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34 PART I 

1 U) Plate 1 

c. 12 lines lost 
Kal ecTal ypmpal] i\eyouo[lv' 
'0 [euolo<.:wvl eeole; er[ epolC; 
t~[o]i\oe[peue]noe[TJOI [nMlv 
KUpf0 eec!.> [IJJOV0. 

5 Koui\Klavoc; aUT[(~)J eTm::v' 
GOoov KUpf0 [IJO]V0. A[neKpivOTO' 
Ou euw, ou [ya]p [TOIOUTWV 
eUOIWv 0 ee[ or:; aeTrol' al yap 
i8pai Kal e[ 8701 ypmpal M:youOlv' 

10 Ti IJOI ni\i1[e]o[ r:; rwv e]u[ OIWV UIJWV, 
My81 KUpl[O]c;;' [nMpn]c; [eilJl 

and divine scriptures say, 
He who sacrifices to any other gods 
except to the Lord God alone 
shall be destroyed. 
Culcianus said to him, 
Then sacrifice to the lord alone. He replied, 
J will not sacrifice, for such 
sacrifices God does not desire. The 
sacred and divine scriptures say, 
What to me is the abundance of your sacrifices, 
says the Lord, I am sated 

The question oflong (,= Bo) versus short (~~ La) introduction in Be has already been touched upon (see Introduction 
p. 20). 1-4 Ex. 22: 20. This verse is also cited, in the same textual form, by Phileas in his letter to the Thmuites 
(Eusebius, H.E. VIII x 10). See further, of the Acts selected by Musurillo op. cit., Montanus and Lucius 14,1 and 
Irenaeus 2,1. For the complete textual data on this verse see Brooke-McLean, The Larger Cambridge Septuagint. 
2 8T8POI<'; LXXA+: om LXXBFM+ Ha' ullis LaAB. 3 8~o7lo8p8u8no8TOI c var LXXAFM+: o7le8peu8noeTOI LXXB+. 
4 KUPIW 8ew: deo Ha; domino LaAilMOT = LXX. 10-11 Is. 1:11. 
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2 (->-) Plate 2 

c. 11 lines lost 
o[io]8[nJIJ6[TwV KOI Mywv 
6]An8wv 8uol[wv 0 8eoc; 
08]8TOI. KOU[AKIOV]OC; our4) dm;v' 
GOoo]v A[o]Jnov. An8Kp[varo' 

5 Ou 8u]w' ouot yap 8lJo8ov. 
KOUAK]IOVOC; OUT4) dnev' 

nOO]AOC; OUK e8[U]08V; AneKpivaro' 

OU]. 
KOUAKIOVOC; dn]ev' 

10 MwOonc; OlJ]K e8uoev; A[n]e­
Kpivaro' M]6[vo]lC; 'louoa[iol]C; 
T8TaYIJ8VOV] ilv 81J81V 

sacrifices of ... perceptions 
and true words does God 
desire. Culcianus said to him, 
Now sacrifice. He replied, 
I will not sacrifice; I never learned how. 
Culcianus said to him, 
Paul sacrificed, did he not? He replied, 
No. 
Culcianus said, 
Surely Moses sacrificed? He re­
plied, Solely for the Jews 
it was prescribed to sacrifice 

--- ------------------------

1-3 From what is extant it is clear that Be and La agree against Bo which has a passage on spiritual offerings, in an 
expanded form, at a later point in the proceedings, namely after the reference to Jerusalem as the divinely prescribed 
place for sacrifice (see above p. 19). The sequence in Bo, as Martin suggests (p. 29), is superior in view of the logic and 
flow of the discussion---but for that very reason must be considered secondary (contra Martin). BeLa have 
preserved the less logical but more original order, which was altered in the literary reworking reflected in Bo. 
3 Only here was spacing rather than ekthesis used to mark Culcianus' speaker-introduction; cf. 7,9 where the scribe 
forgot to use ekthesis. 8 ou Be vid = LaAB 

: + absit Ha; absit LaT. 9 Apparently the sole instance of omission of 
the dative of addressee (auTw). Since what according to BeLa comprised the content of the lost cols. 3 and 4 ofBo 
would fill at most 24-25 lines, the text of the latter must have been considerably expanded. 
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3 U) 
PART I 

tv 'lepoaoi\UfJolC; fJ6vC¥ [Ti;> 88i;>. 
v[O]v ot 0lJapTaVOuOIv 'E~[paiol 
trv aA]A[O]Oan[A] TaC; 8pna[Kdac; 
tar UTWV tn]IT8AoOVT8C;. 

5 KOUAK[lavoc;; aUT]i;> 8Tn8V' 
G[Oaov AOln6v. ct>IM]a[ C; an8-
Kp[lvaTO' Ou 8uw. 

KOUA[Klavoc; OUTi;> eln8v' 
ljJu[xnc; tvw08a tnllJtAelOv 

10 n[010UfJe8a; An8KpIVaTO' 
[ljJuxnc; KGI OC.0lJaTOC;.] 

K[ OUAKIOVOC; aUTi;> 8lnev' 
[ToO aWiJaTOC; TOUTOU; AneKpIVaTo'] 

in Jerusalem to God alone, 
but now (the) Hebrews are sinning 
by performing their rites 
elsewhere. 
Culcianus said to him, 
Now sacrifice. Phileas re­
plied, I will not sacrifice. 
Culcianus said to him, 
Are we concerned here for the soul? 
He replied, 
For soul and body. 
Culcianus said to him, 
This body? He replied, 

Plate 3 

118POOOAUIJO Be* (cf. LaF). 5-7 Bo has here the passage on spiritual sacrifices, but the order to oiTer sacrifice at 
this point in BeLa comes later in Bo (see outline, p. 19 above). It is interesting to observe how smoothly in Bo the 
discussion progresses from material sacrifices to spiritual offerings on the basis of which recompense is assessed, to 
the question of whether this pertains to soul or body or both, which issues in a discussion on the resurrection of the 
flesh. The piece ends fittingly with man's eternal weal or woe. Not only are the order and form ofthese passages 
less developed in BeLa, but the command to offer sacrifice stands as a patent interruption in the latter. 
Consequently, since the line of development runs from BeLa to Bo rather than in the reverse direction, the former 
must be the more primitive. 6 <pIA80C;: possibly jo[m:(KplvOTO) instead, preceded by spacing. 
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3 (t) 
P AR:-=.T-=I'--__ 

T[ o]u [awlJaTOC; TO]UTOU. 
15 KOUAK[laVOC; aUTi;>] eTnEV' 

'H aap~ arum] 6viaTaTaJ; 
AnEKpiva[TO' N]ai. 

