Clarysse and Orsini, “Early New Testament Manuscripts and Their Dates,” 459. There is a discrepancy in the
date of P.Oxy. 2684 as listed in Table 1 at the end of Clarysse and Orsini’s article (p. 471): there it is listed as “250-
350,” but it should read “400-500.”

335 Contiguous images of PSI 14.1371, P.Laur. 141, and PSI inv. 535 may be found in Cavallo and Maehler, Greek
Bookhands, pls. 19a-c.

3% Photograph online at: http://quod.lib.umich.edu/a/apis/x-2177/427r___tif.
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v. 4: deomdmy kot NA®] Seondtyv P.Oxy. 34.2684
v. 5: Bovhouot NA*] + &dedd[ot P.Oxy. 34.2684

v. 7: vnéyovcon NA™] énéyovcon P.Oxy. 34.2684

v. 8: 00tot NA*] adtoi P.Oxy. 34.2684 1735

v. — 86E0c NA™] §6Eov P.OXy. 34.2684 5 vg™™ sy™

The first variant can be interpreted as an attempt to make the phrase tov uévov deomdTV Kot
KOprov Nudv Incovv Xpiotdv less ambiguous.”’ As the text stands in NA®, there is a question
over whether God and Jesus are meant or if the phrase refers only to Jesus. The omission of kot
precludes the interpretation of separate individuals: it is Jesus that is meant. Thus, the reading is
likely secondary.

The addition of &deAo[ol constitutes a singular reading that, according to Wasserman,
may have arisen due to the influence of 2 Pet. 1:10.””® Whatever the cause of this singular
reading, it has no bearing on the wider tradition.

Although the reading €néyovcon is attested as a variant, there is a good possibility that
this reading in our papyrus is merely a spelling error for vréyovoout. Indeed, the interchange of v
> £ is not uncommon in the papyri.** If €éné¢yovoan is merely a problem of orthography, then that
would perhaps explain its presence in a few later manuscripts (1505, 1611, 2138, 2200, pc). In
other words, some scribes could have created it on the same error or copied the error faithfully
from their exemplar. Two additional features support this theory. First, diknv is in the accusative,
a case not normally governed by a verb beginning with the prepositional prefix €ri-. And second,
Sy énéyovoan does not make a lot of sense.”* NA™ cites the Sahidic manuscript tradition in

support of the variant €réyovoou, but this is equally problematic, since eayteamn does not help us

337 See the discussion in Wasserman, Epistle of Jude, 251-254.

338 Wasserman, Epistle of Jude, 255.

339 See Gignac, Grammar, 1:273. Gignac’s first example is the word £3ptokog for V8pickag (P.Mich. 121). To cite
an additional example, see PSI 5.515 where on two different occurrences (11. 8-9, 29-30) we find eneyeipoypddnoev
for vneyePOYPAONOEY.

340 See Wasserman (Epistle of Jude, 2773), who refers to the meaning as “too difficult.”
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in recovering either possible source reading.”*' If we accept the theory that P.Oxy. 34.2684
follows the wider textual tradition in reading Um€yovcat, albeit misspelled, then it needs to be
removed from the apparatus at this point. This, however, is an editorial decision and one that,
ultimately, I cannot make.

The shift in pronoun in v. 8 (oUtol > owtoi) does not drastically alter the sense, but the
paucity of external attestation suggests that this is a casual aberration. Furthermore, on internal
grounds, the use of ovtot in v. 10 (as a referent to the same group of adversaries) may be used in
support of the reading ovtotin v. 8.

The reading 36&av in v. 5 is best explained on the principle of lectio difficilior, that is,
some scribes saw the grammatical incompatibility between kvpidtta (acc. sing.) and 80&og
(acc. pl.) and so harmonized the latter to the former. The superior reading is, therefore, 86&o.

The Alands classified P.Oxy. 34.2684 as a “free text” and placed it within their
“Category 1.” Wasserman concluded that it “is of no value for the text-critic in the reconstruction
of the text of Jude, and, therefore, should not have been included in the list of ‘New Testament
papyri’ in the first place.””** But if we understand the reading énéyovcon as a misspelling for
unéyovoal, then the ratio of deviation must be adjusted. With the nine variation units in this
stretch of text in NA*® and the extra variation unit of &de\¢[ot (=singular), the ratio of deviation
is 30%. Even if énéyovoon were the intended reading, the ratio of deviation would only jump by
10% (40%). In light of this analysis, I suggest that we cannot speak of this text as “eccentric.””*
Furthermore, we are not dealing with a short, isolated citation such as the Lord’s Prayer: this

amulet’s text was most likely copied from an actual manuscript. Taking this into consideration

3! Aspiration of the Greek loanword €néyovoon would also be problematic, since aspiration in Coptic was easily
confused. See W.A. Girgis, “Greek Loan Words in Coptic, Part IV,” BSAC 20 (1971): 53-67; Gignac, Grammar,
1:138.

32 Aland and Aland, Text of the New Testament, 101; Wasserman, Epistle of Jude, 71.

33 So Parsons, Oxyrhynchus Papyri, XXXIV, 5 and Wasserman, Epistle of Jude, 57.
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along with the relatively close alignment with the text of NA*, P.Oxy. 34.2684 can be used for
text-critical endeavors, despite its probable use as an amulet. I would classify both the textual

quality and transmission as “normal.””**

*** We have excluded the following manuscripts from our analysis above:

1) P.Oxy. 60.4010 (LDAB 5717). We consider P.Oxy. 60.4010, along with others, to be a liturgical sheet from a roll.
See Alan H. Cadwallader, “An Embolism in the Lord’s Prayer?,” NTTRU 4 (1996): 81-86. See also the lengthy
discussion of this papyrus in Eldon J. Epp, Perspectives on New Testament Textual Criticism: Collected Essays,
1962-2004 (NovTSup 116; Leiden: Brill, 2005), 779-781. According to Epp, “it most likely is a liturgical text”
(Perspectives, 781). This papyrus is excluded from de Bruyn and Dijkstra’s checklist.

2) P.Yale 1.3 (1°) (LDAB 2861). While P.Yale 1.3 had once been classified as an amulet, we are persuaded by
John Granger Cook’s conclusion that there is little need to classify it as such on the basis of its contents. Cook may
be right that what we have instead are preacher’s notes. See his “9*° (P.Yale I 3) and the Question of its Function,”
in Early Christian Manuscripts, 115-128. This papyrus is excluded from de Bruyn and Dijkstra’s checklist.

3) Chicago MS 125. This manuscript is dated to the thirteenth century and thus outside the chronological
parameters of this study. Also, an Egyptian provenance is not certain. This papyrus is excluded from de Bruyn and
Dijkstra’s checklist.

