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ABSTRACT

This thesis gathers and analyzes Origen of Alexandria's citations of Romans, 2
Corinthians and Galatians in order to gain a better understanding of the nature of the
New Testament text in the second and third centuries. Throughout the transmission
process of Origen’s writings, it is possible that the wording of his citations has
undergone alteration that relates to changes in the New Testament transmission.
Origen’s citations are analyzed to determine whether his citations, as they are found
today, first transmit the text quoted by the author, and, second, are likely to be a
reflection of his biblical manuscripts. If Origen’s authorial citations can be
demonstrated to be from his biblical exemplars, it is only then that his citational text
can be compared with New Testament manuscripts for the purposes of establishing
textual affinity. If Origen’s citations cannot be used to establish his biblical text, then
his use as a witness to specific text-forms should be reconsidered. However, his
citations still reveal the transmission history of his writings, specifically how they
have undergone alteration in light of the historical and theological environments of
his editors. The thesis concludes that Origen, despite often corresponding to the
Initial text and Byzantine text agreements, cited freely with little extant manuscript
support. This suggests that his authorial citations have been accommodated to a text
form similar to that of the Initial text and then the Byzantine text through subsequent
transmission.
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CHAPTER ONE
1.1 Introduction

Origen of Alexandria (184-254 AD) was one of the most prolific writers and
influential theologians of the early Church. Considering that his literary career predates
all extant Greek manuscripts of the Pauline Epistles, copies of his writings could provide
access to the earliest periods of the Greek New Testament text (Papyrus 46, the earliest
surviving manuscript of Paul’s epistles is consistently dated to the mid- to late third-
century)'. If it is the case that the earliest attestations of the New Testament are
contained in the writings of the Church Fathers, these patristic citations must be
established genuinely to reproduce the text of biblical manuscripts known to their
authors before they are used in the field of New Testament textual criticism. The
significance of this thesis is that it will demonstrate that an exhaustive examination of
Origen’s citations of Romans, 2 Corinthians, and Galatians is inconclusive in
establishing the extent to which the biblical text transmitted in these writings goes back
to Origen and whether it derives from biblical manuscripts known to him.

The inability to establish the exact source for Origen’s citations is often a reflection
of the oral and memory-based culture of his time. This is seen in the widespread
illiteracy of the Roman Empire, as well as in the high view of memory in direct
opposition to textual precision.? The earliest Christian movements grew out of Jewish

oral culture and employed memory-based learning methods. The high cost of

' See further Edgar B. Ebojo, A Scribe and His Manuscript: An Investigation into Scribal Habits of Papyrus
46 (P. Chester Beatty Il — P. Mich. Inv. 6238), unpublished doctoral thesis, University of Birmingham,
2014, p. 148.

% William V. Harris, Ancient Literacy, Harvard University Press, 1991), 324-325; in regard to Ancient and
Koine Greek perspectives of memory over text cf. Plato, Phaedrus 274 and Papias, Fragments 1.
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manuscript production also restricted personal access to these documents and limited
scriptural knowledge to liturgical reading. Though Origen possessed a library of
manuscripts, the influence of orality and memory is apparent in his own citations where
he sometimes cites the same passage in different ways, with both an awareness of
differing readings in available manuscripts and also flexibility in his varying
interpretations. This free nature, often in contrast to other citations that correspond to
the text of modern critical editions of the Greek New Testament, suggests that many of
Origen’s citations have been accommodated during the course of their transmission to
the text-forms known to his copyists. As none of the authorial copies of Origen’s writings
exist, one must address the problems of accommodation through the extant copies, all
of which were copied hundreds of years after the life of Origen and represent the
ongoing transition from an oral to textual tradition.

In 1941, a trove of manuscripts was discovered in Tura, Egypt, just south of Cairo.
Among these documents were works by Didymus the Blind and Origen. Of Origen, the
following works were found: Dialogue with Heraclides, a discourse on Easter,
Commentary on Romans (extracts of books 5 & 6), a homily on 1 Kings, a sermon on
the Witch of Endor, and Contra Celsum. Among the manuscripts found, Papyrus Cairo
88748 is the earliest document for a work of Origen. It has been palaeographically dated
to the 6™ and 7" century. The Dialogue with Heraclides was found for the first time in
Tura, though the copies of Contra Celsum found proved to resemble forms previously
known to scholars. Despite being the earliest extant documents of Origen’s writings,

they are hundreds of years later than his authorial writings.
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Patristic citations as attestations to the early biblical text are often considered a
third line of evidence.® That is, they come behind continuous-text manuscripts and
versions. On the other hand, Fee suggests “when properly evaluated, patristic evidence
is of primary importance, for both of the major tasks of New Testament textual criticism:
In contrast to the early Greek manuscripts, the Church Fathers have the potential of
offering datable and geographically certain evidence."* This dual demonstration could
provide a fuller picture into the biblical text, especially since New Testament
manuscripts rarely indicate such characteristics. Patristic citations could provide
supplementary evidence for periods of time from which there is no manuscript evidence,
namely the first two centuries AD.

Fee offers caveats about what keeps the patristic writings from being a most
significant witness, that is, proper evaluation. The potential issues Fee speaks about
include but are not limited to: (1) determining whether a Church Father has cited from a
copy of his biblical text or “from memory”, (2) establishing the “citing techniques” or
practices of a Church Father, (3) assessing the “character/type of work involved” i.e.
genre, and (4) whether a “number of Bibles used by the Father” is the reason for varying

citations of the text.> Fee then states that there are three broader problems: "reflecting

® F. J. A. Hort, Two Dissertations (Cambridge: Macmillan, 1876) 1-72, esp. 30-42; The New Testament in
the Original Greek, Introduction and Appendix (London: Macmillan, 1896), 107-115; B. H. Streeter, The
Four Gospels (London: Macmillan, 1924), ch. 4; M. J. Suggs, "The Use of Patristic Evidence in the
Search for a Primitive New Testament Text," NTS 4 (1957/1958): 139-147 who calls the Church Fathers
as "supplemental"; B. M. Metzger, "Patristic Evidence and the Textual Criticism of the New Testament,"
NTS 17 (1971/1972): 379-400, who speaks of them as "indirect"; B. M. Metzger and B. D. Ehrman, The
Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2005), 126-134; D. C. Parker, An Introduction to the New Testament Manuscripts and Their Texts
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008) 108-118.

* Fee and Mullen, "The Use of the Greek Fathers,” 351.

® Ibid, 344.
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in turn the Father himself, the transmission of his evidence, and our own need to
discriminate carefully what is truly primary and what is not."® The proper evaluation of
Patristic citations will be a prevalent theme throughout this thesis.

Ehrman shares Fee’s optimism of what carefully handled patristic citations could
yield, though he too, shows skepticism as when he warns “the quotations of Scripture in
them [the Church Fathers] are spotty, often periphrastic, and likewise subject to the

vagaries of textual transmission.””

Nevertheless, he says “even though they must be
used with caution, the Church Fathers can play an invaluable service for those
interested in establishing the original text of the New Testament. No longer can we
continue to ignore them."® The use of patristic citations for establishing the “original text”
will, likewise, be a prevalent theme throughout this thesis.

The potential gains that could come from the Church Fathers in the form of
elusive early Christian textual data are often held back by the potential problems that
have been mentioned above.? As possible indirect witnesses to biblical manuscripts, the
task required in order to responsibly use the patristic citations as witnesses to the New

Testament manuscripts first requires that the textual problems of the Church Fathers

citations are resolved.'® This demands that the textual study of the Church Fathers is a

® Ibid.
” Bart D. Ehrman, “Patristic Evidence and Textual Criticism" in Studies in the Textual Criticism of the New
8Testavment (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 249.

Ibid.
% “It is true of New Testament quotations in the Church Fathers as it is of the versions that they are often
misjudged and consequently misused. The route from a modern edition of the Church Fathers work back
to the text which he read in his New Testament may be long and tortuous.” 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 (Grand Rapids: W.B. Eerdmans Pub. Co, 1987), 166.
19 Al the scribal questions asked of the NT MSS themselves must also be applied to the Fathers texts,
and especially to that portion of their text where they cite Scripture. It has long been recognised that he
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pre-requisite before citations can be applied to the overall discipline of Greek New
Testament textual criticism. This task for the patristic textual scholar often results in
“‘extreme caution” which leads to “total neglect” or the exact opposite, citations elevated
“as primary evidence...due to lack of proper caution."'" These attestations are not quick
fixes for the unexplainable problems in the biblical documents, and previous scholars
who have suggested their immediate application have demonstrated this misstep.'?
Therefore, the opportunity and difficulty the citations afford are equally powerful.

The value of patristic Citations of the New Testament is not something that has
been previously ignored. Francis Lucas of Brugge first investigated patristic writings for
the purpose of textual criticism in the sixteenth century; Erasmus, in his 1516 edition of
the Greek New Testament likewise cites several Church Fathers: Ambrosius,
Athanasius, Augustine, Cyprian, Gregory of Nazianzus, Origen, and Theodoret.™

Griesbach also carried out investigations of patristic citations in the 18" century.'®

monks of the MIddle Ages, to whom we are indebted for many of the extant copies of the Fathers,
sometimes tended to conform biblical passages to a more contemporary text—although as Suggs has
pointed out , this problem can be overstated, since there is also good evidence that the trained copyist
normally aimed at verbal accuracy." Fee and Mullen, “The Use of Greek Patristic Citations,” 345.

" Gordon D. Fee, "The Text of John in Origen and Cyril of Alexandria: A Contribution to Methodology in
the Recovery and Analysis of Patristic Citations" from Biblica 52 (1971), 301.

"2 For example, M.-E. Boismard, in a series of articles in Revue Biblique (1948, 1950, 1951, 1952, 1953,
1957).

'3 “And yet there are today more problems connected with the New Testament quotations, even in the
works of outstanding editors, that would be imagined.” Aland and Aland, The Text of the New Testament,
167.

" On Brugge: Eberhard Nestle, William Edie, and Allan Menzies, Introduction to the Textual Criticism of
the Greek New Testament (London: Williams and Norgate, 1901), 146; Desiderius Erasmus, Novum
Instrumentum omne (Basel: Johann Froben, 1516).

'> Johann Jacob Griesbach, Dissertatio Critica De codicibus quatuor evangeliorum Origenianis (Halle:
Litteris Hendelianis, 1771); repr., J. J. Griesbach, Opuscula Academica (ed. J. P. Gabler, vol. I, Hena,
1824), 226-317; Commentarius Criticus in Textum Graecum Novi Testamenti (2 vols; Jena: Goepferdt,
1798, 1811); Symbolae Criticae Ad Supplendas Et Corrigendas Variarum N.T. Lectionum Collectiones (2
vols.; Halle, 1785, 1793).
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It looks as if this is a growing field of study as many relatively recent inquiries
have been made concerning the citations of the Church Fathers'® in general and in
regard to Origen’s text, specifically.’” A recent wave of PhD and Master’s theses on the
subject has also brought new investigations into the conversation.'® Historically,
investigations on Origen’s text are generally limited to the Gospels.'® In fact, there are
no modern investigations of Origen's citations of any Pauline letter other than 1
Corinthians, which was undertaken by Darrell Hannah, published in the Society of
Biblical Literature’s New Testament in the Greek Fathers (NTGF) series.?° The scope of

this thesis is a response in content and methodology with regard to the remaining task

'® A list of the most recent projects known by the International Greek New Testament Project is given at
http://www.igntp.org/patristic.html.

"7 A thorough list up to the year 1982 of those who have contributed to the study of Origen has been put
together by Henri Crouzel in his "Bibliographie critique d’Origéne," in Instrumenta Patristica VIII
(Steenbrugge: Abbey of St Peter, 1971, and its supplement in 1982.

'® See Jared Anderson, "An Analysis of the Text of the Fourth Gospel in the Writings of Origen," MA diss.,
University of North Carolina Chapel Hill, 2008; James Jeffrey Cate, "The Text of the Catholic Epistles and
the Revelation in the Writings of Origen," PhD thesis, New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary, 1997;
Amy M. Donaldson, "Explicit References to New Testament Variant Readings Among Greek and Latin
Church Fathers," PhD thesis, University of Notre Dame), 2009; F. Pack, "The Methodology of Origen as a
Textual Critic in Arriving at the Text of the New Testament," PhD thesis, University of Southern California,
1948; Raquel, Sylvie Taconnet "The Text of the Synoptic Gospels in the Writings of Origen," PhD thesis,
New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary, 2002.

"9 See F. C. Burkitt, “W and ©: Studies in the Western Text of St. Mark,” JTS 17 (1916), 20; Ernst
Hautsch, Die Evangelienzitate des Origenes, Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 1909; Kwang-Won Kim, “Origen's
Text of John in His On Prayer, Commentary on Matthew, and Against Celsus.” JTS (1950), 83; Kirsopp
Lake, Robert Blake, and Silva New, “The Caesarean Text of Mark,” HTR 21 (1928): 207-404; Streeter,
The Four Gospels; Sylvie Taconnet Raquel, “The Text of the Synoptic Gospels in the Writings of Origen.”
(Ph.D. diss., New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary, 2002).

?0 Darrell Hannah, The Text of | Corinthians in the Writings of Origen (NTGF 4; Atlanta: Scholars Press,
1997). Over the past 30 years, this series has published several volumes on patristic citations This series
has been published by the Society of Biblical Literature from 1986-2008. Bart D. Ehrman, Didymus the
Blind and the Text of the Gospels (NTGF 1; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986). To date, there are 7 volumes
of this series. Volumes 2-7 are: James A. Brooks, The New Testament Text of Gregory of Nyssa (NTGF
2; Atlanta: Scholars Press,1991); B. D. Ehrman, G. D. Fee, and M. W. Holmes, The Text of the Fourth
Gospel in the Writings of Origen (NTGF 3; Atlanta: Scholars Press,1992); Jean-Francgois Racine, The
Text of Matthew in the Writings of Basil of Caesarea (NTGF 5; Atlanta: Scholars Press,2004); Carroll
Osburn, The Text of the Apostolos in Epiphanius of Salamis (NTGF 6; Atlanta: Scholars Press,2004); and
Roderic Mullen, The New Testament Text of Cyril of Jerusalem (NTGF 7; Atlanta: Scholars Press,1997).
Independent of this series is a very recent dissertation accepted on Origen's text of Acts, Stanley N.
Helton, "The Text of Acts of the Apostles in the Writings of Origen," Ph.D. diss., New Orleans Baptist
Theological Seminary, 2014.
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of investigating Origen’s citations of the Pauline epistles. The epistles chosen in this
thesis simply consist of the three remaining Pauline Hauptbriefe yet to be considered by
patristic textual critics. Nevertheless, the appeal of the Church Fathers as witnesses to
the Greek New Testament has encouraged investigations of their citations for centuries

and will hopefully continue to do so.

1.2 A Working Definition of “Patristic Citation”

A preliminary issue affecting any project on patristic citations is defining what is
meant by “patristic citation”. How scholars define this term is often telling in regard to
how citations will then be used in textual criticism (discussed below). Considering the
varying perspectives, it was important that this thesis first defines what is meant by
“citation” in order that there be no confusion as the discussion proceeds. Therefore, in
this thesis, a Greek New Testament citation is recognizable New Testament content
reproduced in the writings of Origen. This definition of “citation” is rather broad
considering the more nuanced categories commonly used in publications on patristic
citations discussed below. This means that any New Testament content in the writings
of Origen will be considered his “citational text”. These definitions will be helpful later as
Origen’s writings contain multiple citations of the same sections of biblical text, many of
which are different from each other. This means that the citational text may be different
from one citation to the next even if the citations are of the same text (i.e. Romans 5:7)
or in the same work of Origen (i.e. Cels). Also, the term “biblical text” (in reference to
Origen) will refer to his personal exemplars or Greek New Testament documents that he

may have used directly to quote New Testament content. Lastly, one way this thesis
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distinguishes between works that are truly Origen’s versus works that are attributed to
him is through the terms “primary” and “secondary” sources. For example, works that
are known to be Origen’s such as Contra Celsum or On First Principles are considered
primary. On the other hand, text from a catena or a margin believed or even noted to be

from Origen will be considered secondary.

1.3 Historical Definitions of Patristic Citations
One of the major contributors in this area of understanding patristic use of the

New Testament is Gordon Fee. He emphasized the “need to devise a set of criteria, or
guidelines, by which to assess the degrees of certainty or doubt with regard to any
patristic citation.”®" By nature, this suggests that not all biblical content in the Church
Fathers’ writings is considered a patristic citation as understood in section 1.2 above.?
Fee defined his own criteria in the following way:*

“Allusion: A reference to the content of a biblical passage in

which verbal correspondence to the NT Greek textis so remote

as to offer no value for the reconstruction of that text.” [emphasis

mine]

“Adaptation: A reference to a biblical passage, which exhibits
verbal correspondence to the Greek NT, but which has been

®" Fee and Mullen, “The Use of the Greek Fathers,” 191-207.

2 The perspective that patristic citations must be vetted as citations is common. “Patristic citations are not
citations unless they have been adequately analyzed.” Robert M. Grant, “The Citation of Patristic
Evidence in an Apparatus Criticus,” New Testament Manuscript Studies, eds. M. M. Parvis and A.
Wikgren; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1950), 124; Dimant defines patristic citations as “biblical
phrases of at least three words, more or less accurately reproduced, and introduced by special terms and
explicit references to the source.” Devorah Dimant, “Use and Interpretation of Mikra in the Apokrypha and
Pseudepigrapha,” Mikra: Text, Translation, Reading and Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in Ancient
Judaism and Early Christianity, eds. Martin Jan Mulder and Harry Sysling; CRINT 1 (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1990) 379-419; Fee and Mullen, “The Use of Greek Patristic Citations”; Ehrman, Fee, and
Holmes, The Text of the Fourth Gospel; This approach is also followed by Mullen, The New Testament
Text of Cyril of Jerusalem.

*8 Fee, “Text of John in Origen and Cyril,” 362.
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adapted to fit the Fathers discussion and/or syntax.” [emphasis
mine]

“Citation: Those places where a Father is consciously trying to
cite, either from memory or by copying, the very words of the
Biblical text, although citations may be either ‘genuine’ or ‘loose’.”
[emphasis mine]

Though these definitions were introduced in his 1971 publication, these
categories still reflect the same methodological stance used decades later in his work
on Origen’s text of John.?* Indeed, many other scholars have adopted this
categorization over the last 40 years.?® The need to set out a working definition of
“citation,” “citational text,” and “biblical text” (§1.2) should start to become clear in view
of Fee’s definitions and their widespread use among the various investigations of the
Church Fathers.

Fee’s “criteria, or guidelines” for determining what is a patristic citation are clearly
based on “verbal correspondence” to extant Greek New Testament manuscripts and his
own judgment where “a Father is consciously trying to cite.”

The level of correspondence to the Greek New Testament determines his
category of “allusion”. This means that whatever Greek New Testament text Fee
chooses as a benchmark to collate a particular citation determines the accuracy of a
citation that was written at a point in time, where there are now are no manuscripts
extant for the Pauline epistles. His definition of “adaptation” requires either an

awareness of the Church Father’s exemplar to be able to determine he is adapting the

biblical text, or a New Testament text, which is assumed and is imposed upon the

* Ehrman, Fee, and Holmes, The Text of the Fourth Gospel, 22.
%5 All of the works found in note 21 (page 12) have adopted this categorization. Many of the Master’s
theses and Ph.D dissertations on Origen’s text, likewise, use this terminology c.f. note 19 (page 12.)
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Church Father. The last definition, of “citation”, consist of those reproductions of text in
the writings of the Church Fathers where (1) the intentions of the Church Fathers are
known (“consciously trying”), and (2) it can be determined that the Church Father is
either citing from memory or an exemplar. It appears that in the process of using
patristic evidence to determine the earliest possible text and transmission history of the
New Testament, the citations of the Church Fathers are assessed according to extant
manuscripts and their departure from known readings of the New Testament. Yet Fee
continuously raises the shortcomings of erroneous methodologies.?®

His awareness that most citations are “either incomplete, ambiguous, or
unreliable” has caused him to base citations’ value on their correspondence to known
New Testament manuscripts.?’ Fee’s definitions have been created to determine
citational accuracy, which is determined by a comparison of critical editions of the
Church Fathers and a benchmark Greek New Testament critical text. Perhaps
determining the intentions or the possible agreements between hypothetical exemplars
of the second or third century and extant manuscripts is not the best “first step” of
working with patristic citations.

If the patristic witnesses are to address the “original text” (as Fee states), then
such categorizing definitions of what the Church Fathers cite undercuts the value of
those readings that are demoted to Fee’s lesser forms of attestations. After all, if a

second or third century exemplar (now lost) was being used by a Church Father in his

#® "The problem here rests with the judgment, or lack thereof, exercised by those who use these data.
This is often true of individual scholars, whose use of patristic evidence sometimes belies a failure to have
worked carefully with a Church Father’s citation in context.” Fee and Mullen, "The Use of the Greek
Fathers,” 355.

?” Ibid., 353.
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works, according to Fee’s definitions, it would be considered “from memory” or “loose”.
If the extant manuscripts are the benchmark, then the earliest text that the Church
Fathers are being used to establish will only end up establishing whichever benchmark
hand-edition they are compared to. To state Westcott and Hort’s maxim, "Knowledge of
documents should precede final judgment upon readings".?® The process of defining a
citation’s category as a preliminary step is the reversal of this maxim.

The attempt to distinguish citations from allusions can be seen as early as
Griesbach, though he also stressed the importance of including all citations for data
despite their lack of reflection of a known manuscript.® This seems to be the best way
forward, as it is only once citations are compared to each other that an understanding
can be formed of how the individual Church Fathers cite the New Testament, which then
informs the scholar of which citations appear to be authorial patristic citations. It is only
after citations can be deemed authorial that they could ever address the biblical
exemplars of the Church Fathers.

Ironically, Fee himself stated that much of the uncertainty of using patristic
citations “is due, not only to the use of uncritical editions but to the uncritical evaluation
of the Father’s habits of citation.”® However, to pre-determine a Father’s citation goes
against his own warnings of “critical evaluation”. Fee’s assumption that “verbal
correspondence” and observable intentions of citation can then demonstrate not just

authorial citations, but the text of biblical exemplars is a large leap. This will be apparent

?8 B.F. Westcott and F.J.A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek, Introduction and Appendix
(Second edition. London: Macmillan, 1896), 31.

# J. J. Griesbach, Curae in historiam textus Graeci epistolarum Paulinarum (lenae: Fickelscherr, 1777)
25-28.

% Fee, “Text of John in Origen and Cyril,” 361.
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in the next three chapters when Origen is listed as support for multiple readings in the
same unit of variation in the Greek New Testament.’

The way in which terms are defined in the study of patristic withesses has much
impact on which citations will be included or excluded, how they will be used as

evidence, and ultimately what implications can be made about furthering an

understanding about the earliest Greek New Testament text.

1.4 The Goals of NT Textual Criticism and Original Text

Historically, the goal of textual criticism of the Greek New Testament has been
the recovery or reconstruction of the “original text”. Epp claims “virtually all textual critics
from the outset of the discipline have assumed that their goal is to discover and to

restore the original text of the New Testament.”?

As reflected in the statement by Aland
and Aland that “only one reading can be original," the idea of a single, authorial, text for
each New Testament book has guided the practice for centuries.” In relation to the

previous centuries of the discipline, the last few decades have gradually moved away

from this concept, at least in the Gospels. Parker suggests that multiple forms of the text

81« _“a Church Father not infrequently quotes the same passage in more than one form, often from

memory rather than by consulting a manuscript, and may therefore appear in support of differing
readings.” Kurt, Aland, and Eberhard Nestle, The Greek New Testament (New York: American Bible
Society, 1966), xxx; Suggs, “The Use of Patristic Evidence,” 139- 47; Osburn, The Text of the Apostolos,”
34: “Fee draws attention to instances in which a Father presents quotations reflecting two or more text
forms, and suggests the following guidelines: 1. At times, careful analysis indicates that the Father knew
and used only one text form, and that the second quotation reflects either (a) faulty memory, or (b)
inconsequential omissions or adaptations to the new context. In most cases, Fee suggests, the long form
reflects the Fathers text and the short form is a Fathers abbreviated version. 2. At other times, it appears
that the Father knew and used two or more different forms of the text, e.g., Origen’s citations of Mark in
his “Commentary on John.” 3. When one cannot decide in this regard, Fee suggests that it is less likely
that a Father knew and used two different texts than either that he is careless or that an error has made
its way into his own textual tradition. This being the case, one cannot know the reading of the Fathers
text.” (from Fee, “Greek Patristic Citations,” 260).

%2 Eldon J. Epp, Issues in New Testament Textual Criticism, 67.

% Aland and Aland, Text of the New Testament, 280.
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existed early on "as a free, or perhaps, as a living, text" in that the origins of the Gospel
tradition were spread orally, undercutting the claims of a four-fold unmixed recoverable

original text.?*

Parker questions whether there actually was an original text of the
Gospels, while others, such as Epp, question the possibility of recovering it, if such
existed, when he suggests that we should “no longer think so simplistically or so
confidently about recovering the New Testament in the Original Greek."®

As these concepts have gained traction, there have been attempts to create a
uniform vocabulary of how to speak of the earliest New Testament. These are still
various, despite the move away from the previous goal of establishing an original text.
Mink, in his study of textual contamination, introduced the term "Ausgangstext,” or Initial
Text, to designate readings selected in the Editio Critica Maior.*® This hypothetical
reconstruction represents the earliest readings of the extant New Testament
manuscripts. This need not be an “archetype” or a representation of a lost manuscript
“from which all extant manuscripts descend.”’ This means that the Initial Text is
somewhere chronologically after an original text and before an archetype of all extant

manuscripts.® Trobisch suggests that critical hand-editions of the New Testament

should aim to reconstruct the first edition of the New Testament (the extant tradition’s

3 Parker, The Living Text, 200.

% Epp, “A Continuing Interlude, 176.

% Gerd Mink, "Problems of a Highly Contaminated Tradition,” 25. NA28, Introduction, 52*.

% Klaus Wachtel, “The Textual History of the Greek New Testament,” 6.

% |bid, 6. Wachtel goes on, "It is clear that there is not evidence that could prove that the resulting 'initial'
text ever existed in exactly the reconstructed form. The reconstruction remains hypothetical, although it
claims to get closer to the authorial text than the archetype." Ibid., 7.
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archetype), which is more around the time of Origen, namely, the late second or early
third century.®

Despite the differing goals for the earliest text, textual scholars of differing
perspectives can all agree that, based on the manuscripts that exist today, a great
majority of the Greek New Testament is undisputed.*® That is, what can be known about
the earliest extant manuscripts, only takes us so far, namely, the third century when the
manuscript evidence stops, or before in the form of hypothetical reconstructions. Kurt
Aland notes this lack of confidence to go when he refers to the “naiveté” and
“fundamental error” of the scholar who still thinks that the transmission history can lead
back to an original text.*’

The Editio Critica Maior (ECM), which has been adopted in the Nestle-Aland 28"
edition, has only so far produced the Initial Text for the Catholic Epistles. Work is

currently in progress on the Gospel of John and the Acts of the Apostles. This thesis

has anticipated the production of the ECM for the rest of the New Testament and

% Trobisch, The First Edition of the New Testament, 6.

“9 "Most manuscripts included in the ECM apparatus agree at more than 85%, Wachtel, The Textual
History of the Greek New Testament, 221; “...it is all too easy to overlook the fact that the Byzantine
Imperial text and the Alexandrian Egyptian text, to take two examples that in theory are diametrically
opposed to each other, actually exhibit a remarkable degree of agreement, perhaps as much as 80
percent!” Aland and Aland, The Text of the New Testament, 28; “The Byzantine and Alexandrian text
have been estimated to agree as much s 90 percent,” Maurice A. Robinson and William G. Pierpont, The
New Testament in the Original Greek: Byzantine Textform, 2005 (Southborough, MA: Chilton, 2005), 584;
"The stability of the New Testament text under consideration, from the early papyri to the Byzantine text,
achieves an average of 92.6 percent." K. Martin Heide, "Assessing the Stability of the Transmitted Texts
of the New Testament and the Shepherd of Hermas," in The Reliability of the New Testament: Bart D.
Ehrman and Daniel B. Wallace in Dialogue, ed. Robert B. Stewart (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2011), 138.

' Kurt Aland, “The Twentieth-Century Interlude in New Testament Textual Criticism,” in Text and
Interpretation: Studies in the New Testament Presented to Matthew Black, eds. Ernest Best, R. McL.
Wilson (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979), 11.
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adopted the text of NA28 as the Initial Text.** The justification for this is the small
number of changes to the text of the Catholic Epistles between NA27 (not dependent on
the ECM) and NA28.

The Robinson-Pierpont edition will serve as the representation of the Byzantine
form of the biblical text in order to provide a rough guide to the affiliation of the biblical
quotations. It is important to note the issue of the Byzantine Text and its effect on earlier
forms of the Greek New Testament. Fee notes that the Byzantine “editors and textual
workers” were influential in “shaping the stylized Byzantine text.”*® Pack adds, “The
process that ended with the Byzantine text-type finds its beginnings in Origen's
methodology, for it was a process of “correction” of the knowledge, use and conflation of
different textual traditions...”** In terms of patristic citations, Ehrman suggests that in
units of variation in the citations of the Church Fathers it is best to choose the reading
that disagrees witht the “later ecclesiastical text."*> Considering these comments as
representation of a wide acceptance that the Byzantine Text was later and secondary,
this thesis will proceed with this at the forefront of its explanation of the textual
transmission of Origen.

It is often assumed that the recovery of an original text would result in an end-all

explanation for the history of the New Testament, that it would reflect the exact text and

42 Eberhard Nestle, Erwin Nestle, Barbara and Kurt Aland, Johannes Karavidopoulos, Carlo M. Martini,
Bruce M. Metzger, and Holger Strutwolf. Novum Testamentum Graece. Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 2012. For TLG, see http://www.tlg.uci.edu/.

*® Gordon D. Fee, "P75, P66, and Origen: The Myth of Early Textual Recension in Alexandria" from New
Dimensions in New Testament Study (ed. Richard N. Longenecker and Merrill C. Tenney; GrandRapids,
MI: Zondervan Pulbusing House, 1974) 19-45.

* Frank Pack, "The Methodology of Origen as a Textual Critic in Arriving at the Text fo the New
Testament." Unpublished Dissertation. Univeristy of Southern California, 1948, 346-47

** Bruce M. Metzger and Bart D. Ehrman, The Test of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption,
and Restoration (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 127.
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the author-preferred reading. Aland’s assessment seems appropriate considering the
issues of original text in other disciplines such as English literature. Such issues are
seen in the publication history behind the novel Frankenstein, The Modern Prometheus
by Mary Shelley. Shelley and her husband (Percy B. Shelley), originally published as a
three-volume edition in 1818 and a second two-volume edition in 1822. There has now
been a publication of Mary Shelley’s original draft that has been separated from Percy
Shelley’s amendments which proves to be a significantly different text than the original
publication by the two.*® Another famous example would include the famous original
manuscript of Great Expectations by Charles Dickens, which displays the complexities
of the editorial process and no clear indication of what is the original text or the author’s
intentions amongst the multiple, barely legible notes.*’

Indeed, the failure of the historical goal of the New Testament textual criticism
discipline created the realization that we must settle for the earliest possible text
instead. Moreover, it has caused a change of focus in the explanation of the
transmission history of the New Testament.*

As the focus of textual criticism of the New Testament has moved toward

explaining the transmission history of extant manuscripts instead of recovering an

original text, hopefully, the discipline of patristic citations will follow suit. Variant readings

4 Mary Shelley, Percy B. Shelley, The Original Frankenstein, ed by Charles Robinson, (New York:
Vintage Book, 2009); Charles E. Robinson, The Frankenstein Notebooks: A Facsimile Edition of Mary
Shelley's Novel, 1816-17 (Parts One and Two); The Manuscripts of the Younger Romantics, Volume IX,
General Ed., Donald H. Reiman. Garland Publishing, 1996.

*" Charles Dickens, The Manuscript of Great Expectations, from the Townshend Collection, Wisbech
(Cambridge: Cambridge Unversity Press, 2011).

“® “It must be recognized that every significant variant records a religious experience which brought it into
being. This means that there are no "spurious readings"; the various forms of the text are sources for the
study of the history of Christianity." D. W. Riddle, "Textual Criticism as a Historical Discipline," AThR 18
(1936), 221.
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in the New Testament manuscript tradition have led to the use of secondary evidence
such as patristic citations and versions to help explain the periods of time before extant
manuscripts, namely the first few centuries of the Greek New Testament. To combat the
trend, this thesis will investigate all of Origen’s citations on their terms. It will attempt to
explain the textual evidence of the New Testament in Origen, to develop a story of how
Origen’s citations have become what they are, and to show that they indeed have been
changed throughout their transmission history. This insight will be applied to textual
studies of the wider Greek New Testament tradition. Just as the original text of the New
Testament manuscripts is an unlikely destination, so too the authorial citations of Origen
are often unattainable. However, even if they are recoverable, it must still be determined
if such citations represent his biblical manuscripts. Considering this, when dealing with
patristic citations, it is important that not only the citations of the Church Fathers be
confirmed as from the actual author, but also that such citations are a reflection of that
particular Church Father’s biblical manuscripts. This is especially important in Origen’s
writings, as his citations are often clearly authorial, yet show no attempt to cite a specific

manuscript reading.

1.5 Citational Text vs. Biblical Text

Only fragments of manuscripts exist from the first few centuries of the Greek New
Testament. It is unknown which manuscripts Origen had in his possession. Most of his
writings have been lost, and the works that are extant are only in copies made hundreds
of years after his lifetime. To add to these problems, it still remains to be seen whether

Origen’s citations as they stand actually reflect his authorial citation. And lastly, if his
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citations are authorial, do they demonstrate the wording of whatever manuscripts he

had or knew?*°

These are serious issues that must be addressed with a methodology
that accounts for such uncertainties. To anticipate such problems, there must be a
distinction between Origen’s citational and biblical text. Therefore, the task of the
patristic textual scholar is to assess his citational text (citations) in order to establish his
authorial citations. Through the process of understanding his authorial citations, only
then can his readings be compared to the New Testament manuscript evidence in order
to determine Origen’s agreement or disagreement to known text-forms. If the textual
tradition of the New Testament is first compared to Origen’s citations before Origen’s
citations are considered to be authorial, the results could misrepresent Origen’s textual
nature considering some of his citations have been changed over time and are therefore
not a reflection of Origen’s biblical text.

If there is inconsistency in his citations, this could be caused by several
scenarios: (1) citations are a reflection of multiple biblical manuscripts verbatim,* (2)

biblical text was cited freely from memory,®' (3) or subject to alteration in the

subsequent copying process. Given the nature of the transmission and copying process

* "Pyrely quantitative methods are not applicable (because the transmission of data is random, rather
than regular." Michael W. Holmes, "Working with an Open Textual Tradition: Challenges in Theory and
Practice," 74. In other words, the citational texts of Origen cannot simply be compared to New Testament
manuscripts without rendering erroneous results; Eldon J. Epp, “The Significance of the Papyri for
Determining the Nature of the New Testament Text in the Second Century: A Dynamic View of Textual
Transmission" in Perspectives on New Testament Textual Criticism Collected Essays, 1962-2004
(Leiden: Brill, 2005), 291.

%0 “...perhaps it is folly even to assume he had only one Bible at any given time." Gordon D. Fee, "The
Text of John in The Jerusalem Bible: A Critique of the Use of Patristic Citations in New Testament Textual
Criticism" from Journal of Biblical Literature 90 (1971) 163-73.

*"If, as was usual, it was from memory, can this memory be trusted to reproduce the copy of Scripture he
must have possessed? Ibid; "...a Church Father not infrequently quotes the same passage in more than
one form, often from memory rather than consulting a manuscript, and may therefore appear in support of
different readings." K. Aland, The Greek New Testament, xxx.
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in the early Church, all three factors are likely to be involved in most patristic citations.*?
On the other hand, if Origen’s citational text is consistent, there may also be several
factors for this scenario: He (1) may have cited the same biblical text as found in his
manuscript(s) for all places that citation is found, or (2) in the copying process of the
patristic works, the patristic citations were accommodated to a secondary biblical text,
giving the false impression of unity in the citational text.

If a Church Father’s citational text is inconsistent, the problems abound and the
textual critic must best assess the reasons for inconsistency (or mixture) based on the
available evidence.* Likewise, if patristic citations are consistent, even then the
citational text must not be assumed to be the biblical text of the Church Father for the
last reason stated above. A Church Father may very well be consistent and the
subsequent copies of his writings may reflect this. However, this must be shown to be
due to the Church Father citing technique not the work of later hands and not
subsequent copyists.

When patristic citations of the same passage are consistent and are deemed to
be the authorial citational text of the Church Father, it is here that the citational text can
be compared to the wider evidence of the Greek New Testament manuscripts. To reach
an authorial citational text that is likely to be that of the Church Father is the goal of the

patristic textual scholar. This goal is also possible. If multiple attestations to the same

52 “When the manuscripts of a father differ in a given passage, it is usually safest to adopt the one that
diverges from the later ecclesiastical text (the Byzantine Text or the Vulgate).” Metzger and Ehrman, The
Test of the New Testament, 127.

% On mixture see Fee and Mullen, "The Use of Greek Patristic Citations,” 359; Evert Wattel and Margot
van Mulken, "Shock Waves in Text Traditions," in Studies in Stemmatology (ed. Pieter van Reenen and
Margot van Mulken; Amsterdam and Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 1996), 106; Holmes, "Working with an
Open Textual Tradition,” 68.
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section of biblical text are the same in the various writings of a Church Father, it is
possible that such repetition is an indication of an authorial reading, especially if it is
different from known text forms of the New Testament. However, just because a citation
might be authorial does not demand that such a citation is a reflection of a Church
Father’s manuscript text. This means if Origen’s free citations are clearly authorial, it
would be detrimental to understanding Origen’s manuscripts if one were to conclude
that his manuscripts contained such readings.

In summary, if there is evidence that suggests Origen’s citational text is authorial,
and consistent with other readings of the same biblical passage in his different works,
this could represent a biblical text reading. Such examples are especially helpful in
places where certain text forms such as the Initial Text (NA in this thesis) and the
Byzantine text (RP in this thesis) are identical. On the other hand, the units where these
text-forms disagree indicate where to assess Origen’s citations. If Origen’s citations
agree with RP against NA, it is most likely that his citations have been changed by his
readers or copyists that were most familiar with the Byzantine text.>* Likewise, if his
citations are identical to these hand-editions in some places and are free in other
places,, it could mean that Origen’s free citations have been partially accommodated to

a more widely known text-form.

** Gordon D. Fee, Revised by Roderic Mullen, "The Use of the Greek Fathers for New Testament Textual
Criticism," in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status
Quaestionis Second Edition, ed Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 354; Frank
Pack ,"The Methodology of Origen as a Textual Critic in Arriving at the Text fo the New Testament."
Unpublished Dissertation. Univeristy of Southern California, 1948), 257; Suggs, “Use,” 140;
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1.6 Searching for Origen’s Citational Text

In order to carry out an investigation of Origen’s citations two main types of
resources are available: (1) lists indicating where and what Origen cites, and (2) a
searchable text database for all of Origen’s works. Biblia Patristica could serve as a
starting place for the former.*® Indeed, it lists all citations and allusions in their biblical
order, yet the authors’ parameters for “citation” or “allusion” appear to follow Fee’s
categories, which proves problematic.>® For the latter, TLG is used as the source for
finding the citations within Origen’s works.*’

Continuing with the premise that “a patristic citation occurs when there is
recognisable biblical content reproduced in the writing of the Church Fathers”, the
search for Origen’s citations began with a selection of both a search text and a
database: the NA28 and the TLG®. The result of searches within TLG relies entirely on
the text that is searched. To find all of Origen’s citations in the database requires
flexibility in the search text. This flexibility allows alternative forms besides the exact

search text to be found. The NA benefits electronic searches in two ways: (1) the critical

*® Biblia Patristica is a 5-volume set that catalogues patristic citations of the Old and New Testaments. It
has been as a platform for research in this field in that it serves not only as a starting place for finding
citations, but it can also help comparatively when assessing the extent of a search already undertaken.
The third volume is dedicated to Origen alone. J. Allenbach, Biblia Patristica: index des citations et
allusions bibliques dans la littérature patristique (Paris: Editions du Centre national de la recherche
scientifique, 1975). The use of Biblia Patristica in the current thesis is described in the next section §1.7.
BP can now be found in its entirely online at http://www.biblindex.mom.fr.

%% See Fee’s guidelines in §1.3.

" See http://www.tlg.uci.edu/about/, “The Thesaurus Linguae Graecae is a Special Research Project at
the University of California, Irvine. It is administered by a Director who reports to the UCI Vice Chancellor
for Research. Founded in 1972 the TLG represents the first effort in the Humanities to produce a large
digital corpus of literary texts. Since its inception the project has collected and digitised most texts written
in Greek from Homer (8 c. B.C.) to the fall of Byzantium in AD 1453 and beyond. Its goal is to create a
comprehensive digital library of Greek literature from antiquity to the present era. TLG research activities
combine the traditional methodologies of philological and literary study with the most advanced features of
Lrgformation technology.”
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apparatus provides alternative readings to the main text that can be searched, (2) an
eclectic text of the New Testament allows for more diversity in the search results than
using a specific manuscript or an edition based on a limited range of manuscripts (e.g.
the Byzantine Text).

The search strings used in the present study to identify Origen’s citations consist
of 3 consecutive words of the NA text with results in any order with a maximum of 7
words between the first and second word, and the first and third word. In other words, if
two consecutive words in the biblical text are searched, it only produces results where
these words are within 7 words of each other in Origen’s text. Each subsequent search
will take the second word of the previous search as its first word and so on. All variants
in the critical apparatus will be searched as if they were substituted in the base text of
NA.

Since the vocabulary of the biblical text is often expressed in various forms,
searching for lexical roots offers one way of maximising the results, which allows for the
possibility that Origen's citations might contain stylistic variations or alternate readings.
This is easily done with TLG by using the wildcard feature. One can trim any word as
much as desired by replacing the trimmed parts with a hyphen. For example, for an
advanced search of Galatians 1:2 in Origen’s corpus one could search “ad&A¢-" +
“eKKANo-" + “I'ahat-“. The word separation limit was set at seven to allow for the
possibility that Origen’s citations were stylistically inconsistent. This decision concerning
separation was made simply to allow for any possible citations to be recovered from the

database. Instead of selecting Origen’s citations and assessing them independently as

32



to their likelihood of reflecting his biblical text, all citations of Origen are gathered in
order to assess them in relation to each other.

To illustrate this, an example from Galatians 2:1 will be demonstrated. The first
four words of the verse read "Emieita d1a dekateoodpwv eT®V. The first search will
consist of the words 1-3: “’Enett-" + “d1a” + “dekateo-" (all within a 7 word span, in any
order). The following search will consist of “d14” + “dekateo-" + “€T®V” (i.e. words 2-4,
same criteria). The entire text of each of Romans, 2 Corinthians, and Romans was
inputted through TLG in thousands of individual 3 word searches from beginning to end.
This process included the base text of NA but also all variant readings found in the NA
critical apparatus substituted for the base-text where NA indicates variation. The search
feature did not require that the words be in sequential order. This means that issues of
transposition in Origen’s citations would not affect the results from searches. However,
issues of substitution had some impact on the search results.

This methodology served as a catchall for all readings listed in the NA apparatus
and base-text. The parameters of the search were very wide considering that it was for
the purpose of gathering every possible indication of these three epistles in Origen’s
corpus. The inclusivity of the seven-word formula helped to alleviate the pressure of
having to define the various categories of “citation” found in the various literature. Simply
put, if it met the criteria, it was then assessed.

The major units of Greek grammar make up the structure of any patristic

citation.®® Conversely, many commonly used words in sentences are not helpful in a

% “While the wording of the primary text is often reproduced verbatim, it is not uncommon for a citation to
be adapted to the patristic context and/or sentence structure, yet retain much of the lexical and syntactical
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textual search, such as (some) conjunctions, articles, particles, and high-context
Christian terms (i.e. “word of God”, etc).? In the case of the last example, a search that
finds the exact words searched for, but from a different biblical text, such as a New
Testament book citing a Septuagint passage, such results are removed from the citation
list for the three epistles at hand. Searching in a way that only covers the “structure” of a
verse ensures that unique and important words are incorporated into the search, while
skipping recurrent words that may disrupt search results. One key aspect of TLG is the
ability to circumvent such recurrences.

In order to assess how my search was going, a test was created to compare my

results using TLG with the list in BP. The results of this test will be discussed next.

1.7 Verifying Thesaurus Linguae Graecae with Biblia Patristica

The citation list in BP was compared to my own findings in TLG for one work
found in two volumes, Jer.Hom A and Jer.Hom B (SC 232, 238). This originally came
about to check whether any citations were overlooked, as well as a way to test whether |
would use BP. The results were telling and will be discussed below. BP lists 71 citations
of Romans from Origen's Homilies on Jeremiah, all of which are extant in Greek, taken
from the following critical editions®':

Homélies Sur Jérémie 1 (I-XI), Sources Chrétiennes 232

structure of the text. The choice to cite accurately or to adapt appears to be based primarily on how well
the language of the text coincided with the patristic point being made.” Osburn, "Methodology in
Identifying,” 330.

® Fee and Mullen, "The Use of the Greek Fathers,” 358.

¢ p. Nautin, Origéne. Homélies sur Jérémie, vol. 1, I-XI, Sources chrétiennes 232, (Paris: Editions du
Cerf, 1976): 196-430; P. Nautin & P. Husson, Origéne. Homélies sur Jérémie, vol. 2, XII-XX, Sources
chrétiennes 238, (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1976).
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Homelies Sur Jérémie 2 (XII-XX), Sources Chrétiennes 238

Out of a total of 71 citations, only 16 were also identified using TLG and the
method described in §1.6 above. Of the 71 citations, 9 are not listed in the critical
edition's scriptural index (located in the appendix of SC 232, 238), and 2 citations | had
overlooked. That means the remaining citations, were free, loose enough to not even be
picked up by the triple word formula, which means the majority of the citations listed in
BP do not even meet the inclusive requirements to be used as a “citation”.

The critical edition itself, a two-volume set, identified what the editors deemed to
be references or citations within footnotes and appendices. These are marked in the
text body with quotation marks to indicate material from the Greek New Testament.
Since only nine are not listed by the critical edition, which are included in BP, the
majority of BP's citations are located within the indices of the critical edition. This
originally caused concern in that it appeared that BP adopted the citations listed in the
Scripture Index of the critical edition for Origen's homilies on Jeremiah for its own list of
citations.

Six citations listed for Romans either did not exist or were typographical errors.
They are as follows with the biblical verse, homily, section page and line listed
respectively: 1:13 14,3 (70,20); 9:33 39,1 (372,5); 8:7 3,2 (316,85); 10:13 20,7 (280,5);
11:3 4,16 (102,6); 11:1 5,1 (280, 38).

Of those listed, one citation is at the end of the page and carried over to the next.
As aresult it is counted twice. Another citation is labelled "Homily 39, section 1" which

does not exist considering there are only 20 homilies on Jeremiah. Another is an OT
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citation of Joel. Though, it is cited by Paul in Romans, it cannot be distinguished
between Joel or a Romans citation of Joel. Another is labelled as "Homily 4, section 16"
yet Homily 4 only has 6 sections making this impossible. Two are examples of places
that were listed in the index yet either had no text in agreement with Romans or even a
citation where indicated.

The main issue with BP is not the previously mentioned errata or its practical
functionality. The largest problem | encountered using BP in relation to my research was
the excessive inclusivity of their list. The following is a review of several Romans
citations listed in BP for Origen’s Homilies on Jeremiah.