KouAKlavoc; OEUTEp[ a] aUTi;> eTm:v' 
nJauAoc; OU[K] ripvr'l[ a]mo; 

20 An]EKpivaTo' OU, IJI1 ytVOIT[O. 
KOUAKI]aVOe; aUTi;> eTnEV' 

Tae; earlv 6 6pvna6IJEVOe;; 
An]cKpivaTo' Ou Myw. 

This body. 
Culcianus said to him, 
Will this flesh rise? 
He replied, Yes. 
Culcianus resumed, 
Paul denied (the resurrection), did he not? 
He replied, No, God forbid. 
Culcianus said to him, 
Who was it that denied it? 
He replied, I will not say. 

Plate 5 

15-17 Martin (p. 32) has posited two omissions, one in Bo, OVIOTaTOI <<l>Ii\eoc;; 811lev' No!. Koui\Klavoc;;> in 6,5, 
and another in La 2 after illi, <cam haec resurgit? Fileas dixit caro haec resurgit>. His resultant text, however, 
must be rejected since Be supports neither addition. 18 (58UT8pa here and in 4,7 is of considerable interest 
for a correct understanding of the text. In the latter instance it evidently indicates that the prefect is continuing 
in his line of questioning; his query about Paul the (5lwKrnc;; is followed directly by his surmise that the apostle 
was in any event an lou:ilrnc;;, moreover, a barbarian who spoke a barbarian tongue. If 5eun:po in 3,18 is interpreted 
along similar lines, it follows that apvElo8m in lines 19 and 22 can hardly mean "to deny the faith", but must 
instead refer to Paul's alleged denial of the resurrection of the flesh. That the suggestion is patently false merely 
underscores its authenticity in the mouth of Culcianus. La should no doubt be interpreted like Be. Though the 
majority of La manuscripts retained an equivalent to oeuTepo in 3,18, in 4,7 it disappeared without trace. 
How Bo meant apvelo8m to be understood is not entirely clear, but since its first occurrence is separated from 
the resurrection passage, it would seem to mean "to deny the faith". au81C;;, moreover, appears to be based on a 
mistaken understanding of 08UT8pO, and KOTolli\nooOlJevoc;; is also more likely to have corne from the 
hagiographer than a COUlt. clerk. A similar misunderstanding in the La manuscript traditions may have produced 
the replacement of rursus (Ha) by iterum (LaT

) on the one hand and zero (LaAB
) on the other. 19ff. According 

to Mr. Lucchesi's collation (see Foreword) of Paris, B.N. Copte 1315, fol. 88 r p. ~8 col. 1,6-23 reads as follows: 
... €1/'9~X€ €<PIA€/~C n€nlcKo/noc NCO<POC/€qOYW'9B/Mn~C€BHc/N2Hr€MwN/KOYAKI~NOcl 
€qXNOY M/ MO,! x€n~y/ AOC Mllq~p/ N~' n€x~q/ X€ MIl€' MH/ [r€]NoITO/ [n€x)~q X€ n€/ [TpO]C;: 
Mnq.).r/[N~·] 1J~+~q/ [X€ M]T.l~· M[H r]€/[NoITO ... "I am referring to Phileas the wise bishop who answered 
the impious prefect Culcianus when he asked: Did not Paul deny? He said, No, God forbid. He (Culc.) said, Peter 
denied. He (Phil.) said, No, God forbid .... " The wording of Phileas' negative reply to the prefect's question regarding 
Paul reflects BeLa rather than Bo, while n€x.). q for Phileas is closer to Bo, though the absence ofthe martyr's name 
agrees with Be versus Bo and La. Of considerable interest is the citation's evident mention of Peter. Whether the 
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KOU]AK[la]vo<;; OfJOaac; aUT4) 
TnV TlJXnV TWV ~aaIM[ w]v 
dm:v' '0] aUTOe;' t[y]~) [WIJOaa, 
OIJOaOV Kal au]. A[neKp[var]o' 

5 Ou aUYK]e[xwpmal I1IJTv OIJVLJVal' 
c. 8 lines lost 

Culcianus swore to him 
by the genius of the emperors 
and said, It was he. I have taken an oath, 
now you take an oath. He replied, 
We are not permitted to swear. 

1-2 According to Ste. Croix (" Aspects of the 'Great' Persecution" HTR 47 (1954), p. 79 note 27), "there seems to be 
no good evidence from the' Great' persecution of attempts to make accused Christians ... swear by the emperor's 
genius or Tuxn". Be does not call for modification in that view, though one presumes that Phileas would have been 
expected to repeat the oath of the prefect. Whereas Bo seems to have indulged in some re-writing, La lacks both 
Phileas' laconic reply (Be 3,23) and the specific reference to the prefect's oath (see Introduction p. 18). Sff. Since 
between this line and the following extant line in Be there is sufficient space for 8 lines, Be must here have sided 
more with Bo than with La which, unlike Bo, bears no hint that Phileas had ever in his life taken an oath; hence the 
omission, which could be mechanical (parablepsis), may be deliberate. The agreement between Be and Bo, 
however, cannot have been total as is clear from the following suggested reconstruction which is circumscribed by 
considerations of space, standard features of Be, and the preserved readings of La; 

n yap lepo ypacpn !.eycl· EOTW 
UI-IWV TO VOl VOl, TO OU au. 

KOUAKIOVOC; OUTW 81n8V' 
QUOcnOTC OUV wI-I0ooc;. AnCKpIV­
aro' EI KOI Wl-l000 n1-10 pTOV. 

KOUAKIOVOC; OUTW 8lncv' 
KOI vuv a[Jopmoov. AnCKpIVOTO' Qu. 