4) P.Berl. inv. 11858 (LDAB 4209). A papyrus amulet with a prayer for protection that is fronted by a very
loose paraphrase of Matt. 14:22-33 (the biblical paraphrase is not mentioned by de Bruyn and Dijkstra in their Greek
Amulets, no. 40). The Greek text may be found in PGM 2:231-232, no. P23.

5) P.Amh. 1.3b (D"?) (LDAB 3475). A private letter with Hebrews 1:1 written in a second hand in the upper
margin; the backside contains a citation of Gen. 1:1-5 (P.Amh. 1.3c). Various scholars have considered this papyrus
to be an amulet. But we agree with Claire Clivaz’s conclusion that “the probability of having here an amulet is quite
weak.” See her extensive analysis of this papyrus in “The New Testament at the Time of the Egyptian Papyri:
Reflection Based on P'%, P” and P'* (P.Amh. 3b, P.Bod. XIV-XV and PSI 1497),” in Reading New Testament
Papyri in Context/Lire les Papyrus du Nouveau Testament dans leur context, ed. Claire Clivaz and Jean Zumstein
(BETL 242; Leuven: Peeters), 15-55, at 50. Cf. Sanzo, Scriptural Incipts, 160. P.Amh. 1.3b is excluded from de
Bruyn and Dijkstra’s checklist but they do include P.Amh. 1.3c (Gen.) in their table of “possible amulets” (“Greek
Amulets,” no. 155). All in all, it is possible that the Alands’ description of P.Amh. 1.3b (]'?) as “occasional notes”
is most appropriate (Text of the New Testament, 85).
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CHAPTER §

CONCLUSIONS AND RESULTS

5.1 Introduction

This study represents the first systematic treatment of non-continuous manuscripts of the Greek
New Testament. Chapter 1 began by explaining how earlier editors constructed their critical
apparatuses. It was shown that the registering of some non-continuous materials in the official
list of New Testament manuscripts was done at the hands of Ernst von Dobschiitz, and that these
were later removed during the tenure of Kurt Aland. This chapter also examined the studies by
Pickering, Porter, and Head and noted their differing proposals for taking these materials into
account. Chapter 2 provided a definition of “non-continuous” and established multiple criteria
for assessing whether a manuscript is non-continuous or not. Chapter 3 demonstrated that the
New Testament citations of the church fathers offer a good analogy for how to deal
methodologically with the citations in amulets. The work of Gordon Fee was especially helpful
in this regard. The second part of that chapter established a working method for analyzing

29 ¢

citations in amulets using the three-fold classification of “strict,” “normal,” or “free.” Chapter 4
analyzed all amulets containing a citation of the Greek New Testament. The results of that
chapter contribute significantly to our understanding of Christian amulets generally, and of the
textual quality of New Testament citations in amulets particularly. The present chapter provides

a brief summary of the observable patterns arising from the foregoing analyses in Chapter 4,

summarizes the textual quality of each amulet, and offers suggestions for future research.
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5.2 Patterns and Results of Textual Evaluation
5.2.1 Patterns

1. Textual heterogeneity. One of the most obvious patterns is the richness and
diversity of texts chosen for inclusion in amulets. While the Lord’s Prayer and Matt. 4:23
constitute the majority of New Testament citations, many other texts feature in the amulets under
consideration. In fact, the Lord’s Prayer and Matt. 4:23 are sometimes woven into a larger
textual web. Outside of these more popular texts, we find other texts such as Trinitarian and
creedal formulae, gospel incipits, instructions, Psalms, doxologies, prayers, various gospel texts,
Pauline texts, and various New Testament epistles. We have often referred to the compilation of
these texts as a “patchwork” and this is precisely what many amulets exhibit. The assortment of
texts was surely deliberate, and the rich variety indicates that ritual experts were not restricted to
a certain sample. Rather, they were free to choose the appropriate medley of texts that would best
address their clients’ needs.

2. Breaking off the citation mid-word or mid-sentence. In quite a few of the amulets
analyzed, the citation breaks off either mid-word or mid-sentence (e.g., P.Oxy. 76.5073 [no. 16],
P.Vindob. G 29831 [no. 19], P.Berl. inv. 11710 [no. 20], P.Vindob. G 2312 [no. 21], P.Ant. 2.54
[no. 12]). In all of these cases it seems clear that the scribe deliberately cut the citation short. It is
hard to know what to make of this. In previous studies of these amulets, this phenomenon has
been explained as a faulty copying error. But as we have seen, the scribe’s handiwork exhibits a
care in the copying of these texts overall. As noted in our analysis of PSI 6.719 (no. 4), the
phrase kot tor €€1g (“and so forth”) may help explain why other amulets cut off their citations of
scripture mid-sentence or mid-word. That is to say, the citations were invoked pars pro toto

(“part for whole”) in these other amulets without the insertion of the phrase kot to €Eng to signal
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the additional text. This is one possible explanation, although a more extensive analysis of
amulets containing literary citations (not just New Testament ones) would be necessary for a
better understanding of this scribal phenomenon.

3. Inconsistent use of nomina sacra. As we have seen, the scribes of Christian
amulets are notorious for being inconsistent in the writing of nomina sacra. And it is not merely
a contrast between abbreviating names and writing them in full form (i.e., scriptio plena). In
some amulets, the nomina sacra are abbreviated oddly. In PSI 6.719 (no. 4), for example, the
scribe apparently writes €p for odtep and x for Xpiotdg at the very beginning and end of the
amulet, respectively; all other occurences in this amulet exhibit scriptio plena (including 'Incov
Xptotov and Beov). In P.Berl. inv. 11710 (no. 20), we find the nomen sacrum 6(g)ov, which is
extremely rare. In other amulets, a scribe may write a nomen sacrum in one instance and in the
very next instance write the name in full. Given the abundance of errors and inconsistencies in
writing nomina sacra, it strikes us that some ritual specialists may not have understood the
standard conventions of writing nomina sacra. The dominant pattern is clear throughout the
amulets studied here, and so it prompts the question as to why such a well-known convention
was so misunderstood by those copying scripture onto amulets. Does it suggest that these ritual
experts behind these amulets were generally unfamiliar with Christian literature broadly
speaking? Were they just sloppy scribes? Was there some ritual value in writing some names in
full? These and other questions should not be dismissed.