(1) Homily 14,3 contains the reading wpeAnBei v Tw ekelvog kapmolg Ev auTolq
which is listed as a citation for 1:13 which reads in the NA, oU B8éAw d€ UPAG ayvoely,
adeAdol, 6TL TOANAKIG TPOEOEUNV EABETY TIPOC UUAG, Kal EKWAUBNV Axpl ToO
delpo, iva Tiva Kaprov ox® Kal €v UUlv kabwg Kal €v Tolg Aolnolg €0vealy.

(2) Homily 12,13 contains the reading O 8¢ akoUwV TG MEPITOUNG KEKPUUHMEVWG EV
KpUTTw epltoundnoeTal, which is noted as related to 2:29 which reads in the NA,
AAN’ 0 €v T® KpuT® ‘loudaiog, Kal Mepttopn Kapdiag €v mvelpatt ol ypauuartl, ou
0 €malvog oUK €€ avBpwrmiwv AAN’ €k ToU Bg00. Again, there is vocabulary overlap,
but not enough to warrant including it.

(3) A reading in Homily 12,13 has mpo£6gTto 0 8€0g iAacuov epl TOV apapTiOV
nuav. Despite the overlap of mpoéBeto 0 B£6g which is in Romans 3:25, the nouns
IAaouoV Tepl TOV apapTiwv NUAV hints at 1 Jn 2:2, 4:10. Despite some overlap in
content, it matched more with non-Pauline works, which warranted its removal from the

citation list.

(4) Homily 14,11 contains the reading £T1 OVTWV apapTWA®V NPUOV XpLoTOG UTEP
nu®v anégdavev which is footnoted in BP as Romans 5:6.

(5) Homily 7,3 contains the reading T6 o®ua 16 Tfig apaptiag which is contained in

Romans 6:6. However, despite meeting the inclusivity formula, the commonly used word
makes the citations inconclusive.
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(6) Homily 20,7 contains a reading which includes the word TaAainwpog, found in
Romans 7:24. The context of this citation is in agreement with the epistles investigated
in this study. However, only one word is in agreement to the text of Romans 7:24.

(7) Homily 7,3 contains the reading ¢v opolwuatt capkog apaptiag which is a phrase
that appears in Romans 8:3. This should be considered a citation, as there is exact
wording and there are no variants for this passage in the Greek New Testament hand-
editions.

(8) Homily 13,1 contains more of a reference than a citation in the reading T® yap
eKelvwv maparmapatt n owTpla NUAOV YEyovev gig To mapalnAwaoal autoug in
relation to Romans 11:11. There are several nouns and verbs related to the biblical
passage yet it does not maintain several grammatical characteristics such as a direct
object and verbal forms.

(9) Homily 4,5 contains the reading €l 6 8e6g T@V Katd pUOLY KAAdWV OUK €deicaTo
Too6 TAEOV NUAOV oU deloeTal. It resembles Romans 11:21 in that there are several
vocabulary agreements, yet there is a high level of stylistic freedom. This is a clear
reference but not a citation.

(10) Homily 12,8 contains the phrase 814 ta T€pata kal onpela which is related to
Romans 15:19 but is probably a reference different in noun case and word order.

The examples that have been briefly discussed above all meet the following
description: (1) they are marked in the indices of the critical edition for Homilies on
Jeremiah, (2) they are listed in BP, and (3) they are not be considered as intentions to
cite biblical text. For those listed in the critical edition and found in BP, the issues with
the above examples were very common. Many were not included upon the grounds of a
general lack of connection to Romans, vagueness, or, sometimes as a LXX reference.
Both the indices in the Origen critical edition and BP included readings that do not meet
my inclusivity formula. Of those briefly mentioned, being generous, only a few could be
considered citations. Those that were not mentioned are even less related to a biblical

manuscript reading.
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Considering the issues at hand, when working with patristic citations it is
imperative to set parameters for inclusion. BP should not be considered as a de facto
starting point for searching for patristic citations, which was helpful to discover early on
through comparison to my original search with TLG. The main reason is that most
entries in its volumes, despite being citations, are not conclusively related to the
particular biblical verses they are listed under. This problem is magnified when editors of
a list such as BP accept the decisions of an individual editor for each of the works used.
If a critical edition notes a section of text as a citation, it should not warrant that a
reference tool such as BP include such information unless it is clearly indicated in the
terms of inclusivity in the introduction.

Due to the issues that arose from using BP as a tool to compile an exhaustive list
of Origen's citations, the TLG became the starting point for an independent search for
Origen's citations. In the end, if one is primarily concerned with compiling a complete list
of patristic attempts to cite biblical text, it requires just as much time to use a volume
such as BP and confirm its findings as it would be to conduct an original independent

search that has generous parameters for inclusion.

1.8 Sources for Citational Text

The manuscript tradition of Origen’s works is vast and critical editions serve the
textual scholar as the source for citations, not simply for convenience, but for the best
possible readings.®® However, critical editions are reconstructions based on the various

extant manuscripts. On some level, critical editions are hypothetical and might not

%2 Fee, "The Text of John in Origen and Cyril,” 359.
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represent the authorial writings of the patristic authors. Considering that Origen’s
earliest manuscripts are from the 7" century, even the best critical edition could be a
depiction of what Origen’s works (and therefore citations) have become, not what they
were.

Though critical editions free researchers from the task of assessing all
manuscripts of Origen, it is possible that Origen’s authorial citational text is lost in the
editing process of the edition, and with it, his possible biblical text. Therefore, any
project short of a collation of all Origen manuscripts must leave room that they could
portray a text that Origen never knew. This confirms the decision that the search for
citations be wide and inclusive in order to get the most data for internal comparison.
Despite the inevitable varying quality of the dozens of critical editions used as sources,
the process of comparing citations of the same content through the Origen corpus will
hopefully weed out readings unlikely to be Origen’s.

Ideally, all the works of a Church Father are to be consulted when searching for
citations of the New Testament. A search for Origen’s citations relies on critical editions
as they “increase our access to the Fathers' New Testament texts” and these are the
texts that make up the searchable texts of databases like TLG.®® This search also relied

heavily on Clavis Patrum Graecorum (CPG),** a multi-volume series, to identify the

® Fee and Mullen, “The Use of Greek Patristic Citations,” 246; Suggs, "The Use of Patristic Evidence in
the Search for a Primitive New Testament Text" NTS 4 1957, 147.

% Maurice Geerard, Clavis patrum graecorum: qua optimae quaeque scriptorum patrum graecorum
recensiones a primaevis saeculis usque ad octavum commode recluduntur, Turnhout, 1974-2003; vol. 1 :
Patres antenicaeni, schedulis usi quibus rem paravit, F. Winkelmann, 1983 ; nos 1000 to 1925; vol. 2 : Ab
Athanasio ad Chrysostomum, 1974; nos 2000 to 5197; vol. 3 : A Cyrillo Alexandrino ad lohannem
Damascenum, 1979; nos 5200 to 8240; vol. 3 A : A Cyrillo Alexandrino ad lohannem Damascenum :
addenda volumini Ill, a Jacques Noret Parata, 2003; vol. 4 : Concilia : catenae, 1980; nos starting at
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most recent publication of critical editions for Origen’s works. Once the citations were
found and listed according to verse, it was verified that the most up-to-date critical
edition was used for all works in TLG. For example, the search text for several works in
TLG is based on superseded GCS volumes. The Clavis helped identify subsequent
volumes, such as those by SC, which were then manually looked through to verify that
the same citations existed in the places indicated in the previous editions by TLG versus
the updated sources listed in CPG.%®

Once the works of Origen and their citations were updated to the most recent
editions, they were stacked and spatially aligned to discern textual differences. The
comparative nature of this thesis in relation to Origen and his citations with his other
citations alleviates the need to reconstruct a definitive biblical text for each verse of the
three epistles investigated. Instead, using what readings are extant, it will attempt to
determine whether each individual reading is likely to be authorial. Or rather, instead of
establishing a single representative text, each citation will be considered as a possible
authorial reading. This allows for multiple authorial readings of Origen in the same place
and does not assume just one biblical text behind his citational texts, alleviating any
assumption Origen had a definitive text for each epistle. Also, due to the fact that all
citational evidence has been taken from critical editions of Origen, any reconstruction on
my part would be a creation of a critical edition of Origen using other critical editions,

which may not represent some of the manuscript readings of Origen’s works.

9000; vol. 5: Indices, initia, concordantiae, cura et studio M. Geerard et F. Glorie, 1987; vol. 6:
Supplementum cura et studio M. Geerard et J. Noret, 1998.

% As citations were found in the SC volumes, it was required that verse and line number of SC replace
the numbers from GCS as there were frequently divergent numbering systems of text-line, sections, and
chapters as a result of the differing ways the editions were structured.
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Fee suggests that the “reconstructions of the biblical text of the early Greek
Fathers, are currently the most urgent need for the study of patristic citations in NT
textual criticism.®® Again, this is Fee’s most urgent need because, despite his warnings
to the contrary, his work and the work of the series of which his treatment of Origen is a
part is primarily concerned with comparing citational text to manuscripts as if the
citational text of the Church Fathers was their reconstructed biblical text.®” Instead, the
texts of NA and RP for each verse will be compared with each of Origen’s citations from
all his works for each individual verse. This comparison will not be to determine affinity,
but rather to measure all of Origen’s citations and their various agreement with the NA
and RP text.

From a methodological standpoint, attempting to reconstruct a definitive biblical
text of Origen’s should be avoided. The reason is that reconstructions (or a single
established text of Origen) have been used primarily for comparative studies in regard
to the Greek New Testament manuscripts. Such models often do so with the goal of
placing the Church Fathers in a definitive textual affinity. However, from the outset of
finding citations independently through TLG, it was apparent that several forms of the
same verses co-existed in Origen’s citations. For these reasons, to attempt to
reconstruct a definitive citation for each of the verses would be to ignore the various
forms of Origen’s authorial citations as a free-citer. Despite, the possibility of identifying
one authorial citation and the others as transmissional, a reconstruction would still

presume one specific biblical text behind that one authorial citation.

% Fee, "Text of John in Origen and Cyril," 358.
" Fee and Mullen, “The Use of the Greek Fathers,” 353.
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Each reading that met the inclusive requirements noted above was collated to
both the NA and RP texts. All of the units of variation were then searched for within the
critical apparatus of the editions of Nestle-Aland 28, Tischendorf’s editio octava maior,
Tregelles, and Von Soden’s editions.®® While many of these units of variation found in
Origen’s citations were not in the NA critical apparatus, some were found in the other
three as will be discussed in Chapters 2, 3, and 4. It was the combination of these four
critical apparatus’ that provided the external evidence for Origen’s readings in this
thesis. The shortcomings related to the decision to use the four critical editions are to be
discussed later in Chapter 5 (§5.7).

It was a mixture of external evidence that supported the readings of Origen in
relation to NA and RP, as well as the manuscript support of his various forms of the
same verses that led to a list of conclusions of how (a) Origen might have originally
cited in each individual place, and (b) how Origen’s text might have changed over the
transmission history of his individual works.

In regard to preliminary inquiry, the collation of Origen’s citations, as they are
found in critical editions, reveals the ways Origen cited biblical text among his various
works. The editors, however, have chosen the readings. Origen’s citations are edited
selections taken from critical editions in lieu of an exhaustive presentation of extant
manuscripts of Origen’s works. Despite not having transcribed and listed what Origen’s

manuscripts read, if critical editions have chosen the best readings for each of Origen’s

® Constantine von Tischendorf, Caspar René Gregory, Novum Testamentum Graece: ad antiquissimos
testes denuo recensuit. Lipsiae: J.C. Hinrichs, 1872; Samuel Prideaux Tregelles, The Greek New
Testament (London: Samuel Bagster and Sons, 1813-1875); Hermann Freiherr von Soden, Die Schriften
des Neuen Testaments in ihrer &ltesten erreichbaren Textgestalt (3 vols; Berlin: A. Glaue, 1902-10).
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works, then a collation among all of Origen’s works even from an edition should still
result in a wealth of units of variation. In places where Origen cites particular verses
multiple times, the impact of the editorial process in the making of critical editions of
Origen’s works is much less. These units will reveal the places in which the manuscripts
of the Greek New Testament can then be examined as support for specific Origen
readings.

The second aim is to help better understand the history of how Origen’s citations
of the Greek New Testament have undergone change, but also why, if they have indeed
changed. From its inception, the New Testament has undergone change. Therefore, this
should be apparent in Origen’s citations. Once patristic citations can be determined
confidently, then they can stand as representations of that particular Church Father’s

time and location in the transmission history of the Greek New Testament.

1.9 Presentation of Origen’s Citational Text

Within the textual commentaries, each of Origen's citations is labeled with the
siglum Or and a corresponding letter (a-z) within parentheses (i.e. Or(e)). Though each
of Origen's works have a Clavis and TLG number, each work is placed in a new
referencing system which brings elements of both systems in a unified catalogue.
Typically, the new abbreviations for Origen’s work in this thesis contain a word (2 letters
or longer) of the name of the work (i.e. Orat or 1Cor) and another word (3 letters or
longer) describing the type of material/document (Ps.Frag for the fragmentary Psalms
commentary). This might include a subsequent letter if there are multiple sources within

the same work and material (i.e. Rom.Com B for Romans Commentary #2). The format
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of this abbreviation system is an adaption of the system used in BP, but, since it
includes both Greek and Latin sources, a wholesale adoption of BP's system was
avoided.

The full list of citations in the Appendix will consist of the following elements: (1)
identifier in parentheses, (2) the citation text, and (3) source.®® The apparatus presents
manuscript witnesses cited in the Greek New Testament critical editions of Tischendorf,
Tregelles, Von Soden, and NA. Witnesses will be presented in my apparatus in the
following order: Origen, NA text, RP text, papyri, majuscules, minuscules, and
lectionaries. Versions and other Church Fathers will not be included in my apparatus.
Versions are omitted because only Greek sources are consulted. Other patristic
citations are not listed on the grounds mentioned later in Chapter 5. However, one main
reason for not including other patristic citations is that Origen is early and citations from
others might be reproductions of Origen.

In order to display the transmission history of Origen's citations, a positive
apparatus would be required to indicate all variant readings for all units of variation in all
biblical manuscripts for the verses Origen cites. Such an apparatus would indicate how
the various manuscripts of the Greek New Testament relate to Origen's readings and
relevant units of variation. To create such a tool would be an enormous endeavour.
Considering the limits of a doctoral thesis, it seemed more compelling to focus on
places of disagreement between the NA and RP texts and Origen to characterise
Origen's affinity as well as major manuscripts of the New Testament relative to Origen.

One thing a comparison between major critical editions of the New Testament does is

% These abbreviations can be found in the List of Abbreviations on page 1.
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reveals the number of instances where they all agree with Origen. The majority of the
Greek New Testament consists of these unified agreements. This process will filter out
the units of variation where there is full agreement between NA, RP, and Origen
allowing the conflicting units of variation to be located and discussed. Units of variation
that will be discussed in the subsequent three chapters of this thesis are determined by
the relationship between Origen, NA, and RP. These chapters will specifically address
Origen’s citing style, consistency, and the likelihood of alteration. If a citation only covers
part of a verse, it is omitted from the apparatus for other variation units. When a citation
leaves out an expected part of the beginning or the end of a text it is not counted as an
omission, rather what is present in a citation will be considered where available.

On the other hand, some single citations contain sections of biblical text that
have multiple units of variation. Among these units of variation within a single citation,
some citations reflect opposing mixtures of affinity, as the citation reflected multiple text
forms. The location where citations have a mixture of different text forms indicates that
Origen’s text has undergone accommodation. For example, Princ 3:1:21:3 in a citation
of Romans 9:19 reads £peig pot oUv with NA against RP’s £peig o0v pot, yet then
omits oUv in the following unit of variation against NA with RP. Agreement or
disagreement with various text forms or biblical manuscripts is not enough to assess
Origen’s citations. However, looking at how Origen’s citations agree with each other,
and in places where there are units of variation between NA and RP can provide

examples of how Origen’s citations have changed.
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1.10 Potential Shortcomings of Procedures and Findings

Considering the vast amount of writings Origen produced, limitations were
required concerning which data were to be considered. Either the scope of Origen’s
works was to be limited, or the amount of works for investigation. It was eventually
decided that a wider scope of a select few epistles would help explain Origen’s citing of
the Greek New Testament better. Considering that this thesis is calling into question
general ideas about how patristic citations are used as evidence for the wider discipline
of Greek New Testament textual criticism, a consideration of all of Origen’s works for a
few epistles seemed best. However, even limitations on which parts of the New
Testament to consider still leaves substantial shortcomings in a comprehensive
explanation of Origen’s citations of the Greek New Testament.

Each work of Origen has its own manuscript lineage. The best witness of Contra
Celsum, for example, is the 13™ century Codex Vaticanus Graecus 386, which has a
fairly straightforward genealogy of its descendants.” This is an exception, considering
many of the witnesses to Origen’s works are fragmentary: even though there are 72
extant works of Origen with Pauline citations out of the 82 works listed on TLG,
hundreds of documents are available for the study of his textual nature.” To compare
all units of variation in his citations in all the extant documents is simply beyond the

possibilities of this thesis. That is why in order to have a limited project covering

" Parisinus Graecus 616, Membranaceus, 12" cenutry, fol. 20r-344v; Venetus Marcianus 45,
Chartaceus, 14" century, fol 338; Codex Bessarionis fol. 6r-311r; Venetus Marcianus 44, Chartaceus, fol
224, 15" century; Codex Bessarionis, fol 14r-234v; Parisinus Graecus 945 Regius, Chartaceus, fol. 326,
14" century, fol 48r-314v; Basileensis A Il 9, Chartaceus, fol. 472, 16h century, fol. 144r-452r; Parisinus
Graecus 293 (lolianus = belonging to Claude Joly in 1666), Chartaceus, 16" century, fol 1r-304r.

" http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu, where searches can be made further for individual authors.
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Origen’s text of three biblical letters, it was decided that the best available critical edition
would be selected to represent each of Origen’s works, from which a comparison of the
readings in the individual critical editions could be made with the selected critical
editions of the Greek New Testament, the NA and RP representing the Initial Text and
Byzantine text respectively.

It is through this comparison that general trends began to appear. If a critical
edition of one of Origen’s works was inconsistent in the way Origen’s citations of a
specific verse appeared, then it provided a location of conflict that either revealed the
inconsistency of the edition or reflects the alterations which arose in the manuscripts
that were used for the edition. This reliance upon critical editions for this thesis in
regards to both Origen and the Greek New Testament proves to be a shortcoming in
that the apparatus of the GNT editions, which were used to find units of variation,
contained very few of the variant units in Origen’s writings. The collation of Origen’s
manuscript readings with those of the Greek New Testament manuscripts, especially
where Origen is against NA and RP would be an enormous undertaking. Even with
enough people and funding, to do this would undercut all critical editions for Origen,
which is not the purpose of this project.

Test passages could have been used as a sample of the whole, yet at the outset
of the thesis, there was the desire to note and describe all of Origen's citations for
whatever epistles were selected for study, which no doubt yields a better assessment
than any selection of test passages from the epistles. The work that is yet to be done

concerning the assessment of the citations within the manuscripts of Origen against the
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greater New Testament transmission is hopefully the work of many future theses and
international projects. Considering that several theses have emerged over the past ten
years on Origen’s text, hopefully this is an indication of more in the future.”

Another shortcoming is the lack of overlap of the units of variation that are
discussed in the editions of Nestle-Aland, Tischendorf, Tregelles, and Von Soden with
those that are among Origen’s citations. While it is essential to use critical editions, it is
limited when the units of variation that pertain to the Greek New Testament are not the
same as the units of variation which appear in Origen’s citations. Therefore, the critical
apparatus is often not much help in finding variant readings in patristic citations. If, for
example, certain readings are only extant in Origen, the use of a critical apparatus that
only lists variant readings in extant manuscripts is not going to be of much use. In the
same way NA cannot include every variant reading of the Church Fathers in its
apparatus, | could not consult extensive amounts of manuscripts for Origen’s citations.

Ultimately, the shortcomings are a result of scope and purpose. In order to
address certain aspects of Origen’s citations, the choices made to reach such a goal
requires that certain things not be included, and certain tools used. To list some of the
shortcomings and limitations of this thesis is important for anyone undertaking future
projects that include Origen’s citations, at least for help in understanding that

comprehensive projects without such limitations are reserved for teams or a single

"2 Jared Anderson, “An Analysis of the Text of the Fourth Gospel in the Writings of Origen (MA diss.,
University of North Carolina Chapel Hill, 2008); James Jeffrey Cate, "The Text of the Catholic Epistles
and the Revelation in the Writings of Origen" (PhD thesis., New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary,
1997). Donaldson, "Explicit References,” 2009; Stanley N. Helton, "The Text of Acts of the Apostles in the
Writings of Origen" (PhD diss., New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary, 2014); Sylvie Taconnet
Raquel "The Text of the Synoptic Gospels in the Writings of Origen" (PhD diss., New Orleans Baptist
Theological Seminary, 2002).
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lifetime.

1.11 Toward a Commentary on Origen’s New Testament Text

The main purpose of the commentary is to discern how Origen’s citations relate
to each other in order to detect changes in his citations during the transmission of his
works. It also will discuss citational patterns, habits, and techniques, and whether his
authorial wording can be established. Next, the commentary will discuss all pertinent
units of variation of the citations in relation to NA and RP. Citations that disagree with
both NA and RP will then be compared to the wider Greek New Testament evidence for
support.

Manuscripts and their relationship to Origen when he disagrees with NA and RP
will provide a helpful indication of what type of text Origen’s citations have been
accommodated to. Where Origen departs from these texts might reveal readings that
are no longer extant in New Testament manuscripts. Citations that agree only with the
NA text will provide evidence of readings that have not been accommodated to the
Byzantine text and preserve early readings. However, if Origen’s citations show a
mixture of NA-like readings and those of a free nature, it could be an indication that
Origen’s citations were accommodated to this type of text-form. If Origen often cites
freely, his readers could have made his free citations more like their own Greek New
Testament. If this were the case, then again, like the later adjustments to the Byzantine
text, so too, Origen ‘s citations could have been changed from a free authorial nature.

Another element to be discussed in the commentary, as well as a good place for

insight into the authorial practices of Origen, is in regard to citation chains. These are
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unbroken sequences of biblical passages in one citation. Some of Origen’s citations
extend over several modern verses. As individual or isolated citations can often be
adapted to surrounding context and syntax, the continuous sequences of modern
verses could provide evidence of unaltered biblical text. While short citations could be
more easily reproduced from memory, stretches of sequential text are thought to be
evidence of reliance on a biblical manuscript and an indication of the author’s biblical
text.”®

However, citation chains do not always contain a verbatim reproduction of a

biblical text.”*

Long chains of citations are often non-sequential and represent more of a
cluster of short citations that might not be from the same context. Regardless, stretches
of uninterrupted text might not feature the grammatical, syntactical, and contextual
peripherals that often affect the beginnings and ends of citations, at least for the verses
in the middle of such chains. Such stretches of text can be a helpful place to glean
authorial citations, and possibly a patristic biblical text. Another important instance is the

repetition of phrasing or sections of previously cited text. This occurs when there are

lemmata, and subsequent text that repeats the previous heading, which is normally

& Fee, “Greek Patristic Citations,” 260; Metzger and Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament, 86-87;
Carroll D. Osburn, "Methodology in Identifying Patristic Citations in NT Textual Criticism," NovT 47.4
(2005), 318.

& Harry Gamble, Books and Readers in the Early Church: A History of Early Christian Texts (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1995), 40; J. Harold Greenlee, Introduction to New Testament Textual Criticism
(rev. ed.; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1995), 47; Dietrich-Alex Koch, Die Schrift als Zeuge des
Evangeliums: Untersuchungen zur Verwendung und zum Verstdndnis der Schrift bei Paulus (Beitrdge zur
historischen Theologie 69; Tubingen: Mohr, 1986), 11-15; Walter C. Kaiser, The Uses of the Old
Testament in the New (Chicago: Moody, 1985), 6; Christopher Stanley, Paul and the Language of
Scripture: Citation Technique in the Pauline Epistles and Contemporary Literature (SNTSMS 69;
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 275-91, 334-6; John Whittaker, “The Value of Indirect
Tradition in the Establishment of Greek Philosophical Texts, or the Art of Misquotation,” Editing Greek and
Latin Texts (ed. J. M. Grant; New York: AMS, 1989), 63-95.

50



found in commentaries.” Repetition would likely indicate consistency in the citing
techniques of a Church Father, but may be evidence of later accommodation.

Previous work has taken repetition, long sequences of citational text,
commentary matching lemma, and agreement with the NA text to be signs not only of
authorial citations, but also of patristic New Testament exemplars.”® Instead of being
places to investigate further, they have been used as de facto proof for the early
presence of the Initial Text in the early Church writings. However, if Origen’s citations of
these epistles can be determined to be authorial, then any subsequent changes will
reveal how readings of the New Testament have changed over the years. This might not
result in an earlier, more accurate reconstruction in the modern hand-editions, but it
might indicate better explanations of how the Greek New Testament has undergone
change, and a fuller explanation for its transmission history since the time of Origen.

The catenae and other secondary sources will still be considered despite their
minimal contribution.”” This categorization of secondary sources is simply based on the
fact that they are not copies of Origen’s works, but rather extracts of material from
Origen’s works. This is important because most citations attributed to Origen might not

actually be from primary sources of Origen. For example, the source Rom.Frag D

"% “One would expect the lemmata, rather than the citations within the exegetical part, to suffer correction
in the direction of the standard text.” F. T. Gignac, “The Text of Acts in Chrysostom’s Homilies,” Traditio
26 (1970), 308-15; Osburn, "Methodology in Identifying,” 342.

’® Fee and Mullen indicate a Father’s [biblical] text is observable when, (1) it shows clear affinities with a
Fathers otherwise well-established textual relationships, e.g., Origen’s many single citations of John that
agree with P75 and 03, and (2) when the Fathers habits of citation reflect a rather high degree of
accuracy...although this must be used with some degree of caution” in “Greek Patristic Citations,” 258.

7 «__they are practically useless.” A. E. Brooke The Commentary of Origen on S. John's Gospel.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1896: 1.xxv; Gordon Fee, “The Text of John in Origen and Cyril
of Alexandria: A Contribution to Methodology in the Recovery and Analysis of Patristic Citations,” in
Studies in the Theory and Method of New Testament Textual Criticism, Eldon J. Epp, and Gordon D. Fee,
eds (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing, 1993) 301; repr. from Biblica 52 (1971), 357-394.
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consists of commentary on the text of Romans taken from the margins of the von der
Goltz manuscript (GA1739). These commentary notes have been used to reconstruct
what is believed to be Origen’s text of the epistle.”® Or Rom.Frag is also in the margin of
a 13" century commentary manuscript, GA1953. Such evidence is not a continuous text
witness for Romans, but rather a compilation of various readings scattered throughout
the margins of 1739 and 1953.

It is because of this lack of verification that secondary sources will be treated
separately. Other citations attributed to Origen can be found in catena manuscripts,
which are compilations of various comments often by many Church Fathers. The
questioning of the validity of catena manuscripts is well documented, and therefore, any
citations from these witnesses will also be considered separately from the primary
sources of Origen.”

Despite being secondary sources, these sources are still valuable. It is clear that
such citations can be used to determine Origen’s biblical text (as their authors are

uncertain). However, the catena citations provide evidence of how citations have been

78« _the text of Romans in Codex 1739 is that which Origen used.” Kim, K. W. "Codices 1582, 1739, and
Origen". Journal of Biblical Literature 69 (1950): 167; "For the Pauline epistles the manuscript which
Ephraim himself followed was a very ancient codex which the compiler recognized, by comparing it with
the writings of Origen, as containing an Origenian context. For the epistle to the Romans, however,
though he consulted his ancient codex, he actually provides a text which he constituted from the lemmata
in Origen's commentary...With little doubt the text of Romans in Codex 1739 is that which Origen used,
while the text of the other epistles is based on an ancient copy which the compiler of the archetypal text,
who seems to have had an intelligent and accurate interest in textual questions, identified as agreeing
with the text used by Origen in his commentaries." p144-145 there is a footnote that readings "There
would be no question at all if it were not for the bare possibilty that in the copy of Origen's commentary
which the compiler used the lemmata had already been assimilated to some other textual fashion." Six
Collations of New Testament Manuscripts, eds Kirsopp Lake and Silva New, Harvard Theological Studies
XVII (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1932), 143-44.

" Gordon D. Fee, "The Text of John in Origen and Cyril of Alexandria: A Contribution to Methodology in
the Recovery and Analysis of Patristic Citations" from Biblica 52 (1971), 305; Ronald Heine, “Can the
Catena Fragments of Origen's Commentary on John Be Trusted?” Vigiliae Christianae 40 (1986): 118-34.

52



accommodated to different forms of the text over their transmission history. It is the
evidence of such changes that can address how Origen’s works, and works attributed to
Origen have changed. At this time, there is little reason to think that Origen’s primary
sources are unsusceptible to having undergone the same accommodation as the catena
manuscripts.

The next three chapters will be a presentation of the citations for Romans, 2

Corinthians, and Galatians, respectively.
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CHAPTER TWO

The are 980 citations of the epistle to the Romans in sources attributed to Origen
of Alexandria. In his primary sources there are 371 citations from a total of 24 works.
Most readings are either identical to the editorially reconstructed texts of NA and RP, or
differ from both. There are 16 secondary sources. These sources contain 609 citations,
almost twice as much as the primary sources.?® Roughly, both the secondary sources
and the primary sources have a small number of readings that agree with only NA or
RP, and these are equally balanced in both sources.

This chapter will discuss individually the secondary sources, the primary sources

of Origen, and contains a textual commentary for Origen’s citations of Romans.

2.1 Secondary Sources for Origen’s Citations of Romans

There are 609 citations from secondary sources. The majority of these citations
have no variation between Origen, the NA, and RP (436). In citations where there are
units of variation, their readings will be listed in tables in order to understand their
relationship to NA and RP. The number of “readings” does not correspond to full
citations, but rather individual units where Origen is present. Therefore, a single citation
might have multiple units of variation. Below is a table that demonstrates Origen’s

affinity in relation to NA and RP.

% This is due in large by the high number of citations from Rom.Frag D; see page 46 for a description of
Rom.Frag D.
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Table 1

Variant Readings of Romans in Secondary
Sources
Against Both 123 | 53.25 %
With NA against, RP 57 24.67%
With RP, against NA 51 22.08%
Total 231 100%

Where there are variant readings, Origen’s citations in catenae are mainly
against both NA and RP, and are nearly equally balanced between agreeing with only
NA and RP.

So far, the percentages only address Origen’s text in places of variation. These
represent a percentage of Origen’s writings. The places where Origen’s readings are
identical to both NA and RP are not included above. However, to speak of Origen’s
citational affinity as whole, Origen’s citations that are identical must be quantified
somehow, since it is impossible to speak of them in relation to units of variation if they
contain none. The citations that are identical to NA and RP can be weighted in relation
to the places where there is variation. So, if Origen’s citations of Romans contain 231
readings in 172 variant citations, there is a ratio of 1.34 readings-to-variant citations, or,
rather, 1.34 units of variation in every citation that contains variation. The number 1.34
(the readings per citation) can be applied to the identical citations in order to quantify a
weighted number of readings identical to NA and RP. The following table reflects these

numbers for the secondary sources:
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Table 2

Affinity of Romans Readings in Secondary Sources
Identical to NA/RP®’ 586 71.73%
Against Both 123 15.06%
With NA against, RP 57 6.97%
With RP, against NA 51 6.24%
Total 817 100%

Where there is variance, Origen’s citations in the catenae are against both NA
and RP editions of the Greek New Testament. Also, Origen’s readings (as they stand in
his critical editions) are nearly equally balanced between agreeing only with the NA text
and the RP Text. The overall statistics for catenae reflect a consistent textual reading
that is predominantly identical with a fairly even agreement between NA and RP, with
few unique readings. However, these numbers are strongly influenced by Rom.Frag A
and Rom.Frag D. Out of the 57 readings in agreement with NA, Rom.Frag D contains
47 of them. Conversely, Rom.Frag A represents half of the RP readings for Romans.
The overall percentages are affected by the volume of both compared to the other
sources which all have less than 10 readings. This would be problematic if one were to
base the affinity of Origen’s biblical text on these overall percentages of affinity.

As can be seen in Table 3, the secondary readings in all sources apart from

Rom.Frag A and Rom.Frag D are more likely to be against both NA and RP:

® The number of “identical readings” is determined by multiplying the number of identical citations (436)
by the average number of readings per variant citation (1.34).
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Table 3

Secondary Readings Excluding
Rom.Frag A & D
Identical to NA/RP®? 121 | 59.31%
Against Both 66 32.35 %
With NA against, RP 7 3.43%
With RP, against NA 10 4.90%
Total 204 | 99.99%

When the high volume of citations from Rom.Frag A and Rom.Frag D are
removed from the totals, the percentages demonstrate that Origen’s citations, as they
are reflected in the critical editions, are more likely to be against both NA and RP. If it is
understood that Rom.Frag A has a high number of readings that correspond to RP, the
amount of readings this source contains sways the averages, The remaining secondary
sources reflect numbers that look more like the primary sources, i.e. an NA-like text. It is
significant that Rom.Frag A shows strong signs of accommodation to the Byzantine
Text, while Rom.Frag D shows an earlier text that is unaffected by such
accommodation. The fact that the catena readings of Origen's citations are largely
against both NA and RP could mean that despite their categorization in this thesis as
“secondary,” they could in fact reflect Origen’s authorial citations, considering that
citations of the New Testament supported by biblical manuscripts are not likely to be
changed to unknown or unsupported readings. However, the presence of free or

unknown readings in catenae does not require them to be the actual text of the author

® The number of “identical readings” for this table was determined by multiplying the number of identical
citations (83) by the average of readings per variant citation (1.46). These two numbers are the difference
of total numbers for these two sources, from the total numbers from the secondary sources: 615 citations
- (142 + 333) = 140 citations. The difference of the total of identical citations and those of Rom.Frag A and
Dis 437 - (109 + 245) = 83 identical citations. Remaining are 57 citations with units of variation, which
contain 83 units. Therefore 83 / 57 = 1.46 units per citation.
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they are attributed to. Free citations in a catena could reflect the catenist’s own textual

freedom in compilation.

2.2 Origen’s Primary Sources as Sources for Citations of Romans
There are a total of 371 citations of Romans from Origen’s primary sources. Most
of these citations contain no units of variation (214). Below is a table that demonstrates

Origen’s affinity in relation to NA and RP in citations that contains units of variation.

Table 4
Variant Readings of Romans
in Primary Sources
Against Both 160 | 82.47%
With NA against, RP 25 12.89%
With RP, against NA 9 4.64%
Total 194 | 100%

Where there is variance, Origen’s citations from his works are mainly against
both of the Greek New Testament, and Origen’s readings (as they stand in his critical
editions) are twice as likely to correspond to the text of NA than RP. The overall

weighted assessment is shown below.

Table 5
Weighted Readings of Romans
in Origen’s Works
Identical to NA/RP® 262 | 57.46%
Against Both 160 | 35.09 %
With NA, against RP 25 5.48%
With RP, against NA 9 1.97 %
Total 456 100%

® The “identical readings” are determined by multiplying the number of identical citations (436) by the
average of readings per variant citation (1.23).
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The main difference between the citations found in catenae and those from
Origen’s works is the amount of citations that are identical (71.73% in catenae vs
57.46% in his works). The second difference concerns the amount of readings against
both NA and RP (15.06% in catenae versus 35.09% in his works). These two
differences are more than likely directly related to the overwhelming presence of
Rom.Frag A and Rom.Frag D’s citations, which mainly share the same readings as the
RP and NA text. Instead of what appears to be adjustment on the part of the catenist,
the readings reflect a reading more like the works of Origen: approximately 60%

identical, 30% unique, and 10% split between NA and RP.

2.3 Verses of Romans Origen Does Not Cite

From the extant citations of Origen, there are only 13 verses in Romans he does
not cite (9:10, 9:11, 9:15, 9:24-33). This number is significantly higher if one does not
count the citations from Rom.Frag D, considering there are 130 verses where it is the
only witness (1:29-32; 2:2-3, 17-20, 26-27; 3:6, 8, 26; 5:2, 11, 18-21; 6:1, 3, 6, 7, 15-17;
7:5,16-21;8:1-2, 5,10, 12,17, 18, 22, 23, 34; 10:1-3, 5, 9, 12, 14-21; 11:1-4, 8, 9, 13-
20, 23, 24, 29-32; 12:2-7, 9-13, 15; 14:11-14, 16-20, 22; 15:1-9, 13-18, 21-33; 16:27).
Further, there are 49 verses that contain OT citations that affect a study such as this
that only focuses on the New Testament text (10:11, 13; 11:10, 27, 33-36; 12:17, 18;

13:3-6, 10-11, 14; 14:3-8; 15:10-12; 16:1-19, 21-24).
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2.4 Markings and Introductory Material

Origen's citations are often marked with an introductory formula or a marker
following the citation. These can be as specific as ®noi yap €v Tf] mpog Toug
‘Pwpaiouq eruoTtoAf 6 MadAog “for Paul said in the epistle to the Romans” (Romans
16:25, John.Com A 6:4:25:3) or more vague, such as ¢nalv 0 AnootoAog “the Apostle
said” (Romans 1:11, Ps.Sel 12:1317:28). Out of the 347 identical citations of Romans,
only 90 have markers (25.93%). Of the remaining citations (633), which either agree
with NA alone, RP alone, or against both, there are 41 markers (6.47%; altogether 388
markers). Therefore, it should not be expected that any specific information provided by
Origen concerning the citations would make it more likely to be his biblical text or an
indication that he is attempting to cite his exemplars.

Although it is helpful to know that Origen’s markers are not an indication of his
citing consistency, even if a Church Father indicated somehow through a marker or
phrase that he was attempting to cite an exemplar, the marker does not guarantee he is
citing an exemplar. If a text has undergone adjustment throughout its transmission, the
likelihood that a copyist is going to keep such markers in the context is almost certain.
This means that any such markers are only important if it can be established that a
Church Father uses such devices consistently and that a Church Father’s citational text
can be established as his biblical exemplar. Consequently, markers of any kind cannot

be relied upon to determine the biblical text of Origen.®*

8 Matthew R. Steinfeld, "Preliminary Investigations of Origen's Text of Galatians," H.A.G. Houghton (ed.),
Early Readers, Scholars and Editors of the New Testament (Texts and Studies 3.11) Piscataway NJ:
Gorgias Press, 2014, pp. 107-118.
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2.5 Secondary Sources in Order of their Citational Frequency

The following section is a list of secondary sources and the citations of Romans
they contain. Each work is presented indicating the name of the work, the verses it cites,
and the number of total citations of Romans in the work.

-29; 3:1-31; 4:2-25; 5:1-6, 8-21; 6:1-23; 7:1-25; 8:1-39: 10:1-

Rom.Frag D, 1:1-32; 2:
11-26, 28-32; 12:1-15; 14:10-23; 15:1-9, 13-33; 16:25-27

10,12, 14-21; 11:-1- , 11

There are 29 citations that differ from NA and RP in Rom.Frag D (1:27, 2:17, 3:2,
3:3, 3:8, 3:9, 3:12, 3:25, 4:11, 5:11, 5:14, 5:15, 5:17, 6:16, 7:25, 8:1, 8:11, 8:28, 8:34,
10:3, 10:5, 11:21, 12:3, 12:14, 14:10, 14:12, 15:3, 15:7, 15:15). Two citations contain
units of variation that are conflations of the differences of NA and RP (1:19, 8:24).
Where NA and RP disagree, Rom.Frag D corresponds with NA significantly more often
with 46 citations (1:16, 1:24, 1:29, 1:31, 2:8, 2:13, 2:14, 3:22, 3:26, 3:28, 3:29, 3:30, 4:2,
4:8,4:12, 4,19, 6:11, 6:12, 7:9, 8:14, 8:23, 8:26, 8:38, 10:1, 10:15, 10:17, 10:19, 11:3,
11:22,11:23, 11:26, 11:28, 11:30, 11:32, 12:2, 12:15, 15:4, 15:8, 15:14, 15:16, 15:18,
15:24, 15:28, 15:29, 15:31, 15:32). Alternatively, when the Greek New Testament
editions disagree, Rom.Frag D corresponds with RP against NA 12 times (2:5, 2;16, 5:6,
7:23,10:20, 11:13, 11:17, 11:31, 12:4, 14:22, 15:17, 15:27).

If 1739 is a reflection of Origen’s citational text, it is a demonstration of a textual
reading of the New Testament in the second or third century that is very close to the text
of NA, with minimal accommodation to the RP text. However, where there is agreement
between Rom.Frag D and only one hand-edition, 25% of these readings are with the RP

text. This indicates that despite the presence of NA-like readings, there are substantial

accommodations to the Byzantine text.
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Rom.Frag A, 1:1, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 18; 2:5, 7-14(2x), 15(2x), 16, 21-25; 3:1, 3, 4,
9-21(2x), 22-24, 27-31; 4:2, 3, 4(2x), 5-12, 14-24, 25; 5.3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 13; 6:5, 8-10(2x),
11(2x), 12-14,18-23;7:1, 2, 3,6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 22-25; 8:3, 4, 6, 7(2x),
8, 24-26, 28(3x), 29(3x), 30-39; 12:20

Rom.Frag A has 142 citations of Romans. These citations were taken from
Ramsbottom’s critical edition, which utilised MS Vatican. gr. 762 (10th century),
Bodleian MS. Auct. E. 2. 20 (16th century), and Cramer's critical edition in vol. IV of his
Catenae. The last four chapters of Romans are missing from this commentary.
Therefore, there are no citations in this work past 12:21. Rom.Frag A shows the most
adjustment to the Byzantine text, as seen in 24 units of variation in 19 citations (1:1, 2:8,
2:13, 2:14, 2:16, 3:12, 3:22, 3:28, 3:29, 4:2, 4:8, 4:12, 5:6, 6:11 6:12, 6:13, 7:23, 8:24,
8:38). There are 3 units of variation where Rom.Frag A corresponds to the NA text
against RP, and 15 units of variations against both NA and RP. A total of 109 citations
are identical to the mutual text of NA and RP.

Despite a very strong correspondence to the RP readings, there are still
agreements with an NA-like text alone. For the most part, namely where the text is
clearly accommodated namely in the 24 units that agree with RP only, this source is not
a good indication for Origen’s citational text, which makes no contribution at all for his
biblical text. However, it does demonstrate the effect of the Byzantine text on Origen’s
writings over time.

Basil.Phil A, 1:1, 14, 18, 19(2x), 20(3x), 21(3x), 22(2X), 23(2x), 24; 2:4(3x), 5(3x), 6, 7,

8,9, 10, 14, 15, 28, 29; 3:21; 5:3, 13; 7:14, 8:28(3x), 29(5x), 30; 9:6, 8(2x); 9:16(2x), 17,
18, 19, 20, 21(2x), 22; 16:25(2x), 26
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There are 59 citations of Romans in Basil.Phil A. As this source is a compilation
of other Origenian writings, the citations in Basil.Phil A are clearly seen in other sources.
Where there is a citation in Basil.Phil A there is another citation in a different work from
which it came. It normally reflects the text of Rom.Frag A (1:1, 5:3, 5:13, 8:28, 29), Cels
(1:14, 19, 21, 22; 2:8, 8:14), and Princ (2:4, 2:5, 9:6, 19, 9:21). Most of the citations are
in agreement with both NA and RP as 36 of the 59 citations are variant-free. When the
readings of NA and RP disagree, Basil.Phil A corresponds to NA against RP in 6 units
of variation from 1:19(2x), 2:8, and 2:14). There are 5 units of variation in 3 verses in
agreement with RP against NA (1:1, 2:5(2x)). There are 26 units of variation where
Origen has unique differences from both in 13 verses (1:14, 1:18, 1:20(2x), 5:3, 5:13,
8:14, 8:29(2x), 9:8(2x), 9:19, 9:21). When Basil.Phil A disagrees with both, it is mainly in
regard to the presence of a post-positive. As it is with Rom.Frag A, there is indication
that the text has undergone accommodation to the Byzantine text; it is most likely not

Origen’s authorial citation.

Basil.Phil B, 8:28(3x), 29; 9:16, 17, 18, 19, 22

Basil.Phil B has 9 citations of Romans. These citations are only from chapters 8
and 9 of the Epistle. There are 8 citations that are identical to NA and RP. There is one
unit of variation (9:16) that is against both NA and RP with a mid-sentence addition of
glval. There is one citation that corresponds to RP against the text of NA in 9:19. This
source shows some accommodation to the Byzantine text, but otherwise, citations are

identical to a unified NA and RP reading.
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Lam.Frag, 6:2; 8:7, 8, 32; 11:11, 25(2x)

Lam.Frag has 7 citations of Romans. One reading (6:2) is against both NA and
RP. None of these citations are of verses where there is any variance between NA and
RP other than 11:26, but here, Lam.Frag is lacunose. There is no evidence in Lam.Frag
of accommodation from the minimal citations available, though there is evidence of a

free authorial citational text that is possibly Origen’s.

Prov.Exp, 2:5, 13; 5:10(2x); 6:22; 12:8

Prov.Exp has 6 citations of Romans. Two verses are identical to NA and RP.
There is one unit of variation where Prov.Exp corresponds with RP against NA (2:13).
There are three units of variation in two verses where Origen is against the reading of
both NA and RP (5:10, 6:22). This source shows signs of accommodation to the

Byzantine text, with free citations as well.

1Cor.Com, 1:14; 9:3; 14:23; 15:19, 20

1Cor.Com has 5 citations of Romans. Two citations are identical to the reading of
NA and RP. Two units of variation in two verses (14:23, 15:19) are different from the
unified NA/RP reading. Two units of variation correspond to RP against NA (2:13). This

source demonstrates free citing and accommodation.

Jer.Frag B, 2:4, 5; 9:22, 23
Jer.Frag B has 4 citations of Romans. Three citations are identical to NA and RP.

There is only one citation that is different from the reading of NA and RP (2:4). This
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issue here is not variaint readings but segments of biblical text mixed in with

commentary. There is no evidence of Byzantine accommodation in Jer.Frag B.

Job.Hom C, 12:21; 16:20
Job.Hom C has two citations of Romans. One citation (16:20) omits a phrase in
NA and RP. The other is identical to the reading of NA and RP. There is no evidence of

accommodation in Job.Hom C.

Deut.Sel, 8:32

Deut.Sel has 1 citation of Romans that is identical to NA/RP and no evidence of
accommodation.
Eph.Com, 11:6

Eph.Com has one citation of Romans that has an added €oTtwv which is against

both NA or RP. There is no evidence of later accommodation.

Eze.Frag, 2:1
Eze.Frag has one citation of Romans, which adds kptpatt against both NA and

RP. There is no evidence of later accommodation.

Job.Hom B, 16:20
Job.Hom B has one citation of Romans, which omits tfig elpfjvng against

NA/RP. There is no evidence of later accommodation.
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Ps.Exc, 8:8
Ps.Exc has one citation of Romans, which is against the reading of NA and RP in

that it substitutes the initial 8¢ with yap. There is no evidence of later accommodation.

Ps.Sel, 1:11, 16, 17, 23, 26; 2:13; 3:2; 5:3(3x), 4(2x); 6:4, 18, 2; 7:24(3x); 8:7, 28, 29,
36;9:2, 16; 10:8, 10; 12:8, 14; 13:12, 13(2x); 16:25

Ps.Sel has 32 citations of Romans. In seventeen of these, Origen, NA, and RP
are identical. There is one unit of variation where Ps.Sel corresponds to NA against RP.
Ps.Sel is unique compared to NA and RP in 18 units of variation within 12 verses (1:11,
1:23, 2:13, 3:2, 6:18, 6:22, 8:7, 8:28, 8:29, 10:8, 10:10, 13:13). There is no evidence of
Byzantine accommodation. The free citations of Origen demonstrate that they have not
been accommodated to known text forms of the New Testament, indicating that they are
his authorial citations.