KOUAKIOVOC; OUTW Cll1ev' naUAOC; OUK 
It is difficult to see how in Be Phileas could have referred to "differences in sins". 
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nv O]IW[K]m[<;;; AneKpiva]r[o' Qu. 
KO]ui\K[la]ve[c;; oeu]repa aure+> dnev' 

n]aOi\oc; OUK [nv] iOlwmc;; 
Ot) L:U[poC;;] nv; ou ruplaT) ole-

10 MyeTO;] AneKpivaTo' Qu' 
'El3paTo<;; nv] KaQ] 'EMnvla[ rl 
oleMyer]o Ka) ro npwre!T. a 
dxev Ka]) nponye[v 
navr]6c;. 

15 K[O]ui\KI[ avec;; aur]e+> eTnev' 

Was (not Paul) a persecutor? He replied, No. 
Culcianus resumed, 
Was not Paul a common man? 
Was he not a Syrian? Did he not discourse 
in Syrian? He replied, No, 
he was a Hebrew and discoursed 
in Greek. He was of the highest 
rank and was second to none. 
Culcianus said to him, 

Plate 6 

6 olwKmc;. Interestingly, Bo omits any mention of Paul as a persecutor, leading Martin to suspect that a confusion 
based on olwKmc;/lolwrnc; resulted in an omission in Bo which he would restore to read: KOUAK. elnev' <OUK nv 
OIWKrnc;' <l>IAeac; 8tn8V' Ou, IJn Y8VOITO. KOuAK. 8tn8V'> OUK nv IOlwmc;. That OIWKTnC; was indeed part of the Urtext 
now receives further support from Be. Hence Martin may be correct in assuming that Bo has suffered an accidental 
omission; however, equally possible is that the damaging reference to the apostle's opprobrious beginnings and 
Phileas' untruthful reply in BeLa were deliberately dropped from Bo, which, as was argued earlier, is a 
hagiographical re-write of the proces-verbal. Furthermore, such references would cause the hagiographer particular 
embarrassment immediately following Phileas' extolment of Paul's virtues occasioned by the prefect's query 
regarding his divinity, a passage which in BeLa comes much later. aneKplvaro: pr Fileas Ha; pr qui LaA

• Ou 
Bevid = LaAB

: +absit Ha (cf. Martin's reconstruction ofBo supra). 7 o8uT8pa. See discussion on 3, 18. 100u= 
LaFo : nam Ha. 12-14 ApparentlybothBo and La are based on the textofBe, but whereas Bo placed the emphasis 
on TO npwT81a elxev, La elaborates primarily on nponyev naVTOC;. 
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5 U) 

PART I 

naVTW[ C;] MyelC; OTI Kal nM­
TWVO[C; KpeQTTwv nv; AneKp[va[To' 
Ou ~[ovov TO]O nMTWVOC;, ai\M 
K[ al navTwv] TWV q>1i\OOOq>W[ v 

5 q>[I]i\[OoocpW]Tepoc; nY, Ka! yap 
K[a]l [navrac;;] eneIO[eV], 8i at I3[OU­
i\[ el, Ol<)a~w oe r[ aC;] q>wva[ c;. 

Ko[ui\Klavoc; aUT4> dn]8v' 
GOoov i\OInOv. AneKpQvaro' 

10 Ou 8uw.] 
Koui\Klavoc;; aUT4> 8Tn]8v' 

Luvdonoic;] t[ OTIV]; <t>IM[ ac;; 

No doubt you mean that he was superior 
even to Plato. He replied, 
Not only was he superior to Plato but 
in fact he was more philosophical 
than all the philosophers, for 
he convinced all of them. If you wish 
I will teach you what he said. 
Culcianus said to him, 
N ow sacrifice. He replied, 
I will not sacrifice. 
Culcianus said to him, 
Is it a question of conscience? Phileas 

Plate 7 

2 KP81TTWV nv. This general and rather imprecise expression, which by that very fact is no doubt to be assigned to the 
Urtext, is rcndered in both Bo (see un8pcp8pw here put in the mouth of Phileas) and La by a more precise and 
appropriate word. Literary development here seems obvious (cf. also the unusual use of KaTO in Bo 10,12 and 15,10 
which points up the same phenomenon: see above p. 29 note 55). 4 TWV CPIAOOOCPWV = LaAB cf. Bo: om Ha. 5 
CPIAOOOCPWT8POC;: sapientior La AB ; prudentiol' Ha. 6 novrac;. Equally possible is aUTouc;, or perhaps oocpOUC; (= 
La) though in that case one would expect articulation. 7 oloa~w. This reading is purely spatii causa. 12 cDlA8ac; 
Be Bo Ha: qui LaAB

. 
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5 0) Plate 9 

om:Kp[va]TO' Nar. 
Ko[ U ]i\K[ I ]av[ OC;] aUTc!l e[T]nev' 

15 nWC; OUV; 1l[lo] <Tf> TnV npoc; T[nV 
yuvaTKa Ka[l] Ta rtKva o[ ou 
Kal roue; 6O[ e]i\<pou[ C;] ouv[ cfon­
OIV ou <p[uM]o[oel]C;; Am:K[p[va­
TO' "Orl Ii n[poe;] TOY S[c]o[v 

20 ou]vcfonol<; IJcf[«;:wv torlv' M­
yel] yap Ii Sda [ypa<pn' 
A y[ a ]miocl<; T[ OV Seov TOY nOI­
no[a]vro oe 

replied, Yes. 
Culcianus said to him, 
How is it then that toward 
your wife, children 
and brothers you do not respect 
conscience? He replied, 
Because conscience with respect 
to God takes precedence, for 
the divine scripture says, You 
shall love the God who made 
you. 