4, Omission of conjunctions. As we saw above, Fee’s criterion 5.4 states that a
father’s use of conjunctions and particles in the citation of a single verse cannot be used with
much confidence, since these are very often adapted to fit the context of the father’s own text.
We have seen precisely this same phenomenon in BKT 6.7.1 (no. 2), P.Vindob. G 2312 (no. 21),

P.Vindob. G 29831 (no. 19), and P.Vindob. G 26034 + 30453 (no. 22). In these amulets, kot and

194



vép have been omitted because they are superfluous in their new context. In their original
literary contexts, these words function grammatically to connect a preceding phrase to a new
phrase; yet in these amulets the preceding phrase has been omitted. So, scribes took the liberty to
omit them.' This is one example of the way in which the citation habits of the church fathers is
relevant for the citations in amulets. If anything, it shows that some scribes were attentive to the
content and context of the passages they were copying (cf. Pattern #3).

5. Female owners. It is clear that five of the twenty-four amulets analyzed above
were owned and worn by women: P.Oxy. 8.1077 (no. 1), P.Turner 49 (no. 3), P.Princ. 2.107 (no.
5), P.Oxy. 8.1151 (no. 17), and P.Ké6ln 8.340 (no. 18). In two of these, their owners are named
explicitly: Joannia, daughter of Anastasia (P.Oxy. 8.1151) and Taiolles, daughter of Isidorus
(P.Princ. 2.107). In P.Oxy. 8.1077 and P.Ko6In 8.340, we find images of their female owners
drawn onto the papyri themselves. These images depict their owners with breasts and curly hair
(see Figs. 1 and 3). These features prompt the question: might there be a correlation between the
use of amulets and gender? Are we able to discern from the amuletic record whether or not
women made up the larger clientele? The short answer is no, since the present study considers
only a small collection of Christian amulets (i.e., those with New Testament citations).
Nonetheless, even in our small sample of artifacts, the fact that we have four amulets that were
owned by women at least corroborates Chrysostom’s claim that “women have gospels hanging
from their necks” (yvvouk®v Evoyyéiio todv tpoyniov eEaptdoal €yovot). And we know that
the cult of Mary in Egypt was popular among women, who often pilgrimaged to pay her honor

and to receive miraculous assistance.” It is also worth keeping in mind that, in ritual artifacts,

! Such omissions are natural. In this study, we have on more than one occasion omitted from citations of secondary
sources opening words like “however,” “and,” and “but,” since they are a distraction.
* Luijendijk, Forbidden Oracles, 72 and the literature cited there.
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people are most often identified by a matronymic, in contrast to the normal practice of providing
a patronymic.

Perhaps what is most interesting about these amulets and their female owners is that they
reflect social realities that existed outside of the larger “magic” discourses. On the one hand,
“magic” was a discourse of alterity used to level accusations against competing forms of
Christianity. And indeed, this discourse was most often male-oriented, and women were used
merely as foils for demonstrating superior Christian ideology and practice.” For example, Jerome
condemns “superstitious little women” who wear amulets “with little Gospels and with the wood

of the Cross and with things of this sort.”

On the other hand, the picture that emerges from these
amulets is that “magic” was a useful technology that women turned to it in order to address
particular physical problems. In many ways, then, these amulets are windows into that larger
social matrix: they tell us real stories that male church figures would otherwise have silenced or
condemned.

6. Liturgical features. Another reoccurring pattern in the amulets under
consideration is the use of various liturgical words, phrases, or themes. For example, we saw that
the addition of k¥pte in several Paternoster amulets (P.CtYBR inv. 4600 [no. 9], BGU 3.954 [no.
10], P.Bad. 4.60, P.Duke inv. 778 [no. 7]) is preserved in the Liturgy of St. James and the
Liturgy of Palestine (as reconstructed by Brightman). Portions of the sanctus occur in P.Princ.

2.107 (no. 5) and P.KoIn 4.171 (no. 14), as well as in several other amulets remaining outside the

scope of the present study. According to de Bruyn, “the continuing use of the sanctus in amulets

* On questions related to magic and gender, see especially the recent essay by Kimberly B. Stratton, “Interrogating
the Magic-Gender Connection,” in Daughters of Hecate: Women and Magic in the Ancient World, ed. Kimberly B.
Stratton and Dayna S. Kalleres (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014), 1-37.

* Comm. Matt. 4.6. Trans. from Thomas P. Scheck, trans., St. Jerome: Commentary on Matthew (FC 117,
Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2008), 260; for the original Latin, see PL 26.168.
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[...]is due to its prominence in the eucharistic liturgy as a congregational acclamation.” Several
opening or closing acclamations in the amulets above were already circulating widely in
contemporaneous Egyptian liturgies: dAAniotia, 10 cduo koi 10 oipo 100 Xpiotod (BKT 6.7.1
[no. 2]), aunv (PSI 6.719 [no. 4], P.Iand. 1.6 [no. 6], P.Duke inv. 778 [no. 7], BKT 6.7.1, P.Berl.
inv. 11710 [no. 20], P.K6In 4.171, P.Oxy. 8.1151 [no. 17], P.K6In 8.340 [no. 18]), €v ovouott
OV TOTPOG Kol ToV LoV Kol toV ylov mvevpatog (BKT 6.7.1, P.Turner 49 [no. 3]). And
several of the doxologies (e.g., in PSI 6.719, P.Koln 4.171) and creedal formulae (e.g., in
P.Turner 49, BGU 3.954) are also attested in known liturgical traditions.

There have been very few studies of the influence of liturgical traditions on Christian
amulet production. Surprisingly, this is not the case with those who study early Jewish rituals
and “magic.” According to Joseph Angel, for example, scriptural citations in Jewish “magical”
texts were clearly inspired by Jewish liturgies where the biblical passages figure prominently.® If
Bryan Spinks is correct that the sanctus was adopted by Christians who knew of its liturgical use
in Judaism, then one might wonder whether the very practice of citing scripture in Christian
ritual devices was likewise carried over from Judaism.” Indeed, the Jews were already making
use of the Hebrew Bible (an anachronistic term as used here) in ritual texts well before the birth
of Christianity, as can be seen from a variety of “magical” artifacts from Qumran and beyond.®
And the extensive use of Ps. 90 LXX in Christian amulets has a clear precedent in Judaism.’
However, we cannot attribute the origins of Christian ritual practice to a single social or religious

stratum; the influences on Christian ritual tactics were certainly more variegated than that. As de

> De Bruyn, “Use of the Sanctus,” 19.

¢ Angel, “Use of the Hebrew Bible in Early Jewish Magic,” 788-789.

7 Spinks, Sanctus in the Eucharistic Prayer, esp. Ch. 3.

% See a list of these artifacts in Angel, “Use of the Hebrew Bible in Early Jewish Magic,” 788-798.