Overall, the secondary sources are fairly consistent in their representation of
Origen’s citations in Romans. Most readings are of places where NA/RP agree and
Origen’s citations agree with both. Alternatively, Origen has a high number of free
readings. This indicates places where NA and RP disagree and Origen is unique, or
demonstrates a tendency of Origen to not cite manuscripts verbatim. Some sources
such as Rom.Frag A and Basil.Phil A show considerable agreement with the RP text.
This demonstrates that Origen’s citational text in these works reflect a text different from
the text Origen normally cites in his other sources, which is likely to be a result of later
changes. However, some citations also depart from the later Byzantine text, which these

two sources reflect most often, which indicates Origen’s free citations.
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2.6 Origen’s Primary Sources in Order of their Citational Frequency

The following section will be a list of Origen’s primary sources and the citations of
Romans they contain. Each work will be presented indicating the name of the work, the
verses, which it cites, and the number of total citations of Romans in the work.

Cels, 1:14(2x), 18, 19(3x), 20(6x), 21(5x), 22(5x), 23(4x), 24(2x), 25; 2, 4, 5, 23(2x); 5:8;
6:4,9, 10; 7:9, 10, 12, 14, 24(2x); 8:8, 9, 13, 14(2x), 8:15, 19(3x), 20(4x), 21(3x), 28(3x),
30, 35, 36, 37(2x), 38(2x), 39; 11:11, 12, 25; 12:14; 13:1, 2; 14:1, 9, 15, 21; 15:19, 20;
16:25(2x), 26(2x)

Of Origen’s works, Cels is second in total number of citations with 87. The
majority of these citations reflect a common text with NA and RP, as 52 of these
citations have an identical reading with NA and RP. Where Cels is different from both,
there is often additional wording, in between phrases of Romans text (1:14(2x), 1:18,
1:20(3x), 2:23, 5:8, 6:9, 8:8, 8:9, 8:13, 8:14, 8:19(2x), 8:20, 8:21, 8:39, 13:2, 14:9,
15:19, 16:26). The citations in Cels agree with NA every time there is a difference
between NA and RP. This occurs 7 times (1:19(2x), 2:5, 7:9, 8:14, 8:38, 13:1). There
are 32 units of variation where Cels has unique differences from both NA and RP.

Cels shows no agreement with the RP text alone. It is in agreement with the NA
except for places where he is against both NA and RP. This means this source is a
strong candidate for finding Origen’s authorial citational text considering the presence of
free citations.

John.Com A, 1:1, 2, 3(2x), 4, 5(2x); 3:25(2x), 30, 31; 5:3, 4, 13; 6:9, 10(2x); 7:1, 2, 3, 4,

8,9, 15; 8:8(2x), 9, 19, 20(2x), 21; 9:11, 12, 13, 14; 10:6, 7(2x), 8(2x), 11:25; 14:2, 9;
15:19; 16:25(2x), 26(3x)
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There are 50 citations of Romans in John.Com A. There are 30 citations where
Origen, NA, and RP are identical in their reading. Elsewhere, John.Com A corresponds
in three units of variation with NA against RP (1:1, 9:11), and once with RP against NA.
There are 22 units of variation where John.Com A is different to both NA and RP
(3:25(2x), 3:30, 3:31, 5:13, 6:9, 6:10, 7:8, 7:9, 8:8(2x), 8:20(2x), 9:12, 10:8(2x), 14:9,
16:26(2x)), and three unique citations that demonstrate Origen’s independence in citing
Romans. There is evidence of accommodation to the Byzantine text.

Rom.Frag C, 1:3, 14(2x); 3:4, 5(2x), 7, 10-12, 14-19, 21(2x), 23-25, 28, 29, 31(2x); 4:1,
9,10, 11,13, 14, 16, 18, 19, 23, 24, 25; 5:1, 3, 13, 10; 6:23; 7:7, 11, 24, 25; 11:11, 25,
26; 12:21

Rom.Frag C has 50 citations of Romans. Sixteen of these citations are identical
from the text of NA and RP. Rom.Frag C agrees with NA against RP in six units of
variation in verses 3:28, 3:29, 4:1, 4:13, and with RP against NA in one unit (3:12).
Rom.Frag C is unique in 25 units of variation against both NA and RP (2:14(2x), 3:4,
3:5, 3:7, 3:21(2x), 3:23, 3:25, 3:31, 4:9, 4:11, 4:16, 4:19. 4:25, 6:23, 7:11, 8:24).
Rom.Frag C has one unit of accommodation to the Byzantine text. The free readings
demonstrate the likelihood that most of these citations are authorial.

Euches, 1:22, 23(2x), 24(4x), 26, 27, 28; 6:12(2x); 8:15, 8:26, 27(2x), 28, 29, 30, 37;
9:11,12;10:8; 13:7, 8; 14:2, 10

Euches has 27 citations of Romans. Thirteen citations are identical from NA and
RP. Two units of variation (6:12, 13:8) agree with NA against RP. There is one unit of
variation against NA in favor of the reading of RP. There are 14 units of variation where

Euches differs from both NA and RP (1:23, 1:24(2x), 8:15, 8:26, 8:28, 8:29, 9:11, 9:12,
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13:7, 14:10). One reading appears to have been accommodated to the Byzantine text.
However, there is agreement with NA-only readings, most readings show an authorial
citational text considering the free readings.

Princ, 2:4(2x), 5(2x), 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 28, 29; 9:6, 8(2x); 9:16(5x), 18, 19, 20, 21(2x);
16:25-26

Princ has 26 citations of Romans. Seventeen citations are identical to NA and
RP. Eight units of variation are against both NA and RP (2:5, 9:8(2x), 9:21). Only two
units of variation agree with NA alone (2:8), and with RP alone in five units of variation
(2:5(2x), 9:20).

The citations of Romans in Princ show accommodation to the Byzantine text as
RP-only readings outnumber NA-only readings 5 to 2. There is also a lower number of
free readings which demonstrates a result of accommodation away from Origen’s
authorial citational text.

John.Com B, 1:1, 2, 3(2x), 3, 6, 7; 3:23; 5:12(2x), 13, 14(2x), 15, 16, 17; 7:24(2x); 8:28;
9:1;10:6, 7; 11:11; 14:9

John.Com B has 24 citations of Romans. There are 16 citations that are identical
to the reading of NA and RP. There are two units of variation in one verse where
John.Com B corresponds to NA against RP. There are 10 unit of variation where Origen
has unique differences from NA and RP (5:13, 5:14, 5:16, 5:17, 9:1, 11:11, 14:9). There
is no accommodation to the Byzantine text and there are several readings that are free.

This is likely to contain authorial citations of Origen.
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Matt.Com C, 1:8, 14; 2:4, 5, 14, 15; 3:25; 6:9, 12; 7:1, 2, 3(2x), 24; 8:8, 9, 16, 32(2x),
11:25, 26; 12:16; 13:9; 14:2

Matt.Com C has 24 citations of Romans. There are 12 citations that are identical
to NA and RP. There are three units of variation (all in 3:25) that correspond to NA
against RP. There are 12 units of variation in 9 citations (2:5, 2:14, 6:9, 6:12, 11:26,
12:16, 13:9(2x), 14:2) where Origen has unique differences from both NA and RP. The
free readings of Origen and the absence of RP-only readings demonstrate an authorial
citational text.

Ps.Frag, 1:17(2x); 2:4, 12; 3:2(2x); 5:3(2x), 4; 6:21, 22; 7:24; 8:8, 37; 9:4, 5; 10:10; 12:1,
19; 14:1

Ps.Frag has 20 citations of Romans. There are 11 citations where Origen, NA,
and RP are identical. Although there are 11 units of variation in the other 9 citations
where Origen is disagrees with a common NA and RP reading (2:12, 3:2(2x), 6:22, 8:8,
9:4, 10:10(2x), 12:1, 14:1). The most common difference is an added conjunction at the
beginning of the verse. Considering these differences, Ps.Frag is very consistent.
Origen’s citations in Ps.Frag are mainly free and represent a text unaccommodated to

the Byzantine text.

Jer.Hom B, 2:4, 5, 15, 23, 28; 3:2; 5:8; 7:24; 10:7, 8; 11:11, 22; 13:7
Jer.Hom. B has 13 citations of Romans. Six of these citations are identical to NA
and RP. There are 5 units of variation that are unique to a common NA/RP reading (2:4,

5:8, 10:8, 11:22, 13:7). Two units of variation (2:5, 11:22) correspond to RP when it is
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different from NA. There is agreement with the RP text in Jer.Hom B. Readings against

both hand-editions demonstrate a free text.

Mart, 1:3; 5:3, 4; 7:24, 8:21(2x), 36; 9:8; 10:10
Mart has 9 citations of Romans. There are no units of variation between Origen,
NA, and RP in eight of these citations. There is one unit of variation that is against both

NA and RP. The citations in Mart are all located in sections where NA and RP agree.

Jer.Hom A, 2:23; 6:12; 11:5, 11, 21, 22, 25, 26

Jer.Hom A has 8 citations of Romans. There are seven citations, which are
identical to the reading of NA and RP. Of these, only one unit of variation (11:21) is
unique compared to NA and RP. Origen’s citations are the same as the combined

NA/RP readings with no clear evidence of later accommodation.

Matt.Com B, 1:20; 2:23; 3:29; 7:12, 14, 13:12; 14:23
Matt.Com B has cites Romans 7 times. Four of these citations are identical to the
text of NA and RP. Three units of variation are against both NA and RP in verses 7:12

and 14:23. There is no evidence here of accommodation to the Byzantine text.

Ex.Com, 2:4, 5, 6; 9:18, 19, 22

Ex.Com has 6 citations of Romans. There are five units of variation where Origen
is identical to the readings of NA and RP. There are two units of variation in 2:5 and
9:19 where Ex.Com corresponds to RP against NA. No readings correspond to NA

alone. Ex.Com demonstrates evidence of accommodation to the Byzantine text.
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[The following sources show no accommodation to the Byzantine text, and are probably
therefore a representation of Origen’s authorial citational text for their respective verses
of Scripture.]
Rom.Frag B, 1:1, 5, 10, 13, 14; 2:5

Rom.Frag B has 6 citations of Romans. One citation is different from both NA
and RP (1:10). Another citation (1:1) has two units of variation, one corresponding to RP
and another different from both NA and RP. The citations of 1:13 and 2:5 are identical to

both NA/RP. Rom.Frag B shows mixture at the citations level where two units within the

same verse are opposed to each other textually.

Gen.Sel, 2:14(2x); 8:7, 8
Gen.Sel has 4 citations of Romans. Two citations are identical to NA and RP.
Three citations (2:14, 8:7, 8:8) are unique to both NA and RP. One citation corresponds

to NA where it is different from RP (2:14).

John.Frag B, 2:5; 6:4; 10:4

John.Frag has three citations of Romans. There is one unit of variation where
John.Frag is against NA and RP (10:4), where there is an omission of the post-positive
vap.
Hera.Dial, 6:9; 7:22

Hera.Dial has two citations of Romans. One citation adds a yap at the beginning
of the citation (6:9), while one removes yap (7:22). Both readings are different from the

text of NA and RP.
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Apoch.Sch, 13:12

Apoc.Sch has one citation of Romans that is identical to NA/RP.

Eze.Hom, 8:13
Eze.Hom has one citation of Romans that is identical to NA/RP.

Gen.Com, 9:17

Gen.Com has one citation of Romans that is identical to NA/RP.

Lev.Hom, 1:20
Lev.Hom has one citation of Romans, which is different from the text of NA and

RP in that it omits yap and adds the article To0 after aéparta.

Luc.Schol, 8:32

Luc.Schol has one citation of Romans, which is identical to NA/RP.

Matt.Com A, 13:12

Matt.Com A has one citation of Romans, which is identical to NA/RP.

Matt.Schol, 11:25
Matt.Schol has one citation of Romans, which is identical to NA and RP.
Pass, 13:12

Pass has one citation of Romans that is identical to NA and RP.

For Romans, Origen’s primary sources are much more likely to have free

citations and NA-only readings. This suggests that his primary sources are less likely to
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be accommodated to later readings. However, this does not demand that his readings
did not undergo accommodation to an NA-like reading. The presence of so many free
readings and NA-only readings could be a result of accommodation to a text-form like
the NA text. On the other hand, it could suggest that Origen for the most part cited a text

in agreement with the NA consistently and often cited freely and both occurred naturally.

2.7 Textual Commentary on Origen’s Citations of Romans®

Chapter One

Romans 1:1

MadAog doUAog Xplotol 'Incold KANTOC ANMOOTOAOG APWPIOUEVOCQ €iG eUAYYEAIOV
Beol

XptotoU 'Inocod Or(af) NA P10 03 81. ] 'Inco0 Xpiotol Or(bcd) RP P26 01 02 08 012
018 020 025 044 33. 69. 104. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1506. 1739. 1881. 1908. 2464.
1249

Or(a) has an introductory marker “to the Romans,” “Paul,” and a post-positive
interjection (¢naot). Or(d) likewise has an introductory marker. Or(f) has introduction
material as well which reads “from the apostle’s letter to the Romans” in reference to
Paul and is also near other Romans citations. Or(a) is found within a group of Romans
citations that includes content from Romans 1:1-5. Or(f) is also found within a citation
grouping of Romans content from 1:1-7. The readings for this unit of variation are
Xp1otoU 'Inocol (NA) or 'Incol Xpiotol (RP). This transposition is present in the
critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, and Treg. Paul's introductions in his letters typically
adhere to the order found here in Or(af). His introductions in 2 Co 1:1, Phil 1:1, Col 1:1,

1Tim 1:1, 2 Tim 1:1 Phim 1 are identical with the reading Xptoto0U 'Incod. The

alternative reading in Or(bcd) is from fragmentary evidence or extracted from catenae

% The NA text will serve as the commentary’s base text.
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(Basil.Phil A). 'Imoo0 Xpioto0 occurs more often in Origen than Xp1oto0 'Inco0, and it
is therefore probable that this reading reflects subsequent adjustments to Origen's
writings.

Romans 1:2-9

Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 1:10

navtote e T®V MPOCEUX MV pou, dEOUEVOQ el G O MOTE eVodwOcopat Ev T®
BeAnuatt To0 600 €ABETV MPOG UMAG

16N roTe Or(a) NA RP 020 5. 38. 61. 71. 93. 1739 ] omit Or(c)

Or(a) is in proximity to other citations of Romans. This unit is mentioned in the
apparatus of Tisch, though it is not in NA. Or(c) omits 110N Toté€ which is found in both
NA and RP. This is the only instance of this reading in Origen's writings. The lack of
variants in the fuller citation Or(a) shows that the abbreviated citation Or(c) with its
omissions, is not significant.

Romans 1:11

ETUMOO® yap 0V UUAG, (va Tl HeTAd® XApPLoMa UMIV TIVEUMATIKOV €iG TO
otnpLxenvatl Uuag

xaploua -l:J:l-T;/-“O-I’(ab) NA RP ] Ouiv xaptopa Or(c) 33. 69. 73.

Or(c) is the only citation that reads Upiv xapiopa. The citation also omits Tt
before petad®. Both of these omissions in opposition to Or(ab) show an abbreviated
citational text and an accommodation to context. Or(a) is near other citations of

Romans. Only Or(c) has an introductory marker. This unit of variation is not in the

critical edition of NA.
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Romans 1:12
Origen, NA, and RP are identical. Or(a) is in proximity to other Romans citations.

Romans 1:13

oU BéAw d¢ UGG ayvoely, adeAdol, OTL TOAAAKIG TIPOEBEUNV EABETY TIPOC UGG,
Kal EKwAUBNV axpl Tol delpo, iva Tiva Kapmov oxX® Kal ev UUiv kabwg Kal €v Tolg
Aotrolig €0veolv.

Kal EKwAUBNV axpt Tol delpo Or(ab) NA RP ] omit Or(c)

Or(c) omits the phrase kal ekwAUBNVv axpl To0 delpo and is prefaced with an
introductory marker. Or(a) is within proximity of other Romans citations. The omission is
not an example of an alternate form of the biblical text, but rather due to Origen’s citing
technique.

Romans 1:14

“EAANoiv Te Kal BapBapolg, 0odolg Te Kal AvonTolg OPeINETNG elpi

Or(abc) remove the particle te in two places within the same verse. This reading
does not correspond to the text of NA or RP, and is not in the apparatus of NA, Tisch, or
Treg. Though there are three readings that omit T€, there are four other readings of
Origen's where they are present. Or(c) is derived from Cels. There are other citations of
Romans within proximity of Or(fg). Or(defgh) are identical and are only different from
(abc) in regard to te. The omission could actually be Origen’s authorial citation text,
considering that Or(defgh) might have been accommodated to the common NA/RP
reading. Cels has been demonstrated to have no accommodation to the Byzantine text.

This reading is authorial but might not be an attempt to cite a biblical manuscript.

Romans 1:15
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Origen, NA, and RP are identical. Or(b) is within proximity of other citations of Romans.

Romans 1:16
OuU yap emnaloxUvoual TO suayyEAlov * duvaplg yap 6€o0 £oTly €l cwtnpiav mavTti
T® ruotelovTy, loudaiw Te TE®TOV Kal “EAANVL

* 100 Xplotod RP 06¢ 018 020 025 044 69. 1908 ] omit Or(a) NA P26 01 02 03 04 06
012 33. 81. 1505. 1506. 1739. 1881.

Or(b) attests to the NA reading against RP. It has an introductory marker before
the citation. The witnesses for these two readings show that To0 Xplotol was a
secondary development and that Origen’s citations have not undergone accommodation
to the later text.

Romans 1:17
Origen, NA, and RP are identical. Or(b) is within proximity of other citations of Romans.

Romans 1:18
ArokaAUrtteTal yap 6pyn 6€o0 art oUpavol €nil ndoav dcéRelav kal adikiav
avepmnwv TOV TNV aAnBelav ev adikig KATEXOVTOV

vép Or(cd) NA RP ] omit Or(ab)

The omission of yap in Or(ab) is not in the apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg.
Or(ab) both have introductory markers, with Or(b) citing Or(a). Both citations also have
other Romans citations near. Only the omission of ydp in Or(a) appears to be an
accommodation to context which Or(b) reproduces.

Romans 1:19
JLOTL TO YVWOTOV To0 800 pavepodv €o0Tlv €v auTolg O BeOg yap auToig

epavépwoev

Be0¢ yap Or(abcdf) NA 01 02 03 04 06 08 012 ] yap 66¢ RP 06¢ 018 020 025 1739
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The reading of NA is the most frequent in Origen's citations in Or(acdf). No
citations of Origen reflect the text of RP. Or(b) has ydap, being an abbreviated reading,
though it is located in a work that has the NA reading in an earlier section. Or(abc) have
other Romans citations near. Or(ac) have introductory markers. Or(df) are taken from
Cels, with introductory markers and other Romans citations near. This unit of variation is
not found in the apparatus of NA, though it is found in Tisch and Treg. The earliest
manuscript witnesses favor the 8eog yap reading.

Romans 1:20

TA Yyap aopaTa auTo0 Ao KTioewg Koouou TO1g rromuacnv vooUueva kabopdTtat, f
TE Aid10¢ auTol duvaulg Kal 8£16TNg, £ig TO eival alToUug AVArOAOYATOUG

omit Or(aegijk) ] yap Or(bdfhl) NA RP
T00 B8e00 Or(aefgij) ] auto0 Or(bdhkl) NA RP

Or(aegijk) all omit the post-positive ydap as it appears in NA and RP. Or(a) is the
only citation that omits the word that has Romans citations nearby and an introductory
marker. Or(aefgjk) read To0 Beou instead of autol . This unit of variation is not located
in the apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. Or(ai) has an introductory marker. Or(ai) has
nearby Romans citations. Again, the Philocalia readings of Or(ghi) share the same
reading as Cels [Or(abcdef)]. The Leviticus homily could be where the reading aépata
100 Be00 originated, which was later used in later copies of Cels and Basil.Phil A.
Romans 1:21
JLOTL YVOVTEG TOV B0V oUX WG Beov €d0Eacav N nuxapiotnoav, aAN’
guatalwbnoav €v Tolg dlaAoylopolc auTt@V Kai €0KoTiodn N aclveTog auTt®v

kapdia.
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Origen, NA, and RP are identical. The readings of the Philocalia [Or(fgh)] again
follow the readings of [Or(abcde)] inlcuding the surrounding citations of Romans and
their introduction markers.

Romans 1:22
pdaokovTeg ival codol Epwpavenoav

Origen, NA, and RP are identical. Or(abcde) all have surrounding citations of
Romans. Or(c) has an introductory marker. Or(g) has the same citation, introductory
marker, and surrounding Romans which indicates it was taken from Or(c).

Romans 1:23
Kail NAAa&av v d6&av 100 AdpBApTOoU B0l v OpOoLWUATL €ikOVOG $BapToD

avOpwrou Kal METEIVAV Kal TETPATIOdWV Kal EPTETOV

nAAa&av Or(abceghij) NA RP ] HAAa&avto Or(d) 018 6. 630., aAAagpavTteg Or(f)
B8e00 100 adpBapTou Or(f) ] apbdapTtou Beol Or(abecdeghij) NA RP
omit Or(j) ] eikdvog Or(abcdefghi) NA RP

Or(df) have participial forms of the verb for nAAa&av (the reading of NA/RP).
There are no variant readings noted in the NA critical apparatus or this section of text.
Only Or(f) reads 600 100 apBapTou instead of ApBAapTou Be00. It has other citations
of Romans nearby, although there are not variant readings indicated in the critical
apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. Or(abcd) have surrounding citations of Paul. Or(ac)
have introductory markers. Or(ef) both have nearby citations with Or(e) having an
introductory marker. Or(gh) both have introductory markers and other citations nearby.

Or(j) omits eikdvog. This unit of variation is not found in the critical apparatus of NA,

Tisch, or Treg. The citations are consistent presentations of the full verse, despite the
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minor changes to context. The common reading among Origen’s readings should be
considered his authorial citation text.
Romans 1:24
A0 TapEdWKEV AUTOUG 0 Be0G €V TG erubupialg TOV KApdIOV aUTOV €ig
akaBapoiav 100 aTipdlecbal Ta cwpata auTOV €v aUTOoIg
kal RP ] omit Or(ch) NA

Or(c) omits the conjunction kai in correspondence with RP, though it is the only
citation that has this part of the verse. Or(d) has the phrase mponuaptnkoétag Tt This
is unique in his citations though there is another citation in the same work, which is
consistent in other citations. The variant is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or
Treg. Other than this unit of variation, Origen's citations for Romans 1:24 are consistent,
despite their intermittent presence throughout the verse. The abbreviated citations of
Cels Or(ab) are reflected in the abbreviated citations of Philocalia Or(g) and Euches
Or(f). There are three other citations from Euches Or(cde) which are the longest of
Origen's citations. Or(cd) have introductory markers and nearby citation.

Romans 1:25
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 1:26
Origen, NA, and RP are identical. Or(c) has ¢noiv 0 MavAog as an introductory marker.
Origen is consistent in his citations with NA and RP.

Romans 1:27

oMoiwg Te Kal ol Apoeveg adpévteg TV duCIKNV XpRolv TAG BnAciag €éEekalBbnoav
ev Tf) OpeEel auT@V €ig AAANAoug, Apoeveg ev Apaeaty TNV acxnuoouvny
Katepyalopevol Kal TNV avtioBiav Ny €del THG MAAvVNS aUTAV €V €AUTOIQ
artoAapBdavovTteg
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5¢ 02 06 012 025 044 33. 104. 630. 1505. 1739. 1881. ] e NA RP 01 03 06c 018 020
81.365. 1175. 1241. 2464. ] omit Or(a)

Or(a) omits te. The support for this reading is the manuscript 04. This unit of

variation is in the critical apparatus of NA and Treg.

Romans 1:28
Origen, NA, and RP are identical. Or(a) has an introductory marker as well as other
citations near.

Romans 1:29-32
There is no variation between Origen, NA, and RP

Chapter Two

Romans 2:1

A16 avaroAéynTog el, ® dvBpwre TAG 6 Kpivwv- €V @ YA Kpivelg TOV £Tepoy,
0eaAUTOV KATAKpPIVELG, TA Yap aUTa MPAcoelg O Kpivwv

kpipatt Or(b) 04 104 ] omit Or(a) NA RP

Or(b) adds kpipatt before kpivelg. This reading disagrees with NA and RP,
which lack kpipatt. This unit of variation is in the critical apparatus of NA and Treg. The
abbreviated citation added the extra word to accommodate the shortened form. This is
an example of Origen’s adjustment of the text to fit his context.
Romans 2:2-3
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.
Romans 2:4
N 100 MAoUToU TAG XPNOoTOTNTOG auTol Kai g avoxnig kal TAG pakpoBuuiag
Katappovelg, Ayvodv OTL TO Xpnotov 100 6€00 €ig petdvoldv oe ayel;
T00 8€00 Or(dh) ] auto0 Or(abcefgijkl) NA RP

Or(dh) both read To0 8€00 , which disagrees with the reading found in NA and

RP (auTo0). This unit of variation is not found in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or
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Treg. The reading of Or(dh) is short and omits a good deal of content from the verse.
Origen cites Romans 2:4 eleven times in correspondence to the NA/RP reading which is
a good indication of Origen's consistency. Or(abcefgi) are near other citations and
Or(bcgl) have introductory markers.

Romans 2:5

KaTa 8¢ TNV OKANPOTNTA *oou Kal auetavontov ** kapdiav Bnoaupifelg oeaut®

OpYNV €V NUEPQ OpYTG Kal anokaAlPewq dikatokploiag To0 6ol

o€ Or(abcdfgimn) NA RP ] omit Or(hjk)

*oou Or(abcdfgkimno) NA RP ] omit Or(hi)

**aou Or(0), auto0 Or(ch) ] omit Or(abdfgjkimn) NA RP

kai Or(bcfgimno) RP 01c 06c 018 020 025 044 33. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505.
1739. 1881. 2464. ] omit Or(a) NA 01 02 03 06 012 81. 1506.

Or(hjk) lack the post-positive d¢ in this unit of variation. The omission disagrees
with both NA and RP. This is not quoted in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, and Treg.
Out of the 14 citations for this verse only these lack the post-positive. Or(k) is likely to
have omitted this due to adjustment to context.

Or(chj) omit cou after okAnpo6TNTA. Or(h) appears to be a copy of Or(c). This
reading in Or(c) is the follow up to the fuller, consistent, citation in the same section.
This omission disagrees with both NA and RP. This unit of variation is not in the critical
apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. All three readings have nearby Romans citations.
Or(abcdefghj) have nearby citations. Or(bcdefn) have introductory markers.

RP has kai before dikailokpioiag against the reading of NA. The conjunction is
present in Or(bcfgimno). This variant is in the critical apparatus of NA but is not in the

apparatus of Tisch or Treg. Origen normally corresponds with 33 1739 1881, while 018

020 025 reflect a later text. The former agree with the corrections of 01 and 06, which
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were first in support of Origen's reading. Or(a) supports the original reading in 01 and
06. It is a good indication that the reading with kal is later and that Origen’s text has

been altered.

Romans 2:6

Origen, NA, and RP are identical. Or(a) is the source for Or(b). Both have the same
nearby citations and introductory markers as well. Or(d) has a marker following the
citation.

Romans 2:7
Origen, NA, and RP are identical. Again, Or(b) follows Or(a) in content, nearby citations
and introductory marker.

Romans 2:8

Tolg O¢ € £p1Beiaq kai anelBolowv T aAnBeiq melBopévolg de T adikia 6pyn Kai
Bupog

pév Or(ac) RP 01c 02 06¢ 018 020 025 044 33. 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505.
1506. 2464.] omit Or(bd) NA 01 03 06 012 1739. 1881.

opyn kal Bupoég Or(abd) NA 01 0203 06 E 012 5. 21. 41. 69. 73. 116.] Buuog Kal
opyn Or(c) RP 06c 018 020 025

The reading 0pyn kai Bunoég is in Or(abd), though the RP reading Bupog kal
opyn is in Or(c). Or(ab) have the same introductory marker and citation. This unit is in
the apparatus of Tisch and Treg but not NA. The lemma of Rom.Frag A often reflect a
later text in places where NA and RP disagree.

Romans 2:9
Origen, NA, and RP are identical. Or(b) is a copy of Or(a) with the same introductory

marker and citation. This is the result of one long citation that is found in both. Origen's
citational text is consistent.

Romans 2:10
d6&a B¢ Kkal TN Kai eipfvn mavTi TQ Epyalopevw To ayadov, loudaiw te MpdTOV
Kail "EAANvL

o€ Or(abd) NA RP ] omit Or(c)
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Or(c) omits the post-positive d€, against the other two citations and NA/RP. This
reading is a lemma.® This is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. Again,
Or(b) is a copy of Or(a) in introductory marker and citation.

Romans 2:11
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 2:12
‘Ocol Yap avopwg Huaptov, avopwg Kai artoAodvTatl, kai 000t ev vOUw fiuapTov,
dl1a vopou KkplbnoovTat

Or(c) adds a post-positive yap. This reading disagrees with the NA/RP reading
as well as one other citation for this verse. The unit of variation is not located in the
critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. The addition of yap is an accommodation to the
abbreviated citation.

Romans 2:13
oU yap oi akpoartal * vopou dikatol mapa T® Be®d, AN’ oi o Tai ** vopou

dlkalwbnoovTal

*100 Or(acd) RP ] omit Or(b) NA
**100 Or(ad) RP ] omit Or(b) NA
Or(a) has been adjusted to the later reading of RP. Or(ad) have 100 as in RP.

Or(c) shows signs of alteration to fit the context of the citation, divergent from both NA

and RP with the addition of TV dikalwudtwy T00 O00.

Romans 2:14

% See page 47 in reference to lemmata.
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dTav yap £6vn Ta un vopov éxovta ¢pUoel TA To0 VOUOU TOLROLY, oUTOL VOUOV W)
E€XOVTEG £AUTOIG €l0lV VOUOG

o¢ Or(bf) ] Or(acdg) NA RP
rowwotv Or(abdegh) ] mown Or(c) RP

Or(bf) have the post-positive 8¢ instead of yap. This reading disagrees with the
NA/RP reading as well as eight other citations of this verse in Origen's work. This unit of
variation is located in the critical apparatus Treg, but not NA or Tisch. Matt.Com C has a
reading of Romans 2:14 which reads ot TolouTol instead of oUToLl as it appears in
NA/RP. This reading is in a Romans citation group. This reading is in the critical
apparatus of NA, which only lists manuscript 012. Matt. Com C reading is the only
instance where this unit is cited this way in Origen, opposed to the other 8 readings of
this verse elsewhere. Or(c) corresponds to RP with the verb rown. So far, Rom.Frag A
has shown tendency to reflect a RP reading.

Romans 2:15
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 2:16
EV NUEPQ OTe KPivEL O BEOG TA KPUTTTA TOV AVBP®TWV KATA TO eUAYYEALOV pou dla
Xplotol 'Incol

Xp1oT1oU 'Inoold NA ] 'Incol Xpiotol Or(ab) RP

Or(a) has the transposition Xploto0 'Inco0, which is a change to Origen’s
authorial citation text to conform to the later text of RP.
Romans 2:17-20

Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse and therefore will not be discussed, as it
cannot be confirmed to be copied from a work of Origen.
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Romans 2:21-22
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 2:23
0g €v vOpw kauxdoat, dia Tfg napaBdoewq t1o0 vOpou Tov Beov ATIHACELG

omit Or(b) ] Tov 6oV Or(acdefg) NA RP

Or(b) omits Tov Beodv, which disagrees with the reading found in NA and RP.
However, the reference does not cite the whole verse and looks as if this omission is
related to the abbreviation of the verse. The other citation from Cels, Or(a), has the full
verse and is identical to NA, RP and the other Origen citations.

Romans 2:24-25
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 2:26-27
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 2:28-29
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Chapter Three
Romans 3:1
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 3:2

TIOAU KATA MAvVTA TPOTOV. TPATOV UEV [yap] 0Tl eéruoteUdnoav ta Adyla to0 600

pev yap 61t NA RP 01 02 06¢ 018 020 33. 104. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1506. 2464c |

vap Or(bd) 6. 67. 1908., omit Or(cd), uev 6T1 03 06 012 044 81. 365. 1506. 2464., yap
oTL 1881.
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Or(d) reads ydp instead of uev yap ott. Or(ce) is lacunose in this variant. None
of Origen's citations reflect the reading of NA and RP. This unit of variation is in the
critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, and Treg. Origen's text is inconsistent and even the
various readings in the manuscript withesses are divided. MS 6 often supports Origen’s
reading.

Romans 3:3
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 3:4

M1 YEVOLTO: YIVECBW BE 6 Be0g AANONG, * MGG 6¢ AvBpwriog YeloTng, KABWG
yéypartrar Ornwg av dikawwbng v Tolg Adyolg oou Kai VIKNoEeLG eV T kpiveoBai oe
*omit Or(ac) NA RP ] €otiv Or(b)

Or(b) has £¢oTLv before nag. This reading disagrees with NA and RP, which omit
the verb. Or(b) omits the beginning of the verse which has a verb. The addition of €oTiv
is an adaptation of the grammatical structure of the verse in Origen. Origen adds the
verb €oTLv to make up for the dropping of the verb yivéabw and changes the

declension of the noun aAn6ng which renders "God is true". The unit of variation is not

in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg.

Romans 3:5
el 0¢ 1 adikia NuV Beol dikaloouvnv cuviotnolv, Tl €polduev; un Adlkog 6 Be0g O
ETUPEPWYV TNV OPYNV; KATA AvOpwTIOV AEYW

Ti €po0pev Or(c) NA RP ] omit Or(b)

87



Or(b) does not have the article (o) after 8£06g. This reading disagrees with NA
and RP. The reading is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. This verse is
cited in Rom.Frag C elsewhere, Or(a), but the second half of the verse is not recorded.
Both citations are only partial with adjustments due to context.

Romans 3:6
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 3:7

el 0¢ 1) aAnBeta 1ol Beol ev T® eud Pelopatt EMepiooeuoev eig TNV doOEav
auTol, Ti £TL KAYW WG AHAPTWAOG Kpivoual;

su(bOr(b)NA RP ] avBpwrivw Or(a)

Or(a) has one reading of Romans 3:7 that has apapTtwAog instead of £éu®, but a
second reading in close proximity has the same reading as NA/RP. This unit of variation
is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. Origen’s change is a contextual
adjustment of Paul's first person reference to a more general reference in avépwrivw to
apply his own prose and the verse to people in general.

Romans 3:8
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 3:9
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 3:10
Kabwg yéyparrral 0Tt oUK €0TLV dikalog oUde €lg

0Tt Or(bc) NA RP ] omit Or(a)
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This is a citation of the LXX. Only those citations of Origen within groups of other
Romans text will be mentioned. Or(a) does not have 0T1 after yéypartral, appears in the
text of NA and RP. This reading is located in the commentary lemma in Rom.Frag A,
which is often different from the NA text. The unit of variation is not in the critical

apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg.

Romans 3:11
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 3:12
navteg €EEKALvaV Aua NXPewOBNOoAvV: oUK E0TLV O TIOLOV XPNOTOTNTA, OUK 0TIV
£WG €VOQ.
0 NA ] omit Or(ab) RP

Or(ab) both reflect the reading of RP. The Romans commentary fragments have
undergone change to reflect a later text form.

Romans 3:13-18
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 3:19
oidapev de OTL 6oa 6 VOUOG AEYEL TOIG £V TQ VOUW AaAel, iva mav otoépa ppayf
Kal UTIOd1KOG YévnTal AG O KOOHOG T® Be®
o€ Or(c) NA RP ] yap Or(a)

Or(a) is in Rom.Frag A that reads ydp instead of 3¢. The latter reading is in the
text of NA and RP. The reading of Rom.Frag A is a commentary lemma. The unit of
variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg.

Romans 3:20
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.
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Romans 3:21
Nuvi 8¢ xwpic vopou dikalooUvn B0l nMedpavépwTal JAPTUPOUPEVT UTIO TOO
VOUOU Kal TV TpodpnTOdV

“omit Or(abcef) NA RP ] yéip Or(d)
“*omit Or(abdf) NA RP ] kai ev 1@ Or(ce)

Or(ce) have an extra phrase kai ev T® that is not present in the text of NA and
RP. This unit is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. He does cite this
verse five times; the other three times are identical with NA/RP. Despite Or(c) being
unique, Or(b) is identical to NA/RP. The reading in Or(d) has ydp but it is abbreviated
which requires grammatical adjustment. The variation unit is not in the critical apparatus
of NA, Tisch, or Treg.
Romans 3:22

dlkatoouvn d¢ B0l dia moTtews 'INcol Xplotol ig mdvTtag Toug ruotevovTtag. ou
YAp €0TILV OlAOTOAN

*omit Or(b) NA ] kal emi mavtag Or(a) RP
Or(a) reflects the reading of RP. This is likely a later adjustment.

Romans 3:23
MAvTeG Yap NuapTov Kal uotepolvTal THg d6ENG 100 B0l
vap Or(acd) NA RP ] omit Or(b)

Or(b) does not have the post-positive yap, which disagrees with the text of NA
and RP. This unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, and Treg. The
fragments of Rom.Frag A and Rom.Frag C often omit post-positives.

Romans 3:24
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.
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Romans 3:25
OV MPo€BEeTO 0 Be0g iAaoTNplov dia Tfg MioTewg v T® auTod aipatt eig Evdelgy
TAG dikalooUvng autol dla TNV NMAPECLY TAOV TIPOYEYOVOTWV AUAPTNHATWY

dia niotewq Or(abcde) 01 04 06 010 012 0219. 104. 365. 1505. 1506. 1881. ] d1a T1ig
rmiotewg NA RP P40 03 04c 06¢c 018 020 025 044 33. 81. 630. 1175. 1241. 2464.
autol Or(cd) NA RP ] omit Or(a)

Or(abcd) do not have tAg before miotewg, as it reads in NA and RP. This unit of
variation is in the critical apparatus of NA and Treg. The evidence in favor of the Origen
reading is very strong, which includes witnesses that were later changed to the reading
of NA/RP. The longer reading does have other strong witnesses such as P40 and 03.

Or(a) omits the word auto0. This is a non-NA/RP reading. This unit of variation
is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. The other three usages of this verse
in Origen's writings all contain the auto0 except for this reading in Or(a). This omission
is stylistic.

Origen has two readings that differ from the text of NA and RP. Or(ad) are
lacunose in the middle of their citations, reading auto0 and iAaotrplov d€,
respectively, instead of the fuller eig €vdel&lv T1g dikaloolvng autol as it is in the
critical editions. This unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA. Both of
Origen's citations that contain the different text omit much of what is present in the
critical editions.

Romans 3:26
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 3:27
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

91



Romans 3:28
Aoy1loueda yap dikalolobal rioTtel AvOpwTiov Xwplg Epywv VOUOU

yép NA 01 02 06 010 012 044 81. 365. 630. 1506. 1739. 1881. 1908. ] oUv Or(a) RP 03
04 06c 018 020 025 33. 69. 104. 1175. 1241. 1505. 2464., omit Or(b)
dlkalo0oBal miotel Or(bc) NA ] miotel dikato0obatl Or(a) RP

Or(a) corresponds to RP. Or(b) has a line that reflects Romans 3:28, but it omits
ydap (NA) and o0v (RP). This omission is not listed in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch,
or Treg, though the unit of variation is in NA and Tisch. This is the only instance of
Romans 3:28 in Origen with an omission in this unit of variation. The evidence is strong
for both post-positives, however no witnesses are listed for an omission.
Romans 3:29
N 'loudaiwv 0 Bg0g povov; oUxl kal €Bvav; val kal EBvav

Or(a) is expansive compared to NA and RP. Or(b) is again in correspondence
with RP. This unit of variation is not found in the apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. Or(c)
is the only citation of Origen here that corresponds to NA.
Romans 3:30
elnep €lc 6 BeOC OC SIKALWOEL TIEPITOUNV €K THOTEWS Kal dkpoBuoTtiav d1d TAG

nioTewg

0 Or(bc) NA RP 06 656.] omit Or(a)
elmep Or(a) NA 01 02 03 04 06¢ 6. 81. 365. 1506. 1739.] eneinep Or(b) RP 01c 06 010
012 020 025 044 33. 104. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1881. 2464.
dikawwoel Or(a) NA] dikaioel RP

Or(a) has a reading of Romans 3:30 in which the article (0) is omitted, against
NA and RP. The unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. It

also reads einep instead of emeinep, in agreement with the text of NA and against RP.
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This unit of variation is in the critical apparatus of NA. 01 02 03 04 support Origen. The
correction of 01 as well as 06 010 012 020 025 1881 are witnesses to the text of RP.
The second reading is later and could not be the text of Origen as it appears in Or(b).
The reading of einep is probably Origen's authorial citation text with emeirnep which has
been changed in Or(b) since.

Romans 3:31
VOUOV oUV KatapyoUduev dld TG THOTEWG; YN YEVOLTO: AAAAQ VOUOV (OTAVOUEV

Or(a) is intermittent, though is still recognizably Romans 3:31. Or(c) is
contextualized and has other added content. Other than these two citations the other

citations are consistent.

Chapter Four
Romans 4:1
Ti o0v épo0pev eUpnkéval ABpadu TOV MPOTATOPA NHUAV KATA 0ApKA;

eupnkéval before Or(a) NA 01 02 04 06 010 012 044 81. 365. 629. 1506. 1739. ]
eupnkéval after RP 018 020 025 33. 104. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1881. 2464.

Or(a) reads eUpnkéval before ABpaayp. It corresponds with NA, against RP. This
unit of variation appears in NA and Tisch.

Romans 4:2
el yap ABpadp €€ Epywv €dLKaL®ON, €Xel KAUXNMA, AAN’ oU TIPOg BedV

omit Or(b) NA ] t6v Or(a) RP
Or(a) corresponds to the RP reading with Tov at the end of the verse.

Romans 4:3-7
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.
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Romans 4:8
HAKApPLog Avhp oU oU wry Aoyiontal KUplog apapTtiav.

*oU Or(b) NA]® Or(a) RP
Rom.Frag A, again, corresponds to the RP reading against NA.

Romans 4:9
‘O paKaplopog oUv oUTOG &t TV TieptTounV 1) Kal £r Tf)v akpoBuoTiav; Aéyouev
yap- €AoyioBn T@ ABpaadp 1 nioTig €ig dikatoclvnv.

The lemma of Or(b) has unique features compared to the text of NA and RP. The
phrase émi T® Aautd is added before pakapiopog. OUv oUtog is replaced by ouk, and
N Kati is replaced by aAA. Or(a) is consistant with NA and RP.

Romans 4:10
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 4:11

kai onuelov EAaBev mepttoufig oppayida tfg dikaloouvng THG motewg TAHG €V T
akpoBuoTig, eig T eival aUTOV MATEPA MAVIWV TAOV TOTEUOVTWY dU’ dkpoBuaTiag,
eilc 10 Aoylobrjval [kai] auTtolg [Tnv] dikalocUvny,

kai NA RP 01¢c 04 06 010 012 018 020 025 104. 365. 1175. 1241. 1505. RP ] omit
Or(bc) 01 02 03 044 6. 81. 630. 1506. 1739. 1881. 2464.
v NA RP 03 04 06¢c 010 012 018 020 025 044 33. 81. 104. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505.
2464. RP ] omit Or(bc) 01 04c 06 6. 365. 424c. 1506. 1739, €ig 02 424. 1881.

The units of variation at the end of 4:11 show mixture of several textual traditions
that is likely due to the copying process as opposed to corrected readings within the
manuscripts. The two units revolve around the two words kai and tv. Or(b) which

omits both is supported by 01. 6. 1506. 1739. The MSS that support the presence of

both are more recent (04 010 012 018 020 025 104 1175 1241 1505 RP). This shows
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that the reading was most likely introduced later. The earlier manuscripts that have only
one reading or the other without signs of correction demonstrate differing independent
readings. 02 and 1881 omit kai but read €ig instead of v or omit. This second reading
v is in a very small number of manuscripts. 06 and 365. read kai but omit tT\v .

Conversely, manuscripts 03 044 81 630. 2464. have the opposite reading (omit kai, has

™mv).

Romans 4:12
Kal matépa MePITOURG TOIG OUK €K TEPITOMNG HOVOV AAAA Kal Tolg oTolxolalv Toig
{xveolv TG ev akpoBuoTia nioTewq To0 NMATPOg NUOV ABpadp

ev Or(b) NA ] niotewg 1fig ev T Or(a) RP
niotewg Or(b) NA ] omit Or(a) RP

Rom.Frag A is identical to RP against NA. Rom.Frag A is commonly adjusted to
match the text of later witnesses. This unit of variation is in the critical apparatus of
Tisch, and Treg, but not NA.

Romans 4:13
Ou yap dia vopou 1 emayyeAia 1@ ABpaap 1) Td oneppatt avtod, TO KANpovouov

auTov sival * K6opou, AN d1d dikatoolvng MoTEWS

yap Or(b) NA RP ] omit Or(a)
*omit Or(b) NA RP ] to0 Or(a)

Or(a) omits yap and 1} against the text of NA and RP. These units of variation are
not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. There is a unit of variation where
Or(a) corresponds with NA and not RP with the omission to0.

Romans 4:14-15
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 4:16
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Ala To0TO €K TioTEWC, (va Katd Xapty, £ic 16 sival BeBaiav v érmayyeAiav mavtl
TQ OTEPHATL, OU TQ €K TOO vOpoU povov aAAa Kal T® ek miotewg ABpadp, 0G E0TLV
TaTnp MAviOV NUOV

Or(a), NA, and RP are identical. Or(b) has some supplements to the reading,
inlcuding kai, the omission of eig and the transposition of givat. The fluid nature of
Or(b) shows Origen’s technique in adjusting the biblical text to fit his own writings and
commentary.

Romans 4:17-18
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 4:19
Kai ur acBevioag T1 moTel Katevonoev TO eauTtod oOUA 1)ON VEVEKPWHEVOY,
E€KATOVTAETNG TIOU UTIAPXWV, Kal TNV VEKPpWOoLV TAG UNTPaAg ZAppag

€auto0 Or(b) ] omit Or(ac) NA RP ]
ou RP 06 010 012 018 020 025 044 33. 104. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1881. 2464. ] omit
Or(ab) NA 01 02 03 04 6. 81. 365. 1506. 1739.
non Or(ab) NA RP 01 02 04 06 018 020 025 044 33. 81. 104. 365. 1175. 1241. 1505.
1506. 2464. RP ] omit Or(c) 03 010 012 630. 1739. 1881.

Or(b) reads eautoU, though elsewhere this word is not present in Origen’s
citations, nor the text of NA and RP. This unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus
of NA, Tisch, or Treg. Or(a) is the only citation that reflects the NA text, omitting the ou

before katevonoev. This variant is in the apparatus of NA, however it is not present in

Tisch, or Treg.

Romans 4:20-24
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 4:25
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0G Taped60n d1d TA MAPATITTWHATA NUOV Kal NyEPON dld TNV diKaiwaolv NU®OV
omit Or(ac) NA RP ] yap Or(b)

Rom.Frag C 222:14 has a reading where ydp is present, though not in NA or RP.
The citation is abbreviated, which makes the yap more likely to be an addition to adjust
the abbreviated verse to the context of Origen's own writing. This unit of variation is not
in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg.
Chapter Five

Romans 5:1-2
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 5:3
oU poOvov 0€, AAAA Kal kauxwpeda v Talg BAiIYeoLy, * €id0TEG OTL T BATYIC
UTIooVNV KatepydaleTal

kauxwpeda Or(f) NA RP ] kauxwpuévol Or(bcdegi) 03 0220. 365.
*omit Or(bef) NA RP ] kai Or(cd), not available Or(aghjk)

Or(begi) reads kauyxwpevol, and Or(cd) read kauxwuevog, opposed to the
reading in Or(f), NA and RP, which is kauxwpeB8a. Or(cd) read kat, though this is
absent in the text of NA and RP. This unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of
NA, Tisch, or Treg. There are seven other citations of this verse in Origen that omit kai.
Rom.Frag A is likely to have been altered to the Byzantine text, and Philocalia is a
compilation of Origenian writings which here share the same reading and probably the
same source material.