15-17 Since Be, and apparently Bo as well, referred to Phileas' wife, children and brothers, it is likely that La has 
suffered an omission, the reason for which is not obvious. A purely mechanical error seems unlikely, Perhaps La was 
influenced by the passage which mentions the wife and children of Socrates (La 4; Be 7,3-4), and the subsequent 
appeal to Phileas by the whole court and his own relatives to have regard for wife and children (La 6). Nowhere else in 
our three texts do we read of Phileas' brothers, though on two occasions (Be 9,13 = Bo 15,3 = La 5; Be 11,11 = La 8) we 
encounter "the brother", who by the Latin translator was inferred to be one of the lawyers. Omnibus propinquis of La 
6 may, of course, have included some of his brothers. Since the present reference does not make clear whether the 
brothers were blood relations of Phileas or spiritual confreres, perhaps its very ambiguity contributed to the 
omission. Of some further interest is that the order of wife and children varies, with Bo and La agreeing against Be! 
One suspects that the more logical order of Be, which may have been occasioned by La4 = Be 7 and La 6 (see above), 
is secondary. 20 1..l81~WV caTIV. That this colourless and barely adequate phrase should receive an explanatory 
plus in Bo is not unex~ected. (For similar modifications cf. e.g. Be 5,2 (KpClTTWV nv) and 9,1 (ani\w<;).) 21 n BCla 

ypacpn Be Bo v,d = LaA 
3: sacra et divina scriptura Ha; sacra scriptura LaM, 22-23 Cf. Deut. 6: 5. La was influenced 

by the biblical text (dominum deum tuum), a reading which is clearly too long for both Be and Bo (contra Martin) and 
almost certainly secondary. 
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6 (---r) 
PART I _ ... _-------_ ...... _ .. _ .. __ ._-- --- _._._--_._-_._--_. __ ._----

K]OUAKI[a]voc; aur0 dnev' Tlva 886v; 
(j)1A[ 8ac;] 6vm8fvac; rae; [x8ipac;] a[ (lTO] 0 
sic; rov] oupavov dm:[v' 
Tov 880V] TOV nOlllaa[vTa TOV] oupa-

5 vov Ka)] Tnv yfiv [Ka) Tac; 8aM]aaac; 

Ka) n6vr]a TO tv [auToIC;, TO]V KTla­
mv TOV 5]nIJ1o[upybv Tb]V 08-

an6mv] 
3 lines lost 

Culcianus said to him, Which god? 
Phileas raised his hands 
to heaven and said, 
The God who made the heavens, 
the earth, the seas 
and all that is in them, the 
creator, the maker, the 
Lord 

Plate 8 

2 aVOTclvac; = LaA
: extendit ... et Ea. The verb used by La reflects aVOTClV81V more nearly than cnOlpCIV ofBo. Since 

in similar contexts the former is uncommon in Jewish-Christian Greek and the latter is furthermore biblical, it is 
understandable that the hagiographer of Bo would make a lexical adjustment. 3 CInCV: aUTW may be added 
spatii causa, but see Introduction p. 27. 4-6 Cf. Acts 4:24 (Ex. 20:11). This same verse is cited in Agape 5,2; 
Apol!onius 2; Crispina 1,7; Cyprian 1,2; Euplus Lal 2,5; Fructuosus 2,4; Pion ius 16,3, but in none of these, with the 
exception of the last, does it play an integrated role in the context. 5 me; 8ai\aaaac; Be Bo vid. The singular in La 
stems [i'om the biblical text. 8 ff. With the help of La (and Bo) one might restore the 4 missing lines as follows: 

(an om v) TWV naVTWV aopOTOV an­
TWTOV KOI ai\ai\mov TOV iJOVOV 
ovm KOI iJCVOVTO CIC; roue; OIwvac; 
TWV alwvwv aiJnv 

Though LaFomits the last word, there is sufficient space for Be to have included it. Bo in this passage is interesting. 
Its literary expansion, which clearly takes the BeLa version as its point of departure, comprises essentially three 
things: 1) a fuller and more comprehensive delineation of divine attributes, 2) an exposition of God as ocanomc; 
(and oniJ10uPY0C;), and 3) a polemical application of God's unique and absolute existence (see Introduction p. 25). 
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PART I 

[Oi OIKOi\6yOI enl nAeiOV AaAoOvra] 
10 TOV ¢IM]av T4J [riY81J6VI eK­

WAUOV A]tYOVT[8]C;' Ti 6v[8iora-
001 T4J ri]Y81J6[VI;] ¢IMac; [dn]ev' 
'Ene]pWT¢ [1J8] Kal 6nOKpiv[o]1J0I 

aUT4J] 
15 KOUAKlav]oc; aUT[4J e]Tnev' 

GOoov AOln6v]. An8Kpi[var]o' 
OU 8uw] 

4 lines lost 

The lawyers were trying to prevent 
Phileas from addressing 
the prefect, and said, Why do you keep 
resisting the prefect? Phileas said, 
He is questioning me and I am 
replying. 
Culcianus said to him, 
Now sacrifice. He replied, 
I will not sacrifice 

--------------

Plate 10 

11 A8yovn:x; = LaAB
: + ei Ha. 11-12 Perhaps significantly for the Tendenz of Bo the question becomes a 

command. 12 Only here and in 6,3 is the normal verb of saying, on8Kplvaro, suspended in favour of 81n8V. But 
perhaps significantly both contexts are atypical. In 6,3 a participial clause intrudes between the explicit (!) subject and 
the verb, and in the present setting Phileas directs his reply not at the prefect but at the lawyers. 13-14 While Bo 
and La apparently agree totally, Be is stylistically inferior and therefore probably more original. 15 For the 
possible continuation of Bo at this point see p. 96. 16 on8KpIVOTO: pr Fileas Ha; pr qui LaA• 
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PART I 

tXOlJev [TOV] LWKpClTn' rivlKa 
tnl e6v[ mov n]yeTo, napeOTwonc; 
aU[TC!> Tnc;] y[u]vaIKOC; Kal TWV 
T[tKV]W[V, OUK] 6[n]eOTp6qm, MAO 

5 tT[ OIIJ]W[ C; TO Kwve]IOV t08xe[To. 
KouA[Klavoc; aUTC!> efJnev' THv 

X[pIOTOC; ee6C;; Am:KpIvmo' 
N[aL 
K[ OUAKlavoc; aUT(il dnev' 

3 lines lost 

(As an example) we have Socrates. When 
he was led to his execution, with his 
wife and children standing near 
him, he did not turn back but 
willingly accepted the hemlock. 
Culcianus said to him, Was 
Christ God? He replied, 
Yes. 
Culcianus said to him 