°Ps. 90 MT is found in the Qumran scroll known as Apocryphal Psalms (11Q11), where the passage functions
apotropaically. See Puech, “Les Psaumes Davidiques du Rituel D’exorcisme (11Q11),” 160-181. As noted already
above, in the Talmudic tradition, Ps. 90 MT was considered the most potent remedy against demons (b. Shebu. 15b;
y. Erub. 10.11, y. Shabb. 6.8b).
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Bruyn and Dijkstra rightly note, late antique Christians lived “in a context of religious plurality,
where producers of amulets and formularies drew on a mixture of Egyptian, Greek and Jewish
traditions.”'” Nonetheless, the liturgical influences on Jewish ritual culture at least serve to
remind us that the liturgies across religions often provided the raw material needed for invoking

divine power.

5.2.2 Results of Textual Evaluation

In the following table, we list the “textual quality” of the amulets subjected to analysis.
“Uncertain” refers to those texts whose textual quality could not be determined with any
certainty, due to the small size of the textual sample or the uncertainty as to which New
Testament text is being cited. The text of BGU 3.954 (no. 10) has two evaluations
(“normal/uncertain’), because it contains two different citations with different results as to their

textual quality.

24 Total Amulets
Text Century Classification

P.Oxy. 8.1077 67" free
BKT 6.7.1 56" strict
P.Turner 49 56" uncertain
PSI6.719 6" uncertain
P.Princ. 2.107 56" free
P.land. 1.6 56" free
P.Duke inv. 778 67" free
P.Col. 11.293 5" strict
P.CtYBR inv. 4600 6"-8" strict

' De Bruyn and Dijkstra, “Greek Amulets,” 170.
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BGU 3.954 6" normal/uncertain
P.Schgyen 1.16 4.5 at least normal
P.Ant. 2.54 34t normal
P.K61n 8.336 6" at least normal
P.X6ln 4.171 5t strict
P.Oxy. 64.4406 56" strict
P.Oxy. 76.5073 314t free
P.Oxy. 8.1151 50 strict
P.Kéln 8.340 5h_gh strict
P.Vindob. G 29831 6h-7th strict
P.Berl. inv. 11710 6h-7th uncertain
P.Vindob. G 2312 5h_gh free
P.Vindob. G 26034 + 30453 6" free
P.Berl. inv. 13977 7h strict
P.Oxy. 34.2684 4.5 normal
37% Strict
8% At least normal
12% Normal
29% Free
16% Uncertain

Table 1
It should be noticed that, while these numbers are somewhat tentative and must be weighed, 37%
of the texts under consideration were found to have a “strict” textual quality, namely, a text close
to the Ausgangstext. The provisional classification of some of the amulets in this category was
necessitated by the small sample of text preserved. Nonetheless, a “strict” classification was
provided when there was overall agreement with the Ausgangstext. 29% of the amulets were
found to have a “free” text, and the freedom of the citations in this category range from relatively

poor to completely incoherent (e.g., P.Princ. 2.107 [no. 5]). As we saw, citations in this category
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deviate from the Ausgangstext in a variety of ways, but mostly through omissions and additions.
Conjunctions were omitted where necessary (see Pattern #4 above), and the subject of verbs was
clarified, usually through the addition of the name of Jesus (e.g., P.Oxy. 8.1077 [no. 1]). Singular
substitutions are also found, as in P.Iand. 1.6 (no. 6; di1ddcxale for kvpie) and P.Vindob. G
2312 (no. 21; yoynv for Buciov). The evaluation of P.Schgyen 1.16 (no. 11) resulted in a text
that is “at least normal” because the omission was likely accidental. Since the exemplar likely
contained this text, the “at least” label is meant to reflect this. The “at least normal” classification
of P.KoIn 8.336 (no. 13) resulted from there being such a small sample of text, although it does
contain an important variant reading.

Overall, the citations analyzed in this dissertation exhibit a polarity in their textual
quality. Some follow the manuscript tradition while others do not. Without a doubt, many of the
citations will not be useful to the editor of the Greek New Testament. These widely divergent
citations must be studied only in terms of what they tell us about the reception of scripture and
not for their text-critical value. On the other hand, we have shown that there are several amulets
containing citations that do in fact merit inclusion in critical debates about the text at relevant
points. For example, the citation of John 1:3 in P.Oxy. 8.1151 (no. 17) agrees precisely with the
Ausgangstext and, more importantly, contains a well-known reading at a significant point of
variation: ovde €v, against ovd€v. In constrast, P.Koln 8.340 (no. 18), citing the same verse,
reads ovd€v against ovde €v. Thus, both amulets attest to two variants found in the wider
manuscript tradition and so they are significant in this regard. We also saw that the citation of
Mark 1:1 in P.Oxy. 76.5073 (no. 16) does not contain the phrase viov 8eov. This is a significant
variant and, as we saw, the amulet constitutes the earliest Greek manuscript evidence of this
passage by a century. These and similar amulets deserve a place in text-critical discussion, and

the foregoing evaluations are meant to be a starting point for those discussions.
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At the most fundamental level, this work will improve our understanding of New
Testament citations on amulets from late antiquity. The decision as to whether or not an amulet
or some other non-continuous witness should be cited in support of a reading should ultimately
be contingent on the assessment of a document’s text and not on some criterion. As stated above,
we should be wary of any method or criterion that unreservedly restricts data and the evaluation
of it. In many ways, this dissertation is an exercise in the appraisal of an exclusionary criterion
and how such a criterion has affected the discipline. We must also remember that Christian
amulets are continuing to emerge from collections around the world. In the last five years alone,
we have seen the publication of no less than five Christian amulets, and there is every reason to
believe that we shall see more. If Peter van Minnen’s estimate is correct, there is a backlog of
1,000,000—1,500,000 unpublished papyri.'' Given these numbers, we should therefore be
optimistic about the possibility of finding more New Testament amulets. Indeed, in the final
stages of this dissertation, we learned that two more papyrus amulets have been discovered, both
containing citations of the Greek New Testament.'* Thus, this dissertation has many implications

for how amulets will be treated in the future of the discipline.

5.3 Suggestions for Further Research

The current study has examined one class of non-continuous manuscripts: amulets. The next task
will inevitably be to analyze other types of evidence, including ostraka, inscriptions, wooden
tablets, lectionaries, isolated fragments, and so on. Ostraka, in particular, would be a valuable
study, not least because of the sheer amount of evidence. One of the promising features about
this area of study is that hundreds (perhaps thousands) of ostraka remain unstudied and

unpublished. Through my own papyrological inquiries, I have learned that Columbia University

' “The Future of Papyrology,” in Oxford Handbook of Papyrology, 644-660, at 648.
12 E-mail correspondence with Lincoln Blummel (5 February 2015).
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possesses hoards of ostraka that await future study.” Thus, there is a good chance that more
ostraka with New Testament citations will be brought to light.