Romans 5:4-5

Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 5:6
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"ETL YAap XPLOTOG VIOV NUOV AcBev@V £TL KATA KAlPOV UTEP AoEBOV ATEBavev

omit Or(ab) RP ] eTtt NA
Or(a) is with RP, a common feature in Rom.Frag A.

Romans 5:7
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 5:8
ouviotnolv ¢ TV €autol aydrmy eic NUAg 0 Bg06¢, OTL ETL AUAPTWADV OVTDV
NUOV XPLOTOG UTEP NUAV ArEBavev

o€ Or(cd) NA RP ] omit Or(a)
OVTOV AuapTWA®V Or(b) ] apaptTwA®v ovtdv Or(acd) NA RP

Or(a) omits the post-positive d€ as it appears in the text of NA and RP. This unit
of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. The citation, other than
the omission of ¢, has the entire verse, which is a grammatical adjustment. Or(c) is a
full citation, which includes d¢. Or(b) transposes AUAPTWADY OVTAOV to OVTOV
apaptwA®v. The former reading is the text of NA and RP. This unit of variation is not in
the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. It is probable that this is an adjustment to
Origen's prose as the citation begins just before the unit of variation.

Romans 5:9
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 5:10
el yap exBpoi Ovreg katnAAaynuev T® Be®d dia To0 BavaTtou to0 uiol avTod,
TMOAA® pAdAAoOV KaTaAAayEévTeg cwBnoodueda v T (i autol-

ex0poic 6vteg Or(ab) NA RP ] dvteg €xBpoig Or(c)
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Or(c) transposes €xBpoig dvteg, against the text of NA and RP. The unit of
variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Treg, but is present in Tisch.

Romans 5:11
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 5:12
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 5:13
axpt yap vopou * apaptia nv ev kOOUw, apaptia e ouk eAAoyeltal pr 6vtog
VOlOU

*omit Or(ef) NA RP ] 1 Or(f)
d¢ Or(de) NA RP ] yap Or(af), omit Or(bc)

Or(f) has the article before apapTtia. The text of NA and RP do not. This unit of
variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. Or(adf) all have a different
post-positive than NA/RP. The text of NA and RP reads d€. This unit of variation is not
in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. Or(abcd) also begin mid-verse which will
affect most post-positives and their connection to previous sentences. Or(b), a
compilation, seems to share the same source material as Rom.Frag A, Or(c). Or(d) is
the only identical citation with NA and RP.

Romans 5:14
AAN’ €BaciAeucev 0 BAvaTtog ano AdAau HEXPL MwUoEwg Kal €l Toug un
apapthoavtag emi Td opolwpaTt TG MapaBacews Adau 6 £oTiv TUMOG TOo0

MEAANOVTOQ

kai Or(b) NA RP ] omit Or(a)
un Or(b) NA RP 62. 63. 67. ] omit Or(ac) 614. 1739. 2495.
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Or(c) is lacunose for several words, including un (which is supported by 614.
1739. 2495.) though earlier in the same work, it is cited in full.

Romans 5:15
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 5:16
Kal oux wg 3’ €vOg AMAPTNOAVTOC TO dwPNUA: TO MEV YAp Kpiua €€ evog €ig
KATAKPLUA, TO D€ XAPLOMA €K TIOAAQV TIAPATITTWHATOV €iG diKAlwA.

¢ NA RP ] omit Or(b)

Or(b) has a lacuna where the text of NA and RP reads 6€. This unit of variation is
not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. This reading is abbreviated, drops the
post-positive, and connects directly to Origen's context.

Romans 5:17
el yap T® to0 £vog maparrwpatt 0 8avarog eBaciheucev d1a 100 £vOg, TOAAD
HAAAoV ol TV meplooeiav TAG XAapttog Kal THg dwpedg TAS dikatoolvng

Aappavovteg ev (wfi Baotheloouaoty dia To0 £€vog Incold Xplotodl.

ev Or(ab) 1739. 1881.] t® to0 NA RP 01 03 04 018 020 025
Qg dwpedg Or(a) NA RP] omit Or(b) 03
'mool0 Xpiotol Or(a) NA RP] Xpioto0 'Incol Or(b) 03

Or(b) cites €v instead of T® 100 as it is in the text of NA and RP. This unit of
variation is in the critical apparatus of NA and Tisch. Later in the citation, Or(b) omits
dwpedg g, as well as transposes Xp1otol 'Incod. MS 03 omits TAG dwpedg as well
as transposes XpLotoU 'Inco0 as it reads in Or(b). 03 is likely to be related to Origen’s
authorial citation text of Origen in this verse and perhaps in general to John.Com B.

Romans 5:18-21
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.
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Chapter Six
Romans 6:1
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 6:2
Mn YEvolTo. olTiveg aneBavopev T auaptiq, dg €TL {ooueV €V AUTH;

“omit Or(b) NA RP ] 5¢ Or(a)
ev Or(b) NA RP ] omit Or(a)

Or(a) has ¢ where the text of NA and RP are lacunose. This unit of variation is
not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. The citation also omits €v, which is in
the text of NA and RP. This unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch,
or Treg. The citation is abbreviated and connects to Origen’s context with the added
post-positive. P46 reads {nowpev against Or(a) and {hoopuev.

Romans 6:3

Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 6:4

ouveTapnuev olv auTtd dia To0 Barriopatog eig TOv Bavartov, iva ®omep Ny£pon
XpLoTOG €K VEKP®V dld TAG d6ENG ToU MaTpog, oUTWS Kal NUETS €v KatvotNnTL (WAS
TMEPIMATI|OWMEV.

Or(a) reads yap, while NA/RP read oUv. The citation is shortened and is
connected to Origen’s writing by the post-positive. Or(d) at the end of the citation has a

different conjugation of the verb, but it too is an abbreviation and has alteration due to

its connected Origen text.

Romans 6:5
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.
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Romans 6:6-7
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 6:8
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Roman 6:9
eld0TEG OTL XPLOTOG * £YEPOEIG EK VEKPDV OUKETL ATIOOVNOKEL, BAvatog ** autol
OUKETL KupleUelL

*omit Or(ef) NA RP ] &€ Or(a), yap Or(bc)
**omit ] yap Or(d)

Or(abc) have a post-positive after Xptoto6g. Or(a) has 8¢ and Or(bc) both read
yap. This unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. All three
of these citations have left off the beginning of the verse, based on adjustment to
Origen’s writings and use a post-positive for transition. Or(d) adds yap after 6dvatog
against the text of NA and RP. This unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA,
Tisch, or Treg.

Romans 6:10
0 yap anebaveyv, T apaptia anebavev epana§: 6 d¢ Cf, ¢ T® Bed
vép Or(aceg) NA RP ] omit Or(b)

Or(b) omits the ydap that is in the text of the NA and RP. This unit of variation is
not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. It is adjusted at the beginning and is
expanded at the end to accommodate Origen’s discussion of Jesus. Here, Origen cites

phrases of the biblical content that are connected by his own words to make a sentence

that is both a mixture of citation and prose.
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Romans 6:11
oUTwg Kal UPelg AoyileoBe €auTolg elval vekpoUg pev T apapTia Zoviag 8¢ T®
Be® ev Xplot® 'Incod
vekpoug pév eivat Or(ab) RP ] elval vekpouc pév Or(c) NA

Rom.Frag A has been accommodated to the RP reading in both citations.
Romans 6:12

Mr o0v Baoheuétw 1) ApapTia €v IO BVNTA VUGV o®PATL eig TO UMAKOUELY TATG
erbupialg autold

v Or(abcef) NA RP ] To0te Or(d)

auTh ev Or(e) RP 04c 018 020 025 044 33. 104. 1175. 1241. 1505. 2464. ] omit Or(af)
NA P94 01 02 03 04 81. 365. 630. 1506. 1739. 1881. ] autfj P46 06 010 G, TV Yuxnv
Or(d)

Or(d) reads To0TW, not U@V as it is found in the text of NA and RP. There is no
evidence in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg for this unit of variation. This
citation has left off the beginning of the verse, based on an adjustment to Origen's
preceding sentence. Or(d) reads v Yuxnv. There is no reading in NA here, but RP
has auTthj ev. This unit of variation is in the critical apparatus of NA, but Origen’s reading
is not listed.

Or(a) is in agreement with the text of NA against RP. The RP reading is autn €v.
The MSS P46 06 010 012 read autn. The variant is in the critical apparatus of NA but
not Tisch or Treg. The cause of the variant appears to be theological in nature. Simply
put, the addition qualifies a statement that could otherwise be interpreted in different

ways. There is an early witness (P46) as well as the Greek-Latin bilinguals in favor of

the reading auThj. The longer reading aUTH €v is supported by the correctors of 04, and
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late majuscules 018 020 025. The omission is supported by a late papyrus P94, the
earliest majuscules, and both 1739 and 1881.

Romans 6:13-14
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 6:15-17
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 6:18
eAeubepwBeEVTEG ¢ Ao TG apaptiag EdoulwbnTe Tf dikaloouvn

5¢ Or(ab) NA RP 01c 02 03 06 010 012 018s 020 025 33. ] omit Or(c) 69., olv 01 04
81

Or(c) omits ¢, which is in NA. The unit of variation is in the critical apparatus of
NA. There is evidence of a third reading oUv, which has support from 01 and 04.

Romans 6:19-21
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 6:22
vuVi 8¢ EAeuBepwBEVTEG * amo TG apaptiaq SoUAWBEVTEG BE T Be® EXETE TOV
KapToVv UP®V (¢ aylaopov, 1o d€ TeEAog {wnV aiwviov

o€ Or(abe) NA RP ] omit Or(c)
*omit Or(abde) NA RP ] pév Or(c)
d¢ Or(abce) NA RP ] omit Or(d)
Or(c) has two variants that disagree with NA and RP. The post-positive 3¢ is
omitted and pév is added after éAeuBepwBEvTeQ. This unit of variation is not in the

critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. The uev is a grammatical compensation for the

loss of 8¢. Here, Origen adjusts the biblical text to fit his writing. Or(d) omits d¢ after
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douAwBévTeg. This unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA or Tisch but is
in Treg. The beginning of the verse is trimmed for Origen's usage and the 3¢ is
removed because the verse is being adjusted to Origen's argumentation instead of
Paul's.

Romans 6:23
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Chapter Seven
Romans 7:1-4
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 7:5
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 7:6-7
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 7:8
apopunv 8¢ AaBoloa 1 apaptia dia TAG EVTIOARG KATELPYAOATO €V €Ol Aoav
ermbupuiav: Xwpig yap vopou apaptia vekpd

vép Or(c) NA RP ] omit Or(a)

Or(a) omits ydp after xwpig, where it is present in NA and RP. This unit of
variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. The mid-verse start of the
citation is a customization of the reading to fit Origen's sentence.

Romans 7:9
eyw 0¢ ECwV Xwplg vOHoU TOTE, EABoUoNGg d€ TAG EVTOARG N apapTia aveélnoev

omit Or(acd) NA RP ] uév Or(b)
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Or(b) reads pév between 1) and apaptia. NA and RP read ) ugv apaptia. This
unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. The beginning of
the verse is trimmed for Origen's usage and the &€ is removed because the verse is
being adjusted to Origen's writing.

Romans 7:10
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 7:11

r‘) y,c‘xp auapTia apopunv AaBoloa did TAC €VTOARG €ENMATNOEV e Kal &' aUTAG
ATEKTELVEV

AaBoOoa Or(ac) NA RP ] 8¢ AaBoUoa 1 apaptia Or(b)

Or(b) has two places of additional in relation to NA and RP. These units of
variation are not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. In Romans 7:8, a few
verses prior is the phrase adopunv d€ AaBoldoa 1) auapTia, which is also in 7:11, in
Or(b). This is not a different reading of 7:11, but probably a mistake repetition of 7:8 due
to similar wording.

Romans 7:12
WOoTe O eV VOUOG Aylog Kal 1 €vToAn ayia kail dikaia kal dyadn
uév Or(acd) NA RP ] omit Or(b)

Or(b) omits pév before vopog, though it is present in NA and RP. This unit of
variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. The citation abbreviates
the beginning of the verse.

Romans 7:13
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.
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Romans 7:14
Oidapev yap OTL 0 VOUOG TIVEUMATIKOG €0TLV, £YW OE OAPKIVOG ElUL TIEMPAUEVOQ
UTIo TNV apapTiav

yap NA RP Or(bcde) 01 03 04 010 012 ] d¢ Or(a) 02 06 020

Or(a) reads d¢ against yap in NA and RP. This unit of variation is not in the
critical apparatus of NA or Tisch, but is in Treg. The citation is a shortened reading of
the verse and &€ has been used to transition to the citation.
Romans 7:15

Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 7:16-21
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 7:22
ouvndopat yap 1@ vouw Tod 6ol kata Tov Eow Avepwrov

yap Or(bc) NA RP ] omit Or(a)
Or(a) omits the post-positive yap that is in the text of NA and RP. This unit of
variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. The citation is an

abbreviation of the verse, which helps to connect it to Origen’s context.

Romans 7:23

BAETIW &€ ETEPOV VOUOV £V TOIG HEAEDIV HOU AVTIOTPATEUOHEVOV T® VOUW TOD
voOG pou Kai aiXHaAwTiCovTd pe ev IO vOUw THG apaptiag T OVTL eV TOIG
MEAETiV pou

ev NA ] omit Or(a) RP
Rom.Frag A is omits €v in agreement with RP against NA (omit).

Romans 7:24
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.
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Romans 7:25
Xapig 8¢ T® Be® S1a 'INcold Xplotol 100 Kupiou AU®V. "Apa oUv alTOG EYW TO HEV
vol douAelw vouw Beol Tf d¢ capki vouw apaptiag.

Xapig 6 T® Be® NA 01 044 33. 81. 104. 365. 1506., Xaplg T Be® 03, 1] XapIq O€
100 Be00 06, 1] Xapig kupiou 010 012 ] euxapiot®w T® Be®d RP Or(a) 01 02 018 020
025 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1739.

The NA apparatus lists Origen as a witness for the reading for the NA text. His
reading of euxaplotw Tw Bew is only in Rom.Frag A.
Chapter Eight

Romans 8:1-2
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 8:3-4
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 8:5
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 8:6
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 8:7
d10TL TO PpoéVNUa TG 0apKog £xOpa eig BedV, TO yap vouw Tod B0l oUx
urotdooeTal, oUdE yap duvaTtal
omit Or(cdf) NA RP ] yap Or(be)

Or(be) adds yap as opposed to NA and RP. This unit of variation is not in the
critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. Or(b) is a shortened reading of the verse and

requires a connective since d16TL was removed. Or(e) is also an appendix to a sentence
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in Gen.Sel. Or(a) has no variants to the NA/RP reading though it is abbreviated. Despite
Or(b) containing yap which is different from NA/RP there is another reading in this work
Or(c) which is a full citation with no variant readings. Or(ef) show elements of
grammatical change as they are fitted to Origen's sentences. Or(f) is also a shortened
version of the verse added to the end of an Origen sentence which then connects to
further commentary with €oTLv.

Romans 8:8

oi 8¢ £v OapkKi OVTEG Be® apeoal ou duvavTtal

6sOr(def)NARP ] omit Or(abi), uev yap Or(c), yap Or(hj)

There are several readings in Origen that differ from the NA and RP reading.
These differences are mainly at the beginning in relation to the post-postive d¢. Or(abi)
are lacunose, Or(hj) read ydp, and Or(c) reads pev ydap. Origen adjusts the post-
positive to implement the citational text in his own writings in acceptable grammar.
Romans 8:9
YUETG € OUK £0TE €V oapKi AAN’ €v niveUaTl, einep ivedpa Beol olkel €v UMIV. el

5¢ TI¢ veOpa Xptotol oUK éxel, o0Tog oUK £0TLV auTo0

5¢ Or(cd) NA RP ] omit Or(a)
UMiv Or(acd) NA RP ] autoig Or(b)

Or(a) is a complete recital of the verse yet it omits the d¢ which is in the text of
NA and RP. This unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg.
This omission is a reflection of Origen's adjustment of biblical content to his own

grammar. Or(b) has a lexical change from Upiv to autolg, against the text of NA and

RP. This unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg.
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Romans 8:10-12
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 8:13
el yap kata oapka fte, MEAAETE ATIOOBVNOKeELV: £l O€ MIVEUPATL TAG TIPAEELG TOO
owuatog BavatolTe, (Noeobe.

vap NA RP ] omit Or(a)
Or(a) omits the ydap in NA/RP to reconcile the grammar of his own writings to the
cited text.

Romans 8:14
0ool yap nveUpatt 600 dyovTtal, ouTtol uioi Beo0 eiolv

yap Or(d) NA RP ] omit Or(abc)

uiol 600 eiotv Or (bd) NA 01 02 04 06 81. 630. 1506. 1739. 1908. ] uioi eiolv Be00
Or(ac) 03 010 012 Or, eiowv uioi 6eo00 RP 018 020 025 044 33. 69. 104. 1175. 1241.
1505. 1881. 2464.

Or(abc) all omit ydap that is present in the text of NA and RP. This unit of variation
is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. Origen has adjusted his cited text to
fit his context.

The reading of uiol 800 iotv is in Or(b) which is a reflection of NA. Elsewhere
in Contra Celsum, Or(a), the citation places eiolv between uioi and 6€ol. This unique
reading is copied in the Philocalia by Or(c) and is supported by manuscripts 03 010 012.
Romans 8:15
oU yap éAdBete nvelpa douAegiag MaALv eig ¢poBov AN’ EAdBeTe velua
uioBeoiag év ® kpalopev- appa 6 MaThp
naAlv Or(ac) NA RP ] omit Or(b) 33.

Or(b) omits mdAwv after douAeiag. It is in the text of the NA and RP. This unit of

variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA or Treg, but is in Tisch. Or(a) reads TdAtv.
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Though it is likely a simple omission, Origen's point in citing the verse may not have
made sense to include "again" as the argument requires in the Pauline text.

Romans 8:16
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 8:17-18
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 8:19
N Yap anokapadokia TAG KTioewg TNV AMoKAAUYLY TV Uldv 100 B0l
arekdExeTal

vép Or(ae) NA RP ] omit Or(b)
TAG KTioewg danokapadokia Or(c) NA RP ] anokapadokia TAG kTiocewg Or(ab)

Or(b) lacks yap which is present in NA and RP. The omission is not listed in the
critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. This reading reflects Origen's liberty in dropping
the post-positive in order to accommodate his own literary work.

Or(a) has the exact reading of NA/RP. Later, Or(b) omits the post-positive yap to
acclimate the citation to context. Or(c) again omits ydap, but also transposes
artokapadokia to follow TAg kTioewg. This variant is not in the critical apparatus of NA,
Tisch, or Treg. The second half of this verse is consistent in all Origen's citations.
Romans 8:20
T Yap pataldtnTL N KTiolg umetayn, oux ekodoa AAAa dia tov urnotagavta, £¢’
EATIOL
vép Or(abdg) NA RP ] Or(cef)

Or(cef) lack yap, which is in the text of NA and RP. The omission is not in the

critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. This reading reflects Origen's liberty in dropping
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the post-positive of the verse in order to attach biblical content to his own writings. After
the post-positive Origen’s citations are unified and consistent.
Romans 8:21
OTL KAl auTtn 1 KTiolg €éAeubBepwOBnoeTal * ano ¢ douAeiag TAS $pOopAag ig TV
€AeuBepliav g dOENG TOV TEKVWV ToU B0l
n6oa Or(c) ] omit Or(abefg) NA RP

Or(c) reads doa after éAeuBepwOBNoeTal. This is against his other citations,
and the text of NA and RP. This unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA,
Tisch, or Treg. Or(f) changes the conjugation of the verb. Both citations are an
abbreviated version of the full verse, showing Origen’s liberty in citing only what is
relevant to his context.

Romans 8:22-23
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 8:24
T Yap €ATIOL E0wONUEV- EATIG O BAETOMEVN OUK EOTLV EATIG: O Yap BAEMEL Tig
EAnicel;

eAmiel NA P46 03 ] Tt €AmtiCel Or(b) 03c 06 010 012, T1 kai €Amilel Or(a) RP 01c 02 04
018 020 025 044 33. 81. 104. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1506. 1881. 2464., kai €Amilel
Or(c) 01 1739

Or(b) reads Ti €AmiCel, which is different from NA (¢AmiZel), and RP (Tl kai
€Amicel). This unit is in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, and Treg. Or(b) is probaby
the result of a later change, perhaps a conflation of both. The support for his reading

consists of later 03c 06 010 012. Or(a) again has probably been adjusted to an RP

reading by subsequent copyists and is not a reflection of Origen's authorial citation text.
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Romans 8:25
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 8:26

‘Qoaltwg d¢ kal 10 Mvedpa cuvavTihapBavetal T acBeveia udv- 16 yap T
npooeu&wueba kKaBo det oUK oidapev, AAN aUTo TO nvelua UTEPEVTUYXAVEL
OTEVAYMOIG AAAANTOIG"

17 Or(c) NA ] Taig Or(b) RP
utiepevTuyxavel urep nuav Or(b) RP ] omit Or(a), urtepevtuyxdavel Or(c) NA

Or(a) transposes urnepevTuyxavel after otevayuoig ahaAntolg. However, it
reads Tw Oew instead of urep NUAV. This transposition is not in the critical apparatus
of NA, Tisch, or Treg. The reading of this verse is within a two-verse citation with 8:27 in
agreement with NA/RP. Rom.Frag A reflects the reading of RP. Or(a) is abbreviated and
is connected to Origen’s context with the added ¢naiv.

Romans 8:27
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 8:28
Oidapev d¢ 011 TOIg ayan®olv Tov Beov ndvta ouvepyel eig dyabdv, Toig kata
POOeaIv KANTOIG oUOLY

TV 8e6v Or(bedefghijkim) NA RP ] autov Or(a)
omit Or(abcefghik) NA RP ] 6 ©g6g Or(l)

Or(a) reads auTtov instead of Tov 86V which is in NA and RP. This unit of
variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. It is a shorter presentation
of the verse.

Or(l) adds 0 ©c0c¢ before Tolg. For this unit there is a lacuna in the text of NA

and RP. This unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA or Treg, but it is in
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Tisch. This reading reflects Origen's liberty in order to accommodate his own literary
work. Overall, the citations for 8:28 are consistent and show that here, the Philocalia
citations are copied from Rom.Frag A.

Romans 8:29

0Tl 0UG TPOEYVW, Kal powpLoeV CUMPOPPOUG TAG eikovog 1ol ulold auTod, €ig 1O

elval alToV MPWTOTOKOV €V TIOANOIC AdeAdolC

omit Or(bigklm) NA RP ] yéip Or(ch), ot Or(d)
omit Or(abcfghkl) NA RP ] €écopévoug Or(deij)

Or(a) has two additions in comparison to the NA/RP text. After mpoéyvw, there is
0 Bg0g, ToUTOUG. Later in the reading Trig d6&ng is after 11ig €ikdvog. The units are
not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. This reading reflects Origen's liberty in
citing the New Testament.

Or(cdh) have a post-positive that is not in the text of NA or RP. This unit of
variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. Origen drops a post-
positive that is present in the verse in order to accommodate the text to his writings.
Here, the opposite takes place where the critical editions of the verse have no post-
positive, yet one is added to fit the context of the citation.

Or(di) lack the conjunction kai as it is in the text of NA and RP. There are 10
citations of this verse in Origen's works, which do not lack kai. More than likely this
reading reflects Origen's liberty in the dropping of the conjunction of the verse in order to
accommodate his own literary work.

Or(deij) add €copevog after cuppudpdoug where the text of NA and RP are

lacunose. This unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. This
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reading is not Origen's majority reading as there are 7 other citations that lack the
eoouevoog. Both works that contain this reading have highly repetitive sections with
surrounding Romans material.

Romans 8:30-31

Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 8:32

0¢ ye 100 (diou ulol oUK E€deioaTto AAN’ UTEEP NUAV TIAVTOV TIAPEdWKEV AUTOV,
ndG oUxl Kai ouv alT® Ta Tavta Nuiv xapiostat

navT@v Or(abcefg) NA RP ] omit Or(d)

Or(d) lacks the mavt®v before mapedwkev and omits Ta navta, while
transposing nuiv and xapiostatl. These units of variation are not in the critical
apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. Rom.Frag A often reflects a correspondence to RP,
when NA and RP differ, but here it is unique. The rest of Origen's citations for this verse
are the NA/RP reading.

Romans 8:33
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 8:34
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 8:35-37
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 8:38
nénetlopatl yap 0t olte Bavatog olte wn) oUte dyyelol oUte apxal oUTe
eveotT®Ta oUte péEANOVTA 0UTE BUVAUELS
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oUte éveoT®Ta oUTe pEANOVTA oUTe duvapuelg Or(a) NA P27 01 02 03 04 06 010 012
0285. 69. 81. 104. 365. 1505. 1506. 1739. 1881. 1908. ] oUte duvduelg olte
eveotT®Ta oUte péANovTa RP 018 020 33. 630. 1175. 1241., duvauelg olte
eveoT®Ta 044 2464, éveot®Td oUTE HEANOVTA oUTE duvdAuelg P46

Or(a) is in agreement with the reading found in NA against RP. There are 3
different readings for this sequence of words in the NA apparatus. Origen reads
eveotT®Ta oUte péEANovVTA oUTe duvapelg whereas RP transposes oUte duVAUELQ
before instead of after. The variant is also in the apparatus of Tisch. The Origen reading
has stronger external support. Rom.Frag A corresponds to RP.
Romans 8:39
oUte UYwpa oUTte BABOG oUTE TIG KTIOIG £TEPa duvnoeTal NUAG Xwpioal Amo TAG

ayarmg to0 600 TG ev XploTd INcol T® Kupiw NudV

T1c Or(b) NA RP 01 02 04 04 018 020 044 0285 33. 69 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241.
1506. 1739. 1881. 2464. ] omit Or(a) P46 06 010 012 1505

Or(a) omits 11g before ktiolg. Both NA and RP have the word present. This unit
of variation is in the apparatus of NA and Tisch. P46 06 010 012 support Or(a).
However, there is strong support for the reading (T1g) which is in Or(b). Both cite the
verse in its entirety. MSS 1739 and 1881, which normally support Origen, are against
the omission.

Chapter Nine

Romans 9:1

ANNBelav Aeyw v XpLoT®, ou Yeudoual, CUPHapTUpolong pot THG CUVELBTOEW®G
MOU €V TIVEUMATL ayiw

Hou NA RP ] omit Or(a)

Or(a) has an omission where NA/RP read pot. The second variant occurs where

NA/RP read pou. Origen omits the pronoun. Neither of the two variants are in the critical
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apparatus of NA or RP. The citation is abbreviated when often affects the presence of
certain words, in this case pronouns. This is often an indicator that Origen is presenting
the text specifically for his purposes and not to present biblical text.

Romans 9:2
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 9:3
nUXOMNV Yap avadepa sival autog €yw aro tol Xplotol UTeEp TAOV AdEADDV HoU
TOV OUYYEVAV HOU KATA odpKa

ayaesuasfvalaumq gy NA ] alTog dvaBepa eival Or(a), autoc eyw avadeua
eivat RP

Origen reads autoc avadepua eivat, against both NA (avaBepa sivat alTtog
¢yw) and RP (aUtog ¢yw avaBepa sivat). Though Or(a) reflects the transposition of
RP, in only reads autog with no yap or €yw. This unit of variation is not in the critical
apparatus of NA, but is in Tisch, and Treg, with limited witnesses listed. Origen begins

his sentence with this citation, which could affect his wording considering the dropping

of €yw, which is a personal reflection of Paul's writing.

Romans 9:4
oiTIvéG elolv 'lopanAttal, wv N uioBeoia kai 1) 36&a kai ai dtabrikatl kai 1) vopobeoia
Kai 1 Aatpeia kai ai énayyeAiat

n NA RP ] omit Or(a)
Or(a) is an intermittent citation of the text as it appears in NA/RP. Where it is

extant, there are two places where there is a deviation. First, where the two critical

editions have 1) before 36&a, Origen has an omission. Immediately after 36&a Origen
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has no text where the editions read kai ai dtabrikai kai 1) vopoBeoia. Neither of these
variants are in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. The middle gap, and only text
from the middle of the verse on reflect Origen’s style of mixing parts of the biblical text
with his own. There is an introductory marker.

Romans 9:5-6
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 9:7 - No citations

Romans 9:8
To0T €0TlV, OU * TA TEKvA TG 0apKOg TalTa TEKvA ToU 600 AAAAG TA TéEKvaA THQ
enayyeAiag Aoyiletal €ig omnepua

“omit Or(c) NA RP ] yap Or(abde)

Or(abde) have the post-positive yap after ou. The text of Philocalia is taken from
Princ. The critical editions NA and RP do not have this unit of variation in their texts,
which is absent from the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, but is in Treg. Or(c) omits yap.
Both Or(ad) have other citations of Romans near. Origen added the connective in order
to connect his citation to his writing.
Romans 9:9-10 - No citations
Romans 9:11

MATIW YAP YEVVNOEVTOV PNdE TPAEAVTOV TL ayadov 1) ¢alAov, iva 1) Kat’ EKAoynv
npoBeoig To0 Beol pevn

vap NA RP, unte Or(b) ] omit Or(a)

¢aldAov Or(ab) NA 01 02 03 04 6. 23. 57. 67. 69. 81. 365. 630. 945. 1506. 1739. 1881.
1908. ] kakov RP P46 06 010 012 018 020 044 33. 104. 1175. 1241. 2464.
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Or(ab) both differ from the beginning of NA and RP, which reads unnw ydap.
Or(a) omits yap, while Or(b) has a lexical change of yap to ufnte. This unit of variation
is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. Both readings of Origen have
multiple citations surrounding the text of this verse. The differences are a result of
attaching biblical content to context.

Or(ab) both read ¢padAov with NA, against kakov (in RP, which is supported by
P46). This textual problem is in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, and Treg. John.Com
A differs from P46 with the reading of palAov, but is in agreement with the omission of
auThi in 9:12.
Romans 9:12
oUK €& Epywv AAN’ €k To0 kahodvTog, eppedn auTh OTL O peilwv douleloel T®
eAAoooVvL
QUTﬁOTlNARP ] 611 Or(a), omit Or(b) P46 06¢

Or(ab) both omit auTHj . The readings in NA and RP have the pronoun present.
This unit of variation is in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch and Treg. P46 and the first
hand of 06 support Origen. This could be retention of an early reading only present in
Origen and P46. Both citations are in proximity with other Romans material, though
consistency in Origen's writings as well as the uniqueness of the reading makes it
probable that this was Origen's authorial citation text.

Or(a) is within a string of citations of 9:11 to 9:14. Here in 9:12 Origen lacks the
feminine pronoun in both citations extant for this verse in his works. The only documents

that support this reading are P46 and 06. However elsewhere in the chain Origen

disagrees with P46 and 06 where there are variants such as with ¢aldAov vs Kakov
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(9:11) and with kaBdrmep vs kabBwg. Again, except this time in Euches, Origen
represents the reading of paOAov and the omission of auTfj. Verse 13 is not present in

Or(b).

Romans 9:13-14
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 9:15 - No citations

Romans 9:16
dpa ouv oU 100 BEAOVTOC 0UdE TOU TPEXOVTOG AAANA TOU EAe®VTOCg B0U

omit Or(abcdefgi) NA RP ] eivat Or(h)
Or(h) has eival after 8é\ovtoc . The text of NA and RP are lacunose in this unit
of variation. The unit is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. Or(h) is the

only citation here with eival. His citations are very consistent for this verse.

Romans 9:17
Origen, NA, and RP are identical. However, The Philocalia readings Or(ab) were copied
from Or(c).

Romans 9:18

Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 9:19

'Epelg pot o0v- T{ o0v Tt pépdetal; T® yap BoulfpaTt altod Tiq AvOEoTrikev;
uot o0v Or(ab) NA 01 02 03 025 69. 1908. 57. 93. ] o0v pot Or(cd) RP 06 08 010 012
018 020

o0v NA P46 03 06 010 012 ] omit Or(abcd) RP 01 02 018 020 025 044 33. 81. 104.
365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1506. 1739. 1881. 2464.

The omission of o0v before £t is the only difference between Or(ab) and NA.

RP's reads oUv pol, against ot o0v in NA. This unit of variation is not found in the NA
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apparatus though it is present in Tisch and Treg. The earlier majuscules favor pot oUv
as the later majuscules and Greek/Latin bilinguals support the reading in RP. Though
Origen's text in this unit of variation agrees with the NA text, the following unit of
variation is in favor of RP with the exclusion of the second oUv of the verse. Or(b) is a
copy of Or(a). Or(c) is probably a copy of Or(d). The omission of o0v is supported by 01
and 02 against P46 and 03 where it is present.

Romans 9:20

® AvBpwre, pevolvye oU Tig €l 0 AvTanokpivouevog T® Be®; Ui €pel TO TAAoUQ
T® TAGoavTe Ti ye €noinoag olTwg;

® dvBpwre pevoluvye NA 01 02 81. 630. 1506. 1739. 1881. ] pévolvye w avlpwre
Or(ab) RP 01c 06c 018 020 025 044 33. 104. 365. 1175. 1241. 1505. 2464., ®
4vBpwrie pevouv 03, ® dvBpwrie P46 06 010 012 629

The beginning of the verse has several readings. Both Or(ab) read pevolvye @
avBpwrie with RP against NA (@ dvBpwre pevouvye). The support for Origen and RP
is the correction of 01 and 06. The first hand of 01 orignally supported the NA reading,
with 06 supporting the P46 reading of @ dvBpwrie. MS 03 is similar to the P46 reading
though shows some signs of accommodation to the other readings with the addition of
uevouv. Princ normally does not show accommodation to later readings. Or(b) has
copied Or(a).
Romans 9:21
N oUK €xel €Eouaiav 0 kepapueUg 100 TMA0U €K ToU auTtol dupduaTog notrjoat O

MEV €ig TIUNV OKel0g O d€ €ig aTipiav;

gxel Or(bd) ] omit Or(ac) NA RP
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NA and RP both read €xel €€ouaiav 0 kepaueug. Or(d) was copied from Or(b),
both reading €é€ouaoiav €xel 0 kepaueug. This unit of variation is not in the critical
editions of NA, Tisch, or Treg. The transposition of €xel is a result of the abbreviation of
the first bit of the verse and the need for the citation to begin with €§ouaiav, which
eliminated the verb as it would appear in the verse. Due to the abbreviation of the verse
in these two citations, the verb is moved to make sense. Despite this transposition, in a
previous section Or(a) provides a full reading as is found in NA and RP, which is also
found in Or(c).

Romans 9:22-23
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 9:24-25
No citations

Romans 9:26- 29
These verses cannot be distinguished between Old and New Testament

Romans 9:30-32 - No citations

Romans 9:33

These verses cannot be distinguished between Old and New Testament
Chapter Ten

Romans 10:1-3

Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 10:4
TEAOG Yap VOHOU XPLOTOg £ig SikatooUvnyv MavTti TQ motelovTl

yap Or(b) NA RP ] omit Or(a)
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Or(a) omits ydp as the post-positive. The texts of NA and RP both have this
marker. This unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. More
than likely this reading reflects Origen's liberty in dropping the post-positive of the verse
in order to accommodate his own literary work.

Romans 10:5

Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 10:6-7
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 10:8
aAla ti Aéyel; €yyUg oou TO prjpd €0TLv eV TQ OTOPATI ooU Kal ev T kapdia cou,
ToUT €0TIV TO Pipa TAG THOTEWG O KNPUOGOMEV.

This passage is linked to Deuteronomy 30:14 and therefore will not be discussed
considering outside factors involving textual transmission of the LXX

Romans 10:9
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 10:10
kapdig yap ruoteletal eig dikatoolvnyv, otopatt O Opoloyeltal eig owTtfipiav
vap Or(ab) NA RP ] omit Or(cde)

Or(cde) do not have yap as the post-positive after kapdiq. This marker is in the
text of NA and RP. The unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or

Treg. More than likely this reading reflects Origen's liberty in dropping the post-positive

of the verse in order to accommodate the citation to his own literary work.

Romans 10:11
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These verses cannot be distinguished between Old and New Testament

Romans 10:12
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 10:13
These verses cannot be distinguished between Old and New Testament

Roman 10:14-21
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Chapter Eleven
Romans 11:1-4
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 11:5
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 11:6
el 0 XApLTL, OUKETL € EpywV, eTel N XAPLIG OUKETL YiveTal XApLg

omit NA RP ] ¢o1uv Or(a)
Or(a) adds the verb €oTtiv where there is no verb in NA and RP. This difference

arose from the changing of the verse to fit Origen's writings.

Romans 11:7-9
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 11:10
These verses cannot be distinguished between Old and New Testament

Romans 11:11
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Aéyw olv, un €rratoayv (va MEowoty; P YEVOLTo: AAAA TG aUT®OV MaparT®UATL N
owThpia Toig £€Bveaty eig TO Mapa¢nAdoat auTolq

Or(cdeg) have differing readings from the text of NA and RP. All four add the
verb yéyoveyv either before or after 1) owtfjpla. Origen’s other citations of 11:11 are
identical to NA/RP.

Romans 11:12
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 11:13-20
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 11:21
el yap 6 6€0¢ TV Katd ¢pUoLv KAAdwV oUK €deioaTto, un nwg oude 0ol dpeloeTal

Yap 6 Be6¢ Or(b) NA RP ] omit Or(a)
p iwg NA RP P46 06 010 012 020 044 33. 104. 1175. 1241. 1505. ] omit 01 02 03 04
025 6. 81. 365. 630. 1506. 1739. 1881., moow mAov Or(a)

Or(a) omits yap 6 6€6¢ which is in the text of the critical editions NA and RP.
This unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. The beginning
of the citations is abbreviated. It is adjusted to fit the context of Origen's prose.

Or(a) is different to the reading in the text of NA and RP which both read unnwg.
Or(a) omits this, which is probably due to it being a homily and Origen’s tendency to
preach extemporaneously. The unit of variation is in the critical apparatus of NA and
Treg, but not Tisch. Or(a) reads moow mMéov. Manuscripts 01 02 03 04 are among

those that lack this phrase. The reading of NA is supported by P46. The earliest

manuscripts are again in disagreement for this unit of variation.
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Romans 11:22
{5 00V xpnoTtdéTNTA Kal aroTtopiav Beo0- £mil eV ToUg nMeocdvTac ArnoTopia, £ 8¢
o€ XpNnoToTNg Be0d, €av emupevng T XPNOTOTNTL, EMEL KAl OU EKKOTMOT).
xpnot1otng 800 Or(c) NA ] xpnotdétna Or(b) RP

Or(b) adds two phrases, £€8vocg kai mecdv and 10 deUtepov €Bvog EnayyeAial
kal, which are different than NA and RP. There is another unit of variation, which
corresponds to RP in that it omits 8e00.

Romans 11:23-24
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 11:25
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 11:26

Kail oUTwg nag "lopanA cwbnoetal, kKabwg yeypartral N&et €k Ziwv 6 pudUEVOG,
arootpEPel aoeBeiag ano ‘lakwp.

omit Or(abcdef) NA RP ] 6 Or(d)

Or(d) has the article before 'lopanA, though NA and RP do not. This unit of
variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. The reading in Matt.Com
Cis surrounded by Romans citations. This reading reflects Origen's use of liberty in
accommodating biblical text to his own literary work as the citation has been attached to
the end of his sentence.

Romans 11:27
These verses cannot be distinguished between Old and New Testament

Romans 11:28-32
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Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 11:33-6
These verses cannot be distinguished between Old and New Testament

Chapter Twelve

Romans 12:1

MNapakaA® o0v UPAC, AdeAdoi, d1d TAV olKTIpu®V To0 B0l NMapaotioal Td
ocwuata up@v Buciav {doav ayiav ebapeoTov T® Be®, TNV AOYIKNV Aatpeiav
Up@V-

aytav Or(a) NA RP ] omit Or(b)

Or(b) has no ayiav before eudpeotov. The critical editions of NA and RP read
ayiav. This unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. The
citation is abbreviated, omitting the first half of the verse.

Romans 12:2-7
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 12:8
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 12:9-13
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 12:14
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 12:15
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 12:16

127



TO AUTO £ig AAANAoug dpovolvTeg, Un Ta uPnAd ¢ppovolvTteg AANA TOIG TATELVOIG
ouvanayouevol. Un yiveobe ¢ppovipol map’ €auTtolg

ta NA RP ] omit Or(a)
Or(a) omits the particle before ugmAa to connect the citation to his sentence.

Romans 12:17-8
No citations

Romans 12:19
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 12:20
AaAN’ eav mev@ 0 €xBpog oou, Ywuile alTov: eav dpd, moTiGe autov- Todto yap
otV dvOpakag Mupog cwpeUoelg £l TNV KePaAnv auTtod.
AAN’ €av NA ] éav oOv Or(a) RP
Rom.Frag Ais in agreement with RP against NA.

Romans 12:21
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Chapter Thirteen

Romans 13:1

Naoa Yuxn £€€ouaoialg unepexoloalg UTIOTACCECOW. OU YAp £€0TLV €Eouaia el un
UTo Be00, ai 8¢ oUoal UTO B0l TeTayuéval sioiv

uto Or(a) NA 01 0203 06 010 012 0285. 6. 81. 365. 630. 1506. 1739. 1881. ] £€€ouaia
umo To0 RP 06¢c 020 025 044 33. 104. 1175. 1241. 1505.

Or(a) is in agreement with NA against RP. It has nearby Romans citations and a
marker after the citation.
Romans 13:2
WoTe O avtitacoopevog Tfi €§ouoia 1) To0 B0l diatayfj avbEotnkeyv, oi d€

AavOeoTNKOTEG €AUTOIG Kpipa AfuyovTal.
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avtitacoopevog NA RP ] avBeoTtiikoteg Or(a)
aveeotnkev NA RP ] avBiotavtal Or(a)

Or(a) changes the conjugation of both verbs, the rest is identical to NA/RP. The
end of the citation is abbreviated.

Romans 13:3-6
No citations

Romans 13:7
anodoTe * Maotv ** Tag OPEINAG, T® TOV POPOV TOV PpOpoV, TA TO TEAOG TO TEAOG,
O TOV pOBoV TOV GOBOoV, T TNV TIUNV TNV TIUAV

*omit Or(a) NA 01 02 03 06 ] o0v RP 01c 06¢ 08 010 012 020 025
**omit Or(a) NA RP ] arodidoug Or(b)
TQ® TO TEAOG TO TEAOG before Or(b) NA RP ] after Or(a)

Or(b) inserts dmodi1doug between aoiv and tag 6¢pelrag. NA and RP are
lacunose here, nor is this unit of variation in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg.
Other than the addition of drnodidoug, Or(b) is identical to NA and RP.

Or(a) omits o0v against RP, in favor of the NA reading. This reading is in Tisch
and Treg, but their witnesses disagree with each other. It transposes T® 10 T€Aog TO
TENOG after T@ TOV pOpov TOV POpoV whereas it is before in the critical edition texts of
NA and RP. This unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. It
is probable that this phrase was simply reproduced from memory, which jumbled the
order. The citation is a two-verse sequence (13:7-8). In verse 8, Origen corresponds to

the NA reading as there is a difference of position between it and RP. This reading of

Origen is unlike both critical editions in 13:7.

Romans 13:8
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MNOEVL UNdEV OdeileTe €l U TO AAAAOUG Ayardv- 6 yap Ayan®v TOV ETEPOV
VOOV TIETAN|PWKEV

aAAnAoug ayardyv Or(a) NA 01 02 03 06 08 010 012 025 69. ] ayarndv aAAnAoug RP
020 33. 1908.

Or(a) is in agreement with NA against RP.
Romans 13:9
TO YAp oU poixeloelg, ou poveloelg, oU KAEPELS, OUK ETUBUNNOELG, Kal &l TIQ

ETEPA EVTOAN, €V T® AOYw ToUTW AvakedaAatodtal [ev TO]- ayarmoelg Tov
TIA\NGoilov 0OU WG CEAUTOV.

oU polxeuoelg, ou poveloelg NA RP ] oU dpoveloelg, oU poixeuoelg Or(a)
oUK e¢ruBbupunoeilg NA RP ] omit Or(a)
T® AOyw TouTw Or(ab) NA P46 01 03 06 08 010 012 45. 69. 81. 104. 365. 630. 1505.
1506. 1739. 1881.] ToUuTtw T® AOoyw RP 02 020 025 044 048. 33. 1175. 1241. 1908.
ev T® Or(a) NA RP 01 02 06 020 025 044 048. 33. 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241.
1505. 1506. 1739. 1881. ] omit Or(b) P46 03 010 012

The transposition of the phrase (oU potxeUoelg) is the only difference between
Or(a) and NA, This unit of variation is in the apparatus of NA, Tisch, and Treg. The LXX
in Deuteronomy 5:17-19 reads oU polxeloelg, oU poveloelg, oU KAEYeLS (like NA)
while Exodus 20:13-15 reads oU polxeUoelg, oU KAEYELG, oU poveUoelg. It is hard to
know what Origen is citing considering he places oU poixeuoelg in the second position
and skips the commandment oUk €éruBuunoelg. This difference is most likely a
grammatical adjustment to his context.

Or(b) corresponds to NA, except for the omission of €v, which is present in NA,
RP 01 02 06. The omission of €v T® has early strong support. The two citations here
are are both from Matt.Com C, which supports Origen using multiple text forms, or that,

his citation was changed. Again, 01 and 02 united against Origen when he does not

correspond to either NA or RP but has manuscript support. Though the external
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evidence is split between these two readings, whenever Origen is against NA and RP
and has P46 and 03 as support, it is usually a good indication of an unaccommodated
citation in Origen’s writings.

Romans 13:10-11
No citations

Romans 13:12

Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 13:13

WG £V NUEPQ EUOXNMOVWG TEPIMATHOWHEV, W) KOUOLG Kal pedaig, ur) koitalg kat
aoceAyeialg, un €pidt kat ¢HAw

pr) NA RP ] ou Or(b)

Or(b) has a different conjugation of the verb (nepinatodolv) as well as ou
instead of un, which is the reading of NA and RP. The unit of variation is not in the
critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. The citation is within a series of surrounding
citations of Romans. The verse is cited in full despite the difference in the negative
particle.

Romans 13:14
No citations

Chapter Fourteen
Romans 14:1
Tov 8¢ acBevolvTa T miotel pooAapBavecbe, un eig dlakpioelq diahoylopdv

o€ Or(a) NA RP ] omit Or(b)
Unlike NA and RP, which have the post-positive €, Or(b) omits this. The unit of

variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch or RP. Even though this reading is a
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full citation, with one difference in the omission, it is an example of Origen incorporating
biblical content into his own writings.

Romans 14:2
0G UEV TuoTeUEL payelv avTa, 6 de acBevdv Adxava £o0iel

5¢ Or(ab) NA RP ] omit Or(c)

Or(c) omits 3¢, which is in NA and RP. This unit of variation is not in the critical
apparatus of NA, Tisch or RP. Even though this reading is a full citation, with one
difference in the omission it is an example of Origen's again using phrases of biblical
text mixed with his own words.

Romans 14:3-8
No citations

Romans 14:9

eilc To0TO Yap XploTog * anebavev kai €fnoev, iva kal vekp®Vv Kail ovTiv
Kupleuon

yap Or(b) NA RP ] omit Or(c)

*omit Or(bc) NA 01 02 03 04 06 010 012 025 044 33. 365. 630. 1506. 1739. ] kai RP
0O1c 04c 06¢c 020 81. 104. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1881.

g¢noev NA 02 03 04 365. 1506. 1739. 1881. ] avéotfj Or(bc) RP 010 012 629. ]
aveoTfi katl €gnoev 01c 06 020 025 044 0209. 33. 69. 81. 104. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505.
Xptotog Or(c) NA RP ] ’Inco0g Or(b)

Though Or(a) is from Romans 14:9, Origen’s own writing separates phrases of
the biblical text. He also changes the sequence of the biblical text. Or(c) omits the post-
positive yap, which is the reading of NA and RP. This unit of variation is not in the

critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or RP. This citation is an abbreviated version of the full
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verse as found in the critical editions. This shows Origen's poetic license in the proof-
texting of his citations.