Plate 11 

18xo/J8v. Evidently the wording of Be differed slightly from La, though the extent of what precedes must have been 
nearly the same. 1-5 No parallel from Bo is extant since cols. 13-14 are lacking. Quite clearly, however, its text 
must have been 50% longer, seeing that what we have in BeLa (apart from the passage on Jesus) would fill only some 
23 lines in 130 rather than the requisite 34-36. 6-8 The passage dealing with the divinity of Christ comes much 
earlier in Bo (see Introduction p. 19), namely between the discussion on Paul's supposed denial, with its addendum 
on whether a Christian is permitted to swear, and the question of the apostle's divinity-which in BeLa comes later. 
Regarding the position ofthe present passage in La(Be) Martin comments, "On Ie retrouve ... dans un autre contexte 
ou sa presence n'a pas de raison d'etre particuliere" (p. 34). Though his observation is quite correct, one can hardly 
agree with his conclusion that "la version 1atine a subi sur ce point des bouleversements evidents" (ibid.). Clearly, 
the writer of Bo has structured his material, by placing in sequence the various passages dealing with Paul and 
juxtaposing the discussions regarding the divinity of Jesus and Paul. On the other hand, the less logical and 
unstructured sequence of BeLa has all the earmarks of being the more original one. 9 Both the inking on the 
papyrus and the extent of text in La indicate that the scribe of Be at this pointfailed to project the name of the prefect 
into the margin (cf. Introduction p. 28). 
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10 

PART I 

A8npouc;] 
iaoar[ 0, V8Kpoi un' OUTOO avtorav­

ro, TOU[ C; 6A6AOUc.; AOA8IV 8OWK8V 
Kal [noMac; v6oouC; t8epan8uo8v 
Ka[l oMa nOAAO oniJ8Ia tnofno8V. 

15 KOU[AKIOVOC; aUT4) 81n8V' 
'E[ oraupw8n 6 886C;; An8Kpfv­
a[To' "EV8K8V TilC; owrnpfac; 

n[iJ~)V' Kal on Q081 OTI oraupw-
8noeT]al [ 

]r . 8[ 

lepers 
he healed; dead were raised by 
him; to the mute he granted speech; 
many illnesses he cured 
and provided many other signs. 
Culcianus said to him, 
Was God crucified? He replied, 
For our salvation; and 
indeed he knew that he would 
be crucified 

Plate 13 

10-14 The enumeration of the miracles of Jesus, though in substantial agreement among our three texts (cf. Martin 
p. 36), has a more developed literary form in Bo than in BeLa. This is particularly true in comparison with Be, which 
lacks certain items that have intruded into La (see below). Not only is the list in Bo longer, the summary statement of 
Be 7,12 having been replaced by the healing of the withered, the demoniacs and the paralytics, but in one case 
(Ka8apl~8Iv 8,8) biblical idiom is introduced, and in another (ava~wouv 8,15) greater precision of language is 
achieved. One should also note the rather florid description of Jesus' exorcizing of demons (8,12-14). 11-12 V8KPOI 
KTi\. If the restoration here is correct, La has imposed uniformity of grammatical structure. 13-14 Between these 
lines La inserts the healing of the woman with the blood condition (Matth. 9: 20). Martin (p. 36) suspected an 
interpolation and our new text has shown him correct. 14 Whereas both La and Bo speak of the "signs and 
wonders" of Jesus, Be has room for only one of these. One surmises that the Urtext, like Be, spoke only of "many 
other Onl-18la" of Jesus' divinity and that the second element of this common pair is a later accretion. A direct 
connection here between Bo and La is not entirely precluded but hardly necessary. It is of some interest that 
Bo* lacks T8para, which was subsequently added in the margin by what Schwartz judges to be a different 
hand. l8 Apparently the verb "to crucify" is understood (contra La) rather than repeated from line 16, unless, of 
course, Be's word order differed from La. 



58 PART I 

Ka) u[3pi~eral [Ka) eo]WKeV 

eaurov n6vra [nageFv 0[1' Ii­
lJo<;' Kal yap [TaCira ai iepa) 
ypmpa) My[ OUCilV, aT<; tnep8i-

5 oovra[l] oi ['Iouociol 
]. w[ 

7 lines lost 

and would suffer indignities, and he 
gave himself over to suffer all things on 
our account. In fact, these things the sacred 
scriptures, on which the Jews rely, 
say, 

Plate 12 

There can be little doubt that we have in BeLa a more pristine description of Jesus' passion than in Bo, which 
contains all items of the former but beyond these much new material. 1 u[3P1s8TOI. The size of the lacuna on the 
preceding page suggests that the text of Be at this point more nearly approximates Bo than La. 4 lIeyouolv. As 
the text stands any indication of scriptural prediction is wholly implicit, hence rendering literary modification 
virtually inevitable. Such adjustment is in fact what we see both in La (praedicere) and in Bo (np0j.1nVU8Iv). Whether 
La confirms the reading of Bo, as Professor Turner states (" A Passage ... " p. 405), is open to question. Rather, one 
suspects that their agreement in rendering is due to the context. 4-5 8nepeIOOVTOI. Perhaps the anti-Jewish 
comment of La is lacking from our text as it is from Bo, or ifpresent seemingly had a different form. IfKol on the next 
line equals et (aspiciet) of La there would be ample space for it. 



60 PART! 

Xaplv 001 ayw] KO[i 
raurnv TnV reAciov] tlJOi 

10 [euepyeoiov X6pIOOI.] 
[KOUAKIOVOC; OUT0] eUn]ev' 

Ti Oe1'OOI; Ane]Kpiv[aro 
4 lines lost 

I am grateful to you; now 
grant me also this 
perfect favour. 
Culcianus said to him, 

--------

What is your desire? He replied, 

Plate 14 

8-10 Phileas' request is repeated in 9,14 ff. where some scholars have thought it intrusive (see below). It is interesting 
to note, however, that the actual duplication is not as extensive as one might at first glance suppose. Though the 
individual words of the request, raUTnV - xaploOl and subsequently temeritate-est, are indeed identical, their order 
varies in the two passages, a phenomenon which does not exactly bolster the theory of secondary repetition. 
Moreover, the two elements, while separated by the prefect's question here, are contiguous in 9. Obviously, Phileas' 
request fIts well in the present context and for that reason has not been questioned. But equally obviously, 
Culcianus' response in 9 (= La 5b) to the saint's obstinate insistence on the application of the imperial edict not only 
makes eminently good sense, but might be said to presuppose a reiteration of Phileas' demand. U aneKplvOTo: 
pr Fileas Ha; pr qui LaAB

• 
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9 U) 

PART I 

An8Kp[varo' Oux (mACH;, 

aAt,a unep aAn8efoC; KO! 8eoO. 