Another uncharted terrain of investigation is the analysis of non-continuous witnesses
written in other languages, such as Coptic. There are quite a few Coptic amulets with New
Testament citations, as well as Coptic inscriptions. Many of the Coptic “magical” texts from
Michigan from the so-called “wizard’s hoard,” just to cite one American collection, remain
largely unstudied, and so New Testament citations may well be found among them. An analysis
of versional non-continuous witnesses generally would further illuminate ancient methods of
translation and perhaps provide potentially useful source material for textual criticism.

Another opportunity for research—and of no less importance—is the study of the
paratextual and social aspects of these amulets. Traditionally, practitioners of New Testament
textual criticism have a tendency to divorce a document’s text from its container primarily
because textual scholars are preoccupied with textual data. And this is not in itself a bad thing.
Indeed, it the business of textual criticism to determine textual relationships, compare readings,
produce editions, and so forth. Yet these fascinating amulets invite us to probe not only what is
explicitly expressed through words but also through their paratextual features. Moreover, as we
have seen, these artifacts were just as much social artifacts as they were textual artifacts, and so
there is no shortage of opportunities for studying the “social life” of an amulet.'* In particular,
the depiction and naming of women in amulets is a scholarly desideratum. These and other
approaches will provide further interesting insights into Christian ritual practices, the use of

scripture, and the text of the New Testament.

13 Raffaella Cribiore informs me that she and Janet Timbie are working on publishing a collection of Coptic school
ostraka at Columbia, one of which is an unpublished ostrakon with the text of 2 Cor. 5:17-19 (e-mail
correspondence, 2 September 2012).

' The phrase “social life” is from Luijendijk, “Gospel Amulet,” 419.
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Appendix 1

CATALOGUING THE EVIDENCE

In Chapter 1, we examined the problem of the category of non-continuous manuscripts within
New Testament textual criticism. We began by showing the problems that earlier editors of the

Greek New Testament faced in deciding which materials merit inclusion in a critical apparatus.

As demonstrated, the inclusion of amulets and ostraka by Ernst von Dobschiitz (his  and ©)

was ultimately met with disapproval, and they were removed from the official list of New
Testament manuscripts. In this Appendix, we shall extend the earlier discussion by proposing a
way to catalogue non-continuous data. We begin by summarizing the former proposals for

classifying non-continuous textual materials.

Cataloguing the Evidence
As we saw in Chapter 1, there have been a variety of proposals concerning how New Testament
citations in non-continuous artifacts might be catalogued. Pickering was the first, in recent years,
to suggest that these artifacts and their texts be catalogued for future study. In his view, there
should be “a catalogue listing every relevant papyrus and noting the New Testament extracts,
quotations and allusions which each papyrus contains.” He also suggested that a transcription
database be created and maintained in print and online.

Porter proposed two lists: the first list “would be given to those documents for which
there is little or no doubt regarding their being New Testament manuscripts,” and the second list

“would include those documents for which there is some doubt, such as the papyri noted above

! Pickering, “Significance,” 130.
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(including lectionaries), the Apocryphal Gospels, as well as some other manuscripts [...]* The
problem with this proposal is that a “list” of this sort would not be functional, since the Liste is
now comprised of an electronic database online. There are no more paper lists as in the past, and
so catch-all categories such as “continuous” or “non-continuous” and subcategories such as
Porter proposes, are not practical.

According to Peter Head, the possibilities for classifying these witnesses are five: 1) a
separate list continuing earlier lists (=von Dobschiitz); 2) a separate list of selective materials
“likely to be cited in a critical apparatus to the New Testament text”; 3) a separate, exhaustive
list cataloguing ‘“all possible additional witnesses to the New Testament text” (=Porter’s
proposal); 4) a catalogue of relevant papyri and a transcription database (=Pickering’s proposal);
5) “a collection of relevant material compiled on a book-by-book basis through the New
Testament.”

It is no longer a question of if non-continuous materials should be catalogued but how.
Too many scholars have voiced their interest in having some sort of system to account for the
data and that time has now come.* In spite of the discomfort that may arise from any categorical
modification to the official list of New Testament manuscripts, there is a desperate need to
record the evidence so that scholars can make comparisons and judgments about the citations in

non-continuous witnesses. From an editorial point of view, all witnesses should be weighed and

their value determined on a case-by-case basis.

2 Porter, “Holes,” 176.

3 Head, “Additional Greek Witnesses,” 454.

* Head, “Additional Greek Witnesses,” 453: “It is thus an impoverishment of the discipline if these additional
witnesses are allowed to drop from our collective sight by virtue of neglect in comparison with the—admittedly
fundamentally important—manuscript tradition. There are many opportunities for research in the fields covered by
these witnesses. Major fields lack up-to-date checklists or catalogues: especially the NT texts on ostraca (last
updated by von Dobschiitz in 1933) and NT texts on inscriptions (last fully compiled by Jalabert in 1914). Full lists
would enable proper critical work on weighing the significance of these witnesses. With a continuing flow of new
publications in all our major categories (ostraca, inscriptions, papyri generally), there is an ongoing need for up-to-
date catalogues of material.”
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In regard to amulets, we propose that the best solution is to resurrect von Dobschiitz’s
“talisman” numbers in order to distinguish them from other New Testament manuscripts. In

other words, this would merely mean a continuation of an earlier list (see Head’s possibility #1

above). Von Dobschiitz took his list through ° and so the amulets in this study could be tapped
to extend the list to . In Appendix 2, we list von Dobschiitz’s original numbers, and this is

followed by additional ¥ numbers (‘“addenda’). The list is continued on the basis of the amulets

collected in Chapter 4. Some of the amulets in Chapter 4 were already registered by von

Dobschiitz, and so those items need not be reduplicated in the addenda. ¥ numbers may be

added to this list as new amulets appear in publication.

A few words should be said about von Dobschiitz’s ' and °. ! is an ostrakon and I’

is a wooden tablet. This presents us with a methodological question: do we arrange the list in
terms of material or function?’ If we arrange the list according to material, the most obvious
choice would be to limit the material to papyrus and parchment, since these make up the
majority. If we arrange it according to function, then the list will consist of a variety of writing

materials. We propose that the list be maintained on the basis of function for two reasons. First,

the very letter T itself signifies “talisman.” Even though the term “amulet” is preferable to

“talisman,” as we have seen, the letter ought to be retained on account of its former use in the
tradition. Second, it creates less of a problem for the system generally. That is to say, it is more
convenient to have all amulets listed under one category than to have them disbursed over
several categories (i.e., wooden tablets, ostraka, inscriptions, etc.). This does mean that a

determination must be made as to whether an artifact served an amuletic function, and though

> Cf. the problems associated with the Gregory-Aland fourfold classification in Chapter 1.
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this is sometimes a difficult decision to make, there are a variety of criteria and patterns that
ameliorate the decision making process.’