Or(b) reads InooUg instead of Xplot16g, which is in NA and RP. This reading is
not in the apparatus of NA. Or(b) also omits kal €{noev. This omission is in Or(abc).
The unit of variation is in the critical apparatus of NA and Treg. The text of RP has kal
aneBavev kai aveot. The NA text lacks kal avéoTtfi. Origen lacks kat £(noev.
Romans 14:10

>0 3¢ Ti kpivelg TOV AdeAdoVv oou; 1) Kal oU Ti €éEoubevels TOV AdeAdodV Gou;
nMavTeq yap napactnoopeda t@® Bripatt Tod Beod

v NA RP ] omit Or(ab)

Or(a) omits yap which is in NA and RP. This unit of variation is in the critical
apparatus of Treg. The beginning of the verse is omitted, which has been
accommodated with the omission of the post-positive marker.

Romans 14:11-14

Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 14:15
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 14:16-20

Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.
Romans 14:21

Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 14:22
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 14:23
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O O¢ OlaKPLVOUEVOG €AV GAYN KATAKEKPLTAL, OTL OUK €K TIOTEWG: TIAV O€ O OUK EK
niotewg auaptia €oTiv.

d¢ Or(c) NA RP ] ydp Or(a), omit Or(b),
NA and RP read d¢, where Or(a) has yap, and Or(b) is lacunose. This unit of
variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. Both citations, other than

the variant, are full renderings of the verse as it appears in the critical editions. This

reading reflects Origen's liberty in accommodating citations into his own work.

[Note: RP adds what NA calls "16:25-27" after 14:23. See comments for 16:25 below]
T® 3¢ duvapévw UPGG otnpi&al kata TO evayyEALOV pou Kal TO knpuyua 'Incod
XploTto0, Katd AnokAAuYPLv puotnpiou xpdvolg aimviolg oeotynuévou,
davepwBeEvTOg 8¢ vOV dla TE YpadP®dV TPOPNTIKOV KAT’ erutaynyv 1ol alwviou
Be00 eiq UakoN Vv MOTEWG €ig MAvTa Ta £6vn YVvwploBEvTOog, HOVW 00D Be®, dla
'Incod Xplotod, @ 1 86&a €ig Toug ai®dvag, Aunv.].

Chapter Fifteen

Romans 15:1-9
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Romans 15:10-12

These verses cannot be distinguished between Old and New Testament
Romans 15:13-18

Rom.Frag D is the only witness for these verses.

Romans 15:19

€v duvapel onueiwv Kal Tepat®v, €v duvauel mveUuatog [Beol]: woTe pe Ao
lepoucalnpu kat KUKAw pexpL To0 IAAupikol MemMnpwKeval TO evayyEAlov To0
Xploto0l
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8eo00 NA RP P46 01 06¢c 020 025 044 1175. 1241. 1505. 1506. RP ] omit 03, aytou 02
06 010 012 33. 81. 104. 365. 630 1739. 1881.
Kal KUKAw Or(cd) NA RP ] omit Or(a), kai Or(b)

NA and RP read 'lepoucaAnp kai KUKA® pexpt against Or(a) 'lepoucaAnp kai
MEXPL and Or(b), lepoucaAnpu péxpt . Or(a) is near other citations in Origen's writings.
The critical apparatus of Tisch and Treg have this unit of variation but do not list
Origen's reading. NA does not list the unit of variation.

Or(a) is surrounded by two citations which do not deviate from the NA text: Luke
5:8 and 1 Timothy 1:15. Verse 19 is the first of a two-verse chain in which verse 20 also
follows the text of the NA. Only verse 19 is different. The presence of this reading in
Or(c) could be due to a later adjustment considering it is known to show signs of
accommodation to a later text.

Although Or(d), marginal notes deemed to be the text of Origen, agree with 1739,
however, 03 omits the gloss. The text of Origen is often in agreement with 03.

Romans 15:20
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Romans 15:21-33
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.

Chapter Sixteen
Romans 16:1-19
No citations

Romans 16:20
0 O¢€ Be0¢ TRC elpnvng ouvTpigel TOV catavayv UTo Toug NMOdag VPV €v Taxel. ‘H
Xap1g To0 Kupiou NUAV 'Ncol pued’ UuDV.

135



g eiprivng NA RP ] omit Or(ab)
Or(ab) are omissive, NA and RP read t1g €ipfvng. There are no witnesses that
support Origen's reading.

Romans 16:21-24
No citations

Romans 16:25
T® 3¢ duvapévw UGG oTfipi&al kata TO evayyEALOV pou Kal TO kNpuyua 'Incod
XploTod, kata anokaAuytv puoTripiou xpovolg aiwviolg oeotynuévou,

KalTOKnpuyua 'Imool Xplotol Or(d) NA RP ] omit Or(d)

Or(d) lacks the phrase kai 10 kfpuypa 'Incod Xploto0 that is in the text of NA
and RP. This unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg for this
phrase. Origen often omits sections of text that do not pertain to his context. Metzger
has correctly pointed out that Origen knew of manuscripts where the doxology is located
at 16:25-27 and after 14:23, and that he considered the manuscript evidence to be

balanced, which means Origen is not particularly helpful In understanding the earliest

reading of this passage.?’

Romans 16:26

davepwBeEvTOg d¢ vOV dla TE Ypadp®dV TPOPNTIKOV KAT’ erutaynv 1ol alwviou
Be00 eic UTakonV MioTew €ig MAvTA TA €6V YVWPLOBEVTOQ

o€ Or(abcdgh) NA RP ] omit Or(ef)

omit Or(vedfgh) NA RP ] év taig mpo¢nTikaig ¢wvaig Or(a), viv pooTriptov
nepavépwtatl Or(e)

% Bruce M. Metzger, Historical and Literary Studies: Pagan, Jewish, and Christian, New Testament Tools
and Studies volume VIII (Leiden: Brill, 1968), 99.
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Or(ef) both omit the post-positive &€, which is in NA and RP. John.Com A often
supports the reading of RP or alternate readings to both NA and RP. Both Or(ae) have
added text within the citation of the verse. The omission of the connective 6¢ and the
supplementary words within the citation show Origen’s freedom of citing the New
Testament in his works.

Romans 16:27
Rom.Frag D is the only witness for this verse.
2.8 Summary of Origen’s citations of Romans

The citations from the works of Origen are mainly identical to a combined NA/RP
reading. Likewise, when Origen’s citations are different, they normally differ from both
NA and RP. There is very little correspondence with NA or RP alone against the other.
This is also the case with the secondary sources (excluding Rom.Frag A and Rom.Frag
D which are fairly one-sided).

Origen’s citations of Romans are consistent (with NA serving as a benchmark for
the second century text). That is, most of Origen’s citations are identical to NA and RP
but when there is variation, Origen is four times more likely to be unique than side with
either NA or RP. When he is not unique, Origen’s citations correspond to RP alone more
often than NA alone. This is due to the fact that Origen’s works, which have been
changed to a text resembling RP (e.g. Rom.Frag A) often contain more citations than
those that have not been changed.

Origen’s tendency to cite unique forms of Romans is either an indication of an

unknown text form in areas he appears to be free, or his free citations represent a very
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lax perspective on citing in general. The readings that are against both NA and RP are
typically substitutions of nouns, pronouns, and the post-positives yap and &€,
grammatical changes, or adjustments that would naturally appear in writings that would
attach cited material mid-sentence, which is typically how Origen cites. The differences
within these 204 readings from both NA and RP are almost all contextual changes.

Cels always corresponds with NA against RP. John.Com A & B, Rom.Frag C,
Euches, Matt.Com C are consistent with the joint NA/RP readings. Princ and Jer.Hom B
also have a high affinity to the common NA/RP reading though when the Greek New
Testament editions differ, these two works typically correspond with RP (as does
Rom.Frag A). These are the only works of Origen that seem to be accommodated to
RP, Rom.Frag A being the most altered. Mart, Lam.Frag, and Jer.Hom A (except for 1
reading) are identical to the shared NA/RP readings.

Considering the NA as the benchmark for the second century New Testament
text, Origen's works have maintained the purity of his authorial citational text. The
citations from Romans have not undergone a major accommodation to the Byzantine
text. Nor have the free citations been accommodated to the Byzantine or text

corresponding to NA. This demonstrates the resilience of Origen’s citations.
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CHAPTER THREE
Origen cites Paul's second letter to the Corinthians a total of 292 times in
available sources. Not all of Origen's works contain citations of 2 Corinthians, however.
There are 37 works of Origen that do, most of which (23) have fewer than five citations.
This chapter consists of discussion of secondary sources, primary sources, and a

textual commentary on Origen’s citations of 2 Corinthians.

3.1 Secondary Sources for Origen’s Citations of 2 Corinthians

There are 11 secondary sources for Origen’s citations of 2 Corinthians. In these
sources there are 67 citations. For the secondary sources, citations of 2 Corinthians are
less likely to agree with NA and RP, than citations of Romans. The difference is
approximately 20 per cent. This means there are fewer instances where citations

correspond to either hand-edition alone.

Table 6
Variant Readings of 2 Corinthians
in Secondary Sources
Against Both 38 71.70%
With NA against, RP 8 15.09%
With RP, against NA 7 13.21%
Total 53 100%

The percentages in Table 6 only reflect Origen’s citations that occur in places
where there is variation between Origen, NA, and RP. Therefore, because identical
readings do not contain units of variation, these percentages only represent places
where there is variation. If these citations are to be addressed as a whole they can be

weighted in order to determine the relationship between identical and variant citations. If
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citations of secondary sources of 2 Corinthians with variation contain 52 readings in 34
variant citations, the average of 1.53 readings per citation can be applied to the identical
citations in order to compare them as a whole. The following table reflects these

numbers for the secondary sources:

Table 7
Weighted Readings of 2 Corinthians
in Secondary Sources
Identical to NA/RP®® 50 48.54%
Against Both 38 36.89%
With NA against, RP 8 7.77%
With RP, against NA 7 6.80%
Total 103 100%

There are considerably fewer citations of 2 Corinthians than Romans in
secondary sources. However, these citations are less likely to be identical, and further,
likely to be against both NA and RP. These readings reflect free citations which could be

the work of the catena compiler, Origen’s copyists/readers/editors, or Origen himself.

3.2 Origen’s Primary Sources as Sources for Citations of 2 Corinthians

Origen cites 2 Corinthians 237 times in his primary sources. There are 117
citations of 2 Corinthians with no variation, leaving 120 citations to reveal the affinity of
Origen’s citations, at least what his citations have become. These variant citations

contain 229 readings as seen in the table below:

% The “identical readings” in Origen’s primary sources are determined by multiplying the number of
identical citations (33) by the average of readings per variant citation (1.51).
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Table 8

Variant Readings of 2 Corinthians
in Primary Works
Against Both 116 | 66.28 %
With NA against, RP 48 27.43 %
With RP, against NA 11 6.29%
Total 175 100%

The other verses that are identical are not quantified in this data considering this
table represents units of variation. Again, if the amount of identical citations (117) is
multiplied by the average unit per citation (1.45) that would make roughly 170 “Identical”
units of variation that can give an estimate of a fuller representation of where Origen’s
affinity lies. In the 121 citations where there are units of variation, Origen has 175
readings in the units of variation. For every citation of Galatians in Origen, there are
roughly 1.45 units of variation in each of the citations that have variation. These are

shown in the following table:

Table 9
Weighted Readings of 2 Corinthians
in Primary Works
Identical to NA/RP 170 49.28%
Against Both 116 33.62%
With NA, against RP 48 13.91%
With RP, against NA 11 3.19 %
Total 345 100%

Using this average as help, Origen agrees with NA 63.19% (Identical + NA only),
with RP 73.53% (ldentical + RP only), and is unique 52.47% of the time. This weighted
data for Origen’s primary sources is more likely to correspond to the NA different from
the secondary sources attributed to Origen. The citations are equally likely to be

identical to both NA and RP. However, if affinity in places of variation is compared, the
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works of Origen correspond to NA three times as much as to RP, meaning that Origen’s
works have not undergone a major accommodation to the Byzantine text. In the
secondary sources, readings against both are more likely, and readings that would

correspond to NA now reflect a RP reading due to accommodation.

3.3 Verses of 2 Corinthians Origen Does Not Cite

There are a total of 257 verses in 2 Corinthians. However, Origen only cites 88
verses. The following verses of 2 Corinthians are not cited in Origen’s works: 1:1-4, 6,
11, 13-24; 2:1, 3-6, 9-10, 12-14,17; 3:1-2, 4, 11-12, 14; 4:1-2, 5, 9, 11-15; 5:2-3, 5, 9,
11-15, 18; 6:1, 6, 8-9, 13, 17-18; 7:1-4, 6-9, 11-16; 8:1-8, 10-13, 15-24; 9:1-5, 7-15;
10:1-2, 7-17; 11:1, 3-5, 8-13, 16-22, 26, 30-32; 12:1, 3, 7, 12-18, 20; 13:1-2, 5-14.%°

Using the NA as a benchmark for Origen’s affinity, his citations of 2 Corinthians
generally correspond to NA or reflect a unique text. Exclusive RP readings are rare in
Origen’s citations of 2 Corinthians. This shows a lack of accommodation to later
readings through his transmission history. Though there are some readings that
correspond to RP against NA, these readings are either in his most popular works
(Euches, Jer.Hom A & B, Mart, Matt.Com), which show accommodation to later texts
(Jer.Frag B and Rom.Frag C).

When Origen’s citations differ from a common NA/RP text, the differences are
often minimal. Many of the differences in Origen’s citational text are the result of
connecting biblical content with his own context. He often employs simple omissions,

changes in declension, conjugation, and connecting words. Considering the

% Verses not cited by Origen make up over 65.75% of 2 Corinthians.
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grammatical placement of these in various places in citations, the subjective nature of
choosing which would be Origen’s biblical text or simply intermittent sections of biblical
text has resulted in the inclusion of minimal differences in regard to variant readings. It
seemed inappropriate to remove the connective biblical content and count it among the
identical verses.

Other features of Origen’s unique readings concern connective, contrastive,
explanatory, transitional logical functions as well as purpose/result statements.
Basically, words are added or taken away to better suit a transition into the biblical
content, to make it grammatically acceptable, or to explain his reasoning for citing.
These features are often similar to the catena sources as anthologists proof-texted the
Church Fathers and this involves some adjustment to their compilations.

Despite these differences, Origen’s citational text of 2 Corinthians is rather
consistent, (1) with the readings of NA/RP, and (2) with himself in other citations across
all of his writings. Origen's works, for the most part, have maintained their authorial
citational text. Likewise, because Origen's works have retained unique readings to
NA/RP, it shows that his citations have not undergone substantial accommodation to the
known text-forms of his copyists. This is significant considering that throughout the
transmission process of Origen's works since the second century, his style and unique

presentations of biblical content are still present in certain works.

3.4 Markings and Introductory Material
When Origen cites 2 Corinthians, his citations are often marked either with an

introductory formula or a following marker attributing the citation text as written by Paul,
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from Paul's second letter to the Corinthians, or written by the "apostle". There are 91
citations of 2 Corinthians that have markers. Out of these citations, 58 have no variation
from NA/RP. Considering that there are a total of 208 citations with no variation, this
means there are more identical citations with no marker than there are with markers.

Origen sometimes prefaces his citations with specific information, but it does not
necessarily result in a consistent reading with known documents or other citations of the
same verse elsewhere in his works. If Origen’s citations had undergone accommodation
to other text forms different from his authorial citational text, it is highly unlikely that such
changes would also result in the adjustment of context including markers.

Origen could use introductory markers for any type of rendition of biblical content
whether or not he is using exemplars or citing freely. Consequently, markers of any kind
cannot be relied upon to determine the biblical text of Origen or even his authorial

citational text (for Romans markers, cf. §2.4).%

3.5 Secondary Sources in Order of their Citational Frequency

Ps.Sel, 2:7, 11,15; 3:3, 18(2x); 4:8(4x), 17; 5:4(2x), 10, 16, 17, 19(2x); 6:10, 11,
12(2x),14; 10:5; 12:10, 21

Ps.Sel has 26 citations of 2 Corinthians. In all of the units of variation where
Ps.Sel is present there are 16 citations where Origen, NA and RP are identical. Where
there is disagreement between NA and RP, there are 2 instances of agreement with RP
alone. There are no instances where Origen corresponds to NA against RP. Ps.Sel is

unique from both in 11 units of variation, with one citation that had just met the

% Carroll Osburn, "Methodology in Identifying Patristic Citations in NT Textual Criticism," (NovT 47.4 ,
2005), 319 and 323.
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requirements of being a citation (see Chapter 1, page 22) despite its many intermittent
variants. When Cels is different from both NA and RP, he drops direct objects (2:15),
pronouns (4:17), post-positives (5:19), prepositions (5:10), transposes words (5:16) and
substitutes words (2:21). These are simply accommodations to Origen’s context or style

with evidence of later accommodation to the Byzantine text.

Basil.Phil A, 4:6(2x),7(2x),18; 5:10,19; 11:2,23,24,25: 12:4,21

Basil.Phil A has 13 citations of 2 Corinthians. There are four citations where
Origen, NA and RP are identical. In all of the units of variation where Basil.Phil A is
present, and there is disagreement between NA and RP, there are no instances of
agreement with RP alone. There are two units of variation where Origen corresponds to
NA against RP. Basil.Phil A has unique differences from both in 11 units of variation,
with one citation despite meeting the designated formula contained enough variants to
be removed. In Origen’s free citations he substitutes words (4:6), removes verbs and
pronouns (4:6,7,18), adds verbs and adjectives (4:7; 11:2,23; 12:21). There is no
evidence of an accommodation to the Byzantine text though many of the citations are
free. These could be Origen’s authorial citations taken from his works and compiled in

this catena.

1Cor.Com, 3:6; 5:10(2x); 10:3,4,5; 11:6; 12:11
1Cor.Com has eight citations of 2 Corinthians. There are three citations where
Origen, NA and RP are identical. In all of the units of variation where 1Cor.Com is

present, and there is disagreement between NA and RP, there are 2 instances of
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agreement with RP alone. There is one unit of variation where Origen corresponds to
NA against RP. 1Cor.Com has unique differences from both in three units of variation.
Here, Origen drops post-positives and markers (5:10), substitutes verbs (10:3), adds the

article (11:6). This source demonstrates accommodation to the Byzantine text.

Jer.Frag B, 2:2(2x); 4:7; 7:10; 10:5(2x), 6

Jer.Frag B has six citations of 2 Corinthians. There are two citations where
Origen, NA and RP are identical. In all of the units of variation where Jer.Frag B is
present where there is disagreement between NA and RP, there are two instances of
agreement with RP alone. There are no units of variation where Origen corresponds to
NA against RP. Jer.Frag B has unique differences from both in four units of variation.
Here, Origen drops or changes post-positives for connective purposes (4:7), transposes
words (7:10), and drops verbs (10:5). Jer.Frag B shows accommodation to the

Byzantine text and therefore does not retain Origen’s authorial citations.

Lam.Frag, 3:16,17,18(2x); 5:4; 11:29

Lam.Frag has six citations of 2 Corinthians. There are five citations where
Origen, NA and RP are identical. Lam.Frag has unique differences from both in one unit
of variation. Here, Origen adds a post-positive for connective purposes (3:16). Lam.Frag
shows no accommodation to the Byzantine text and has free citations, which

demonstrates that Origen’s citational text has been preserved.
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Eph.Com, 1:8,9,10(2x); 3:18

Eph.Com has five citations of 2 Corinthians. There are two citations where
Origen, NA and RP are identical. In all of the units of variation where Eph.Com is
present, and there is disagreement between NA and RP, there are no instances of
agreement with RP alone. There are three units of variation where Origen corresponds
to NA against RP. Eph.Com has unique differences from both in seven units of
variation, which includes the dropping of post-positives (1:8) and their additions (1:10).
There is no indication that there has been accommodation to the Byzantine text and it

has free citations, which demonstrates that Origen’s citational text has been preserved.

Rom.Frag A, 3:7; 11:23,24,25

Rom.Frag A has four citations of 2 Corinthians. In all of the units of variation
where Rom.Frag A is present, and there is disagreement between NA and RP, there are
no instances of agreement with RP alone. There are two units of variation where Origen
corresponds to NA against RP. Rom.Frag A is different to both in four units of variation,
which includes the addition of verbs (11:23). This lack of accommodation to the
Byzantine text is in opposition to the textual nature of its citations of Romans, which is

almost entirely Byzantine.

John.Frag, 4:3,4; 11:2
John.Frag has three citations of 2 Corinthians. In all of the units of variation
where John.Frag is present, and there is disagreement between NA and RP, there is no

instance of agreement with RP alone. There is one unit of variation where Origen

147



corresponds to NA against RP. John.Frag has unique differences from both in five units
of variation including the omission of verbs (4:3) and addition of nouns that fit his

context (4:4).

Luke.Frag, 5:10, 6:2; 12:10

Luke.Frag has three citations of 2 Corinthians. There is one citation where
Origen, NA and RP are identical. In all of the units of variation where Luke.Frag is
present, and there is disagreement between NA and RP, there is no instance of
agreement with RP alone. There is one unit of variation where Origen corresponds to
NA against RP. Luke.Frag has unique differences from both in one unit of variation with
the dropping of the post-positive (12:10). There is no evidence of accommodation to the

Byzantine text.

Prov.Exp, 6:14; 10:4,5
Prov.Exp has 3 citations of 2 Corinthians. There are 2 citations where Origen, NA
and RP are identical. Prov.Exp is different from both in one unit of variation with a word

substitution (6:14). There is no evidence of accommodation in Prov.Exp.

Ps.Exc, 7:10; 13:3

Ps.Exc has two citations of 2 Corinthians. There is one citation where Origen, NA
and RP are identical. In all of the units of variation where Ps.Exc is present, and there is
disagreement between NA and RP, there is one instance of agreement with RP alone.

Ps.Exc shows some agreement with the Byzantine text alone.
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[The next two sources show no accommodation to the Byzantine text.]

Ex.Sel, 5:17

Ex.Sel has one citation of 2 Corinthians. There is one citation where Origen, NA
and RP are identical.
Nave, 11:33

Nave has one citation of 2 Corinthians. There is one citation where Origen, NA
and RP are identical.

The only secondary sources with substantial accommodation to the Byzantine
text are 1Cor.Com and Jer.Frag B. The other sources are primarily identical to the
common reading of NA and RP. However, these sources contain citations that are
unique to both NA and RP, mainly representing Origen’s adjustment of the biblical text
to his own writings. Free citations are the most likely to be authorial. Considering that
most of these secondary sources preserve these free readings, many show places that

are likely to be authorial.

3.6 Primary Sources in Order of their Citational Frequency

John.Com A, 2.7, 2:15-6, 3:7-10, 3:18 (4x); 4:3-4, 4:7,10(2x); 5:6,7(4x), 5:8(2x),19(2x),
21(2x); 6:15(2x); 7:10(2x); 8:14; 9:6; 10:5, 11:29; 12:4(5x); 12:5,6; 13:3(3x)

John.Com A has the most citations of 2 Corinthians with 45. In all of the units of
variation where John.Com A is present there are 25 citations where Origen, NA, and RP
are identical. Where there is disagreement between NA and RP, there are no instances
of Origen’s agreement with RP alone. There are 12 units of variation where Origen

corresponds to NA against RP. John.Com A has unique differences from both in 21
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units of variation. When John.Com A has unique differences from both NA and RP, the
most common difference is the addition of extra explanatory comments between the
words of the verse (2:15, 4:10, 7:10, 12:4). Citations are also accommodated or
abbreviated to fit the style or context of the work itself (4:10, 5:7, 5:8, 6:15, 10:5, 12:4).
Single word omissions are less common (3:7), as well as the exchange or removal of a
post-positive (5:7). Overall John.Com A is consistent internally and with the texts of
NA/RP. This source maintains a correspondence to the NA text throughout with no
signs of accommodation to the Byzantine text. The free citations also demonstrate a
high number of authorial readings.
Cels, 2:15; 3:5,6; 3:7,8,15(2x),16, 18(2x); 4:6(2x); 4:10,17,18(3x);
5:1,4(2x),6,8,16(2x),20; 10:3(2x),4(2x),5(2x); 12:2,4(2x)

Cels contains 34 citations of 2 Corinthians. In all of the units of variation where
Cels is present, there are 20 citations where Origen, NA, and RP are identical. Where
there is disagreement between NA and RP, there are no instances of agreement with
RP alone. There are 8 units of variation where Origen corresponds to NA against RP.
Cels has unique differences from both in 11 units of variation. Here, Cels often
accommodates the citation to surrounding context, either through dropping verbs or
pronouns (2:15, 3:15, 5:8, 20), adding explanatory commentary between words of the
verse (3:16,18; 4:6), with transposition (5:16), and substitution (10:3). The citations
suggest an authorial text in agreement with the NA text, in that they often reflect a
common NA/RP reading with no signs of accommodation to the Byzantine text. The

number of free citations demonstrates a lack of alteration.
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Ps.Frag, 1:12(3x); 2:7,11,15,16; 4:10(2x); 5:17(2x), 19(2x); 6:11,14; 7:5,10; 8:9; 10:5,6;
12:10; 13:3

Ps.Frag has 22 citations of 2 Corinthians. There are 13 citations where Origen,
NA and RP are identical. In all of the units of variation where Ps.Frag is present, and
there is disagreement between NA and RP, there are 2 instances of agreement with RP
alone. There are no units of variation where Origen corresponds to NA against RP.
Ps.Frag has unique differences from both in 9 units of variation, with one highly adapted
citation. In citations different from NA/RP Origen drops verbs (1:12), direct objects
(2:15), and adds his own post-positives for connection (3:16, 8:9) in order to
accommodate the citations to his writings. Ps.Frag shows a greater correspondence to
RP, which signifies that in places besides where NA and RP are identical, Ps.Frag has

been altered.

Matt.Com C, 3:10,18; 4:10,18; 5:6,10(4x),17; 5:21; 6:2; 11:7,29; 12:4

Matt.Com C has 15 citations of 2 Corinthians. There are 5 citations where
Origen, NA and RP are identical. In all of the units of variation where Matt.Com C is
present, and there is disagreement between NA and RP, there are no instances of
agreement with RP alone. There are 4 units of variation where Origen corresponds to
NA against RP. Matt.Com C has unique differences from both in 8 units of variation.
Here, Origen adds words mid-citation (3:10; 5:10, 21), adds post-positives where he
decides to start a citation (5:17), and omits sections of verses (6:2). Matt.Com C shows
no accommodation to the Byzantine text, maintains a consistent agreement with the NA

text, with many free citations. This is a good example of an authorial citation text.
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Jer.Hom B, 2:8; 3:13,18; 4:10; 5:10; 11:23,27,28; 12:8,9,10; 13:3,4(2x)

Jer.Hom B has 14 citations of 2 Corinthians. There are 6 citations where Origen,
NA and RP are identical. In all of the units of variation where Jer.Hom B is present and
there is disagreement between NA and RP, there are 3 instances of agreement with RP
alone. There are 3 units of variation where Origen corresponds to NA against RP.
Jer.Hom B has unique differences from both in 4 units of variation with with the addition
of conjunctions (11:27), and the adding of post-positives (4:10). Jer.Hom B shows some
signs of later accommodation, though there is a balance in agreements with each hand-
edition alone. There remain some free readings, which demonstrate a lack of major

alteration.

Mart, 1:5(2x), 7,12; 4:17(2x), 18; 6:2,3,4,5,7; 10:18; 12:2

Mart has 14 citations of 2 Corinthians. There are 5 citations where Origen, NA
and RP are identical. In all of the units of variation where Mart is present, and there is
disagreement between NA and RP, there are 2 instances of agreement with RP alone.
There are no units of variation where Origen corresponds to NA against RP. Mart has
unique differences from both in 12 units of variation. Here, Origen drops pronouns (1:5),
drops phrases for context (1:5,12), drops post-positives (4:17), and adds words for
clarity (4:18; 6:5). That Mart has no NA-only readings versus several RP-only readings
demonstrates that it contains a later text. The free citations show a technique of
changing the biblical text to fit grammatically. Mart is not a good source for Origen’s

authorial citations.
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Euches, 3:18; 4:8(2x); 5:10; 6:14,15; 11:23,25,28,29; 12:4,6

Euches has 12 citations of 2 Corinthians. There are 6 citations where Origen, NA
and RP are identical. In all of the units of variation where Euches is present, and there is
disagreement between NA and RP, there is one instance of agreement with RP alone.
There is one unit of variation where Origen corresponds to NA against RP. Euches is
different to both in three units of variation, with one citation that despite meeting the
designated formula contained enough variants to be considered high adapted. Here,
Origen’s unique readings come in the form of added conjunctions (3:18) comments
between the wordings of the biblical content (4:8). Citations in Euches are mainly in
agreement with NA and RP, but show around an equal level of agreement with NA and

RP alone.

Jer.Hom A, 3:13, 3:15,16,18; 4:3; 5:21; 6:14; 11:23,24,25; 12:9

Jer.Hom A has 11 citations of 2 Corinthians. There are 7 citations where Origen,
NA and RP are identical. In all of the units of variation where Jer.Hom A is present, and
there is disagreement between NA and RP, there is one instance of agreement with RP
alone. There are two units of variation where Origen corresponds to NA against RP.
Jer.Hom A has unique differences from both in two units of variation. Here, they are in
the form of dropped pronouns (4:3) and adjectives (12:9) with contextual style. Jer.Hom

A agrees with Byzantine readings alone, which might be due to accommodation.
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John.Com B, 2:7,15,16(2x); 3:18(2x); 4:6(2x); 5:21; 7:10; 12:4; 13:3

John.Com B has 12 citations of 2 Corinthians. There are seven citations where
Origen, NA and RP are identical. In all of the units of variation where John.Com B is
present, and there is disagreement between NA and RP, there are no instances of
agreement with RP alone. There are three units of variation where Origen corresponds
to NA against RP. John.Com B has unique differences from both in two units of
variation. Here, Origen adds commentary in the midst of his citation (2:15). The
citations’ lack of agreement with RP in units of variation, mixed with his free citations

indicates an unaccommodated text that is most likely Origen’s authorial citation text.

Matt.Com B, 3:7,10,16(2x), 17(2x); 4:4,18; 5:16; 11:2; 13:4

Matt.Com B has 11 citations of 2 Corinthians. There are three citations where
Origen, NA and RP are identical. In all of the units of variation where Matt.Com B is
present, and there is disagreement between NA and RP, there is one instance of
agreement with RP alone. There are two units of variation where Origen corresponds to
NA against RP. Matt.Com B has unique differences from both in eight units of variation.
One citation is highly adapted, with added commentary mid-citation (3:16; 4:18),
dropped verbs (5:16), and substituted nouns (11:2). These citations demonstrate an
authorial nature considering their freedom with the text and the higher correspondence

to the NA text.

Hera.Dial, 2:15, 16; 3:18; 4:16; 5:8

Hera.Dial has five citations of 2 Corinthians. There are two citations where Origen,
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NA and RP are identical. In all of the units of variation where Hera.Dial is present, and
there is disagreement between NA and RP, there are no instances of agreement with
RP alone. There are three units of variation where Origen corresponds to NA against
RP. Hera.Dial has unique differences from both in three units of variation. Here, Origen
differences include the transposition of words (2:15), addition commentary mid-citation
(2:15), and additional post-positives (4:16). Hera.Dial demonstrates no accommodation
to the Byzantine text and contains free citations, which suggests this work contains

authorial citations.

Rom.Frag C, 3:3,7,10; 4:10; 12:19

Rom.Frag C has five citations of 2 Corinthians. There is one citation where Origen,
NA and RP are identical. In all of the units of variation where Rom.Frag C is present,
and there is disagreement between NA and RP, there is one instance of agreement with
RP alone. There is one unit of variation where Origen corresponds to NA against RP.
Rom.Frag C has unique differences from both in three units of variation. Here, Origen
drops post-positives (3:10) and substitutes words (3:10; 4:10). Rom.Frag C shows a
mixture of readings, agreeing with NA and RP alone against each other. There are

examples of free citations, but the mixture demonstrates accommodation.

Cant.Frag, 2:15,16; 3:18
Cant.Frag has 4 citations of 2 Corinthians. There are two citations where Origen,
NA and RP are identical. In all of the units of variation where Cant.Frag is present, and

there is disagreement between NA and RP, there are no instances of agreement with
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RP alone. There are two units of variation where Origen corresponds to NA against RP.
Cant.Frag has unique differences from both in one unit of variation. Here, this includes
omission of key words of the verse but not necessary for Origen's context (2:16).
Citations of 2 Corinthians in Cant.Frag show a consistent NA-only reading with one
unique reading, which shows it has not been accommodated to the Byzantine text and

probably contains authorial citations of Origen.

Cant.Sch, 2:15,16; 5:16

Cant.Sch has three citations of 2 Corinthians. There are two citations where
Origen, NA and RP are identical. In all of the units of variation where Cant.Sch is
present, and there is disagreement between NA and RP, there are no instances of
agreement with RP alone. There are two units of variation where Origen corresponds to
NA against RP. Cant.Sch has unique differences from both in one unit of variation with
the omission of key words of the verse but not necessary for Origen's context (2:16; cf.
Cant.Frag). These citations demonstrate a consistent NA-only affinity, which shows it
has not been accommodated to the Byzantine text and probably contains authorial

citations of Origen.

Princ, 4:7; 5:10; 12:21

Princ has three citations of 2 Corinthians. There are three units of variation where
Origen corresponds to NA against RP. Princ has unique differences from both in seven
units of variation. Here, Origen adds a verb (4:7), drops a post-positive (5:10), and omits

a phrase mid-citation (12:21). These citations demonstrate a consistent NA-only affinity,
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which shows it has not been accommodated to the Byzantine text and probably

contains authorial citations of Origen.

Engas, 11:14,15
Engas has two citations of 2 Corinthians. There is one citation where Origen, NA
and RP are identical. Where there is disagreement between NA and RP, there is one

instance of agreement with RP alone, which is probably an example of accommodation.

Ex.Hom, 6:14,16

Ex.Hom has two citations of 2 Corinthians. There is one unit of variation where
Origen corresponds to NA against RP. Ex.Hom has unique differences from both in one
unit of variation (dropping of conjunction (6:14) and post-positive (6:16)), with one
citation that is highly adapted. There is no accommodation in these citations.
[The rest of these primary sources show no signs of accommodation to the Byzantine
text, and are most likely to be Origen’s authorial citational text.]
Gen.Com, 5:19; 12:4

Gen.Com has two citations of 2 Corinthians where Origen, NA and RP are
identical.
Matt.Com A, 2:7; 5:21

Matt.Com A has two citations of 2 Corinthians. There is one citation where Origen,
NA and RP are identical. Matt. Com A has unique differences from both in one unit of

variation with an omission of a key word that does not apply to his context (5:21).
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Prov.Com, 10:4,5

Prov.Com has two citations of 2 Corinthians. There are two citations where Origen,
NA and RP are identical.
Ex.Com, 4:18

Ex.Com has one citation of 2 Corinthians. There is one citation where Ex.Com is
against a unified NA and RP.
Gen.Sel, 2:15

Gen.Sel has one citation of 2 Corinthians. There is one citation where Origen, NA
and RP are identical.
Osee, 11:2

Osee has one citation of 2 Corinthians. Osee has unique differences from both in
two units of variation.
Pass, 5:19

Pass has one citation of 2 Corinthians. Pass has unique differences from both with
an addition of a post-positive to attach to the end of his sentence (5:19).
Rom.Frag B, 13:4

Rom.Frag B has one citation of 2 Corinthians. Rom.Frag B is different to both NA
and RP.

Though some sources for 2 Corinthians such as Ps.Frag, Mart, Euches, Jer.Hom
A, Rom.Frag C, and Engas deomonstrate examples of their readings having been
accommodated to the Byzantine text, the other sources mainly contain citations that are
identical to the joint reading of the Initial and Byzantine text. These citations show no

sole agreement with RP, and preserve free readings, which demonstrate what Origen
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probably wrote for his citational text. Both the NA-only readings and Origen’s free

readings show that his sources for 2 Corinthians primarily agree with the NA text.

3.7 Textual Commentary on Origen’s Citations of 2 Corinthians

Chapter One

2 Corinthians 1:5

0TI KABwG Meplooelel Ta Mabnuata To0 Xplotol €ig NUAg, olTtwg dia Tod Xplotold
neplooeUel Kal N MapAkKANoLg NU®V

eic Auag Or(b) NA RP ] omit Or(a)
d1a 100 xplotol Or(a) NA RP ] omit Or(b)

Both of these citations are from Mart and have a single unit of variation that
involves an omission. Or(a) omits €ig nuag. Likewise, Or(b) has a different omission,
d1a To0 Xplotol. Both citations abbreviate with the lack of 0Tt since Origen's purpose
of using such texts is often not the same as the grammatical structure of the biblical
content. Both citations are located in the same paragraph of text. The differences are
not a result of Origen having available multiple text forms of the New Testament, but
rather his accommodation of the biblical content to his own context.

2 Corinthians 1:7

Kai 1 eAric NudV BeBaia UTEP UUAYV €idOTEG OTL WG KOIVWVOIL €0TE TOV
MadNuUATAOV, oUTWS Kal TAG MAPAKANCEWG.

O)QKOlVCl)VOl Or(a) NA 01 02 03 04 06 6. ] bormep kowvwvoi RP 06¢ 69. 1908. 018 020.

Or(a) follows the previous citations in Mart from 1:5. There is a difference

between the readings of NA and RP for this verse. Origen and NA read wg kolvwvol,

RP reads orep kolwvwvol. This is an example of a citation retaining its citational text
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instead of adjustment to later text-forms of the copyists. This unit of variation is in the
critical apparatus of Treg, but not Tisch or NA.
2 Corinthians 1:8
OuU yap B€lopev UUAG ayvoely, adeAdol, urep TG BAIYewS NUAOV TAG YEVOUEVNG *
ev 1A Aoig, OTL kaB’ UmepBoAnv umep duvaputv eBapnbnuev Mote €gamnopndrjval
NuUGG kal ol ZhAv:
vap Bghopév NA RP ] 6éAw yap Or(a) 018
umep NA RP P46 03 018 020 044 0121. 0243. 630. 1241. 1739. 1881. 2464. nepi Or(a)
*omit Or(a) NA ] nuiv RP
Kata duvauly €RapnOnuév Or(a) NA | mepi Or(a) 01 02 04 06 010 012 025 0209. 6.
33. 69. 81. 104. 365. 1175. 1505. 1908., eBapnOnuev Unep dUvaulvy RP

NA and RP have three different units of variation between them. In these three
units of variation, Origen corresponds to the NA text. There are also three units of
variation where Origen disagrees with the common reading of NA/RP. They read
BéNopuév, Origen reads 8€Aw. The editions read unép and Origen reads mepi. NA and
RP read umep again and Origen reads katd. Out of these six units, there are three that
are in the critical apparatus of NA. This citation is the first of a three-verse chain in the
Ephesians commentary (1:8-10). The chain has an introductory formula, specifically
"Paul" as author of the text cited. In regard to Origen's reading of 8éAw, there is only
one witness for this reading in the NA apparatus: 018. The difference is more than likely
due to Origen's adaptation from Paul's third person plural (he and Timothy) to the first
person singular. This unit of variation is in the apparatus of NA and Treg.

There is evidence of Origen replacing Uti€p with Tiepl elsewhere (cf. Gal 1:4).

Here, Origen's reading (mepi) stands against the text of NA and RP, which both read

uTep. The support for mepi in 2 Corinthians 2:8 is quite extensive (01 02 04 06 010 012
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025 0209. 6. 33. 69. 81. 104. 365. 1175. 1505. 1908.). The witnesses for UTiEp are P46
03 018 020 044 0121. 0243. 630. 1241. 1881. 2464. That 018 contains Origen's reading
of B€Aw and not mepi could further indicate that this source for Origen's text, the
commentary, is somewhat unaffected by later readings. Origen, in general, tends to
have a high correspondence to manuscript 1881 (especially Rom.Frag D), though again
the retention of mepl is significant concerning identifying early New Testament readings.
The manuscripts that contain so-called "Alexandrian" readings, namely 02, 33. 81. 326
are in agreement with Origen, however, 044 is not. It would seem that these
manuscripts would be unified based on their groupings together.

NA and Origen both omit fuiv. It is not surprising that Origen has this reading
given the dominant support of the earliest witnesses in favour of the omission. Support
for nuiv is mainly from corrected hands and later Byzantine documents. This is probably
Origen's authorial citation text, considering the reading’s support. It might even be his
biblical text, or exemplar text. This unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of
Treg, but is in NA. The unit of variation for the transposition of kata dUvaputy
eRBapnOnuéV [Or(a), NA] to €BapnOnuev umnep duvapty (RP) is not listed in the
apparatus of NA. Origen corresponds to NA here as well. The citations for this verse
show two opposing characteristics of Origen's citation text: His agreement with NA
against RP, and his free citations against both NA and RP.

2 Corinthians 1:9
AAN’ auTol €v eauTolg TO anodkplpa Tod BavdaTtou eoxnkapey, (va un nmemotboTeg

MUEV €¢’ £QUTOIG AAN €T T BE® T £YEIPOVTL TOUG VEKPOUG

161



There is a unit of variation listed in the apparatus of NA in this verse. However,
Origen, NA, and RP all correspond to the same reading. This citation is the second in a
three-verse citation chain.

2 Corinthians 1:10
0G €K TnAlkoUTou Bavdtou epploato NUAg Kal puoeTal, €ig Ov NANikauev OTL Kal

ETL pUoeTal

TNAkoUToU Bavatold NA RP ] tnAikoUTou Bavatdv Or(ab) P46 630.
eic ov NA RP ] omit Or(ab)
oTL kal €1t NA RP 01 02 04 06¢ 018 020 025 044 33. 81. 365. 1175. 1241. 2464. ] oTL
kai Or(a) 06c 104. 630. 1505., kai €T1 P46 03 06 0121. 0243. 1739. 1881., kal 011 010
012
puoetal NA P46 01 03 04 025 0209. 33. 81. 365. 1175. ] puetal Or(ab) RP 06c 010
012 018 020 0121. 0243. 104. 630. 1241. 1505. 1739. 1881. 2464., — 02 06 044
These citations are the last of a three-verse citation chain. There are three units
of variation within this final verse of the chain. The first variant TnA\ikoUTtou BavaTt®v
disagrees with TnAlkoUTtou Bavatol in NA and RP. The only evidence in the NA
apparatus supports Origen's reading (P46 and 630). Origen’s reading is preferred.”’
Both witnesses disagree with Origen in the first verse of this chain (cf. 1:8; there no
variants listed for 1:9). The second unit of variation for 1:10 is the verb pUoetal vs
puetal. NA reads puoeTtal. Origen and RP read puetal . The support for Origen's
reading of pueTal is not as strong as for the NA reading. Also, 018 supports Origen, as
it supported Origen's reading of 8¢Aw and against Origen's mepl in 1:7. Both 1739. and
1881. correspond to Origen's reading. Perhaps Origen's text was later changed to a

reading similar to, or to 018, which then in turn affected 1739 and 1881. The second unit

of variation is not noted in the apparatus of NA. Origen simply omits €ig Ov in reading

" Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, (German Bible Society:
Stuttgart, 1994), 506.
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Or(a), and Or(b) is lacunose. The beginning and end of verses are often omitted due to
context, so the absence of this text in Or(b) is not unusual. The last unit of variation in
1:10 Origen is against the common reading of NA/RP (011 kal £€t1). The apparatus of NA
notes Origen as supporting the reading 611 kai. In the first verse of this chain, 104.
corresponds to Origen's Tiepi, is against Origen's omission of fuiv, but corresponds to
Origen's reading of puetat. On the other hand 630 reads UmEp, omits Muiv, and
supports Origen's TNAlkoUTOU Bavatwy, and kal puetal. Likewise, manuscript 1505
supports Tepi, and kal puetal. There are a few manuscripts that alone support Origen
in units of variation between the NA and RP in 1:10. However, the manuscript's
correspondence to Origen is mixed. To follow certain manuscript’s correspondence to
Origen over the period of a citation chain provides the opportunity to see specific
manuscripts relationship to Origen. Manuscripts 104. 630. and 1505. correspond to
Origen's text in this verse but there is little evidence to determine why they are different
in places where they do not correspond to Origen.

2 Corinthians 1:12

‘H yap kauxnolg nudv altn €oTiv, TO paptUplov THAG CUVEIDNOEWGS NUAV, OTL €V

ar\otnTL Kai eilikptveia To0 Beo0, [kal] ouk £v codia capkIKh GAN’ v xapttt Bgod,
AVEOTPAPNUEV EV T KOOUW, TIEPLOCOTEPWG E TIPOG UNEG.

kauxnotg Or(b) NA RP ] kaUxnua Or(ad)
altn €otiv Or(b) NA RP ] omit Or(a)
100 NA ] omit Or(a) RP
kai NA ] omit Or(a) RP
The three citations from the commentary provide only the beginning sections of
the verse. These three Or(bcd) are found in different parts of the Psalms fragment which

helps to gauge Origen's consistency. Or(d) is preluded with an identifying introduction,

163



that names Paul as the citations source. Or(a), also begins with To0t0 ydp €oti, which
then omits aUtf €otiv, as it is omitted in Or(a). The citations Or(bc) do not have any
variants. However Or(d) has the same introduction as Or(a), the same omission, yet is
somewhat shorter than Or(a). The two units where NA and RP differ concern the
genitive article, and the conjunction kai.

Or(a) is the longest citation of this verse which includes the units of variation
between NA and RP. It has some correspondence to RP, though it omits several words.
Considering these four citations, three are abbreviated, while Or(a) is intermittent. This
is an example of Origen's stylistic citational text, while having a common reading in the
middle of the verse. This unit of variation is not in the critical apparatus of Tisch or NA,
but is in Treg (though the omission of To0 is not listed).

Chapter Two
2 Corinthians 2:2
el yap eéyw Aut® UUAG, Kal Tig * 0 eudpaivwv he i un 6 AuroUuevog €€ €uod;

“omit NA 01 02 03 04 81 ] eotwv Or(ab) RP 01c 06 010 012 018 020 025 044 0243
0285 6 33 69 104 365 630 1175 1241 1505 1739 1881. 1908. 2464.

Both citations correspond to RP, against the omission of €ativ by NA. Or(a) has
an introductory formula naming Paul. €otwv (Origen's reading) is supported by 01c 06
010 012 018 020 025 044 0243. 0285. 6. 33. 69. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505.
1739. 1881. 1908. 2464. The omission is supported by 01 02 03 04 81. Both readings
have strong support.
2 Corinthians 2:7

wote Touvavtiov pdAlov updg xapicaoBatl kal mapakaieoat, un Mwg T
MePLOOOTEPQ AU KatamoBfj 0 TolodToq
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Or(b) is the first of a two-verse chain, neither of which has variants. Or(e) has an
introductory formula mentioning the author of the biblical text as Paul. The one unit in
this verse where Origen's citations are different from the New Testament critical editions
comes from his John commentary, which omits 6 ToloUtog from the reading. This unit
of variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA. Or(f), as well as Or(d), add a phrase to
the end of the citation which shows elements of freedom and style in citing.

2 Corinthians 2:8
310 MapakaA® UGG Kup®oal i auTov ayarmv:

Or(a) is the second of a two-verse chain. Though the beginning of the citation
shows elements of adaptation to context, there are no variants between the text of NA
and RP.

2 Corinthians 2:11
{va un mMeovekTO®PeV UTIO To0 catavd: oU yap autol Td vonuata ayvooUlueyv.

--------- Or(a)hasan introductory marker indicating Paul as author. The latter is also
marked, though there is a series of Pauline citations of Romans 13:12-13. Both of these
readings are the same as is found in both the text of NA and RP. There are not variants
for this verse in the NA critical apparatus. This should be considered Origen’s authorial
citational text of his Psalms commentary and fragment, or a reading portrayed in his
own personal biblical documents.