KOUAKIOVOc; OUTc!l dnev' 
nOOAOc; 8eoc; flv; AneKpfvOTO' 

sOu. 
KOUAKIOVOc; OUTc!l eTm.:v· 

AMa [T]k; flv; AneKpivOTO' 'Av·· 

8pwnoc; av8pWT10C; at 
Ou[ ]v [ 

10 n . [ .. ]eo . [ 
e[ ]o~[ 

1 line lost 

He replied, Not' simply' 
but for Truth and for God. 
Culcianus said to him, 
Was Paul God? He replied, 
No. 
Culcianus said to him, 
Who was he then? He replied, A 
man, but a man 

Plate 15 

1 anAwc;. As in other instances we have encountered, the wording of Be is adequate but hardly felicitous. Hence one 
expects, and in fact finds, improvement in the other versions, which in accordance with the context introduce similar 
renderings. While Martin's comment that" aUK ai\oywc; rendant exactement non sine causa" (p. 46) is not incorrect, 
this ought not be taken to mean necessarily a dependence of La on Bo. 2 KQI ~~ LaAB

: + pro Ha. The order of the 
two items in La, which differs from Be, is perhaps a deferential adjustment. 3ff. As already noted in connection 
with 7,6-8 the question regarding Paul's divinity appears earlier in Bo, and in a different context. The comments of 
the first editor are relevant: "La question concernant l'apotre est bien en place dans la version grecque, venant 
naturellement apres la discussion sur 1a divinite du Christ. II n'en est pas de meme dans la Passion latine ou eUe 
apparalt inopinement et se trouve separee du passage qui 1a precede immMiatement en grec par des repliques qui se 
situent dans Ie texte grec un peu plus loin .... Le texte grec nous apprend ... que ce dernier do it eire deplace et 
rapproche de celui auquel nous somme arrives maintenant et auquel il appartient" (p. 40). Similarly, Delehaye ("Les 
Martyrs d'Egypte") had earlier voiced objections to this passage. He noted the abrupt change from what precedes 
and the fact that the same question is asked in Dioscorus and several other (unhistorical) texts. Hence an 
interpolation to him seemed probable. That, however, his resultant text is still not entirely smooth did not escape 
him. Culcianus' granting of a beneficium to Phileas' brother would seem to presuppose the brother's intervention 
·"which occurs later, and the martyr's request for a perfect favour repeats what he reportedly said earlier. Delehaye 
therefore concludes, "To ute cette partie des Actes a subi des retouches profondes, occasionnees sans do ute par Ie 
mauvais Nat de la copie dont tous nos manuscrits derivent" (p. 306). Both Bo and Be confirm the historicity of the 
passage and the latter has it furthermore in the same place as La. Logical sequence and smooth transitions are marks 
of literary activity, but may not be safe guides in one's quest for the most primitive text form. 
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90) 

PART I 

KOUI\K[laV()(; auri;l dnev' 
Bev[ e<pfKlov ri;l aoel\<pi;l oou 
xapf[~oIJOI. AneKpfvaro' Kal 

15 au [roumv TtlV euePY80fav 
rel\[ dav 81.101 x6ploal, r~ 
6no[rolJf<;l oou xpnoal 
Kal r[ 0 Kel\l::;u08tv 001 
nM[pwoov. 

20 KOUI\K[lavoc; auri;l dnev' 
Ei QO[ elv oe xpdav exovra 
81\[8civ eic; roumv rnv QVOI-

Culcianus said to him, 
I am trying to do a favour to 
your brother. He replied, 
Kindly grant to me as well 
this perfect favour: exercise 
your severity and carry 
out what has been 
commanded you. 
Culcianus said to him, 
If I had thought you were in need 
and had come into this folly 

Plate 17 

14-19 According to Martin (p. 48) both Bo and La are defective at this point. In La the request has been wrongly 
assigned to Phileas rather than to Culcianus, as Bo has it and as one might expect in the context. Furthermore, 
neither text, according to Martin, makes clear the nature of the return favour which Culcianus is seeking. Hence 
Martin emends Bo to read ... xaploal' <euoov. ¢IAeac; elnev' Ou 8uw, ~n V8VOITO>. KouAKlavoc; elnev' EI ~8V 
KTA., with an identical adjustment in La. Martin's concerns are not entirely groundless, but his surgery on the texts is 
unwarranted. Rather than an omission, what we see in Bo is literary interference based on the logic of the context. 
What is wholly implicit in (Be )La, namely that the prefect expects a return favour, is rendered explicit in Bo (KOI au 
e~ol TOUTO xaploal), though admittedly since the redactor allows himself little more freedom than to rearrange the 
phrases of his Vorlage, his end product is not as clear as it could have been. Martin is correct in stating that the 
referent of TOUTO is ambiguous-but hardly more so than [3evecpIKlov. In context, however, neither is a problem. 
The prefect's beneficium is his considerate and longsuffering treatment of the accused, here said to be because of 
Phileas' brother but in the next passage alleged to be in recognition of his status and wealth. TOUTO as well as its 
implicit counterpart in BeLa can only refer to Phileas' beneficium to the prefect, namely his compliance with the 
basic requirements of the Edict so that the prefect's efforts to save him will not have been in vain. To that extent, 
then, Martin's interpolation is to the point, but it is unnecessary and now, with the additional support of Be, 
evidently for La but in any case contradictory to Martin, it is unacceptable. That Phileas should in this exchange 
repeat his earlier request (Be 8, La 5) would seem entirely natural (see pp. 60 and 62). 15 au. The papyrus reads 
001, which is probably another instance of itacism. 20-10,2 For the significance of these lines in relation to the 
protocol see Introduction p. 29. 22 mv. Perhaps omit spatii causa. 
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10 (-+) 