So, what does a continuation of this “talisman” list mean in practice? First, it should be
noted that we are not arguing for a significant change to the traditional Gregory-Aland system of
classification. The four categories on which it is based—papyri, majuscules, minuscules,
lectionaries—should remain in place. We have already seen the inherent problems with this
system, but there is admittedly no easy solution. We could start again from scratch with a new
system, but without a doubt, that new system would also have its problems. Given the variety
and quantity of documents, scripts, and functions, no list or system of classification would be
free from problems. The current system continues to work and the online version of the Liste
means that a manuscript can be more thoroughly described in detail.

But what the new proposal does require is the space for the inclusion of a new category.’
However, “space” in this regard is more of a mental obstacle than anything. That is to say, there
are undoubtedly some who will not be willing to accept the installment of another category in the
manuscript system for no reason other than sheer allegiance to the tradition. Nonetheless, we
have demonstrated in this dissertation that such space—both mental and physical—is necessary
and warranted.

So how might we proceed? We propose that 1) all amulets be registered and tagged in the

online Liste with their respective ¥ numbers, and that 2) their transcriptions be listed in the

“Manuscript Workspace” in the online “New Testament Virtual Manuscript Room” (NTVMR).?

¢ For example, see de Bruyn and Dijkstra, “Greek Amulets,” 167-182.

"To be precise, it is not a “new” category but an older one restored.

¥ According to the homepage of the NTVMR, “This site is devoted to the study of Greek New Testament
manuscripts. The New Testament Virtual Manuscript Room is a place where scholars can come to find the most
exhaustive list of New Testament manuscript resources, can contribute to marking attributes about these
manuscripts, and can find state of the art tools for researching this rich dataset” (http://ntvmr.uni-
muenster.de/home).

236



One of the many benefits of having the Liste online is that it can be updated on a regular basis.
The kind of change that we are calling for can be demonstrated as follows. At the homepage of

the Liste (http://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/liste), an advanced search box is presented to the viewer

(see Fig. 8):
Full Search X

Manuscript Num. e B Clear All
Current Country:

Place: B

Institute: B

Shelf Num.: =
Biblical Content B B
Language 2]
Has Feature B

Dated To

Line Count
Columns

Page Width (mm)
Page Height (mm)

Has: ImagesD Transcriptions[:]

Search

Fig. 8 (February 2015)
In the field titled “Manuscript Num.,” one may enter the Gregory-Aland number associated with
any New Testament manuscript. For example, one may search for a papyrus by entering the
letter “P” and then a number. The same applies for searching for majuscules (i.e., 0%*%*),
minuscules (i.e., 1*%%), and lectionaries (i.e., /**¥). It is here that researchers should be able to
enter “T” followed by any number within the “talisman” list in Appendix 2 (i.e., numbers 1-27).
All other fields in the search box (i.e., “Current Country,” “Biblical Content,” “Shelf Num.,”
etc.) should likewise be configured such that the relative search query points to an INTF ID or
Gregory-Aland number. In the actual listing of the document, all the information about
individual amulets should be entered; conveniently, almost all of the information needed for
those fields can be found in this dissertation, including LDAB numbers (see Figs. 9 and 10; '

serves as the example here):
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Document ID

Primary Name
Language

Origin Year Early
Origin Year Late

Origin Year Description
Content Overview
Leaves Description
Columns

Columns Makx (if varies)
Lines

Lines Max (if varies)
Lines Description
Height

Height Max (if varies)
Width

Width Max (if varies)

10001 &

P1

g9

Mt 1,1-9.12; 1,14-20.23

2 Frg (1 Dbl)

37

38

27r, 25v

250

130

Fig. 9 (February 2015)

Institute

Location
Shelf Number
Content

Leaves

Penn Museum

#&Penn

Philadelphia/Pa.

E 2746

Mt 1,1-9.12; 1,14-20.23
2

Canvas Material
LDAB ID

Papyrus
2940

URL http://www.trismegistos.org/ldab/text.php?tm=61787

Fig. 10 (February 2015)
New amulets with Greek New Testament citations can be added to the Liste as they appear
(usually following their publication), and information can be added, omitted, or changed as
required.

The next important stage of the inclusion process would be to add the transcriptions (and
hopefully images) of each amulet to the transcription database in the NTVMR. From the
homepage of the NTVMR (http://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/), one can access the transcription of a
New Testament manuscript by navigating to the tab titled “Manuscript Workspace.” Here, one
enters the Gregory-Aland number or the INTF ID number. Where available, an image

accompanies the transcription of a manuscript, as seen in Fig. 11 (' is again the example here):
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Fig. 11 (February 2015)
The transcriptions for each amulet can conveniently be found in Chapter 4 of this dissertation,
thereby eliminating the need to search for the various editions of texts.

These are not very considerable changes in terms of the efforts required to actualize
them. It would require tagging, indexing, HTML coding, and entering the information (including
typing the transcriptions) into the relevant places, but this can and should be done. It is of course
nothing that must be learned, since continuous manuscripts are integrated already on this model.
Since the Liste now exists exclusively in a digital format online, we should welcome the idea of
adding new evidence to it and to the Manuscript Workspace. We live in a digital age where
source material is being made available online everyday and the benefits of this for researchers
are enormous. The NTVMR should expand its source material to include amulets and other non-
continuous witnesses even if it is for the sole purpose of being as inclusive as possible. At least
these materials would be accounted for so that researchers can assess their text-critical value. But
we should keep in mind that the manuscripts listed in the Liste and the NTVMR Manuscript
Workspace do not exist merely because of their text-critical value. Indeed, researchers use the
online database for other reasons, including to view images, check transcriptions for scribal
habits, locate the whereabouts of a particular manuscript, etc.

In closing, we would like to say a few words about how editors might cite amulets and

other non-continuous witnesses in a critical apparatus. First, we have shown that a few of the
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amulets are citable witnesses at the relevant points, and so we do think editors should consider
citing them. However, we are not convinced by David Parker’s suggestion that these other types

of witnesses should be cited as patristic citations.” Instead, amulets should be cited according to

their assigned € numbers. In other words, we would cite them just like the papyri, namely, T,
%%, %, and so on. Witnesses in other categories could also be cited in the Liste and elsewhere on

similar grounds (e.g., ©"*° for ostraka;I"*? for inscriptions; V" for “varia,” and so forth). The
utility of citing these additional witnesses in the modern hand editions, such as the NA*® and the
UBS’, may be limited on account of space and the very intended nature of those editions.
However, they should be cited, where appropriate, in specialist editions, such as the ECM, the

IGNTP, and the like, where a wider range of textual data is offered.