2 Corinthians 2:15
OTL XploTol etwdia Eopev 1O Be® £V TOIG OWLOUEVOLG Kal £V TOIG AMOAAUPEVOLG,

XplotoU euwdia Or(abdefghi) NA RP ] euwdia Xplotod Or(c)
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g¢opev Or(bcdefghi) NA RP ] omit Or(a)

There are not any variants between the text of NA and RP. Origen's readings are
all fairly equal in comparison to NA/RP. Or(a) is lacking the verb eopév, which is a very
abbreviated form of 2:15. It is likely due to adaptation to the surrounding context despite
its explicit indication of Paul as author. Or(b) is the first of a two-verse chain, with a
longer reading of €v mavTi tonw. This longer reading is also reflected in Or(cfi). Or(c)
has a transposition that reads euwd1a Xpioto0 right after its introductory marker "from
Paul". It is the first of a two-verse chain, variant free other than the addition of £¢v mavti
oW, which is against NA/RP. Or(d) is variant free. Or(eg) both omit T® 6e®. Or(g)
would reflect the reading of NA/RP otherwise. Both citations relating to Origen's work on
the Song of Solomon are identical and variant free. Origen's citations from his Psalms
commentary are also identical. Overall, Origen has different forms of this verse
throughout his literature. Because of the differences among his citational text, his
biblical text is impossible to reconstruct, though these varying citations indicate they are
his authorial citational texts.
2nCorinthians 2:16 i
olG YEV Ooun €K BavaTtol €ig BAvaTov, oig de 60N €K LwNig €ic (wnV. Kal TIPOg

TalTa Tig ikavog;

€Kk Or(abcde) NA P46 01 02 03 04 0243. 33. 81. 104. 630. 1175. 1739. 1881. ] omit RP
06 010 012 018 020 044 365. 1241
ooun €k Or(ab) NA ] ooun RP, €k Or(c), omit Or(d)

There are two units of variation in 2:16 between NA and RP. Both units of

variations consist of an omission of €k in RP. Origen cites this verse five times. Or(abe)

all reflect the same reading of 2:16 as NA. Or(c) omits €k as it is found in RP. Both of
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these writings in the Canticles omit ooun directly before the second €k. Or(abe) are all
the second in a two-verse citation chain and reflect the text of NA and RP. Or(cd) are
both attributed to Paul through an introductory marker. Origen's citations are fairly
consistent for this verse despite the omissions in the Canticles material. Considering the
consistency throughout Origen's writings for this verse and the expected support from
early witnesses, these are probably Origen's authorial citations. The omissions in
Origen's Canticles are not listed as a unit of variation and are therefore probably
representation of his liberty in citing biblical material.

Chapter Three

2 Corinthians 3:3

davepoUpuevol OTL €0TE €TIOTOAN XploTtol dlakovnOeioa U’ NUAV, EYYEYPAUPEVN
oU péAavVL AAANa iveUuaTL 600 Z@VTOG, oUK €v TMAAELv AlBivalg aAN’ év TAa&lv

kapdialg capkivaig.

;';)-\-C;-E-i-\-/-;(-c-x-p-)gi;;;;apKivalqOr(a) NA RP ] m\a&iv kapdiag capkivaig Or(b) 010 044
629. 945. 1505.

There is a unit of variation at the end, which involves a variation of the final three
words. Or(a) reads TAa&lv kapdiag oapkivalg in agreement with RP and NA. Or(b),
mM\a&lv kapdiag capkivalg, is supported by 010 044 629. 945. 1505. Or(b) has an
introductory marker indicating Paul as the author of the citation's content. Or(a) despite
their differences are probably both Origen's authorial citational text, though Or(b)
appears to be an amelioration of the awkward reading.®
2 Corinthians 3:5
oux OTL ad’ eaut®V ikavoi eopev AoyioaoBal Tt wg £§ Eaut@v, AAN’ 1} IkavoThg

NUOV €K 100 Be00,

% Metzger, Textual Commentary, 509.

167



ad’ eautdv ikavoli éopev NA | ikavol eopev ad’ eautdv RP

Cels has a partial rendition of the verse as it is found in NA and RP. It is the first
of a two-verse citation which both correspond to the text of NA. These two critical
editions are different from one another in one unit of transposition. However, this unit is
not in the apparatus of NA. There are no units of variation where the verse is extant in
Origen.
2 Corinthians 3:6

0¢ Kal ikavwoev NUAg dlakovoug Kalvig dlabnkng, oU YPAUHATog AAAA
MveUPATOG: TO YAP YPAUHA AMOKTEVVEL, TO O€ nvelpa {woTolLel.

aroktévvel NA Or(a) P46¢c 01 03 010 012 018 025 044 0243. 6. 33. 104. 326. 614.
945. 1739. ] anoktevei P46 02 04 06 020 81. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1881. 2464.

There is one unit of variation between the text in NA and RP, the spelling of the
verb droktév(v)el. Origen and NA both read arnoktévvel, while RP has amoktével.
This unit is in the critical apparatus of NA. It lists P46 02 04 06 020 81. 365. 630. 1175.
1241. 1505. 1881. 2464. as support for RP reading of aroktével. The support for
Origen’s citation is P46¢c 01 03 010 012 018 025 044 0243. 6. 33. 104. 326. 614. 945.
1739. The divided support for these two readings is significant. Or(a) is the second of a
two-verse citation, both of which have the same readings as the NA text. This is an
example of an early reading of Origen in disagreement with P46.

2 Corinthians 3:7
Ei € 1 dlakovia To0 BavdaTtol €v ypAuuaoly EVIETUTIWHUEVN AlBoLg €yevinOn €V
d06&n, wote ur duvacBal atevioal Toug uioug lopanA €ig 10 MPoowrov Mwioecwg

dl1a v d6&av 100 Mpoowrou auTod TNV KATAPYOUMEVNY,

¢v RP ] omit Or(abcde) NA
atevioal Or(acd) ] omit Or(b)
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There is only one unit variation between the texts of NA and RP (omission of €v).
All five of Origen's citations omit this word that is present in RP. The omission is
supported by P46 01 02 03 04 06 010 012 025 0243. 6. 33. 81. 630. 1739. The support
for €v is 01c 06¢c 018 020 044 104. 365. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1881. Or(b) is the only
citation of the five that has a reading different from the NA text (omit dUvacBat). The
citations Or(cd) both have a specific mention of 2 Corinthians as its source. All of the
citations are marked as originating from Paul, either before or after the citation. Or(a) is
the first of a two-verse citation, while Or(b) is the first of four-verse citation (all of which
are in agreement with NA when it differs from RP). These citations are probably
Origen's authorial citational text and their consistency might indicate his biblical text.

2 Corinthians 3:8
NG oUxi pGAAovV 1) dlakovia Tol nveupatog €otal ev dOEN;

There are no units of variation between the text of NA or RP. Also, there are no
variants between the critical editions and Origen. The citation in the commentary is the
second of a four-verse citation (which is in agreement with NA throughout, though there
is one unit where NA and RP disagree). Or(a) is the second of a two-verse citation
(corresponding to NA in the one place it differs from RP). This is most likely to be
Origen's authorial citation text and could possibly be his biblical text.

2 Corinthians 3:9

el yap T} dlakovia tfig katakpioewg d6&a, MOAAD pdAAov rieplooelel 1} dlakovia
Tfg dikaloouvng dO&N.

*omit Or(a) NA ] ev RP
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The text of Origen’s one citation corresponds to the text of NA in the two units of
variation between NA and RP. This citation is the third of a four-verse citation (all of
which correspond to NA where NA and RP differ). This is probably Origen's authorial
citational text and might reflect his biblical text.

2 Corinthians 3:10

Kal yap ou deddEaaotal 1O ded0EACUEVOV £V TOUTW TO PEPEL EiveKEV TAG
urepBailolong d6ENG.

For thlsverse there are no variants between the texts of NA and RP. However,
Origen has some different readings from NA/RP. Or(c), for example, adds mpoTtepov.
Or(d) has the phrase wg mpog cUykplolv added. These show signs of stylistic
adjustment or cause by contextual acclimation. Despite disagreement with known
readings, Origen might still indicate a citation as "according to Paul". Other citations
have markers such as Or(ab) the former being in a four-verse citation (identical yet
without a marker). Or(b) is noted as being from Paul yet there are no differences
between it and NA/RP. The markers or introductory material in these verses are not
consistent with Origen's presentation of his biblical text. Considering the conflations of
Or(cd) and the likelihood that these all reflect Origen's authorial citational text, the
probable choice for his biblical text would be Or(b).

2 Corinthians 3:13

Kai ou kaBarep MwUong €TiBel KAAUPUA T TO TPOCWTIOV AUTOD TPOC TO UN

atevioal Toug uioUg ‘lopanA €ig TO T€Aog To0 KATAPYOUUEVOU.
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Origen's citation is considerably shorter compared with the full verse as found in
NA/RP. Origen's citation has a marker at the beginning of the citation.
2 Corinthians 3:15
AAN’ Ewg onuepov Nvika av avaylvookntal MwUoig, KAAUUMa €T TV Kapdiav

auTt®V Kettat

av avaywvwokntat Or(bc) NA P46 01 02 03 04 044 33. 81. 104. 1175.]
avaywvwoketalt RP 010 012 018 020 0243. 365. 630. 1241. 1505. 1739. 1881. 2464. ]
avaylwvwokntat 06 025

There are two units of variation. The first concerns the particle av and the
spelling of the verb dvaywvwokntat (NA). The text of Origen and NA read dv
avaywvwokntat while RP reads dvaywvawoketat. Or(ab) both contain the reading of NA.
Or(c) has a partial phrasing from the verse that lacks enough content to not be
considered an intention to cite nor clear enough to discuss its differences as real units of
variation. Or(c) has another citation of 2 Corinthians nearby (3:18) where Paul is
referenced as the author. The abbreviated reading of Or(b) is marked with "Paul" as
well. The second unit of variation concerns the omission of autwv in Or(a) though both
NA and RP have it. This unit of variation is not listed in the NA apparatus and is
probably a unique reading to Origen. Or(ab) agree with each other where both extant,
and probably reflect Origen's authorial citational text given the early support for av
AavaylvwoKknTat.

2 Corinthians 3:16
nvika 8¢ eav emoTpeYn mMPog KUplov, Mepiatpeital TO KAAUPHA.

eruotpeYn Or(cde) NA RP | Tt eruotpéyn Or(e), Eruotpeyn Tt Or(abf)
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The apparatus of NA lists no variants for 3:16. Also, the readings of NA and RP
are the same. However, Origen's citations show several variations on the verse in
disagreement with NA/RP. First, Or(bcde) drop the linking material of the verse probably
due to accommodation to its literary context. Modifiers that help the biblical text
transition into Origen's own context such as the use of yap, 11, or the article can be
seen in Or(bde). Alternatively, the transition words in the biblical text are often dropped
in Origen to accommodate his transitions or argument flow, which might require one
later in the citation.

Four of the citations for 3:16 cover several verses: Or(a) is first of a two-verse
citation, Or(b) is second of a two-verse citation, Or(d) is first of a three-verse citation,
and Or(e) is first of a two-verse citation. Or(af) are cited in a fuller manner including the
transition comments of Paul. In these two citations, as well as Or(b), the verse is cited
fully yet Origen adds T1. These idiosyncracies of Origen are probably a reflection of his
authorial citational text. The accommodation is evidence that Origen's biblical text is
probably not represented in the other citations besides Or(cd).

2 Corinthians 3:17
0 € KUpLog TO nvedpa €0TLv: oU d¢ 10 ivelua Kuplou, * €éAeubepia.

*omit NA ] €kel RP
The text of NA and RP differ in only place. None of Origen's citations contain the

variant location. All three citations are identical and do not differ from the two New

Testament critical editions. These three citations are also one of a string of verses in
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one citation for 2 Corinthians: Or(a), the second of a two-verse citation, Or(b), the
second of three-verse citation, and Or(c), the second of two-verse citation.

2 Corinthians 3:18

TNUETG OE TAVTEG AVAKEKAAUMHEV® TIPOOMT® TNV d0&av Kupiou KATOTTPLLOUEVOL

NV auV eikoéva petapoppolueba arno d6&NG eic d6Eav kabdmnep Amo Kupiou
nveluaToq.

omit Or(defklopgrs) NA RP ] kal Or(bg)
katortrplopevol Or(bdefikinpgrs) NA RP ] katortrpilopeda Or(hi) P46 33.,
katortrpllopevvog in Or(o), katortrpileaBat in Or(m)

Here, there are no differences between the critical texts of NA and RP. However,
there are variants amongst the text of Origen's citations. There are several omissions in
Origen's text, which can be expected considering how many times he cites the verse.
Or(abcfgijmnoprs) all leave off the beginning of the verse as it is found in NA and RP.
This might have occurred for various reasons but is probably due to the lack of the
grammatical lead in for his text. For example, in Or(0) there is the word Tt which
emphasises Origen's arguments as opposed to the verse's mavteg. Or(a) is
recognisably 3:18 but is also probably an accommodated form.

The second verb in the verse introduces the first unit of variation among Origen's
citations. The text of NA and RP read katorrpilopuevol . Origen reads this in
Or(bdefiklnpgrs) but also has katorrpiloueBa in Or(hi), katorrpllopevvog in Or(o)
and katortrpiCeaBal in Or(m). The reading of katomtplloueda is supported by P46 33.
Origen and GA33 often share the same readings, especially when Origen seems to

depart from what is found in the NA and RP. Or(abg) all add words, e.g. kali, that fill out

the citation of 3:18. Only Or(dl) have the ending of the verse. There is quite a bit of
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introductory material found near these citations of Origen. Or(behlq) all have markers as
well as Or(j) being the last of a three-verse citation. Though these varying citations
might reflect Origen's authorial citational text, the common reading of NA/RP is probably
his biblical text.

Chapter Four

2 Corinthians 4:3

el 0¢ Kal 0TIV KEKAAUUPEVOV TO eUAYYEALOV NUAV, €V TOIC ATIOANUMEVOLG €OTIV
KEKAAUUMEVOV,

Or(ab) are both the first of a two-verse citation. Or(c) appears to reflect
contextual accommodation. The text of NA and RP are identical, with no units of
variation in the critical apparatus of NA. Or(b) is one of a two-verse citation, though it
has some omissions when compared to the critical texts of the NT editions. The
differences in citations probably reflect Origen's authorial citations.

2 Corinthians 4:4
&V 0iC 6 Bed¢ To0 ai®@voc ToUuTol £TUPAWOEV TA VOAHATA TAV AMOTAV £i¢ TO UN
avydoal * Tov pwTIopoV ToU evayyeAiou TAG 00ENG ToO XploTtod, OG €0TLV KWV

100 B€00

auyaoat Or(b) NA RP P46 01 03 010 012 018 020 025 044 0243. 81. 630. 1241. 1505.
1739. 1881. ] drauydoat Or(a) 02 33. 104. 326. 2464., katauyaoal Or(c) 04 06 015
365. 1175.
*omit Or(ac) NA P46 01 02 03 04 06 010 012 0243. 33. 81. 326. 630. 1175. 1739.
1881.] autoi Or(b) RP 06c 018 020 025 044 0209. 104. 365. 1241. 1505. 2464.

The NA and RP only differ from each other in one place, which is an addition of
auTtolg in RP. Besides this unit of variation, the apparatus of the NA has listed other

variations, which are represented in Origen's citations. Other than the often-abbreviated

beginning of verses, Origen for the most part cites this verse consistently. One

174



difference concerns the verb atydoatl (as it stands in NA and RP). Origen represents all
forms present in the NA apparatus. This unit of variation is in the critical apparatus of
Treg as well. The support for diauyaoal is 02 33. 104. 326. 2464. The following
witnesses support katauyaoat: 04 06 015 365. 1175. The strongest witnesses support
the reading of NA and RP (auydoat), which is also in Or(b), including P46 01 03 010
012 018 020 025 044 0243. 81. 630. 1241. 1505. 1739. 1881. It is common to see
Origen reflect the same reading as 33, so Or(a) is somewhat expected. The citation
Or(b) shows adaptational aspects that probably deviate from a biblical text he may have
known. The differences in the conjugation of auyalw are probably due to Origen's style
or accommodation to context, or less likely, that Origen was aware of multiple readings
of this verse. Another unit of variation includes the pronoun autoig which is seen in
Or(b) and RP. This reading is supported by late witnesses 06¢c 018 020 025 044 0209.
104. 365. 1241. 1505. 2464. There is little reason to think this could reflect Origen's
authorial citational text. The omission is supported by P46 01 02 03 04 06 010 012
0243. 33. 81. 326. 630. 1175. 1739. 1881. Or(ab) are the last of two-verse citations.
Or(c) is also surrounded by much text from the epistle, and is consistently cited in the
previous verses of the chain. Or(c) is the most consistent with the NA text and is likely to
be Origen's authorial citation text.

2 Corinthians 4:6

OTL 0 Be0C O einWV- €K oKOTOUG DS AApYel, 6¢ EAapYev €v TAlg Kapdialg NUAV

TPOGg GWTIOPOV THG YVWOoewG TG 80ENg To0 Beol ev Mpogwnw [INcold] XploTtod.

TAQ Yvwoewg Or(aceg) NA RP ] to0 guayyeAiou Or(bdf)
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This verse contains many units of variation, none of which really affect the
readings of NA, RP, or Origen. Some of Origen's citations mesh aspects from 4:4 with
4:6. The noun pwTLOPOV is in both verses and is followed by a genitive chain. It seems
that Origen has taken the euayyeAiou from 4:4 and put it in the place of yvwoewg in
4:6. This is probably a lapse in memory considering the similarity between the verses in
such a close proximity. Origen frequently employed an amanuensis, which would
exclude the option of his own dittography, unless he was reading a manuscript.

The final variant in 4:6 involves the naming of 'Inco0 XpLotod or just XpLoTod.
NA and RP both have the fuller reading as well as P46 01 04 015 018 81. The reverse,
XptotoU 'Inood is supported by 06 010 012 0243. 630. 1739. 1881. The support for
XptotoU is 02 03 33. The reading of NA and RP is in two of the citations for this verse,
both of which are in John.Com B (which often contains citations that intentionally
reproduce text). However, Origen reads Xptoto0 in three citations only.*® Again,
Origen's text has appeared to be changed to that of the reading in 33. The first hand of
1739 reads XplotoU 'Inocod, but was changed to the opposite. It appears again that
Or(cf) best reflects what could be Origen's biblical text, although these citations could all
be his authorial citational text. Or(cf) are also located in a consecutive-verse citation
with Pauline markers.

2 Corinthians 4:7
"EXOMEV 55‘:HT(‘)V Bnoaupov TolTov v 00Tpakivolg okelealy, (va 1 UTepBOAN TAG

duvapewq N To0 Beod Kal pr) €€ NUOV:

TOV Or(bcdf) NA RP ] omit Or(a)
to0Ttov Or(bcdf) ] omit Or(ae)

93 Metzger, Textual Commentary, 510.
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{va Or(bef) ] iva Aduyn Or(ae)

There are no differences between the text of NA and RP. However, Origen has
some unique variants that do not appear in the critical apparatus of the NA. Only two of
his citations begin the verse as it is found in the New Testament critical editions due to
abbreviation. Or(de) substitute ¢ for yap. Or(c) sometimes omits a connective all
together. This reflects a liberty to adapt verses to the context of Origen's own writing.
Or(ae) both omit the ToUTov present in his other citations, NA, and RP. Not all of
Origen's citations are complete reflections of the entire verse, as Or(cd) end abruptly.
Or(ae) both add Aduyn. Their agreement here and in the omission mentioned above
show signs of interdependence. Or(ef) is an anthology that borrows directly from
Origen's more popular works such as Or(a). Or(e) contains a different reading as well,
which reflects the text form presented in NA and RP, and has a Pauline introductory
marker. Or(f) is also marked. The connections and added material are probably Origen's
authorial citational text, though Or(bf) are more likely to reflect Origen's biblical text.

2 Corinthians 4:8

ev navTti OAIBOPEVOL AAN’ oU oTevoXwpoUueVoL, ArlopoUpevol AAN’ oUkK
eEaropoulpevol

The text of NA and RP reflect the same reading. The apparatus of NA has no
variants listed for 4:8. Or(a) is a good example of a citation that has an introductory
marker ("Paul said") yet is a mixture of Origen's context and biblical content. The rest of

Origen's citations of 4:8 are the same as the form found in the text of the NA/RP. Or(b)

is the only other citation that indicates Paul as the author of the text cited.
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2 Corinthians 4:10
MAVTOTE TNV VEKPWOLV TO0 *’Incol ** v T® obpatt MepIPEPOVTEG, iva Kal 1 {wn)
100 'Incod ev T® owpatt UV pavepwo.

*omit Or(abcdefgh) ] kupiou RP
**omit Or(abdegh) ] mavtote Or(cf)

There is one unit of variation between the text of NA and RP, but this is not listed
in the NA apparatus. Origen is consistent in citing 4:10 throughout his works, as the only
two citations that have significant differences are from Or(cf), which transpose ndvtote
and abbreviate the ending of the verse. Or(f) has a marker after the citations which
reads "the apostle said". Or(adeg) cite the verse as it stands in NA/RP yet abbreviates
the ending. Both Or(ad) have introductory markers ("Paul"/"the apostle", respectively).
Or(b) appears to cite parts of 4:10 as evidence in the commentary but the theological
implications are emphasised as opposed to a reproduction of an exact biblical text. This
can be said of Or(c) as well, considering its unique accommodating features. Or(h) cites
the verse as it stands in NA/RP yet omits the phrase ev 1@ cwuartt, picks up again with
a different verbal form of mepidpepovteg, then transitions to commentary. Origen cites
the beginning of the verse consistently, though often stops, abbreviating the end of the
verse. Or(bcf) all have connectives that omit the first word of 4:10 which looks to be
change to acclimate to commentary context. There is not much evidence that Origen's
biblical text was different to NA and RP, yet his inconsistency in some areas does reveal
that Origen's authorial citational text is intact.

2 Corinthians 4:16
A0 oUK €ykakoUuev, AAN’ el Kal 0 EEw UV AvBpwTiog dlapOeipeTal, AAN’ 0 Eo0w

NU@V avakaivolTal fuEpa Kai NUEPQ.
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nuov Or(a) NA 1 RP

There are two units of variation between NA and RP. Origen is present in one of
these variants, in which he reads eow fu®dv, which agrees with the NA text. The
witnesses for EowBev is 018 020 629. 1241. The witnesses for EowBev UV are 06¢
044 1505. The witnesses for €ow are 025 323. 945. Or(a) is from an early source for
Origen among the Tura papyri. Though there is only one citation for this verse, this is
probably Origen's authorial citational text, and it might be Origen's biblical text.
2 Corinthians 4:17
TO Yap napauTika EAappov TAG OAIPews NUAV Kad’ UriepBoAnV €ic UTIEPBOANV

aiwviov Bapog d6ENnG katepyaletal nuiv,

nuov Or(abc) NA RP 01 04 06 010 012 018 020 025 044 0243. 33. 81. 104. 365. 630.
1175. 1241. 1505. 1739. 1881. 2464. ] omit Or(d) P46 03

There are no variants between the text of NA and RP. There are several units of
variation for 4:10 in the apparatus of NA, however. The omission of nu®v is listed and
supported by Or(d) P46 03. The presence of udv is supported by 01 04 06 010 012
018 020 025 044 0243. 33. 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1739. 1881. 2464. The
fact that Origen omits Au®v in Or(d) could indicate a whole adoption of a later reading
in the witnesses that have fu®v present. It is not often that P46 and 03 are against
Origen. Or(ab) are variant free in regard to the New Testament critical editions. Or(a) is
the first of a two-verse citation chain and has a marker indicating Pauline authorship.
Or(c) begins a two-verse citation.

2 Corinthians 4:18

M1 OKOTIOUVTWV NUAV TA BAETIOMEVA AAAA TA PN BAeTOUevVaA: TA YAp BAeTOueva
pooKalpa, Ta 3¢ U BAeTOUEvVA alwvia..
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The text of NA and RP are identical in this verse. Three citations are found in
Contra Celsum. Only once in Or(a) does Origen cite the full verse, which is the second
of a two-verse citation. It is marked from "Paul" as well as 2 Corinthians. Or(fg) are
highly accommodated to the commentary text. Or(bcdg) are intermittent and only
reproduce phrases from the verse (though without variation). Or(c) is marked as from
"Paul" and Or(d) is the second of a two-verse citation. Or(eh) are also intermittent
throughout the citation. Or(a) is the only full citation of 4:18 and also happens to
correspond to both NA and RP. The varying differences in the citations indicate that
Origen's authorial citational text is intact, but Or(a) is the only citation that might be his
biblical text.

Chapter Five
2 Corinthians 5:1
Oidapev yap O0TL £av N emiyelog NUAV oikia To0 okfvoug KataAuBfi, oikodounv ek

Beo0 €xouev, oikiav dxelpomointov aiwviov €v Tolg oUpavolg.

Origen, NA, and RP are identical where Origen is extant. Origen only cites the
latter parts of the verse.

2 Corinthians 5:4
Kal yap oi 6vteg €v T® okAvel oTevalopev Bapolpevol, €’ @ ou BENopeV
ekduoaoBal AN’ émevduoaobal, iva katamobfj To BvnTov UMo TG (w1g

NA and RP are identical. All five citations are incomplete with Or(a) citing only the
end of the verse (also with an introductory marker for Paul as author), Or(b) citing the
middle section, and Or(cde) only the beginning of the verse. Or(cde) are marked as

written by "the apostle", "Paul said" and from "Paul", respectively. Considering the
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intermittent nature of the citations, a full reading of Origen is unavailable for the verse. If,
however, the sum of the parts were to be put together, the result reading would
correspond to the reading of NA and RP.
2 Corinthians 5:6
@appoQVqu,oUv MAvToTE Kal eid0Teq OTL evONUOTVTEG £V TO oWUATL EKONUOTUEY
aro 100 Kupiou.
--------- Thereareno variants between NA and RP. The three citations of Origen are
consistent and produce the same reading where extant. Or(a) provides a full
presentation of the verse, is introduced with a "Paul" marker, and is followed by a three-
verse citation of 5:5-7 immediately after. Or(b) is the first of a two-verse citation. The
readings from Cels and the Matthew commentary, the latter being the first of a two-
verse citation, are both incomplete with most of the beginning of the verse omitted.
2 Corinthians 5:7
dla nioTewg yap neptnatolduev, ou d1d idoug
Or(abcd)allfourC|tat|ons are by each other as well as 5:6 & 7

Origen, NA, and RP are identical for this verse. All of the citations are fairly close
to each other in the John Commentary. This repetition is evidence of Origen's
consistency, but might possibly indicate his biblical text. They also contain markers that
identify Paul as the author.
2 Corinthians 5:8

Bappoluev d¢ Kal eUdokoUuev PHAAAOV EkdnuRoal €k To0 cwpaTog Kal evdnuiioal
TPOG TOV KUpPLOV.

Bappodvteg Or(b) 01 0243. 6. 33. 81. 630. 1739. 1881. ] Bappolpev NA RP
e0dokoOuev pdAlov NA RP ] paAhov eudokoluev Or(b), eudokoluev Or(a)
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€Kk Or(abc) NA RP ] aro Or(d)

NA and RP are identical, though Origen has a conflicting reading with them.
Or(b) has the reading 8appolvteg with support from 01 0243. 6. 33. 81. 630. 1739.
1881. This reading could have originated with Origen and made its way into 01 et al,
affecting a large amount of later manuscripts. The other three citations are not extant in
this part of the verse. Or(a) omits the beginning of the verse as well as pdAAov which
appears to be a change to fit argumentation in Cels. This citation is within a consecutive
verse chain of two (5:6,8). This might have been a very early reading of the verse only
retained in Origen's tradition. Or(b) also transposes eUdoko0uev pdAlov . There is
reason to think that Or(b) has been adapted to context given the lack of the connective
o¢ kal as well as the transposition. There is no other evidence that Origen is aware of a
reading other than the transposition in Or(b). Or(d) reads amo instead €k as it appears
in the other three citations and the New Testament critical editions. However, this unit of
variation is not in the critical apparatus of NA. Though all are probably reflections of
Origen's authorial citaitonal text. It might be Or(d) that retains his biblical text, though it
is different to the Initial and RP texts.
2 Corinthians 5:10
TOUG Yap navtag nuag pavepwOrival del Eumpoaobev To0 Bripuatog 100 Xplotod,
{va kopiontal €kaotog 1a d1d To0 oWUATOC TPOG A EnMpateyv, eite Ayabov eite

dalAov

davepwOrval Or(jkl) NA RP ] mapaotnyv at Or(acfi)
oet Or(acdefik) NA RP ] omit Or(j)

mpo6g Or(abcdefghijk) NA RP ] omit Or(l)

dalAov Or(abcdefghij) NA ] Or(kl) RP
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Or(a) is marked with "Corinthians" and "Paul." Or(d) mentions the text as from an
"apostle", while Or(e) has other Pauline texts in proximity to the citation (Philippians).
The text of NA and RP has only one variant between them. This unit of variation is a
difference of lexical choice: NA's ¢palAov vs RP's kakov at the end of the verse.
Several variants in Origen are present, such as a frequent use of the verb mapaotiival
instead of pavepwORvatin Or(jkl). The apparatus of NA does not list this variant. Or(l)
has the reading of {dla as opposed to d1a . The NA apparatus lists the following
witnesses in favour of idia: P46 P99 365. This is a rare reading of the early papyri in
support of Origen against most other witnesses. Another variant in the NA apparatus is
the omission of p6¢ which is also in Or(l). The omission is supported by 06 010 012.
Or(kl) both have the kakov reading which corresponds with RP P46 03 06 010 012 018
020 025 044 104. 1175. 1241. All but one of Origen's citations for 5:10 read ¢paulov,
supported by 01 04 048. 0243. 33. 81. 326. 365. 630. 1739. 1881. It would have to be
an early reading of the same textual tradition as P46, which gradually made its way out
of the main manuscripts of the New Testament. The eventual dominance of dia and
mpog over Origen's readings is clear as all but one has been affected.

2 Corinthians 5:16
“Qote NUETG Ano To0 vOv oUdEva oidapev Katd odpka- i Kal EyVWKAUEV KATA

oapka Xplotov, AANA VOV OUKETL YIVWOOKOWEV.

el kal Or(abc) NA P46 01 03 06 0225. 0243. 33. 326. 1739. 1881. 1249. | kal €{ 010
012, € 3¢ 018, £l &€ kal RP 01c 04c 06¢c 020 025 044 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241.
1505. 2464.

XploTov MoTE Kata odpka eyvwkapev Or(abc) | kal €yvwkauev kata odpka
Xptotov Or(d) NA RP, éyvkauev Xplotov katda aapka Or(d)
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The text of NA and RP only differ in the omission of 3¢ (RP). None of Origen's
citations have d¢ though Or(d) reads yap. Despite having an introductory marker from
"Paul", Or(c) and Or(ab) transpose the verb eyvwkauév and Xpiotov. Or(d) reads
eyvwkapev first but brings Xplotov forward as well. This reading Xplotov note ante
Kata odpka is noted as Origenian in Treg. The reading in Or(e) is the only citation of
5:16 that corresponds to NA and RP. The transpositions in Cels and the Matthew
commentary are consistent, however, it is hard to determine what text would be of
Origen's biblical documents or why he would have transposed the these phrases. These
citations probably reflect Origen's authorial citational text.

2 Corinthians 5:17
wote el TIg ev XploTt®, Kawvn KTiolg: Ta apxaia nmapfiAbeyv, idou yEéyovev kawva.

NA and RP are identical except for the addition at the end of the verse in RP
where Origen is not extant. All of Origen's citations of this verse are abbreviated and

accommodated to his commentary. These citations are probably Origen's authorial

citational text.

2 Corinthians 5:19
®G OTL Be0G NV €V * XPLOTD KOOHOV KATAANACOWV £aUT®, U AoyL{opevog auTolg
TA MAPATITOMATA AUTOV Kal BEPEVOG €V NIV TOV AdyoVv TAG KaTtaAAaynig.
*omit Or(abcdefhi) NA RP ] 1@ Or(g)

Here, NA and RP are identical. Origen, however, differs in two places. Or(a) is
marked as from Paul. Or(gh) both have markers mentioning an "apostle". The second

half of the verse is omitted in all of Origen's citations. The NA text’s connective wg 0Tl is

184



omitted as well in Or(abcdefhi) which is a result of contraction at the beginning and end
of the verse. This shortened form is consistently presented which seems not to consider
the verse in full but rather a specific selection text of 5:19 for the sake of Origen's
writings. Only one reading, Or(b), has a different verb katdAAaooel, which, again,
appears to be liberty.

2 Corinthians 5:20

Yrep Xptotol oUv npeoBeliopev wg 100 B0l mapakalolvtog d’ UAV- dedueba

unep Xpiotod, kataAAaynTe TQ Be®.

o0v NA RP ] omit Or(a) ]
NA and RP are identical, though Origen omits oUv, which is supported by P46 06

010 012 044. The witness support for ouv is P34 01 03 04 06¢ 018 020 025 048. 33.
81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1739. 1881. 2464. As this is the only citation of
the verse in Origen, there is no other evidence to confirm this omission was his authorial
citational text.

2 Corinthians 5:21

TOV Un YvOvTa auapTiav umep NUAV auaptiav €noinoeyv, (va nuelc yevouesba

dikatoouvn B0l ev auTt®.

There is one difference between NA and RP (NA omits yap), though no units of
variation are listed in the NA critical apparatus. None of Origen's citations have ydp,
though his citations often omit connectives that are in NA and RP. Or(e) has autov as
well as a transposition of €moinoev. This citation stands out from the rest, which is
probably just supplementary to his context. Or(bf) have introductory markers naming

Paul. Or(b) is also the only full citation for this verse, which corresponds to NA/RP. Or(d)
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lacks the second apaptiav. Origen's longer citations Or(bf), both in John.Com,
probably serve a different purpose than the shorter intermittent citations, though both
are probably authorial citational text.

Chapter Six

2 Corinthians 6:2

AEyel Yap: kalp®d OekT® ETMKOUCA oou Kal ev NuEpa owTnpiag eBonbnoda ool idou
vOV Kalpog unpododeKTog, idou viv Nuépa owtnpiac.

NAandRPare identical. Or(a) is located near other citations of 2 Corinthians
(6:3-5) and is marked from "the prophet of God". Or(b) is introduced with "I remember
Paul saying". Both of these citations agree with the text of NA and RP but Or(a) is the
first half of the verse and Or(b) is the second half. Or(c) has many lacunose sections of
the verse and could be described as unpredictable. Though the citations are probably
Origen's authorial citational text, the sum of Or(ab) is probably Origen's biblical text as it
reflects the common reading of the NA and RP text.

2 Corinthians 6:3
Mndepiav €v undevi 3160vTeg TIPOOKOTMV, {va ur) pwunBf 1 diakovia

This citation is located near other citations of 2 Corinthians (6:2, 4, 5) and marked

as "through the prophet". The citation is only of the first half of the verse yet

corresponds to the reading of NA and RP.

2 Corinthians 6:4
AaAN’ ev mavTi ouvIoTAvVTEG £EaUTOUG WG Beod didkovol, ev UTOPOVT TMOAAR, €V
BAlyealy, €v avaykalg, €v otevoxwpialg
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This citation is in the same paragraph as citations of 2 Corinthians 6:2, 3, 5. The
citation is only of the middle section of the verse yet corresponds to NA and RP. This is
likely to be Origen's authorial citational text.

2 Corinthians 6:5

€V MANyalg, €v dulakalg, €v akataoTaoialg, ev KOToLg, €v Aypunvialg, v
vnoteialg,

--------- Th|SC|tat|on is in the same paragraph as citations of 2 Corinthians 6:2, 3, 4. The
citation corresponds to the texts of NA and RP except that Origen's citation adds the
conjunction kai between the individual items, which do not appear in NA and RP. Other
than these added conjunctions the text is the same. This is most likely Origen's authorial
citational text.

2 Corinthians 6:7

€v AOYw aAnBeiag, €v duvapel Beol- da TV OTAWV TG dikatoouvng Td®V de&ldv

Kal aplotepv,

The citation is only of the second half of the verse yet corresponds to NA and RP
(which are identical). This is probably Origen's authorial citational text.
2 Corinthians 6:10

w¢ AutoUpevol del d€ xaipovTteg, wg Irwxol MoAAoUC d€ TMAoUTIZOVTEG, WG UNdev
E€XOoVTEG Kal MdvTa KaTEXoVTeEQ

This citation only reflects the last part of the verse yet corresponds to the reading
of NA and RP, where there is no variance. The citation has an introductory marker, from

"Paul". This is most likely Origen's authorial citational text.
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2 Corinthians 6:11
To otopa NuAV avewyev Mpog uudg, Kopiveiol, 1| kapdia Audv mematuvtar
n |J(ov Or(b)NARP ] pou Or(a), Uu®dv 01 03 0243. 1881. 2464.

Here, NA and RP are identical. Or(a) is specifically marked as a Pauline,
however there is a change from nu®v to pou. The other citation is from his Psalms
commentary, which has the same readings as NA and RP. Both are probably authorial
citational text and perhaps Or(b) reflects Origen's exemplars.

2 Corinthians 6:12
oU oTevoxwpeiobe v NUiv, otevoXxwpelobe de v TOIG OMAAYXVOLG UP®V

5¢ Or(a) NA RP ] omit Or(b)

Origen, NA, and RP are identical for this verse. Or(a) is introduced as from a
letter to the Corinthian church while Or(b) notes both the Corinthians and Paul by name.
This is likely to be Origen's authorial citational text and possibly a reflection of his
exemplars.

2 Corinthians 6:14

M) yiveoBe etepofuyolvTteg amioTolg: Tig yap petoxn dikatoolvn Kai avopiq, f
Tig Kolvwvia pwTl MPOC 0KOTOG;

avouia Or(abde) NA RP ] adikia Or(cf)
There is one difference between NA and RP. At the end of the verse NA reads 1
Tig, RP reads tig d¢. Origen only has two citations that are available for this part of the

verse, one reads Tig, the other fj Tig. Another feature of Origen is the twice-changed

gloss from avopia to adikia in Or(cf). Or(ade) are consistent and agree with the
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readings of NA and RP. In all of his citations, Origen is consistent in the presentation of
the middle of 6:14, which reflects his authorial citational text.

2 Corinthians 6:15
Tiq 8¢ oupdwvnolg Xpiotod Tpog BeAdp, 1 Tig peplg TROTO peTa ariotou

Xptoto0 Or(ab) NA P46 01 03 04 025 0243. 33. 326. 1739. 1881. ] Xptot® Or(c) RP 06
010 012 018 020 044 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 2464.

Or(ab) have different connectives than NA and RP changing tig d¢ to yap and
Tig ydp respectively. Origen is most likely creating his own personal transition for his
commentary. Or(c) does not have any connectives starting the citation with
ouudpwvnaolg. There is a unit of variation, which includes the difference of Xpioto0 (NA
P46 01 03 04 025 0243. 33. 326. 1739. 1881.) and Xptot® (RP 06 010 012 018 020
044 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 2464.). Or(ab) both read Xpioto0. Or(c) has
Xptot®. No other units of variations are available to discuss that involve Origen's
citations. He cites consistently and there is no reason to believe this was not his
authorial citational text.
2 Corinthians 6:16
Tig ¢ ouymn’x@gmq va® Beol peta eidwAwv; NUElG yap vaog Beol eopev
{OVTOG, KaBwe €imev 0 B0g OTL EVOLKNOW €V AUTOIG Kal EUMEPIMATHOW Kal Eooual
auTt®v Be0g Kai auTtol €oovTtai pou Aaodg.
--------- Orlgenhasa different connective to the text of NA and RP. This citation did not
require the ydp, which served as a transition to the text of 2 Corinthians. As Origen only

cites this verse once, there is little to determine whether Origen might have indeed had

a different authorial citational text.
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[The second half of 6:16 - 6:18 are Old Testament citations and therefore will not be
considered in this study as New Testament citations considering the lack of ability to
identify them securely]
Chapter Seven
2 Corinthians 7:5
Kal yap €éABOVTOV NUOV €ic Makedoviav oudepiav Eoxnkev Aveolv 1) oApE NUOV
AAN’ €v TavTi OAIBOEVOL EEwBeV paxal, Eowbev doBol

Origen cites 7:5 once in his Psalms commentary (fragmentary). Where Origen is
present in this verse there are no units of variation between the NA, RP or Origen.
2 Corinthians 7:10
1 Yap kata 6eov AUTm petavolav eig cwtfipiav auetapeAntov Epyadetar 1) ¢ 100

KOOMoU AUTM Bdvatov katepyalstal.

el owtnpiav apetapéAntov Or(abdef) NA RP ] duetapéAnTtov el cwtnpiav Or(c)
epyalopevnv Or(abf) ] epyaletal P46 01 03 04 06 025 81. 1175., katepydletal RP
P99 01c 010 012 018 020 044 0243. 0296. 104. 365. 630. 1241. 1505. 1739. 1881.
2464.

The texts of NA and RP are different in the form of a verbal change as NA reads
gpydaletal and RP katepydletal. The reading of NA is supported by P46 01 03 04 06
025 81. 1175. The RP reading's witnesses are P99 01c 010 012 018 020 044 0243.
0296. 104. 365. 630. 1241. 1505. 1739. 1881. 2464. Origen's readings of 7:10 in his
John Commentary (3x), has a participle conjugation of epydcopat, which serves as a
transition to his written text in the commentary. However, his commentary on Jeremiah,
and Psalms both support the reading in RP. Or(ac) have additions and omissions,

respectively, that show them as accommodated readings of the verse despite Or(c)

having introductory material (Pauline markers), as well as other epistolary literature
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cited nearby. This is a good example of marked citations not always reflecting
exemplars or even a primary citational text, as they were probably corrected to
Katepyadletal.
Chapter Eight
2 Corinthians 8:9
YIVWOKETE yap TNV Xaptv 100 Kupiou NuU®V 'INco0 Xplotod, OTL &1 UPAG
ETTWYEUOEV TAOUOLOG WV, [va UMEIG TH €Kkelvou TwXeilq TMAoUTAHONTE.
GG Or(a) 04 018 6. 323. 614. ] by NA RP

NA and RP are identical, though Origen shows some liberty in citing. He
abbreviated citation required a post-positive and he added 6 KUpiog for the sake of
clarity. There is one unit of variation that is noted in the NA apparatus where Origen
reads fuaqg supported by 04 018 6. 323. 614. This unit of variation is a rare example of
Origen against both New Testament critical editions and supported by other manuscript
witnesses.* This is probably his authorial citational text.
2 Corinthians 8:14

ev T® vOv Kalp® TO VPGV Tepiooeupa eig TO ekelvwv UoTEPNUA, (va kal TO
ekeivwyv mepioogupa yévntal €ig TO UHAV UOTEPNHA, OTIWG YEvNTAl (00TNG

--------- :I:;;r-e“i-s“;;/-erse-level separation in RP where the first half of what is 8:14 in NA
is the ending of 8:13 in RP, which makes this verse in RP much shorter. Where Origen,
NA, RP are extant together they are identical. The citation is marked from the "second
letter written to the Corinthians".

Chapter Nine

2 Corinthians 9:6

To0To 3¢, 0 oreipwv dpeldouEVWS deIdOUEVWGS Kal Bepioel, kal 0 omeipwv €T
eUAoyialg v evAoyialg kal Bepioel.

94 Metzger, Textual Commentary, 514.
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Origen, NA, and RP are identical

Chapter 10
2 Corinthians 10:3
'Ev oapki yap nepinmatodvteg oU Katd odpka otpateudusba,

neptaTo0vTeG NA RP ] {GvTeg Or(abo)

There are no variants between NA and RP. All three of Origen's citations are
consistently different from NA and RP. The word nepinatolvTeg is substituted with
(wvteg. All three citations are the first of two and three-verse citations. Or(ac) are
marked as from the apostle Paul. This is probably Origen's authorial citational text and
possibly a rare example of his biblical exemplar. This unit of variation is not found in the
apparatus of NA.

2 Corinthians 10:4

Ta yYap OmAa TG otpateiag AV oU oapKika aAAa duvata T® Bed mpog
Kabaipeolv OXUPWHUATAOV, AoYLIOPoUG KaBalpolvTeg

--------- ThetextofNA and RP have the same reading. RP does consider the last two
words as being a part of the next verse. All of the citations are within multi-verse
citations: Or(abc) are the second in a two-verse citation, Or(de) are first in a two-verse
citation. Or(ac) are labeled as Paul. The various sources and repetition give good
reason to think this is Origen's authorial citational text.

2 Corinthians 10:5

Kai rmav UYwpa Enaipouevoyv Kata ¢ yvwoews Tol Be00, kal aixpalwTiCovTeg

ndv vonua €ig v unakonv tod Xplotod,
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The texts of NA and RP are identical. RP begins with what is considered the
previous verse in NA. Origen consistently cites 10:5 throughout all of his citations.
However, Or(d) omits érmaipouevov. The middle section of the verse is represented in
all of Origen's citations. There is a level of abbreviation at the beginning and end of the
citations. Five readings are within multiverse citations of 2 Corinthians: Or(b) is the third
of a three-verse citation (with 10:3, 4) with an introduction naming Paul, Or(d) has an
introduction naming Paul is in a citation with 10:6 immediately before, Or(e) is third of
three-verse citation with a marker for Paul following the citation, and Or(hi) are the
second of a two-verse citation. The introductory markers seem to coincide with a
consistent authorial citational text for Origen.

2 Corinthians 10:6
Kal ev eTolpw £xovTeq €kOLKRoal MAcav Mapakorv, 6tav MnpwOf UGV 1) UTakor).

Origen is consistent between his two citations for this verse. The connective at
the beginning and the ending are abbreviated when compared to the text of NA and RP,
probably an accommodation to his text. Or(a) is found in a citation chain yet 10:6 is first
and 10:5 follows. There are not any variants between Origen, NA, and RP that are listed
in the apparatus of NA.

2 Corinthians 10:18

oU yap 0 £€aUTOV CUVIOTAVWYV, EKETVOG £0TLV DOKINOG, AAN’ OV O KUpPLOG ouvioTnoly

ouviotavwv NA P46 01 03 06 010 012 01510121. 0243. 6. 33. 81. 104. 365. 1175.
1505. 1739. 2464. ] cuviot®v RP 06¢ 018 020 044 630. 1241. 1881.
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Origen cites 10:18 once in his work On Martyrdom. The reading of RP has
ouviotwv as opposed to NA's cuviotavwyv. Origen corresponds to NA. He drops the
post-positive connective (due to context) yet presents a variant free citation in
comparison to NA and RP outside (other than the mentioned unit of variation).
Chapter Eleven
2 Corinthians 11:2
(NA® yap upag 6ol (NAw, Appocaunyv yap UpGG * evi avdpl mapBEvov ayvnv

rnapaotioat T® XpLoT®:

*omit Or(a) NA RP ] to0 mavta Or(bcd)
Xptot® Or(ac) NA RP ] Kupiw Or(bd)

There are no units of variation between the texts of NA and RP for the verse, and
no units of variation in the critical apparatus of NA. Or(a) has an introduction both
naming Paul and the Corinthian church. It omits the connective ydp yet represents the
remaining text as it stands in the New Testament critical editions. Or(bcd) are
paraphrastic in that Origen takes much liberty in these citations with the addition of To0
navta and substitutions.

2 Corinthians 11:6

el O¢ Kal dwTNG T® AOYw, AAN’ oU T Yv@oel, AN’ ev MavTl pavepm®oavTeg vV
naotv eig UPag.

--------- Thereareno units of variation between NA and RP. There is an addition of the
article in Or(a). There is no other evidence for 11:6 in Origen. This is probably Origen's
authorial citational text.