PART I 

av we; 6<v> eva TOUTWV, OUK rlvel­

XOlJnv OOU' 8nelon n8plouofav 
OUK oi\iynv eX81e;, WOT8 OU 1J0-
VOV 08 oMa Kal t[no]pX810V 6i\nv 

5 BP84Jai iSUVOIJ8VO<;;, iSla TOUTO 
cpeIOOIJ8VOe; oauTou Buoov. 
AneKpivar[ 0]- Ou Buw, 81JaU­

TO]O tv [TOU]T(~ Kr1001J0I. 
01 iSIKOi\6yOI npoe;] TOV n[y]e[lJo]va eTnav' 

10 8Buoev tv Ti!> onKpnTC¥. An]8Kp[v­

aro'] 
c. 5 lines lost 

like one of these, I would not have put 
up with you. Since you possess 
considerable wealth so that you 
can support not only 
yourself but in fact an entire 
province-for that reason 
spare yourself and sacrifice. 
He replied, I will not sacrifice. In 
this way I am showing concern for myself. 
The lawyers said to the prefect, 
He sacrificed in the council-chamber. 
He replied, 

Plate 16 

2-8 The preceding lines have already been discussed (Introduction p. 29). Obviously, in Bo the literary rewrite 
extends well beyond these lines. When one compares the present passage in Be with Bo's version, stylistic 
alterations and improvements in the latter are immediately in evidence. Interestingly enough, some adjustments 
were also made in La but to a far lesser extent. Since this passage has been extensively touched up in Bo, one 
wonders whether the omission of OUK in 15,12 is perhaps deliberate (thereby changing the sense of the comparison), 
and whether OIOIKnoOi (15,16) is indeed based on a corruption of ouvaoOl/ouva0801, as Martin suggests (p. 50). 
3-4 l.I0vov oc = LaBMT : tr Ea. 4 KOI = La T: prope Ea. 9 npoc; TOV nycl.l0vo: see Introduction p. 27. Bo's 
substitute for this phrase is not likely to have come from the protocol. 7-8 cl.lauTou - Kn00I.lOl. Cf. Bo 15,1-2. 
10-11 an8KpivaTO LaAMT : dixit Ea. 



68 PART I 

11 (+) Plate 19 

6 lJe KaMoac; de; Tnv Ki\npOVOlJiav 
T[n]c; lJeyaAonpe[m;uac; aUTOU. 

Oi O[IK]0i\[6]YOI npoc; TOV nyefj6va eTnav' 
<t>IMac; OKe]ljJlv aiTciTai. 

5 Kou[i\Klavoc; aUT]0 eTnev' Llwow 001 
OKt[ ljJao8a1. An]eKpivmo' 'EOKeljJO­
fj[nv noi\i\oKIC; K]at TOUTO eiMfjnv. 

Oi OI[KOMYOI Kat Ii TO~IC;] 6n[o] fjlOC; 

Ofja [T0 i\OYIOTQ 
4 lines lost 

he who called me into the inheritance 
of his glory. 
The lawyers said to the prefect, 
Phileas requests time for reflection. 
Culcianus said to him, I shall give you 
time to reflect. He replied, Often did 
I reflect and this is my choice. 
The lawyers and the court with one accord, 
together with the /ogistes 

1-2 Both the text here and the size of the preceding lacuna indicate that Be and La must have been in substantial 
agreement, though the word order apparently did not completely coincide. Iff. It is difficult not to conclude that 
once again the text of Bo has been extensively revised. These revisions may be summed up as follows: 1) twice Bo 
summarizes Phileas' words and their effect (Bo 16,6-8 = Be 1O,?-11,2 La 6; Bo 17,1-6 = Be 11,8ff. La 6); 2) twice oralio 
recta is replaced by oratio obliqua (Bo 16,8 = Be 11,3 La 6; Bo 16,15 = Be 11,8 La 6), with a resultant stylistic parallel; 
3) on both occasions (contra BeLa) the lawyers and the whole court assembly make the appeal, thus increasing the 
dramatic effect, which is further underscored by a~louv; and 4) at least one lexical improvement (Be 11,7 8IAo~nv­
nponpn~OI Bo 16,14) is introduced. 3-9 cf. above pp. 15-16. 8 ana ~Iac;: see Arndt-Gringrich ana VI, which 
demonstrates convincingly that this phrase in Luke 14: 18 is not a Semitism. 



70 PART I 

11 (t) Plate 21 

10 ]A8U[ 
6 ooe1\( <p6e; TOO <t>IMou ov­
e~6no[ev AtyWV' '0 <t>IMac; 
aiTclra[1 0lJvnoTiav. 

KOUAKI[ avoC; ovayaywv TOV 
15 <t>IM[av aurii'> dm:v' Ti t~e­

KOA( eoae;; An8KpivaTo' OUK t­
~e[ KOA8oa, IJn np60XI)e; TOUTQ 
Tii'> O[UOOaIIJOV80TOTQ' tyw 
yap XO[pIV noMi1v ayw ToTe; 

the brother of Phileas 
cried out saying, Phileas 
requests amnesty. 
Culcianus summoned 
Phileas and said to him, What, did 
you make an appeal? He replied, No, 
I did not. Pay no attention to this 
most unfortunate man. Rather, 
I am deeply indebted to the 

10-11 We have already noted (Introduction p. 210 that the Philoromus episode, which in La stands between the final 
appeal by the court and the intervention of Phileas' brother, was never part of Be. Similarly, that the last half of La 6 
has been expanded has now been proven by Be, since a mere four lines of text are lacking (see Introduction p. 25). In 
further support of Be's having contained the KPIOIC; at this point one might reconstruct 8Ke]A8U[oev in line 10. 
Obviously, if the court assembly (including Phileas' relatives?) urged pity on wife and children, and if the prefect 
ordered the martyr's execution, which elicits the brother's desperate last attempt to save Phileas' life, no space 
remains for anything but the briefest reply by the latter. Perhaps there was no reply (cf. La), seeing that Phileas had 
already twice dealt with his relation and 0 bligation to his family. 11 The comment of La that Phileas' brother was 
one of the lawyers evidently does not reflect its Greek Vorlage and hence may be no more than an inference on the 
part of the translator, though perchance a correct one; in any case, it is the kind of information or supposition that 
is readily introduced in the process of literary development (cf. Introduction p. 281'.). 16-17 8~8KaA8oa 0= LaT: 
+ absit Ha. 
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12 (-+) 