® Parker, Introduction, 130: “How would one cite inscriptions in an edition of the New Testament? The answer is
that they should be classed as patristic citations.”
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Appendix 2

VON DOBSCHUTZ’S TALISMAN AND OSTRAKA NUMBERS

(WITH ADDENDA)

One of the difficulties with von Dobschiitz’s lists of talismans and ostraka is that they are
scattered throughout several different publications: Eberhard Nestle’s Einfiihrung in das
Griechische Neue Testament (4™ ed.; Gottingen: Vanderhoeck & Ruprecht, 1923), 85-103; “Zur
Liste der neutestamentlichen Handschriften II,” ZNW 25 (1926): 299-306; “Zur Liste der
neutestamentlichen Handschriften III,” ZNW 27 (1928): 216-222; “Zur Liste der
neutestamentlichen Handschriften 1V,” ZNW 32 (1933): 185-206. In his Bibliography, J.K.
Elliott lists von Dobschiitz’s talisman and ostrakon numbers, but he does not list the actual
manuscripts or their contents; he merely refers to von Dobschiitz’s various publications from the
1920s and 1930s in which the items are found.' To be fair, Elliott’s volume is only meant to be a
bibliographic supplement to the Liste and so we should not expect details of this sort. However,
since the Liste currently does not make available von Dobschiitz’s numbers (hopefully this will
change), all the relevant information about these manuscripts must be sought elsewhere.

In what follows, we bring together for the first time all of von Dobschiitz’s ¥ and ©

numbers in list form. Beside each amulet and ostrakon, we list the contents of the witnesses in
bold. Below this, we reference each manuscript by its publication, and this is followed by

references to various catalogues, lists, and studies in which individual witnesses appear. More

'J.K. Elliott, A Bibliography of Greek New Testament Manuscripts (2" ed.; Cambridge: Cambridge: University
Press, 2000), 80. The talisman numbers are listed under the entry for GA 0152. Under GA 0153, Elliott only lists @"
2 excluding @',
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significantly, we have extended von Dobschiitz’s list of talismans on the basis of the amulets

analyzed in Chapter 4. Von Dobschiitz took his list up to T’°; we have increased it to T*’. The

entries of the von Dobschiitz “addenda” will contain a reference to the corresponding entry

numbers in Chapter 4 (e.g., = no. 1), where further data may be found. It will be the

responsibility of future researchers to extend this list even further with amulets that should

appear subsequently in publication.

Talismans

Matt. 6:11-13

O.Athens inv. 12227; von Dobschiitz, Einfiihrung, 86; LDAB 5594; van Haelst 348;
PGM 2:235, no. 4; Rudolf Knopf, “Eine Thonscherbe mit dem Texte des Vaterunsers,”
ZNW 2 (1901): 228-233; Kraus, “Manuscripts with the Lord’s Prayer,” 237-238, with
further bibliography.

Matt. 4:23-24

P.Oxy. 8.1077 (= no. 1); von Dobschiitz, Einfiihrung, 86; LDAB 2959; van Haelst 341;
PGM 2:211 no. 4; de Bruyn and Dijkstra 19; de Bruyn, “Appeals to Jesus,” 66; Meyer,
Ancient Christian Magic, 33; Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, no. 20 (96-97), with further
bibliography.

Matt. 6:9-13, invocation, prayer, doxology, Gospel incipits

BGU 3.954 (= no. 10); von Dobschiitz, “Zur Liste der neutestamentlichen Handschriften
II,” ZNW 25 (1926): 300; LDAB 6231; van Haelst 720; PGM 2:217, no. 9; Aland,
Repertorium, Var 28; Mertens-Pack no. 6029; de Bruyn and Dijkstra 26; Theodor Zahn,
Das Evangelium des Matthdus (KNT 1; Leipzig: Diechert, 1905), 269n.66 (with partial
transcription); Ulrich Wilken, “Heidnisches und Christliches aus Agypten,” APF 1
(1901): 396-436; George Milligan, Selections from the Greek Papyri (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1910), no. 55 (132-134); Meyer, Ancient Christian Magic,
42; Joseph E. Sanzo, “Canonical Power,” 28-45; idem, Scriptural Incipits, no. 15 (91-92),
with further bibliography.

Matt. 6:9, John 1:23, Gospel incipits, Ps. 90:1, doxology

PSI 6.719 (= no. 4); von Dobschiitz, “Zur Liste der neutestamentlichen Handschriften II,”
ZNW 25 (1926): 300; LDAB 2767; van Haelst 423; PGM 2:227-228, no. 19; Aland,
Repertorium, Var 31; de Bruyn and Dijkstra 38; Kraus, “Manuscripts with the Lord’s
Prayer,” 245-246 (and figs. 4 and 5); Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, nos. 10, 32, 58 (91-92,
111, 131), with further bibliography.
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Matt. 6:9-13, doxology (palimpsest), names with epithets on reverse side

P.Bad. 4.60; von Dobschiitz, “Zur Liste der neutestamentlichen Handschriften II1,” ZNW
27 (1928): 218; LDAB 6662; van Haelst 346; Kraus, “Manuscripts with the Lord’s
Prayer,” 248-250 (and figs. 7 and 8).

Matt. 6:9-13, Luke 9:37(?), 11:1-2, doxology, Ps. 90:13, Exorcism of Solomon,

protective incantation

P.Iand. 1.6 (= no. 6); von Dobschiitz, “Zur Liste der neutestamentlichen Handschriften
III,” ZNW 27 (1928): 218-219; LDAB 6107; van Haelst 917; PGM 2:206-207, no. 17;
Aland, Repertorium, Var 30; de Bruyn and Dijkstra 36; Meyer, Ancient Christian Magic,
45-46; Kraus, “Manuscripts with the Lord’s Prayer,” 241-242; Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits,
no. 18 (94-95), with further bibliography.

Matt. 6:9-13, Mark 1:1-8, Luke 1:1-7, John 1:1-17, Nicene Creed, Ps. 68 LXX

Chicago MS 125; von Dobschiitz, “Zur Liste der neutestamentlichen Handschriften IV,”
ZNW 32 (1933): 188; van Haelst 386; Kraus, “Manuscripts with the Lord’s Prayer,” 250-
251, with further bibliography.

John 2:1a-2, Rom. 12:1-2, Ps. 90:1-2

P.Vindob. G 2312 (formerly inv. 8032) (= no. 21); von Dobschiitz, “Zur Liste der
neutestamentlichen Handschriften IV,” ZNW 32 (1933): 188; LDAB 3488; van Haelst
195; Aland, Repertorium, Var 13; de Bruyn and Dijkstra 59; Pickering, “Significance,”
126-129; Sanzo, Scriptural Incipits, nos. 35 and 61 (113-15, 132), with further
bibliography.