Corinthians 11:7

"H auapTtiav €noinoa ¢uauTtov Tanelvayv va UPelg UPwdRiTe, 6TL dwpedyv TO T00
Be00 evayyEAlOV eUnyyeAlOAUNV UULV;
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Origen cites 11:7 once in his Matthew commentary. Origen, NA, and RP are
identical. The citation is introduced as from Paul and is probably Origen's authorial

citational text.

2 Corinthians 11:14
Kal ou Badpa- autog yap 60 oatavag petaoxnuatidetal €ig ayyelov ¢wTtog.

8alupa NA P46 01 03 06 010 012 025 098. 0243. 0278. 6. 33. 81. 326. 365. 630. 1175.
1739. 1881. 2464. ] Baupactov RP 06c 018 020 044 0121. 104. 1241. 1505.

There is variation between NA and RP. The reading of 6aupactov is supported
with 06¢ 018 020 044 0121. 104. 1241. 1505. The reading of Origen and NA is
supported by P46 01 03 06 010 012 025 098. 0243. 0278. 6. 33. 81. 326. 365. 630.
1175. 1739. 1881. 2464. Origen's citation for this verse is the first of a two-verse chain

with 11:15. This is probably Origen's authorial citational text.

2 Corinthians 11:15
oU Péya ouv el Kal ol dlakovol auTtold petaoxnuatifovral wg dlakovol
dlkalooUuvng: WV TO TEAOG €0Tal KATA TA €pya AUTOV.

Origen, NA, and RP are identical. Origen's citation for this verse is the second of

a two-verse chain with 11:15.

2 Corinthians 11:23

dlakovol Xplotol eiotv; mapappov®Vv AaA®, UTEP EYW* €V KOTIOIG TIEPLOCOTEPWG,
€V PUAAKAIG TIEPLOCOTEPWG, €V TIANYAIG UTEPBAANOVTWG, €V BavAToLC TIOAAAKIG.
dUAaKaig MeplocoTEPWS €V TMANYyalg utiepBairovTwg Or(ce) NA P46 03 06 33. 629.
630. 0243. 1739. 1881 | mMAnyaic neplocoTEpwg €V puAakaig UrepBailovtwg Or(ad)
01 010 025, puAakaig UTEPBAANOVTWG €V TANYAIG TIEPLOCOTEPWS 025, TMANYAlG
UTepBaAAOVTWG €V duAakaig meplocoTEpws RP 01c 06¢ 015 018 020 044 0121.
104. 365. 1175. 1241. 1505. 2464.
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Or(b) is marked as from Paul yet it is extremely abbreviated. Or(ce) are both the
first of a three-verse citation. There is one main unit of variation between the text of NA
and RP. The sequence of words in NA is supported by Or(ce) NA P46 03 06 33. 629.
630. 0243. 1739. 1881. The reading of RP is supported by 01c 06¢c 015 018 020 044
0121. 104. 365. 1175. 1241. 1505. 2464. There is a third reading which is supported by
Or(ad) 01 010 P. The RP reading is clearly a later correction that was put into 01 and
06. This leaves two early readings: P46 [Or(ce)], and 01 [Or(ad)]. That Origen would
have both of these early readings might be due to an awareness of both, and probably
does reflect Origen's authorial citational text, but his biblical text is hard to determine
given both readings are early.

2 Corinthians 11:24
Y10 ‘loudaiwyv MeVTAKIG TEOoEPAKOVTA TIApA Hiav EAaBov,

Or(ac) both read AnyeTtal instead of EAaBov. The difference appears to be due
to style. Or(ac) are the second of two-verse citations. This is probably Origen's
authorital citational text. Its lack of accommodation to both NA and RP shows its purity
in transmission.

2 Corinthians 11:25
TPiq £ppaPdiobnyv, dnag eABAcBNv, Tpig Evauaynoa, vuxbnuepov ev T@ BubB®

nemnoinka-

There are no units of variation between the text of NA and RP. Origen is

consistent in citing this verse. It is apparent he is accommodating the text to his own
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writings. Or(a) is labeled as Paul. Or(b) is the second of a two-verse citation, with Or(cd)
being the third of a three-verse citation. These are Origen's authorial citational texts.

2 Corinthians 11:27

KOTw Kal poxOw, v aypurvialg MOAAAKLG, €V Al Kai diYel, Ev vnoteialg

TOAAGKLG, €V YPUXel Kal YUUVOTRATL

ev NA RP 01c 015 018 020 025 0121. 33. 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1881.
2464. ] omit Or(a) P46 01 03 06 010 012 044 0243. 1739.

The citation is found as the first of a two-verse citation. There is one unit of
variation between the text of NA and RP, which is the presence of ¢v. P46 01 03 06 010
012 044 0243 support the omission. 1739. Or(a) RP 01¢c 015 018 020 025 0121. 33. 81.
104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1881. 2464. support €v. Origen might have been
changed to this as RP normally retains the older reading. However, the manuscripts that
would typically support Origen unanimously are split between two variants. His authorial
citational text is hard to determine here.

2 Corinthians 11:28
XWPIC TAOV MAPEKTOC N £MIOTACIC oL 1] KAB’ UEPAV, 1) HEPIKVA TIACHV TOV

EKKANOLDV

This is the second of a two-verse citation. There are no variants between Origen,
NA, and RP where text is available for this verse.

2 Corinthians 11:29
Tig AoBevel kal oUK AoBev®; Tic okavdaAileTal kal oUK €yw Tupodual;

Origen, NA, and RP are identical. Or(d) is labeled as the words of Paul. This is

more than likely Origen's authorial citational text.
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2 Corinthians 11:33
Kai d1a Bupidog €v oapyavn exalacbnv dia tol Teixouq kal eEEpuyov Tag Xelpag
auTtod.

This citation is labelled as from "the apostle" and as the "second letter to the
Corinthians". Origen, NA, and RP are identical. This is probably Origen's text as he
would have cited it and found in his biblical manuscripts.

Chapter Twelve

2 Corinthians 12:2

oida GvBpwriov €v XpLoTd Mo ETMOV dekateoodpwy, eiTe &V OOUATL OUK 0ida, eiTe
¢KTOG TO0 OWUATOC OUK 0ida, 6 Bedg 0ideV, apriayévta TOV TolodTov Ewg TPiTo

oupavod.

Both citations are labled as from "Paul". Origen, NA, and RP are identical. Where
Origen's text is available this is probably Origen's authorial citational text.

2 Corinthians 12:4

OTL)prayn €ig TOV MapAdelooV Kal kouoev appnta pripata d ouk €0V avepwrnw

AaARjoat.

There are no units of variation between NA and RP and Origen is consistent in
citing this verse. Though there are some variations such as the addition of ouxi in Or(e),
the omission of & ouk for ouk in Or(f), and the substitution of & oUk for & pn in Or(i).
The commentary of John is the source for six of these citations, which might explain the
variation, as these citations are located in the same section. Or(abcdegik) all contain
introductory labels such as "the apostle" or "Paul". The NA/RP reading is probably

Origen's authorial citational text.
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2 Corinthians 12:5
uTep tol ToloUTol Kauxnooual, urep 8¢ éuauTtold oU Kauxnooual i un €v Talg
aocbeveialg.

urep NA RP ] mepl Or(a)
Origen often replaces mepi for unép, which is often found in the New Testament

critical editions.

2 Corinthians 12:6
‘Edv yap 6eAnow kauxnoaoBal, ouk égopatl Appwv, AAnBelav yap €pd- peidopat
O€, UN TIG €ig €UE AoyionTal UTep O BAETEL he 1) dkoUel [T1] €€ €uol

Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

2 Corinthians 12:8
Umep TouTol TPIG TOV KUPLOV TIApEKAAEDA iva AnooTh art epod.

There are some minor differences between Origen and the text of NA and RP in
the form of verbal conjugation of mapakaAéw and the personal pronoun auto( for
€no0. There are other 2 Corinthians citations in proximity to the citation as well as the

mention of Paul.

2 Corinthians 12:9

Kal elpnkev pot- apket oot 1) xapig pou, 1 yap duvaug * ev acbeveiaq teAeirat.
"Hd1ota oUv pdAAov kauxnooual v Talg Aobeveialg Hou, iva Emoknvaoon & eue
n d0vauig tol Xplotod.

*omit NA P46 01 02 03 06 010 012 ] pou Or(a) RP 01c 02c 06¢c 018 020 025 044 0243.
0278. 33. 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1739. 1881. 2464. ]

teAetlouTtal Or(a) RP 01c 06¢ 018 020 025 044 0243. 0278. 33. 81. 104. 365. 630.
1175. 1241. 1505. 1739. 1881. 2464. ] teAettat P99 01 02 03 06 010 012
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The NA omits the pou that is present in the text of RP. Origen corresponds to
pou as well as 01c 02c 06¢ 018 020 025 044 0243. 0278. 33. 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175.
1241. 1505. 1739. 1881. 2464. These manuscripts are against the omission supported
by P46 01 02 03 06 010 012. There is another unit of variation that involves the spelling
of NA (teAettal). Again, Or(a) corresponds the reading of RP as well as 01c 06¢c 018
020 025 044 0243. 0278. 33. 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1739. 1881. 2464.
This is no doubt a corrected reading as the support for teAettal are the original hands
of many of the witnesses for the alternate reading teAettat P99 01 02 03 06 010 012.
Or(a) follows a citation of 12:8 and is introduced as from "Paul". Or(b) is also noted as
from "Paul."
2 Corinthians 12:10

d10 eUdOK® €v aoBeveialg, ev UBpealy, *év Avaykalg, ev dlwyHolig **kai
otevoxwplalg, unep Xplotold- 0tav yap Acbev®, T16TE duvATOG ElpL.

“v Or(cd) NA RP | kai Or(b) P46 01
“*kai Or(b) NA P46 01 03 104. 326. 1175. ] €v Or(cd) RP 01c 02 06 010 012 018 020
025 044 33. 81. 365. 1241. 1505. 2464., kal €v 0243. 0278. 630. 1739. 1881.

There are two units of variation. The first contains the reading of €v and kai.
Origen is split with two readings Or(cd) agreeing with both New Testament critical
editions, though Or(b) is in agree with P46 and 01 which is more than likely his reading
given their early dates and that they and Origen are the only witnesses for this reading.
Later in the verse, there is another unit of variation that involves the same words. The
reading of kati is supported Or(b) NA P46 01 03 104. 326. 1175. The reading of kal ¢v
is supported by 0243. 0278. 630. 1739. 1881. Or(cd) RP 01c 02 06 010 012 018 020

025 044 33. 81. 365. 1241. 1505. 2464 supports the reading €v. In this second unit,
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Origen's citations are again set against each other, the same as the last verse. These
two units together support the idea that Or(b) is an early reading of Origen's
manuscripts and reflect his authorial citational text.

2 Corinthians 12:11

Féyova dppwyv, * UPETG pe NvaykdoaTte. €yw yap woelhov U’ VU@V ouviotaobat:

oUdev Yap UoTEpnoa TAOV UtepAiav ATIOOTOAWY el Kal oUdEV €ipL.

*omit Or(a) NA P46 01 02 03 06 010 012 018 6. 33. 81. 629. 1175. 1739. 2464. ]
Kauxwpevog RP 020 025 044 0243. 104. 365. 630. 1241. 1505. 1881.

There is one unit of variation between NA and RP. NA and Origen omit the
kauxwpevo that is present in RP. Here, Origen's textual family is split for this unit of
variation where they would normally be united, though Or(a) is probably Origen's
authorial citational text.

2 Corinthians 12:19

MaAat dokelte OTL UMV aroAoyoUpeba. kateévavtt Beol ev Xplot® Aalolpev: Ta
d¢ mavta, ayarmtoli, urep TG UMDV 0iKODOUNAG.

700 Or(a) RP ] omit NA

There is one unit of variation between NA and RP. NA omits the genitive article
before 8e00. Origen corresponds to the text of RP. This is a good example of a very
early reading from the Tura find in agreement with the Byzantine text. However, the
citation is attached to the end of Origen’s sentence, which would require some
grammatical help. This might be the reason for this article added. The addition is

somewhat insignificant. Unfortunately, there are no other citations for this verse in

Origen.
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2 Corinthians 12:21

Mn TIGALY €EABOVTOG pOU TaAMELV(®OT HE 0 Be0G Hou TPOG UGG Kai Tieverow
TOAAOUG TAV MPONUAPTNKOTWY Kail ur) petavonodaviwy emi tf) akabapoia kal
ropveia kal acehyeia ) £mpagav.

akabapoia kal mopveia NA RP, apaptia kai avouia Or(c) ] doeAyeia kal akpacia
Or(ab)

There is no variance between NA and RP where Origen is extant. Or(ab) are
marked as being from "Corinthians". Or(b), is probably taken from Or(a) as they are the
same reading. There are some significant differences between the New Testament
critical editions and Or(ab). Origen omits and transposes items in this list of sins. Or(c)
has its own unique words which reflect Origen's tendency to take liberty in his citations
for these particular works. Establishing the reading of Origen's biblical text is difficult
though these citations are probably a reflection of his authorial citational text.

Chapter Thirteen
2 Corinthians 13:3
enel dokiunv Inteite 100 €v €pol AaholvTog Xplotod, 0¢g €ig UMAG oUK AoBevel

AAAa duvatel €v Upiv.

There are no units of variation between Origen, NA or RP. Or(df) are both
labelled as originating with "Paul".
2 Corinthians 13:4

Kal yap * eotaupwdn €§ acBeveiag, aAAa ¢ff ek duvapewg Be00. Kal yap el
acBevolpev v alT®, AAAA {fjoopev oLV aUTO £k duvapewg Beol eig UPGG.

“omit NA P46 01 03 06 010 012 018 025 0243. 33. 81. 104. 365. 1241. 1739. ] el RP
01c 02 06¢ 020 044 630. 1175. 1505. 1881. 2464., kai Or(ab)

Both of Origen’s citations for this verse contain kai at the beginning, which is

simply a transition to the biblical content from his own writing.
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3.8 Summary of Origen’s Citations of 2 Corinthians

The citations of Origen are mainly identical to a combined NA/RP reading.
However, when his readings depart from the common NA/RP text, Origen often cites
freely, often without any manuscript support. Aimost all of Origen’s readings are either
identical to the NA/RP reading or a free citation. This means that his readings rarely
agree with NA or RP alone. However, when this does occur, he is in agreement with the
NA text most often.

Origen’s citations of 2 Corinthians are conistent when compared to his other
citations of the same location. Origen’s tendency to cite free forms of 2 Corinthians is
often a reflection of his own grammatical control over the biblical text that is annexed to
his own words. The agreement with the NA text and the presence of free citations
suggests that Origen’s citations have undergone little accommodation. If they had, there
would be more late readings in agreement with the Byzantine text alone. However, the
presence of both free citations and those identical with the often-identical NA and RP
texts raises the question as to whether previously free citations have been
accommodated to a text like the NA. This is of course possible. Works that have a high
number of free citations and common NA/RP readings, coupled with only NA readings
when NA and RP differ, are the most likely to have been accommodated to a text like
the NA in the earliest stages of Origen’s transmission.

Overall, Origen’s citations of 2 Corinthians have not undergone a major
accommodation to the Byzantine text, which might also suggest that they have not

undergone a major accommodation to a text like NA, but instead are a second or third
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century witness that can be verified as support for the NA reconstruction of the Greek
New Testament in light of the extant manuscripts.

Such a preservation of Origen’s citations is significant considering the possibility
of transmissional changes. However, despite the ability in some places to arrive at the
authorial citations of Origen, the nature of his citations is often undergone morphological

changes to meet his own uses as a citer.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Origen cites Paul's letter to the Galatians the least often out of the three epistles
at hand, (Romans, 2 Corinthians and Galatians). There are a total of 181 citations of
Galatians. There are 16 works and 11 secondary sources that contain these citations.
Out of these, there are only three works that have more than 15 citations (Cels,
Rom.Frag A, and Matt.Com C), which means that it is only a few sources that make up
the predominant trends that are found in Origen’s citations of Galatians.

Out of 181 citations, there are 83 citations (45.86%) where Origen, NA, and RP
are identical. The remaining 94 citations contain units of variation between Origen, NA,

and RP that reveal Origen’s affinity in regard to the New Testament text forms.

4.1 Secondary Sources for Origen’s Citations of Galatians
There are 11 secondary sources for Origen’s citations of Galatians. In these

sources there are 75 citations.

Table 10
Variant Readings of Galatians
in Secondary Sources
Against Both 19 | 45.24%
With NA against, RP 14 | 33.33%
With RP, against NA 9 21.43%
Total 42 100

Citations of Galatians in secondary sources attributed to Origen correspond to
either NA and RP more than half of the time. When Origen’s citations are more likely to
be unique to contain readings that are not represented in the manuscript evidence, his

citations of Galatians stand against his trend.
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If the identical readings are weighted, an overall perspective of citations of
Galatians from secondary sources attributed to Origen can be factored into the variant
citations. If secondary citations of Galatians with variation contain 42 readings in 32
variant citations, the average of 1.31 readings per citation can be applied to the number
of identical citations (43) in order to compare their approximate relationship. The

following table reflects these numbers for the secondary sources:

Table 11
Weighted Readings of Galatians
in Secondary Sources
Identical to NA/RP*® 56 | 57.14%
Against Both 19 | 19.39%
With NA against, RP 14 | 14.29%
With RP, against NA 9 9.18%
Total 98 100%

Secondary sources for Origen’s citations overall reflect a higher tendency to
correspond with the NA text. This likely due to free readings being accommodated to NA

or RP.

4.2 Origen’s Primary Sources as Sources for Citations of Galatians

In Origen’s works, he cites Galatians 106 times. There are 40 citations of
Galatians with no variation, leaving 66 citations to reveal the affinity of Origen’s
citations, or at least, what his citations have become. These variant citations contain 89

readings as seen in the table below:

% The number of “identical readings” was determined by multiplying the number of identical citations (43)
by the average of readings per variant citation (1.31).
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Table 12

Variant Readings of Galatians
in Primary Works
Against Both 55 | 61.80%
With NA against, RP 23 | 25.84%
With RP, against NA 11 12.36%
Total 89 100%

Though there are a significant number of readings that correspond to the NA text
only, there are less than normal levels of readings that are unique, as Origen’s citations
often contain elements that are not shared with other manuscripts. At the same time, the
lower level of unique readings appear to have shifted to Byzantine readings considering
the lower percentages in Romans (5.08%) and 2 Corinthians (7.86%). The identical
citations (40) can be weighted, considering that there are 89 readings in 66 citations of

variation (1.35 readings per citation).

Table 13
Weighted Readings of Galatians
in Primary Works
Identical® 54 |37.76%
Against Both 55 | 38.46%
With NA against, RP 23 | 16.08%
With RP, against NA 11 7.69%
Total 143 | 99.99%

Origen’s citations most often conflict with a shared NA/RP reading. This is
because when Origen cites Galatians (as well as Romans and 2 Corinthians, as seen in
the previous chapters), he takes citational liberty in the presentation. This liberty is

especially noticeable when the same cited verses are compared among his various

% The number of “identical readings” are determined by multiplying the number of identical citations (40)
by the average of readings per variant citation (1.35).
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works. On the other hand, his citations are for the most part in agreement with both NA

and RP, with more agreements with NA alone than RP.

4.3 Verses of Galatians Origen Does Not Cite

From the extant citations of Origen, there are 96 verses in Galatians he does not
cite (1:1-2, 6, 7, 9-14, 17, 18, 20-24; 2:1-8, 11, 13, 15, 17, 18, 21; 3:2, 3, 5-9, 11, 12, 14-
18, 20-23, 26-29; 4:3, 5, 7, 8, 12, 13, 15, 17, 18, 20, 25, 28-31; 5:1, 3, 5-7, 10-13, 18,

21, 24, 26; 6:1-6, 9-13, 15-18).

4.4 Markings and Introductory Material

Origen's citations in Galatians are often marked with an introductory formula or a
marker following the citation. These can be as specific as kal €v Tf] mpog MNaAatag d¢
emoToAf) MadAog... (Galatians 2:2, Cels 2:1:50) or more vague, such as yap, ¢naiv...
(Galatians 5:4, Ps.Exc 17:144:32). However, the specificity of a marker, or simply the
presence of any marker, is not an indication of specificity or intention in regards to
Origen’s citing technique. For example, out of the 52 citations without markers, only 26
are identical. That means that at least half of the identical verses do not have a marker.
Again, as earlier stated in the previous chapters, it should not be expected that any
specific information provided by Origen concerning the citations would make it more
likely to be his biblical text or an indication that he is attempting to cite his exemplars.
Although it is helpful to know that Origen’s markers are not an indication of his citing
consistency, even if a Church Father indicated somehow through a marker or phrase

that he was attempting to cite an exemplar, this should not entail that it reflects the
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current text of any document or edition. If a text has undergone adjustment through
transmission, the likelihood that a copyist is going to keep such markers in the context is
almost certain. This means that any such markers are only important if it can be
established that at Church Father uses such devices consistently (which Origen doesn’t)
and that a Church Fathers citational text can be established as his biblical exemplar.
Consequently, markers of any kind cannot be relied upon to determine the biblical text

of Origen.

4.5 Secondary Sources in Order of their Citational Frequency

Basil.Phil A, 1:4, 1:15, 16; 3:10, 19, 24, 25, 26; 4:21(x2), 22(x2), 23(x2), 24, 26; 5:22, 23
Basil.Phil A has 18 citations of Galatians. There are 11 citations that are identical

to both NA and RP. When there is variation, Basil.Phil A corresponds to NA in three

units, and with RP in three units. There are also four units that disagree with both NA

and RP. Basil.Phil A shows a mixture of affinity as there are an equal number of

readings for both NA and RP alone. Either the sources used for this compilation are

mixed and show accommodation, or the compiled text has undergone accommodation.

Rom.Frag A, 1:15, 16; 2:20; 3:10, 19, 24(x2), 25, 26; 4:21(x2), 22, 23; 5:4(x2); 6:14
Rom.Frag A has 17 citations of Galatians. There are 11 citations that are
identical to NA and RP. When there is variation, Rom.Frag A corresponds to NA in one

unit, and with RP in three. There are three units that disagree with both NA and RP.
There is a citation of Galatians 3:10 that shares both NA reading against RP, and a RP

reading against NA. This is probably due to a later change on the part of the reading
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that agrees with RP. The citations of Galatians in Rom.Frag A are similar to those of
Romans in that they show a high level of accommodation to the Byzantine text (unlike

those of 2 Corinthians).

Ps.Sel, 1:4; 2:9, 20; 4:6, 16; 4:21, 22, 26; 5:19(x2), 22(x2)

Ps.Sel has 11 citations of Galatians. There are five citations that are identical to
both NA and RP. When there is variation, Ps.Sel corresponds to NA in three units, and
with RP in one. There are four units that disagree with both NA and RP. The main
differences between Origen and the NA/RP text occur in lists such as 5:19 and 5:22, but
there are also contextual changes such as nouns that are different (4:6). This difference
is a reflection of Origen’s usage. There is evidence of accommodation, though the high
number of NA-only readings, free citations, and readings in agreement with the NA/RP

show a well-preserved authorial work.

1Cor.Com, 1:4, 2:9, 2:19, 20; 3:13, 4:24; 5:9, 22, 23; 6:14(x2)

1Cor.Com has 11 citations of Galatians. There are six citations that are identical
to NA and RP. When there is variation, 1Cor.Com corresponds to NA in two units, and
one with RP. There are two units that disagree with both NA and RP. There is an
addition of To0Tto oU in for Galatians 5:9 that is unique among Origen’s citations.
Though for the most part, the citation in 7Cor.Com are consistent and identical. There is
evidence of accommodation, though the high number of NA-only readings, free
citations, and readings in agreement with the NA/RP show a well-preserved authorial

work.
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Eph.Com, 1:4; 2:20; 4:4, 14; 5:19(x2), 22

Eph.Com has seven citations of Galatians. There are three citations that are
identical to both NA and RP. When there is variation, Eph.Com corresponds to NA in no
units, and with RP in four. There is one unit that disagrees with both NA and RP. One
unique reading appears in a partial listing of 5:19. Eph.Com shows signs of major

accommodation to the Byzantine text.

Jer.Frag B, 4:19; 5:9(x2), 22

Jer.Frag B has four citations of Galatians. There are two citations that are
identical to both NA and RP. When there is variation, Jer.Frag B corresponds to NA in
one unit, and none with RP. There are three units that disagree with both NA and RP.
There is a verbal change against both NA/RP with a verbal change from wdlvnoavteg
to wdivw (4:19) and a post-positive in 5:9. There is no evidence of accommodation to

the Byzantine text. These probably reflect Origen’s authorial citations.

Luke.Frag, 5:9, 22, 23

Luke.Frag has three citations of Galatians. There are two citations that are
identical to both NA and RP. There are no citations that correspond to either NA or RP
alone. However, there is one citation against both. Luke.Frag shows consistency, which
differences only resulting from interjections, which label the citation as biblical content
(5:9). There is no sign of accommodation to the Byzantine text. There are no readings
that agree only with NA or RP and the source has retained its free citations. This is

probably Origen’s authorial citation text.
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[The remaining sources do not show any accommodation to the Byzantine text and
either agree with both NA/RP or are free citations, which demonstrates they have
preserved their authorial citations].
Ps.Exc, 5:4; 6:7

Ps.Exc has two citations of Galatians. There is one citation that is identical to
both NA and RP. There is one unit that disagrees with both NA and RP.
Deut.Adnot, 3:10

Deut.Adnot has one citation of Galatians. There is one citation that is identical to
both NA and RP.
John.Frag, 4:9

John.Frag has one citation of Galatians. There is one unit that disagrees with
both NA and RP.
Eze.Frag, 5:15

Eze.Frag has one citation of Galatians. There is one citation that is identical to
both NA and RP.

Citations from Origen’s secondary sources are rather consistent with each other.
Only two sources show accommodation to the Byzantine text (Rom.Frag A and
Eph.Com). There are several sources that have only a few citations with no NA or RP
only readings but rather simply a united agreement with NA and RP together. These are
good indications of an authorial citation text. Other works with more substantial citations
show either no accommodation (Jer.Frag B and Luke.Frag), or minimal accommodation

(Ps.Sel and 1Cor.Com) to the Byzantine text. Such works, with free citations, readings
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that agree with both NA and RP, and little or no Byzantine readings, should be

considered Origen’s authorial citational text.

4.6 Origen’s Primary Sources in the Order of their Citational Frequency

Cels, 1:4,1:19, 2:9, 12, 19; 4:4, 10, 11, 21(x2), 22, 24(x2), 23, 26; 5:2, 8, 17(x2), 25;
6:14(x2)

Cels has 22 citations of Galatians. There are 11 citations that are identical to NA
and RP. When there is variation, Cels corresponds to NA in three units, and with RP in
two. There are 10 units that disagree with both NA and RP. In the places where Cels is
different to NA and RP, it is mainly the adjustments to grammar such as €¢§eA6uevog
instead of eEeAntal (Galatians 1:4, Cels 5:32:22), NaUAw instead of époi (Galatians
2:9, Cels 2:1:56), Gvaylvwokovteg for 8éAovTeg eival (Galatians 4:21, Cels 2:3:7,
4:44:25), and éruBupoldoav for erubupuet (Galatians 5:17, Cels 3:28:40). Cels shows

accommodation to the Byzantine text.

Matt.Com C, 2:9, 10, 19, 20; 3:19; 4:1(x2), 2, 22; 4:23, 26; 5:14(x2), 17, 22, 23, 6:14(x2)

Matt.Com C has 18 citations. There are eight citations that are identical to NA
and RP. When there is variation, Matt.Com C corresponds to NA in three units, and with
RP in two. There are five units that disagree with both NA and RP. Typically, when
Matt.Com C is divergent from NA and RP, it is by significant omission or addition
(Galatians 3:19, 4:1, 4:2, 4:23) not substitutions or grammatical changes, which the later
is most common in Origen. Matt.Com C in its citations of Galatians shows

accommodation to the Byzantine text.
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Ps.Frag, 1:3, 4, 8; 3:1; 4:6, 26(x4), 5:22; 6:14

Ps.Frag has 11 citations of Galatians. There are no citations that are identical to
both NA and RP. When there is variation, Ps.Frag corresponds to NA in six units, and
with RP in three. There are ten units that disagree with both NA and RP. Ps.Frag shows
accommodation to the Byzantine text and agrees little in comparison to the NA and RP
text which should suggest caution in using its readings for Origen’s authorial citational

text.

Jer.Hom A, 4:23, 26, 27(x2), 5:17, 19; 5:20; 6:8, 14

Jer.Hom A has nine citations of Galatians. There is one citation that is identical to
both NA and RP. When there is variation, Jer.Hom A corresponds to NA in one unit, and
with RP in two. There are six units that disagree with both NA and RP. Jer.Hom has
some contextual changes in lists (5:19) and omissions of text that do not pertain to his

reasons for citing (6:8). Jer.Hom A demonstrates accommodation to the Byzantine text.

John.Com A, 2:19, 20(x2); 4:2; 5:9; 5:16; 6:7, 6:8

John.Com A has eight citations of Galatians. There are four citations that are
identical to both NA and RP. If Origen’s citations are not identical to NA and RP, they
are against both, which occurs in fives units of variation. The citations that are unique to
NA/RP are all adaptations to context. There is no evidence of accommodation to the
Byzantine text and free citations are retained. John.Com A is a good primary source for

finding Origen’s authorial citational text.
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Jer.Hom B, 1:4; 3:4, 3:19; 4:4, 9, 16(x2); 6:7, 14

Jer.Hom B has seven citations of Galatians. There are four citations that are
identical to both NA and RP. When there is variation, Jer.Hom B corresponds to NA in
two units, and to RP in none. There are two units that disagree with both NA and RP.
Jer.Hom B shows no accommodation to the Byzantine text and is a good indication of

Origen’s authorial citation text.

John.Com B, 2:9, 2:14, 2:19, 2:20; 4:9; 6:14(x2)

John.Com B has seven citations of Galatians. There is one citation that is
identical to both NA and RP. When there is variation, John.Com B corresponds to NA in
five units, and to none in RP. There are five units that disagree with both NA and RP.
John.Com B is consistent and retains its early readings. There is no evidence of
accommodation to the Byzantine text and free citations are retained. This is a good

source for Origen’s authorial citational text.

Euches, 1:4;4:1,2,6, 10; 6:8

Euches has six citations of Galatians. There are two citations that are identical to
both NA and RP. When there is variation, Euches corresponds to NA in one unit, and
with one in RP. There are four units that disagree with both NA and RP. The few
differences in Euches involve substitution of nouns (tT@v pakapiwv for Huav, 4:6) and
intermittent omissions in (4:10, 6:8). There are some signs of accommodation to the

Byzantine text.
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Princ, 4:21, 22, 23, 24, 26

Princ has five citations of Galatians. There are three citations that are identical to
both NA and RP. When there is variation, Princ corresponds to NA in one unit, and one
with RP. There is one unit that disagrees with both NA and RP. The only difference with
the NA/RP reading is a post-positive (4:26). There are some signs of accommodation to

the Byzantine text.

Matt.Com B, 1:19; 3:13; 4:24, 26

Matt.Com B has four citations of Galatians. There are three citations that are
identical to both NA and RP. When there is variation, Matt. Com B corresponds to NA in
one unit, and none with RP. These citations are a good representation of an early

second century text. There is no evidence of accommodation to the Byzantine text.

Rom.Frag C, 3:13; 5:2; 6:14

Rom.Frag C has three citations of Galatians. There is one citation that are
identical to both NA and RP. Origen does not correspond with NA or RP alone against
the other. There are three units that disagree with both NA and RP. There are two
simple omissions in 3:13 and 6:14. There is no evidence of accommodation to the
Byzantine text.

[The following sources demonstrate no evidence of accommodation to the Byzantine
text]
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Pass, 2:20; 6:14
Pass has two citations of Galatians. There is one citation that is identical to both
NA and RP. When there is variation, Pass corresponds to NA in one unit, and none with

RP. There is no evidence of accommodation to the Byzantine text.

Cant.Sch, 3:13

Cant.Sch has one citation of Galatians. There is one unit that disagrees with both
NA and RP.
Luke.Hom, 5:23

Luke.Hom has one citation of Galatians. There is one unit that disagrees with

both NA and RP.

Mart, 2:20
Mart has one citation of Galatians. There are two units that disagree with both NA
and RP.

Matt.Com A, 2:19

Matt.Com A has one citation of Galatians. There is one citation that is identical to
both NA and RP.

The differences between these primary sources in their presentation of Origen’s
citations are varied. Several works (Cels, Matt.Com C, Ps.Frag, and Princ) show
evidence that their citations have been changed to the Byzantine text. On the other
hand, other works (John.Com A, John.Com B, Jer.Hom B, Matt.Com B, and Rom.Frag

C) show no accommodation to the Byzantine text, are consistently in agreement with

NA-only readings, and preserve free citations. The preservation of free citations mixed
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with correspondence with the text of NA indicates that Origen’s authorial citation text
has been maintained.

In summary, Origen’s citations of Galatians are relatively inconsistent in
comparison to the NA text. This suggests that Origen’s citations of Galatians have
undergone more accommodation to the Byzantine text than other epistles such as 2
Corinthians. However, there are some sources that are likely to preserve his authorial

citation text.

4.7 Textual Commentary on Origen’s Citations of Galatians

Galatians 1:1-2
No citations

Galatians 1:3

XApPLG UMIV Kal giprivn aro * 800 Matpog NU®V Kal kupiou 'Incol Xplotod

*omit NA RP ] to0 Or(a)
NU®V Kal kupiou Or(a) NA 01 02 025 044 6. 33. 81. 326. 365. 1241. 2464. ] kal
Kupiou nu@v RP P46 P51(vid) 03 06 010 012 015 018 020 69. 104. 630. 1175. 1505.
1739. 1881. 1908., kal kupiou 0278

This verse is only attested in Ps.Frag, where a two-verse citation (1:3-4) is
explicitly introduced as coming from the Epistle to the Galatians. Here, Origen adds to0
before 800, disagreeing with NA/RP. This unit is not in the critical apparatus of NA
Tisch, Treg, or VS. The next unit of variation involves a transposition of fyu@v. Origen
corresponds to the NA reading (before). The Byzantine reading of kai kupiou nu®v has

a claim to be very early, attested by P46, P51, and 03. The NA reading is the normal

form of Paul's greetings (cf Rom 1:7, 1 Co 1:3, 2 Co 1:2, Eph 1:2, Phil 1:2, Phim 3).%’

7 Ernest de Witt Burton, “A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistles to the Galatians,” The
International Critical Commentary, Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark: 1964, 11.
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This difference might have come about later when after issues of Jesus' divinity were
more established. If nudv follows Kupiou, translation options increase, leaving
ambiguity whether the phrase is an apposition to "God" or independent. If Hu®dv comes
immediately after matpog it emphasizes a distinction between nmatpo6g and kupiou
("from God our Father, and Lord Jesus Christ"). The two Origenian-related minuscules
1739 and 1881 side with the RP against his citation.

Galatians 1:4

ToU OOVTOG £QUTOV UTIEP TAOV APAPTIOV NUAV, OTwe €EEANTAL NUAG €K TOO al®dvog

ToU éveoT®TOG TIOVNPOoU KaTtd 10 BEANUA 100 600 Kal MaTtpog NUAV

100 66vTog NA RP ] T® d6vTL Or(b)
umep Or(a) NA P51 01(2) 03 015 0278. 6. 33. 81. 326. 365. 630. 1175. 1505. 2464 ]
nepi Or(b) RP P46 01 02 06 010 012 018 020 025 044 69. 104. 1739. 1881. 1908.
apapTi®v Or(a) NA RP ] apaptwAwv Or(b).
e€eAntal Or(bcdeh) NA RP ] €€gAopuevog Or(gi)
€K Or(bcdef) NA RP ] ano Or(gi) 015 (142). 330. 1912.
aidvog 100 Or(bcdef) NA P46 P51 01 02 03 6. 33. 81. 326. 630. 1241. 1739. 1881. ]
€veoT®TOog aidvog RP 01c 06 010 012 015 018 020 025 044 0278. 69. 104. 365.
1175. 1505. 1908. 2464.

The dative use of the article and verb in Or(b) is not in the critical apparatus of
NA, Tisch, Treg, or Von Soden [VS]. It appears that it was required by the context of this
verse. This is a good example of Origen's adjustment of biblical content for his
arguments as opposed an expectation that he would reproduce readings as found in
exemplars. Origen often uses mepl against UT€p. Or(a) reads umEp in correspondence
to NA, while Or(b) reads mepi. This variant is found in the apparatus of NA Tisch Treg
and VS. nepl TV apapti®v appears in the LXX (8x) and reflects a Johannine usage.

UTEP TOV apapTI@V is strictly Pauline appearing twice in his corpus, once in LXX.

Origen contains both readings but significantly uses nepi T@v apapTi®v more
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frequently (15x) instead of UTep TOV auapTi®V (2X). It appears mepl is the earlier
reading yet Uriép reflects Pauline usage as would be expected here in Galatians.*®
Origen's reading of uniep probably reflects a later change, not what he would have cited
as in Or(b). Likewise, Or(b) and its reading of kal eE€AnTal is a result of parablepsis as
it appears earlier in the verse. If not accidental, then it is probably a clarification of or
emphasis on the verbal action. Or(d) has an introductory marker which reads kat €v 1
pog MaAdtag. Or(e) also reads kal 6 AIOOTOAOG PNnaoiv.

Or(gi) and the reading of aro does not correspond to either NA or RP (both read
€K). This unit of variation is not in the apparatus of NA, but is in Tisch, Treg, and VS.
Out of the 8 citations of Origen where this unit is present, these two are the only places
where armo is used which means the other 6 places were either changed or these two
minority readings are not initially Origen's wording. What is particularly interesting is the
unanimous support of Origen for ai®@vog 100 €éveot®Tt0g. However, when Origen is
referring to “this evil age” outside the context of Galatians 1:4, Origen uses €veoT®TOQ
aidvog. For him to use this phrase only when he cites Galatians 1:4, yet uses the more
compact first attributive position when citing elsewhere, could show Origen was
conscious of an accurate text which is differentiated from his other commentary. These
citations are probably Origen's authorial citational text. Despite the agreement with RP

against NA, Origen probably cited repi.

% Burton, “Critical and Exegetical Commentary”, 13 states “Intrinsic probability is in favour of unép, for
though Paul uses both prepositions with both meanings, “concerning” and “on behalf of’, he employs mepl
much more commonly in the former sense and UTép in the latter.
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Galatians 1:5

This passage cannot be represented as a unique reading of Galatians as there are
overlapping instances in Matthew 6:13, 2 Timothy 4:18, 1 Peter 4:11, and Revelation
7:12.

Galatians 1:6-7

No citations

Galatians 1:8

AAAa kai €av nueig i dyyeAog €€ oupavold evayyeAidntal UMiv ap’ O

eunyyeAloaueba Upuly, dvdBeua E0Tw.

evayyeAidntat NA RP 020 6. 33. 69. 945. 010 012 044 ] evayyeAiontat Or(a) 01 02
010012 81. 104. 326. 1241., euayyeAi¢eTalr 018 025 0278. 365. 614. 1505. 1881.
1908. 2464.

AAAa kai €av fueic 1 NA RP ] upiv evayyeAidntat P51 03 015 630. 1175. 1739., (va
kav Or(a) ]

Or(a) is marked with 1) 81da&n nuag rap’ 6 6 MadAog £dida&ev. There are no
variants in this verse in the critical editions. Origen however differs from both NA and
RP at the beginning of the reading. There is an omission of fuglg 1. The presence of
the reading in Origen can be explained as an adjustment to context. He does not use
the full verse in his citation. He cites text, breaks away, and then resumes the citation at
avdabepa €otw. The difference at the beginning, with the disjointed use of the
remaining text shows that Origen accommodates biblical content to his context. This
reading is not in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, Treg, or VS. The citation is probably
Origen's authorial citational text given its uniqueness, though it is probably not a reading
of his exemplar.

Galatians 1:9-14
No citations
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Galatians 1:15-16
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Galatians 1:17-18
No citations

Galatians 1:19
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Galatians 1:20-24
No citations

Galatians 2:1-8
No citations

Galatians 2:9

Kal yvovteg TV Xaptv myv dobelodyv pol, lakwpBog kal Knpag kai lwdavvng, ol
dokolvTeg ot0Aol gival, deklag £dwkav éuol kal BapvaBa kowvwviag, iva nuetg
elc Ta £€0vn, auTol d¢ eig TV MepLTOUNV-

epoi Or(cde) NA RP ] MauAw Or(b)

*omit NA 01 03010 012 015 018 020 025 ] pév RP 01c 02 04 06 08 5. 6. 43. 88. 104.
206. 263. 296. 330. 378. 390. 440. 467. 459. 547. 625. 642. 921. 1149. 1245. 1315.
1425. 1611. 1739.

d¢ Or(cde) NA RP] omit Or(b)

Or(b) is intermittent, omitting (va Nueig pev ig Ta €6vn and &€, as well as
substituting the reading of epol for MatAw. These differences reveal Or(b) to be
affected by accommodation to Origen's text. The critical apparatus of both NA and VS
do not present any variants in these locations. The first two are in Tisch and Treg but

Origen's reading is not present. However, the citation is marked with kal €v Tf} mpog

Falatag 6¢ emuotoAf MadAog and is in the vicinity of other Galatians citations.
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The unit of variation (uév/omit) is in a place where the NA and RP text do not
correspond to one another. All of Origen's readings omit uév and Or(bcde) are all
abbreviated in relation to the full verse. Origen's citations correspond to the RP Text.
Though this variant is not in the NA apparatus, it is in Tisch, Treg, and VS. However, VS
does not list any witnesses for Origen's reading. The diversity of works and the level of
consistency among them indicates this is probably Origen's authorial citational text and
that the omission of pév is Origen's reading.

Galatians 2:10
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Galatians 2:11
No citations

Galatians 2:12
PO 100 Yap €ABelv Tivag Amo lak®Bou PETA TAOV €BVAV ouvioblev: 0Te dE NABoV,
UmiEéoTteAAev Kal adwpllev €auToOV PoBoUNEVOG TOUG EK TIEPLITOMNAG.

Or(a) shows several grammatical adaptations which allow Origen to use biblical

content and also maintain the structure of his own writings.

Galatians 2:13
No citations
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Galatians 2:14

ANN’ OTe €idov &TL oUK 6pBoTodoloty POC TNV AAfBelav To0 suayyeAiou, elrov
T® Kndd EpnpogBev mavtdv: el ou ‘loudaloq UMapxwv €BVIKDOG Kal ouxl
loudaik®qg g, MG Ta £€8vn avaykalelg ioudailely;

kai ouxi loudaik®g ¢fig NA 01 02 03 04 015 025 044 0278. 6. 8. 33. 69. 104. 365.
1175. 1241. ] kal oUK ‘loudaik®g ¢\ Or(a) 010 012 630. 1739. 1908., ¢fig kal oUkK
loudaik®g RP 06c 020, ¢fig P46 1881., {fig kai ouxi loudaik®g 06 018 020 326.
1505. 2464.

g Or(a) NA P46 01 02 03 04 06 010 012 015 025 044 0278. 6. 33. 69. 81. 104. 218.
330. 365. 436. 623. 630. 808. 922. 1175. 1241. 1243. 1319. 1739. 1835. 1838. 1881.
1912. 2127. 2464. ] Tt RP 018 020 1505. 1908.

Or(a) corresponds to NA, not RP, in both units of variation. This variant is in the
apparatus of NA Tisch, Treg, and VS. The best witnesses favor kal ouxl loudaik®g
CAg. There seems to be a case of mixture in that, regardless of the transposition, there
is the difference of oUxi vs oUk. Origen retains the word order of the NA text yet has the
negative particle of the Byzantine text. Regardless, the strong manuscript evidence
overrules internal issues of verb location. Origen's reading corresponds to NA (n®g), not
RP (t1). This unit of variation is in the apparatus of NA, Tisch, Treg, and VS. Similar to
the previous variant in this verse, the external evidence strongly supports the reading of
Origen.

Galatians 2:15
No citations
Galatians 2:16

This citation is more than likely from Romans 3:20, considering the source is Rom.Frag
D 3:20:1 (cf. Chapter 2).%°

Galatians 2:17-18
No citations

% cf. Page 81.
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Galatians 2:19
£YW yap d1a vopou vouw anebavoyv, iva Be® (now. XploT® cuveotalpwpal:

;;J-\-/;;;c-x-l’;;;;;l“&)r(adef) NA RP ] ouveotaupwTat Or(b)

The differences in Or(b), which is in the third person singular as opposed to
Paul's first-person singular, is the result of accommodation to his own text. Other than
this, Origen, NA, and RP are identical.
Galatians 2:20
(® O OUKETL EYW, ¢ O v Epol Xplotog: 0 de vOv {® ev oapki, v rioTtel {® TH

ToU0 uio0 100 6€00 100 dyarmoavTtog pe kKal mapadodovTog EauTov UTEP €UoD.

® o€ oUKETL Or(befghi) NA RP ] oukéTt (@ Or(a), ® oUkETL Or(cd), {d yap, ¢noiv
oUKeTL Or()).
o¢ év epol Or(abdefghij) NA ] €v fuiv Or(c).

The first variant is an omission of the post-positive d¢ at the beginning of the
verse. This reading does not correspond to NA or RP and is not found in the apparatus
of NA, Tisch, Treg, or VS. The next two units of variation are just like it. Here, there is an
omission of oUkETL before €yw in Or(a). The third is another omission of 3¢ in Or(c).
This is another reading that does not correspond to NA or RP and is not present in the
apparatus of NA, Tisch, Treg, or VS. This is an example of Origen's tendency to
paraphrase the biblical text. The omitted yap is needed in Paul's argumentation for his
letter, yet only the verse was deemed useful in this particular place in Origen's
argumentation. Other than these differences, which are still probably Origen's authorial
citational texts, Origen is rather consistent and also in agreement with both NA and RP.
Galatians 2:21

No citations
Galatians 3:1
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"Q avéntot Faldral, Tic Upag ¢Baockavey *, olc Kat’ 6¢pBaApouc Incodc Xplotog
npoeypadn ** €0TAUPWHUEVOG;

*omit NA 01 02 03 06 010 012 6. 33. 81. 630. 1739. ] ev Or(a) ] T aAfBela pn
neibecBal RP 04 06¢ 08 018 020 025 044 0278. 33c. 69. 104. 365. 1175. 1241. 1505.
1881. 1908. 2464.,

**omit 01 02 03 04 025 044 0278. 33. 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1739. 1881.] év
NUiv 06 010 012 018 020 33. 1505. 2464.

Or(a) is the only instance of Galatians 3:1 in Origen's works. It is an isolated
citation, however it is marked with kai FaAataig d€ MadAog énetipa. It does not
correspond to NA or RP. This unit of variation is found in Tisch Treg and VS but
Origen's reading is not listed. The nature of the variant is the presence or absence of Tfj
aAnBela pn neibeoBal. RP contains the longer reading that is not in NA, and Origen
reads €v.

Origen’s reading of €v in favor of RP against NA is probably a later adjustment as
in the case with GA33. Also, Or(a) consists primarily of late documents (Migne) where
later readings are to be expected.

Galatians 3:2-3
No citations

Galatians 3:4
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Galatians 3:5-9
No citations

Galatians 3:10

“O0ol Yap €€ Epywv vopou eioiv, UTIO Katdpayv eioiv: yéyparmral yap OTl
ETLKATAPATOG TIAG 0G OUK EMMEVEL * TIACLY TOIG YEYPAUMEVOLG €V T® BLBAiw TOD
vouou 100 mowjoat auTa.
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0Tt NA 01 02 03 04 06 08 010 012 025 6. 33. 436. 441. 442. 463. 618. 1944. ] omit
Or(bc) RP 018 020 69. 1908.

*omit Or(bc) NA P46 01 03 044 0278. 6. 17. 31. 33. 73. 81. 104. 116. 118. 365. 424.
441. 442. 462. 463. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1739. 1881. 2464. ] ¢v Or(d) RP 01c 02 04
06 08 010 012 018 020 025 1908.