PART I 

~aOIAeOOIV Kal TQ nyelJ[ov]f[Q 
OTI oUYKAnpOVOIJ0C; tye[vn6]nv 
'InooO XpIOTOO. "Em:lTa rot 
t~t~n 0 <D1.i\tac;. [napay-

5 eVOlJevOC; Tofvuv tv [T4l Ton]<+> 
ou E:lJeMev 6[noTtIJVeo]6m 
Tll]V [KecpaArlV ]enel 

c. 7 lines lost 

emperors and the (local) government 
because I have been made a coheir 
of Jesus Christ. Thereafter 
Phileas went out. When he 
had come to the place 
where he was going to be beheaded 

Plate 20 

1 [3aoIAeuOIv. Since Phileas died after the abdication of Diocletian on May 1,305 the reference may be to the rulers 
of the second Tetrarchy, or perhaps more particularly to Galerius and his Caesar Maximin Daia, though the Fourth 
Edict was, of course, issued by the first Tetrarchy. nY8IJovla. The reference must be to Culcianus, during whose 
term of office Phileas was both imprisoned (probably late 305) and executed (likely on February 4,307). Reymond 
and Barns (see Bibliography) have suggested (p. 8) that "Philemon the bishop of Thmouis" in Shenmife105Vii is 
our Phileas. This Philemon, however, was arrested by Arian nY8I.Jwv of the Thebaid, and his city is evidently located 
in Upper Egypt (see Thmuis 2 in RE). Though the identification is likely to be correct, the information in Shenoufe 
has clearly been distorted. 3 InOOU XPIOTOU = LaABT 

: tr Ba. 4-5 napayevolJevoc;. For the bearing of this and 
the following verb on the absence of the Philoromus passage see Introduction p. 21f. 
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12 (-+) 

13 (+) 

10 

15 

PART I 

lOUT 
]. 
]. 
]. ... 
]nA 
]e. ow 
]VTee; 

Jav 
]'lnooO 

'iva IJn cpwvwj.lev ljJeu06xelAol 
npoe; TOV KUPIOV nj.lwv· OOTIe; yap 
ljJ euoDXE:IAOe; npootpXE:TOI role; 
ay[ ] npooe . Ole; n oit.tJUxoe; 

5 n [ ] n ooAl[ .. ]n npooT-
aK[ ]1 .. [ ]ne; TalJlac; 
nor ] 8IJn[E:]nAno-
IJt[ voe; TOO nveUlJaTOC; TnC;] 
uioS[ E:oiac; 

c. 3 lines lost 

Plate 22 

Plate 23 

13,1-20 Though not enough is extant to make coherent sense, what we have seems to suggest a final address or 
sermon by Phileas. (On this element see Introduction p. 22f.). 2 KUpIOV. It is noteworthy that the nomen sacrum 
appears in uncontracted form, even though this passage cannot have been part of the official protocol (see 
Introduction p. 28). 



7_6 ______________________________________________ .J'~J_I ____________________________________________ _ 

13 (+) 

14 (-+) 

lO ... VTOJ-l[ 
. 8T8 OliV i\[ 
ai\i\rli\oue; [ TnV 
ay6rrnv OIW[ K8T8 Kal TnV <p1i\0-
~8vfav [ 

15 XpnOT[ 
8ipnv[ 
TnC; o[ 
ayarr[ 
6 yap i\ . [ 

20 de; UJ..I[ fie; 

ouo]enw yap nerrOVSaJ-l8V XPIOTI­
avoi' J-leMojJ8v rr60X81V' 
apxn earl V woivwv T[ WV 
J-lei\i\ouowv' ava<p[ ep8] I 

5 aMouc;, jJtMel i\[ 
ei\e[ ] . oue; . . . [ 

c. 6 lines lost 

for we have not yet suffered as 
Christians. We are about to suffer; 
it is the beginning of the woes 
to come; it is carrying off 
others, it is about 

Plate 25 

Plate 24 

14,lff. See Introduction p. 22. If, beyond the point at which the protocol must have ended, Be and La had shown 
radical independence, we might have concluded that each separately represents the official acta. But the obvious 
relationship between Be 14 and (at least part of) La 9 demonstrates a distinctly litera1Y connection between the 
two documents, though La's direct dependence on Be is contradicted by the presence of a considerable amount 
of unrelated material in the conclusion of Be. The stemma drawn on p. 23 should, therefore, be modified 
as follows: official acta 

B
/ -~ 

o Be La 



14 (-?) 

PART I 

]TOV Ko8[n­
iJ8VOV tn) X8pOU~)iJ T]WV ayfwv 

TO]V oniJloup-
10 yov TWV naVTwv, TOV] apxnyernv 

] . no 

]noTou 

]XpIOTOO 

who is seat­
ed upon the holy Cherubim 

the crea­
tor of all things, the first cause 

._-------.-_._-.-_ .. _--_._._-_.------_._._----------------------

Plate 26 

7ff. Kilpatrick (op. cit. p. 218) has drawn attention to La's specific use of an Old Latin Bible in its reference to I Pet. 
5: 8. What we seem to encounter in La in the present passage is a more general introduction of biblical phraseology. 
Thus "Cherubim" takes the place of "the holy Cherubim", which is not found in the Bible, and the biblical phrase 
"initium et finis" (Rev. 21: 6; cf. 1: 8, 22: 13) takes the place of a reference to God as apxnYE:TnC; plus presumably 
further and similar epithets. 13 XpIOTOU. See Introduction p. 22 and note 25 p. 22. If this is indeed part of a 
doxology, what followed Be 14,10 must have been shorter than what we have in La. 