John 1:1, 3, incantation, prayer for healing (fever)

P.Oxy. 8.1151 (= no. 17); von Dobschiitz, “Zur Liste der neutestamentlichen
Handschriften IV,” ZNW 32 (1933): 188; LDAB 2802; van Haelst 959; PGM 2:212-213,
no. 5b; Aland, Repertorium, 32; de Bruyn and Dijkstra 21; George Milligan, Here and
There among the Papyri (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1922), 150-151; Meyer,
Ancient Christian Magic, 40-41; Luijendijk, “Gospel Amulet,” 418-433; Sanzo,
Scriptural Incipits, no. 21 (97-98), with further bibliography.

% Addenda

Matt. 4:23, Gospel incipits, Ps. 17:3, 90:1, 117:6-7, trinitarian formulae, protective

incantation
BKT 6.7.1 (= no. 2)

Matt. 4:23/9:35, Matt. 8:15/Mark 1:31, creedal formulae, prayer for healing
P.Turner 49 (= no. 3)
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Matt. 6:9, 11, Ps. 90:1-2, healing incantation, sanctus
P.Princ. 2.107 (= no. 5)

Matt. 6:9-13, doxology, Ps. 90, Ps. 91 heading
P.Duke inv. 778 (=no.7)

Matt. 6:4-6, 8-12
P.Col. 11.293 (= no. 8)

Matt. 6:9-13
P.CtYBR inv. 4600 (= no. 9)

Matt. 6:9-13, doxology, 2 Cor. 13:13?, Ps. 90:1-13
P.Schgyen 1.16 (= no. 11)

Matt. 6:10-12
P.Ant. 2.54 (= no. 12)

Matt. 6:11-13
P.K6In 8.336 (= no. 13)

Matt. 6:12-13, doxology, sanctus
P.KoIn 4.171 (= no. 14)

Matt. 27:62-64; 28:2-5
P.Oxy. 64.4406 (= no. 15)

Mark 1:1-2, instruction to reader
P.Oxy. 76.5073 (= no. 16)

John 1:1-11, healing incantation
P.Ko6In 8.340 (= no. 18)

John 1:5-6, prayer for protection
P.Vindob. G 29831 (= no. 19)

John 1:29, 49, dialogue between Jesus and Nathanael
P.Berl. inv. 11710 (= no. 20)

2 Cor. 10:4, 1 Thess. 5:8/Eph. 6:16
P.Vindob. G 26034 + 30453 (= no. 22)
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®1-20

®21

®22

®23

1 Tim. 1:15-16
P.Berl. inv. 13977 (= no. 23)

Jude 4-5,7-8
P.Oxy. 34.2684 (= no. 24)

Ostraka

Matt. 27:31-32, Mark 5:40-41, 9:17-22, 15:21, Luke 12:13-16, 40-71, John 1:1-9, 14-
17, 18:19-25, 19:15-17

Cairo, IFAO inventory no. unknown; von Dobschiitz, “Zur Liste der neutestamentlichen
Handschriften IV,” ZNW 32 (1933): 188; LDAB 2991; van Haelst 384; G. Lefebvre,
Fragments grecs des Evangiles sur Ostraka BIFAO 4 (1904): 1-15; Deissmann, Light
from the Ancient East, 48-53, with a plate at 50 (fig. 3); Cornelia Romer, “Ostraka mit
christlichen Texten aus der Sammlung Flinders Petrie,” ZPE 145 (2003): 183-210, at 186;
Head, “Additional Greek Witnesses,” 433-435.

Luke 1:42, 28

O.Crum 515; von Dobschiitz, “Zur Liste der neutestamentlichen Handschriften IV,” ZNW
32 (1933): 188; LDAB 2862; van Haelst 402; Walter E. Crum, Coptic Ostraca from the
Collections of the Egypt Exploration Fund, the Cairo Museum and Others (London: EEF,
1902), no. 515 (1).

John 2:1

O.Sarga 5; von Dobschiitz, “Zur Liste der neutestamentlichen Handschriften 1V,” ZNW
32 (1933): 188; LDAB 2826; van Haelst 434; Walter E. Crum and H.I. Bell, Wadi Sarga:
Coptic and Greek Texts from the Ecavations Undertaken by the Byzantine Research
Account (Copenhagen: Gyldendalske Boghandel—Nordisk Forlag, 1922), 31 no. 5; Scott
Bucking, “Christian Educational Texts from Egypt: A Preliminary Inventory,” in Akten
des 21, 132-138, at 137.

Various passages from Acts, Romans, Galatians, James, 1 John, Jude, Liturgical
Text?

O.Petrie 414 (but now O.Petrie Mus. 13, 15, 16); von Dobschiitz, “Zur Liste der
neutestamentlichen Handschriften 1V,” ZNW 32 (1933): 188; LDAB 2796; van Haelst
553; John Gavin Tait, Greek Ostraca in the Bodleian Library and Various other
Collections (London: EES, 1930), 145; Romer, “Ostraka,” 197-200; idem, “Das

2 Von Dobshciitz listed only the passages from 1 John 2:12-14, 19-22, as published in O.Petrie 414 (“Zur Liste,”
ZNW 32 [1933]: 188). Two things should be noted. First, von Dobschiitz incorrectly lists vv. “19-32”; it should be
19-22, as seen from the edition. This mistake is also carried over in Head, “Additional Greek Witnesses,” 435 n.23.
Second, this single ostrakon is part of a much larger archive that has been published by Cornelia Romer, for which
see the bibliography above.
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®24

®25

zweisprachige Archiv aus der Sammlung Flinders Petrie,” ZPE 164 (2008): 53—-62; Maria
S. Funghi et al., Ostraca greci e bilingui del Petrie Museum of Egyptian Archaeology
(O.Petr.Mus.), pt. 1 (Papyrologica Florentina 42; Florence: Gonnelli, 2012), nos. 13, 15,
16; Head, “Additional Greek Witnesses,” 435-437.

Rom. 8:31

Cambridge, University Library Ostraka inv. 129; von Dobschiitz, “Zur Liste der
neutestamentlichen Handschriften 1V,” ZNW 32 (1933): 188; LDAB 3028; van Haelst
499; Tait, Greek, 172; Head, “Additional Greek Witnesses,” 437 (transcription).

Luke 1:28, Ps. 117:27, 26 (sic)

O.Crum 514; von Dobschiitz, “Zur Liste der neutestamentlichen Handschriften IV,” ZNW
32 (1933): 188; LDAB 3484; Crum, Coptic Ostraca, no. 514 (1); Turner, Typology, OT
150; Albert Pietersma, Two Manuscripts of the Greek Psalter in the Chester Beatty
Library Dublin (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1978), 14; Rahlfs and Fraenkal,
Verzeichnis, 226-227.
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