This verse is a LXX reading of Deuteronomy 26:27 and cannot be distinguished
from Galatians 3:10. Both readings are against RP. This variant is located in the
apparatus of Tisch and Treg. The variant is in VS but this edition does not list withesses
for Origen's reading.

Galatians 3:11-12
No citations

Galatians 3:13
XploTog * NUGG €Enyopacev €k THG KATdpag To0 VOUOU YEVOUEVOG UTEEP DV
Katapa, 0Tl YEyparal £rmKkatdpaTtog ndg 0 Kpepapevog er EUAouU

omit NA RP ] yap Or(a)

nuag €€nyopaocsv NA RP Or(ab) | €éEnyopaoev nuag Or(d)
€K Or(ab) NA RP ] ano6 Or(c)

100 vopou Or(acd) NA RP ] omit Or(b)

Or(d) transposes nuag and the verb. Similarly, the reading of ano in Or(c) is at
the start of the citation. This difference is due to accommodation to Origen's literary
context. Neither unit of variation is in the apparatus of NA, Tisch, Treg, or VS. The
former unit of variation is marked with kal MadAog and in the proximity of other biblical
citations.

Or(c) omits To0 vopou. Here, NA and RP agree, but do not correspond to

Origen's reading. The variant is not in the apparatus of NA, Tisch, Treg, or VS. Origen's
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authorial citational text is probably present in all the readings, especially in Or(bcd)

which show his contextual changes.

Galatians 3:14-18
No citations

Galatians 3:19

Ti o0V 6 vouog; TV MapaBacewv Xapv mpdgeTédn, dxplg ol EABN TO OTEPHA ®
ermyyeATal, diatayeig dU” ayyEAwv v xelpl peaitod.

vOuOogG; TV TapaBdaoewv Xaptv pogetén NA RP 01 02 03 04 06¢ 018 020 025 044
0176. 0278. 33. 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1739. 1881. ] vOu0OGg; TOV
napaBdoswv xapiv €1€0m Or(b) 2464., vouog; TOV Tapadocewv XAplv €T€ON 06,
VOUOG TOV Tpagewv; €T€0M 010 012, vOuog TOV Tpa&ewv P46, vOUOog yap T@V
napaBdoswv xapiv €t€6m Or(d)

Or(d) shows the explanatory nature of using citations for argumentations (yap).
Origen is often different from both NA and RP (¢1£6n). Other than these differences

there is no variance between the Origen, NA, and RP.

Galatians 3:20-23
No citations

Galatians 3:24-26
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Galatians 4:1

Neyw B€, €9’ OO0V XpPOVOV O KANPOVOUOG * VATIOG €0TLV, 0UBEV dlapEpel doUAou
KUPLOG TIAVTOV OV

kAnpovouog Or(ab) NA RP ] kAnpovéuov Or(c)

*omit Or(a) NA RP ] n Or(b), mapad tov xpovov Or(c)

oudév Or(a) NA RP ] undév Or(b)

dlapépet Or(a) NA RP ] diadépwv Or(b)
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Or(bc) both show signs of contextual adjustment. Or(b) adds the article, while
Or(c) adds an explanatory clause. Or(b) continues with another change from oUd¢v to
puNndev. Where extant Or(a) corresponds to the shared reading of NA and RP.
Galatians 4:2
AAN’ UTIO ETUTPOTIOUG 0TIV Kal oikovououg Axpl TAG nMpoBeouiag 1ol nMatpog
SOTlVOI’(b)NARP ] Tuyxavouot Or(a), omit Or(c)

Or(b) is identical to NA and RP. Or(a) is only partially cited and it shows
adjustment to the context in the form of a verb change. Or(c) is a rather short citation
and lacks the verb. Euches reflects the shared reading of NA and RP for the last two
verses.

Galatians 4:3
No citations

Galatians 4:4
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Galatians 4:5
No citations

Galatians 4:6
“OTL O€ €0Te ulol, eEaméoTellev 6 Beog TO velpa 100 ulod auTol €ig Tag Kapdiag
nu®V kpdlov- aBfa o mamp

nuov NA, T@v ayiwv Or(b), T@v pakapiwyv Or(a), updv RP
KpdZov Or(a) NA RP ] kpdZetv Or(b)a
NA reads nudv, RP reads Uu®v and Origen reads kapdialg T®v pakapiwy in

Or(a). It is an independent citation, outside of any Galatians citation chains. This variant
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is found in the apparatus of NA, Tisch, Treg, but Origen is not mentioned. It is not found
in VS. Based on the context, it seems that Origen is not intending to cite a specific
reading but is instead drawing on the theme also found in Mark 14:36 and Rom 8:15.
This inclusive language could be in response to the variant reading up@v in contrast to
the second person verb £ote.'® Or(b) is marked & AnéoTolog appearing in a series of
individual biblical citations, but no other Galatians text is cited. This is probably a
singular reading, which mixes characteristics of biblical text and Origen's commentary.

Galatians 4:7-8
No citations

Galatians 4:9

vOv B¢ yvovTteg Bedv, pdAAov o¢ yvg)oeéVqu UTo Be00, TOC ETOTPEDETE TIAALY
eril Ta aoBevij Kal mrwyxa otolxeia olg MAAlv AvwBev doulelelv BEAETE;
8200 NA RP ] 100 8200 Or(b) ] autod Or(a)

In John.Frag, the citation is unmarked and is in proximity to other biblical
citations, none of which are from Galatians. The nature of the variant is a lexical
difference. The text of NA and RP read 600, as Or(a) reads auto0. Even in Origen's
text, the genitive is a reference to the previously mentioned "God". The variant is not in
NA, Treg, or VS apparatus. The unit is present in Tisch but Origen's reading is not
present.

Galatians 4:10

There are no units of variation between Origen, NA, and RP other than the additional
articles in Or(b)

% F_F. Bruce, The Epistle to the Galatians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, The New International
Greek Testament Commentary, Exeter: The Paternoster Press: 1982, 198.
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Galatians 4:11
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Galatians 4:12-13
No citations

Galatians 4:14
Kal TOV Tielpaocpov UV eV TR oapki pou ouk e§ouBevnoate oude egemrloare,
AAN’ wg dyyeAov B0l €0€E00BE e, WG XploTov 'Incolv

Up@v NA 01 02 03 04 06 010 012 6. 33. ] upnv TOV Or(a) 04 6. 69. 1739. 1881., pou
TOv RP 04 06c 08 018 020 025 044 365. 630. 1175. 1505. 1908., pou P46, T6v 0278.
81. 104. 326. 1241. 2464.

Origen's reading corresponds with NA, not RP. This variant is found in the critical
apparatus of NA, Tisch, Treg, and VS. The external evidence is split between Uu®v and
pHou. The primary issue is the possessive pronoun indicating the “test” belongs to Paul
or the Galatians congregation. The external evidence for up@v is strong: majuscules 01
02 03 04, the Latin bilinguals, and minuscules 1739 and 1881. Though the support for
pou is mainly Byzantine documents, P46 does support the reading.

An internal assessment of the various readings is somewhat challenging. The
intrinsic probabilities seem to have a stronger influence on how multiple variants arose.
First, the main issue concerns the “test, in my flesh” Paul refers to, but also the
presence of the qualifying article. Tov is an apposition joining the two clauses. The
addition of the article is simply to clarify: the “test” which is “in my flesh”. The article is
primarily found in the longer, explanatory Byzantine readings. Conversely, the lexical

issue of Uup@v/pou is possession. The following verb concerns the Galatians reaction to

the “test,” but it is unclear whether the “test in my flesh” was indeed Paul's, or the
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Galatians’ “test” which had an impact on Paul. The adjective “my” that follows the
variant could grammatically govern “test” which would make the pou variant redundant.
Though pou is found in P46, it seems that it is grammatically redundant and the
clarifying nature of the article in the other readings seems like a later development.
There is very strong external evidence and a high intrinsic possibility that Paul is
referring to the Galatians’ “test” via his own illness, but it is unclear (cf. Luke 22:28 for
example of objective genitive Up@v after melpacuodv).

Galatians 4:15
No citations

Galatians 4:16
WOoTE €XOPOG UNDV YEyova AANBeUwV UMY,

U@V Or(b) NA RP ] ydp Or(a), upiv Or(c)
véyova Or(bc) NA RP ] yéyove Or(a)

omit Or(bc) NA RP ] 1oig akoUoualtv Or(a)
UMiv Or(bc) NA RP ] autoig Or(a)

The first variant is a matter of Origen using the post-positive to begin his
statement, which often shows adjustment. The biblical text addresses the hearer in the
second person as Origen is referring to a third. The second variant is a result of the first
variant. By removing the first person verb of Paul with the change to third person,
Origen needs a qualifier for his sentence to make sense. This is not a conflation or
expansion but rather the result of integrating biblical content into his writing. Again, the
third variant is a change from "to you" to "to them." These variants are not in the

apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. However, VS has Origen's reading Uu®v in the second

variant, but this appears to be an error. Nor are there any disagreements between NA
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and RP in this verse. This is a good example of how Origen freely uses scripture, and
makes adjustments according to context, which often requires further adaptation later
on in the verse. This is probably Origen's authorial citational text.

Galatians 4:17-18
No citations

Galatians 4:19
TéKVA Hou, 0Ug TAAY adive PéXPLG oU HopdwBTi XpLoTog €v Upiv-

wdivnoavteg Or(a) ] wdivw NA RP
MEXPLG Or(a) NA 01 03 69. 116. ] dxpt RP 01c 02 04 06 08 010 012 018 020 025
omit Or(a) ] o0 NA RP
avuToig Or(a) ] univ NA RP

Or(a) reading corresponds with NA, not RP. The variant unit is found in the
apparatus of NA, Tisch, Treg, and VS. Origen's reading is not in the VS apparatus.
"Axpt is found only once in the letter to the Galatians (cf 3:19). uéxplg has one
occurrence in Galatians. Or(a) shows a lot of adjustment with changes in verb, negative
and pronouns. This is probably Origen’s authorial citational text as it does not reflect
Paul's style.

Galatians 4:20
No citations

Galatians 4:21
NEYETE oL, ol UTIO vOpoVv BEAovTeG gival, TOV VOUOV OUK AKOUETE;

BéMovteg eival Or(abede) NA RP | avayiwvwokovteg Or(fgh)
akoUeTte Or(abc) NA RP ] dvayivwokete Or(d) 06 010 012 104. 436. 642. 1175. 1838.
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Or(d) has introductory material including MadAog nemoinkev ev Tfj TPOQ
FaAdatag emuotoAr ypadwyv. This citation starts a two-verse chain of Galatians. Origen
uses the verb avaylwvwokete whereas the reading of NA and RP is dkoueTte. This
variant is in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch, Treg, and VS. Out of the 8 citations of
Origen for this verse, this is his only reading for dvaywvwokete. Or(f) is the beginning of
a two-verse chain of Galatians. There is an introductory marker ev Tfj pog MaAdartag
ddaokn. When compared to the readings found in NA and RP there are two differences.
In the first unit of variation Origen reads tov instead of uto. In the second, Origen reads
avaylvookovTeg instead of B6AovTeg gival. There are readings in the apparatus of
Tisch Treg and VS for these units. Or(g) is the first of a three-verse citation chain of
Galatians.

Galatians 4:22

véypartral yap ott ABpadp dUo uioug Eoxev, €va €K ¢ Taldiokng Kal Eva €k TAG
E€ANeuBépag.

0Tl Or(abcdfgh) NA RP ] omit Or(e)
Or(e) is an abbreviated form of the verse and shows stylistic changes to Origen's

text.

Galatians 4:23

AAN’ 6 pev ek TG Taldiokng Kata odpka yeyévvntal, 60 ¢ €k g EAeuBépag dL’ *
enayyeAiag.

pév Or(abecdeg) NA RP 01 02 03 04 06 010 012 018 020 025 044 062. 0278. 33. 81.
104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1739. 1881. 2464. ] omit Or(f) P46 03

oU NA P46 01 02 04 044 33. 81. 104. 1241. 2464. ] Tig Or(abcdefg) RP 03 06 E 010
012 018 020 025 062. 0278. 365. 630. 1175. 1505. 1739. 1881., kat 323. 945.
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Or(f) is intermittent regarding its presentation of the verse. The only difference
between NA and RP is the genitive article at the end which all of Origen's citations have
present. Other than Or(c) there is no variance between all of Origen's citations and NA,
which makes this verse very consistent in Origen's works.

Galatians 4:24
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Galatians 4:25
No citations

Galatians 4:26
N o€ Avw 'lepoucainpu eAeuBEpa eotiv, NTIG £0TIV PATAP * NUOV:

o€ Or(bdgjkl) NA RP ] omit Or(cehi)

*omit Or(abcdeghil) NA P46 01 03 04 06 08 010 012 044 5. 6. 17. 33. 67. 177. 178.
1241. 1505. 1739. 1881. 2464. ] mavt®v Or(j) RP 01c 02 04c 018 020 025 0261. 0278.
69. 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1908.

Or(abcdefghik) omit the word mavt®v in agreement with NA against RP.
Or(cdfgi) have introductory markers containing either the church of Galatia, Paul or "the
apostle". Or(a) has a post-positive marker ¢noiv. This unit of variation is in the
apparatus of NA, Tisch, Treg, and VS. Both readings have strong witnesses. The
reading in Or(j) is probably a reflection of a later change, though the earlier reading is in
this work earlier Or(i). The various omissions of d¢ at the beginning reflect adjustment to
Origen's text. These are probably Origen's authorial citational texts other than Or(j).
Galatians 4:27
véypartral yap: eUdpavonTti, otelpa ) ov Tiktoloq, prigov kal Bénoov, 1 oUK

wdivouoa: OTL TIOAAA TA TEKVA TAG €pNHou JAAAOV I} THAG €xouong Tov Avdpa.
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omit Or(b) NA RP ] ydp Or(a)
The addition of yap in Or(a) reflects Origen's explanatory use of biblical content,
but only the parts of the verse he needs.

Galatians 4:28-31
No citations

Galatians 5:1
No citations

Galatians 5:2
"16e eyw MadAog Aéyw UiV OTL €av MepiTéUVNoBe, XploTOg UGS oUdEV
wpeANoEL.
UMAG oudév Or(b) NA RP ] oudev uudg Or(a)

NA and RP read Upag oudév whereas Origen reads oudev updg. There are no
markers for this citation and no chains or other Galatians text is related to it. The unit of
variation is not in the apparatus of NA, Tisch, Treg, or VS.

Galatians 5:3
No citations

Galatians 5:4
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Galatians 5:5-7
No citations

Galatians 5:8
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.
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Galatians 5:9
MIKPA CUPN 6Aov TO dpupaua * Zupol.

*omit Or(abcd) NA RP ] toUTto ou Or(e)
Origen's citations of 5:9 are very consistent, other than Or(e) which adds to0To

ou. This appears to be an addition by Origen for clarity.

Galatians 5:10-13
No citations

Galatians 5:14
0 Yap mag vOopog v evi AOyw TEMANpwTAL, £V TQ) AYArMOeLG TOV MANGIOV 00U WG
oeauToV.

nermnpwkéval Or(a) ] mem\npwtat NA P46 01 02 03 04 062 0254. 0278. 6. 69. 33. 81.
104. 326. 1175. 1241. 1739., mAnpouTtal RP 06 010 012 018 020 025 044 0122. 630.
1505. 1881. 1908. 2464.

ev T® NA RP ] v Or(ab)

oeautov NA 01 02 03 04 06 018 6. ] eautov Or(ab) RP 010 012 020 025 69. 1908.

Or(a), NA and RP all have different readings for mAnp6w. Or(a) has adjusted this
citation to his own context grammatically. NA has the strongest external support for
nem\npwtal against RP. The use of the accusative article is another example of
Origen's accommodation to his commentary text.

Galatians 5:15
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Galatians 5:16
Aéyw B¢, TveUuaTL TeEPIMATETTE Kal EruOupiav capKoOg ou i) TEAEONTE.

nepinateite NA RP | nepinatelv Or(a)
oU NA RP ] omit Or(a)
teAéonte NA RP ] éruteAely Or(a)
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The three units of variation in Or(a) are not listed in the apparatus of NA. Though
the elements of 5:16 are present, it is clearly an adjustment to his commentary. This is
most likely Origen's authorial citational text.

Galatians 5:17
N yap odp€ érmmbupuel kata to0 nvelpaTog, 10 3¢ nvela Kata TR oapkog, Talta

yap aAAnAolg avtikeltat, iva pn a €av 8éAnte talta MOLRTE.

Yap NA RP ] iév Or(c), omit Or(ab)
omit Or(bc) NA RP ] oud€ Or(a)
d¢ Or(bc) NA RP ] omit Or(a)

The beginning of Origen's citations often reveal contextual adjustments and this
verse is no different with the various omissions and additions of the post-positives
Or(abc). Or(d) begins the citation with a verbal change which is typically the other way
in which Origen starts citations if there is not post-positive marker. Or(a) replaces the ¢
of the verse and makes up for the loss with the addition of oud€. Other than that, Origen
is rather consistent.

Galatians 5:18
No citations

Galatians 5:19
davepd O€ £€0TLV TA €pya TAC 0apKOg, ATIva £€0TLV Topveia, dkabBapoia, acéAyelq,

Or(b) shows some affinity to RP against NA with poixeia, though Or(cde) do not.
All of these citations show several elements of adjustment to context. This is probably

due to the nature of Origen's commentaries and homilies. These citations more than

likely represent Origen's citational text given their unique features. The first half of the
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verse is very consistent though lists are often places of high disagreement among the

various texts.

Galatians 5:20
eldwAoAatpia, * papuakeia, €xOpal, €pig, TiAog, Bupoi, €plBeial, dixooTaoial,
alpeoelg,

eidwAoAatpia Or(a) NA ] eidwAoAdtpela RP
*omit NA RP ] ou Or(a)

Or(a) corresponds with NA verbally. However, Or(a) is different to both NA and
RP with ou before ¢pappakeia.
Galatians 5:21
No citations
Galatians 5:22
0 0¢ Kapmog Tod MveupaTog €0TLV Ayarm xapa eipnvn, pakpoBupia xpnotoTrig

ayadwaoulvn, TioTIg

omit Or(acdfg) NA RP ] yap Or(e)

gotiv ayarm NA RP Or(acde) ] €otiv Or(fg), kal 1) Or(b)

ayarm xapa eipnvn Or(acde) NA RP ] kal n xapa kai eiprivn kai r) Or(b), xapa
etpnvn ayarm Or(f), xapa, ayam, eiprivn Or(g)

xpnototiig, ayabwouvn Or(ac) NA RP ] omit Or(e)

Within these citations are four units of variation which all pertain to the sequence
of Paul's list of the spiritual fruits. Or(bfg) has a different sequence in that ayarm never
appears in the list. NA and RP have this item as the first in the list. There is no variant in
the apparatus of NA, Tisch, or Treg. However, VS has a reading in which 1 is before
ayarm, which Origen places in front of the "spiritual fruits" in one reading. Or(h) has a

different sequence that reads aydamm eipnivn xapd. The list within this text and the

various ways in which Origen cites the verse give a good indication of the extent to
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which Origen presents multiple forms of the text. These are probably his authorial
citational texts.

Galatians 5:23
npalTiig £YKpATela: KATA TAOV TOLOUT®V OUK 0TIV VOHOG

npadtiig Or(b) NA 01 02 03 04 6. 31. 80. 118. 1908. ] mpaoTiig Or(acde) RP 06 08 010
012 018 020 025 69.

All of his citations have the first two elements of 5:23 though his citations are
clearly abbreviations of the verse. Or(b) has included a conjunction as opposed to the
other citations. The way in which 5:23 is presented in his works is consistent.
Galatians 5:24
No citations

Galatians 5:25
Ei Z®uev velpaTl, TveUPATL KAl OTOLXDUEV

Zdpev nvedpatt NA RP | nvedpart Zapev Or(a)

The NA and RP both read {@pev nveupatt while Origen reads mivelpatt (OUEV.
There are no introductory markers or citation chains in this section of Origen's text. This
reading is in the apparatus of NA, Tisch, Treg, and VS. The apparatus of VS contributed
no new variants to those reported in NA. Origen's sequence with the double veUpatt
looks strange and could possibly be harder to read.

Galatians 5:26
No citations

Galatians 6:1-6
No citations
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Galatians 6:7
Origen, NA, and RP are identical.

Galatians 6:8
OTL O oTEelpwV €i¢ TNV odpka €auTtol €K TR 0apkog Bepioel pOBopav, 6 de oneipwv
eilc 10 vedpa €k To0 nveUuaTtog Bepioet (wnv aiwviov

orneipwv Or(b) NA RP ] orneipag Or(a) ] oneipopev Or(c)

Vv odpka eautod NA RP ] eig v odpka Or(bc), eig 10 vedua aAAda Or(a)
oapkog Or(b) NA RP ] ocdpka Or(ac)

Bepioel Or(ab) NA RP ] Bepiowpév Or(c)

Conyv aiwviov Or(bc) NA RP ] aiwviov Cwnyv Or(a)

There are many units of variation that do not correspond to the shared reading of
NA and RP. To treat these as individual units of variation (none of which are found in
the NA apparatus) would be counter-productive. It suffices to say that he takes much
liberty in his expressions of 6:8, none of which are consistent.
Galatians 6:14
‘Epol 8¢ un yéyowo kauxdoBat i pr ev T@ otaup® To0 Kupiou NuAV 'Incod

XploTtod, 3’ ou Epol KOOHOG £0TAlPWTAL KAYW * KOOHW.

o€ Or(acgikmn) NA RP ] omit Or(el)

NU®V Or(cehin) NA RP ] pou Or(akl), omit Or(m)

Xploto0 Or(acehilmn) NA RP ] omit Or(k)

omit Or(abcdefhilmn) NA RP, 6 Or(j)

eotaupwTal Or (abcdefhijimn) NA RP ] €éotaupwBn Or(j)

*omit Or(bdimn) NA 01 02 03 04 06 010 012 044 025 6. 81. 104. 459. 1739. | T®
Or(acefhij) RP 04c 06c 08 018 020 69. 1908.

Origen cites Galatians 6:14 in his works 15 times. Of these citations Or(adimn)
do not read T® but omit the gloss as is found in RP. Only Or(abdn) have any
surrounding citations, though not from Galatians. None of these readings have markers
as Pauline or from the Letter to the Galatians, except for Or(l) which reads ormoia Av

MauAou AéyovTog. The variant unit is in the apparatus of NA, Tisch, Treg, and VS. The
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external evidence for the presence or absence of the article (1®) favors the omission.
All major early uncials support the omission while support for the article is found in later
minuscules. This is probably Origen's authorial citational text. The internal evidence
looks to be an addition to suit the dative k6ouw, which would otherwise be implied.
Also, there is another dative article within this verse, which could have resulted in a
parablepsis on the part of the scribe or an unconscious addition in light of the previous
occurrence. Origen once more is split between the two readings. This verse is one of
the most cited verses by Origen in Galatians. Because the verse was cited more
frequently, it might have had a higher chance of getting adjusted sporadically as
opposed to a full adherence to RP.

Origen cites 6:14 more than any other verse in Galatians (15x). There are four
places where Origen does not correspond to either NA or RP. All four readings involve
the same unit of variation, a different or omitted possessive pronoun before 'Inco0
Xpwoto0. Or(a) is the second verse in a two-verse chain of Galatians text and has a
concluding marker reading NadAw. The other, Or(k) has two introductory markers,
MauAou AéyovTtog and yap ¢noiv. The unit of variation is not listed in the apparatus of
NA or Treg. However, it is in VS and Tisch. The reading of Origen is a first-person
singular pronoun, wheres the Galatians text found in NA/RP is the 1st person plural
(Au®V). This is yet another example of Origen adapting his text, which probably means

it represents his authorial citational text.
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4.8 Summary of Origen’s Citations of Galatians

The citations of Galatians in Origen’s writings are rather inconsistent. There is a
varying affinity among his primary sources and secondary sources. However, the works
do not always reflect his authorial citation text. Likewise, the secondary sources are not
always accommodated to the Byzantine text. In fact, most of the secondary sources are
consistently in agreement with the NA/RP text, do not show accommodation to
Byzantine-only readings and maintain free citations. The only secondary sources that do
not reflect the NA text are Rom.Frag A and Eph.Com. Secondary sources such as
Jer.Frag B and Luke.Frag show very little accommodation to the Byzantine text and
have high numbers of identical readings and free citations.

It is the primary sources that vary more in quality in regards to accommodation.
For the citations of Galatians, Cels, Matt.Com C, Ps.Frag, and Princ all show later
changes. On the other hand, other works (John.Com A, John.Com B, Jer.Hom B,
Matt.Com B, and Rom.Frag C) show no accommodation to the Byzantine text, are
consistently in agreement with NA-only readings, and preserve free citations.

Some readings show a mixture of NA and RP within the same citation such as
Galatians 1:3-4 with one unit with NA-only and the next with RP-only readings. Such
examples suggest that Origen was partially accommodated to the Byzantine text and
that the intervention of later editors has now changed the affinity of his writings.
However, such mixture could also be a example of an early Church Father like Origen

reflecting an early mixed text-form that shows the beginnings of the Byzantine text.
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Such issues and implications concerning Origen’s textual affinity and the textual

transmission of the wider Greek New Testament will be discussed in the final chapter.
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CHAPTER FIVE

The final chapter consists of three main sections. The first section is an overview
of the primary sources of Origen and their citations of Romans, 2 Corinthians, and
Galatians. This data will be supplemented with an overview of the textual nature of each
of the three individual epistles as represented in Origen’s primary and secondary
sources. The second section is a presentation of significant readings as they pertain to
specific ways in which Origen contributes to a better understanding of the earliest text of
the Greek New Testament. This is followed by findings relevant to the research
questions set out in Chapter 1. These questions and their implications will be addressed
in light of the current investigation of Origen’s citations. Finally, there is a discussion of
limitations of the current thesis, and recommendations for future research, including
possible issues moving forward in patristic textual studies and their use for Greek New

Testament textual criticism.

5.1 Secondary and Primary Sources of Origen and the Citations They Contain

As the previous three chapters have done in respect to the three epistles, this
chapter will first discuss the particular works that cite all three (Romans, 2 Corinthians,
and Galatians), followed by works that cite only two.

Demonstrated below, secondary sources often contain earlier readings of the
New Testament while some of Origen’s primary sources contain later Byzantine
readings. For this reason secondary sources are included in the evidence presented.
Those works that have been deemed secondary sources will be included but it must be

kept in mind that if biblical content in such sources is contrary to other citations of
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Origen, it is likely due to the compiler of the secondary source and not to Origen. On the
other hand, if a citation occurs in works deemed to be copies of Origen’s actual writing,
and then a unique reading is possibly that of Origen himself. Of course, even citations
taken from Origen’s genuine works could have undergone change by any subsequent
user or scribe.

In the tables below, “Citations” is the number of citations from each epistle.
“Identical” are readings where Origen agrees with both NA and RP. “Neither” are
readings where Origen disagrees with both NA and RP (regardless of their agreement
with each other). “NA” and “RP” represent readings where Origen corresponds to one of

these critical editions of the Greek New Testament, but not the other.

5.1.1. Secondary Sources That Cite All Three Epistles

The secondary sources for Origen that contain citations of Romans, 2
Corinthians, and Galatians are listed here individually with a chart that shows the
statistics for the individual epistles and Origen’s citations of them. There are 7
secondary sources of Origen that contain citations of all 3 of the epistles in question:

1Cor.Com, Basil.Phil A, Eph.Com, Jer.Frag B, John.Frag, Ps.Exc, Ps.Sel, Rom.Frag A.

Table 14
1Cor.Com Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 5 2 4 - 2
2 Corinthians 8 3 3 1 2
Galatians 11 6 2 2 1
Total 24 11 9 3 5

1Cor.Com shows evidence of accommodation to the Byzantine text in all three

epistles that it cites (Rom 9:3, 2 Co 5:10; Gal 6:14). Galatians is preserved the best in
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1Cor.Com considering the higher number of NA-only readings, free citations, and

readings in agreement with both NA and RP.

Table 15
Basil.Phil A Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 59 36 26 6 5
2 Corinthians 13 4 11 2 -
Galatians 17 11 4 3 3
Total 89 51 41 11 8

Citations of Romans demonstrate an accommodation to the Byzantine text and
should not be considered authorial citations of Origen (1:1, 9:19). There is no evidence
of accommodation for 2 Corinthians citations. The Galatians readings are mixed like the
Romans citations (with RP: Gal 4:23), however the high number of identical readings
demonstrates a lack of variance and could possible show areas of authorial citations

text in Origen.

Table 16
Eph.Com Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 1 - 1 - -
2 Corinthians 5 2 7 3 -
Galatians 7 3 - 4 1
Total 13 5 8 7 1

Eph.Com has no readings that correspond to RP for Romans and 2 Corinthians.
However, its citations of Galatians contain an RP-only reading as well has several NA-
only and identical readings. The first of these is likely to be a reflection of a single

change to a Byzantine-like text.
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Table 17

Jer.Frag B Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 4 3 1 - -
2 Corinthians 6 2 4 - 2
Galatians 4 2 3 1 -
Total 14 7 8 1 2

Jer.Frag B shows no evidence of accommodation to the Byzantine text in either
Romans or Galatians. However there is evidence of accommodation to the Byzantine
text in 2 Corinthians (2:2). These citations are likely to be authorial considering the

presence of identical readings to NA/RP and free citations against both.

Table 18
John.Frag Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 3 2 1 - -
2 Corinthians 3 - 5 1 -
Galatians 1 - 1 - -
Total 7 2 7 1 -

John.Frag is a probably good representation of Origen's authorial citations in all

three epistles considering the free readings and identical readings.

Table 19
Ps.Exc Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 1 - 1 - -
2 Corinthians 2 1 - - 1
Galatians 2 1 1 - -
Total 5 2 2 - 1

The citation text in Ps.Exc for Romans and Galatians demonstrates that Origen’s
citational text corresponds to the NA text. However, the free nature of many of the

citations demonstrates a departure from that stabilization or is perhaps an indication of
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a later stabilization in Origen’s citations after they were written. However, there is

evidence of accommodation to the Byzantine text for 2 Corinthians (7:10).

Table 20
Ps.Sel Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 32 17 18 1 -
2 Corinthians 26 16 11 - 2
Galatians 11 5 4 3 1
Total 69 38 36 4 3

There is no evidence of Byzantine accommodation in the citations of Romans.
The free citations demonstrate the authorial nature of the citations in Ps.Sel. The
citations of 2 Corinthians are show accommodation to the Byzantine text (5:10) though
the repetition in 4:8 is likely his biblical text. There is evidence of accommodation in the
citations of Galatians, though the high number of NA-only readings, free citations, and

readings in agreement with the NA/RP show a well-preserved authorial work.

Table 21
Rom.Frag A Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 142 109 15 3 24
2 Corinthians 4 - 4 2 -
Galatians 17 11 3 1 3
Total 163 120 22 6 27

A significant number of readings of Romans are accommodated but still have
some evidence of the NA text and possibly authorial citations of Romans. Overall, the
Romans citations are not a good representation of what Origen's biblical text would
have looked like. However, it does demonstrate the effect of the Byzantine text on

Origen’s writings over time. The lack of accommodation to the Byzantine text in 2
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Corinthians is in opposition to its citations of Romans, which is mainly Byzantine. The
citations of Galatians demonstrate some accommodation (3:10, 4:23, 6:14).

Of the works that contain citations of the three epistles, most citations are
identical to a common early and Byzantine reading which is a reflection of the fact that

most New Testament manuscripts agree most of the time.™"

When Origen does not
agree with a combined reading of NA and RP, he is most often free. This dual nature of
being identical to the united NA/RP reading and those of a free nature suggests that
either Origen varied only in the extremes when citing, or his mainly free text was
accommodated to an NA/RP-like text. This means that depending on how Origen's
citations have been transmitted over the years his authorial citations could have been
more or less fluid than they stand today.

The sources 1Cor.Com, Jer.Frag B, and Rom.Frag A correspond to RP more
than NA. On the other hand, Eph.Com, John.Frag, and Ps.Sel are more likely to
correspond to NA than RP. Despite the varying affinity of these sources to the hand
editions of the Greek New Testament, all of these sources contain more readings that
correspond to neither than they do readings that correspond to the Initial or Byzantine

Text. This means that secondary sources are not more susceptible to Byzantine

readings or the opposite, or that primary sources hold a particular textual affinity.

1% "Most manuscripts included in the Editio Critica Maior apparatus agree at more than 85%. Above all,
we are able to nominate for each manucript text potential ancestors that agree at a level exceeding this
average value by far...This evidence enforces the conclusion that the efforts of scribes to copy their
exemplar as precicsely as possible was, on the whole, successful.” Klaus Wachtel, “The Textual History
of the Greek New Testament: Changing Views in Contemporary Research,” eds Klaus Wachtel and
Michael W. Holmes, Text Critical Studies 8 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2011), 221.
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5.1.2. Primary Sources That Cite All Three Epistles

The primary sources for Origen that cite Romans, 2 Corinthians, and Galatians
are listed here individually, beginning with a chart that shows the individual epistles and
Origen’s citations of them. There are 13 primary sources of Origen that contain citations
of all 3 of the epistles in question: Cels, Euches, Jer.Hom A, Jer.Hom B, John.Com A,

John.Com B, Mart, Matt.Com A, Matt.Com B, Matt.Com C, Pass, Princ, and Ps.Frag.

Table 22
Cels Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 87 52 32 6 -
2 Corinthians 34 20 11 8 -
Galatians 22 11 8 3 2
Total 143 83 51 17 2

Cels shows no signs of accommodation to the Byzantine text in the Romans and
2 Corinthians citations. It is in complete agreement with the NA text except for places
where he is against both NA and RP. This means this source is a strong candidate for
finding Origen’s authorial citational text considering the presence of free citations. The

citations of Galatians show accommodation (4:23, 6:14).

Table 23
Euches Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 27 13 14 2 1
2 Corinthians 12 6 4 1 1
Galatians 6 2 4 1 1
Total 45 21 22 4 3

Euches shows little accommodation to the Byzantine text in Romans, 2
Corinthians (4:8 contrasting readings in the same section), and Galatians (1:4). The

agreement with the identical readings of the Initial and Byzantine Text shows a
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considerable number of early readings and demonstrates some authorial citations, but

Euches has undergone some accommodation.

Table 24
Jer.Hom A Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 8 11 1 - -
2 Corinthians 11 7 2 2 1
Galatians 9 1 6 1 2
Total 28 19 9 3 3

The citations of 2 Corinthians and Galatians (4:23, 6:14) show accommodation to
the Byzantine text. The citations of Romans have no RP-only readings. Most of the

readings of Romans are identical to the NA/RP text, which shows authorial readings.

Table 25
Jer.Hom B Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 13 6 5 - 1
2 Corinthians 14 6 4 3 3
Galatians 7 4 2 2 -
Total 34 16 11 5 4

The citations of Romans and 2 Corinthians (11:23, 12:9) show signs of
accommodation to the Byzantine text. These later readings do not appear to have

affected the readings in Galatians. Origen’s authorial citations are preserved in the

Galatians citations.

Table 26
John.Com A Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 50 30 25 3 1
2 Corinthians 44 25 21 12 -
Galatians 8 4 5 - -
Total 102 59 51 15 1
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Overall John.Com A is consistent internally and with the texts of NA/RP. This
source maintains a strong agreement with the NA text throughout with no signs of
accommodation to the Byzantine text except for one reading in Romans. John.Com A is
a source with a combination of authorial and free citations, which makes it an optimal

source for finding Origen’s authorial citational text.

Table 27
John.Com B Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 24 16 10 2 -
2 Corinthians 12 7 2 3 -
Galatians 7 1 5 5 -
Total 43 24 17 10 -

John.Com B's citations of Romans, 2 Corinthians, and Galatians demonstrate a
lack of later accommodation to the Byzantine text. The correspondence to the NA text
and the presence of free citations demonstrate a partial agreement with the NA text and

a free textual nature with readings against both NA and RP.

Table 28
Mart Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 9 8 1 - -
2 Corinthians 14 5 12 - 2
Galatians 1 - 2 - -
Total 24 13 15 - 2

The citation of Romans and Galatians show no evidence of accommodation to
the Byzantine text in Mart. On the other hand, the 2 Corinthians citations have no NA-

only readings and agree mostly with the RP text, which suggests later accommodation.
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Table 29

Matt.Com A Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 1 1 - - -
2 Corinthians 2 1 1 - -
Galatians 1 1 - - -
Total 4 3 1 - -

Matt.Com A, in the few citations that are available, demonstrates no
accommodation to the Byzantine text and represents Origen’s authorial citation text for

Romans, 2 Corinthians, and Galatians.

Table 30
Matt.Com B Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 7 7 - - -
2 Corinthians 11 3 9 2 1
Galatians 4 3 - 1 -
Total 22 13 13 3 1

Matt.Com B, in the few citations that are available, demonstrates no
accommodation to the Byzantine text and represents what should be considered
Origen’s authorial citation text for Romans, and Galatians. There is one agreement to

the Byzantine text in 2 Corinthians 4:4.

Table 31
Matt.Com C Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 24 12 11 3 -
2 Corinthians 15 5 4 -
Galatians 18 8 1 3 2
Total 57 25 20 10 2
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Matt.Com C’s citations of Galatians show accommodation to the Byzantine text

(6:14). On the other hand, citations of Romans and 2 Corinthians have no RP-only




authorial citations.

readings, but are identical to the NA text, and with free citations, which demonstrate

Table 32
Pass Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 1 1 - - -
2 Corinthians 1 - 1 - -
Galatians 2 1 - 1 -
Total 4 2 1 1 -

None of the citations in Pass of Romans, 2 Corinthians, and Galatians have RP-
only readings. The readings are either against both NA/RP or have identical readings to

the NA/RP readings. This demonstrates an authorial citation text in the citations of Pass.

Table 33
Princ Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 26 17 8 2 5
2 Corinthians 3 - 7 1
Galatians 5 3 1 1 1
Total 34 20 16 4 6

The citations of Romans in Princ show an agreement with the Byzantine text (2:8,
9:19), though the citations from Romans 9:8 and 9:16 are likely to be authorial as they
show no signs of accommodation. There are five and six citations of these verses,
respectively, that are identical. In other words throughout this work, Origen cites these
two verses the same everytime. There is one Byzantine reading in Galatians (4:23).
Conversely, the citations of 2 Corinthians have no RP-only readings, mixed with free
citations. This demonstrates an authorial citational text of Origen for 2 Corinthians,

however, not for Romans.
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Table 34

Ps.Frag Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 20 11 11 - -
2 Corinthians 22 13 9 - 2
Galatians 11 - 9 5 3
Total 53 24 29 5 5

All of the citations of Romans in Ps.Frag are examples of free citations, which
demonstrate an authorial citational text in Origen. On the other hand, the citations of 2
Corinthians (7:10) and Galatians (3:1, 4:26) demonstrate a significant accommodation
to the Byzantine text.

The primary sources that cite all three epistles contain a more significant amount
of citations. In the same way that secondary sources do not necessarily contain a later
text-form, so too, the primary sources do not necessarily reflect the NA text. The works
Cels, Euches, John.Com A, John.Com B, Matt.Com B, and Matt.Com C are all likely to
correspond to the NA text in places of variation. On the other hand Princ and Mart agree
more with the RP text when it and the NA text disagree. Matt.Com A, Jer.Hom A,
Jer.Hom B, and Ps.Frag are all split almost evenly between agreement with NA and RP.
All of the works above that correspond to the NA text more often than not also share the
likelihood that they have an even amount of readings that are identical to NA/RP and
readings that have no manuscript support. Readings that agree with either NA or RP
against the other is a small percentage of readings in all of Origen’s works. This means
that almost all citations are either in agreement with a unified NA/RP reading or they

disagree with both.
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5.1.3. Secondary Sources That Cite Romans and 2 Corinthians
There are three secondary sources that contain citations of Romans and 2

Corinthians. These are: Lam.Frag, Prov.Exp and Rom.Frag B.

Table 35
Lam.Frag Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 9 9 4 - -
2 Corinthians 6 5 1 - -
Total 15 14 5 - -

Lam.Frag shows no accommodation to the Byzantine text in either Romans or 2
Corinthians. The matching of these citations to NA and RP demonstrate places where

Origen’s citational text is authorial.

Table 36
Prov.Exp Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 6 2 3 - 1
2 Corinthians 3 2 2 - -
Total 9 4 5 - 1

There is no evidence of this in the 2 Corinthians citations.

Prov.Exp and its citations of Romans show accommodation to the Byzantine text.

Table 37
Rom.Frag B Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 6 1 4 - 1
2 Corinthians 1 - 1 - -
Total 7 2 5 - 1
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None of the citations of Romans in Rom.Frag B agree with NA. They are either
free, or in the case of one unit of variation, in agreement with only the RP text. The one

citation of 2 Corinthians is free (against both NA and RP).

5.1.4. Primary Sources That Cite Romans and 2 Corinthians
There are five primary sources that cite Romans and 2 Corinthians only: Ex.Com,

Gen.Com, Gen.Sel, Hera.Dial, and Rom.Frag B.

Table 38
Ex.Com Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 6 5 - - 1
2 Corinthians 1 - - -
Total 7 5 - 1

In Ex.Com, there is one example of accommodation to the Byzantine text in the
citations for Romans (2:13). On the other hand, there is not evidence to suggest that the

citation of 2 Corinthians has been changed. The citation of 2 Corinthians is authorial.

Table 39
Gen.Com Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 1 1 - - -
2 Corinthians 2 2 - - -
Total 3 3 - - -

citations of Romans and 2 Corinthians.

There is no evidence of later changes to the Byzantine text in Gen.Com in its

Table 40
Gen.Sel Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 4 2 3 1 -
2 Corinthians 1 1 - - -
Total 5 3 3 1 -
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citations of Romans and 2 Corinthians

There is no evidence of later changes to the Byzantine text in Gen.Selin its

Table 41
Hera.Dial Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 2 - 2 - -
2 Corinthians 5 2 3 3 -
Total 7 2 5 3 -

In Hera.Dial, there is no evidence of its citations of Romans and 2 Corinthians
being accommodated to the Byzantine text. These citations reflect Origen’s authorial

citational text.

Table 42
Rom.Frag B Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 6 1 4 - 1
2 Corinthians 1 - 1 - -
Total 7 1 5 - 1

Rom.Frag B has undergone accommodation to the Byzantine text in its readings
of Romans (1:1), but no readings of 2 Corinthians corresponding to the RP-only
readings. The citation of 2 Corinthians is likely to be authorial.

The data for sources that only cite Romans and 2 Corinthians is very limited due
to the overall low number of citations. Lam.Frag is the only source that has more than a
total of 10 citations. It, and Prov.Exp, the only secondary sources, have only one unit of
variation between them that is sided with one of the hand editions of the Greek New
Testament against the other.

The primary sources of Origen that cite Romans and 2 Corinthians also have

minimal citings and have only 5 readings in places where NA and RP disagree. They
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too, show similar characteristics as already seen in Origen's citations, namely, that
almost all citations are in agreement with a unified NA/RP reading or are unsupported

by Greek New Testament manuscripts.

5.1.5. Secondary Sources That Cite Romans and Galatians

There is one secondary source that cites Romans and Galatians only: Eze.Frag.

Table 43
Eze.Frag Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
Romans 1 1 - - -
Galatians 1 1 - - -
Total 2 2 - - -

The citations of Eze.Frag show no evidence of being accommodated to the

Byzantine text.

5.1.6. Secondary Sources That Cite 2 Corinthians and Galatians

There is one secondary source that cites 2 Corinthians and Galatians only:

Luke.Frag.
Table 44
Luke.Frag Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
2 Corinthians 3 1 1 1 -
Galatians 3 1 1 - -
Total 6 2 2 1 -

The citations of Luke.Frag show no evidence of being accommodated to the
Byzantine text. The readings against both NA and RP suggest a possible authorial

reading.
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5.1.7. Primary Sources That Cite 2 Corinthians and Galatians
There are two primary sources that cite 2 Corinthians and Galatians only:

Cant.Schol and Rom.Frag C:

Table 45
Cant.Sch Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
2 Corinthians 3 2 1 2 -
Galatians 1 - 1 - -
Total 4 2 2 2 -

The citations of Cant.Sch demonstrate a consistent NA-only affinity, which shows
it has not been accommodated to the Byzantine text and probably contains authorial

citations of Origen.

Table 46
Rom.Frag C Readings
Epistle Citations | Identical | Neither NA RP
2 Corinthians 5 1 3 1 1
Galatians 3 1 3 - -
Total 8 2 6 1 1

Rom.Frag C has an accommodated reading in Romans. However, there is not
evidence of accommodation in its readings of Galatians. The free citations of Galatians
are likely to be authorial. A citation of 2 Corinthians 12:19 agrees with the Byzantine
text.

The two sources that cite only 2 Corinthians and Galatians contain only a few

citations and provide minimal data to make a full assessment of their textual nature.

5.1.8. Summary of Sources and Their Citations
The data above is a presentation of the primary and secondary sources for the

citations of Origen. Their affinity is reflected overall and in citing each of the three
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epistles. The sources for Origen’s citations have a varying level of agreement with the
Initial and Byzantine Texts. The percentage is very low in general for any reading in
agreement with one hand-edition against the other. The majority of Origen’s citations
are the same as the shared reading of NA and RP, or, are unsupported (free) readings.
However, regardless of affinity, the individual works have retained this dual nature of
polarized readings.

Could the authorial citations of Origen only fall on the opposite ends of a
spectrum of precision? This seems doubtful. Considering that later adjustments would
not result in a more free reading of Origen, the data suggests that many of Origen’s free
citations have been partially altered to a text like that of NA ands RP. Because NA and
RP agree most of the time, the chances of an accommodated text of Origen being in
agreement with both are high.'% Since this is not a wholesale accommodation to one
text-form from the other, the individual sources of Origen appear to display varying
levels of accommodation because they were not completely changed. This is seen in
both readings that agree with either NA or RP against the other, and the number of
readings that are identical or against both.

Sources that cite all three epistles (Rom, 2Cor, and Gal) tend to have more
citations than the sources that cite only two or less. This is not just in total but also in
citations per epistle. Primary sources Cels, Euches, John.Com A and B, and Matt.Com

C all reflect more NA-like readings, while secondary sources like Ps.Sel and Rom.Frag

1% Fee, states "l have shown elsewhere that a Byzantine type of textual transmission (smoothing out the

text) goes on as early as P66” in Gordon Fee, "The Text of John in Origen and Cyril of Alexandria: A
Contribution to Methodology in the Recovery and Analysis of Patristic Citations" from Biblica 52 (1971),
313.
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A have more RP only readings. All of these works cite all three epistles, yet their textual
agreements vary greatly. Thus, neither the number of epistles a work cites, nor how
many citations each work contains indicates the nature of a work’s citation text in
relation to NA or RP.

The sources that cite only one epistle typically only have a few citations in total.
The sources Lev.Hom, Luc.Schol, Matt.Schol, and Apoc.Sch cite Romans roughly once
each. Several works cite 2 Corinthians only: Eze.Hom, Cant.Frag, Engas, Ex.Hom,
Prov.Com, Nave, and Osee. There is only one source that cites only Galatians and it
has one citation (Luke.Hom).

The next section shows how the individual epistles are cited in Origen. The
statistics will show the number of citations for each individual epistle, but also how each

citation corresponds to forms of the Greek New Testament.

5.2. Overall Textual Affinity of Citations from Individual Epistles

Based on an understanding of the individual works of Origen above, the sources
for his citations are consistent. Or rather, the sources attributed to Origen cite the
various epistles with a similar textform for all of the three epistles that they cite. This
need not be affinity to a particular text-form per se but that his works show a consistent

ratio of readings as individual works.'® Below, the nature of how all of Origen’s citations

1% John.Com A and B in Table #26 and Table #27 (page 236-7) are a great example of this ratio. No
matter how many citations there are for each epistle, in places of variation, the units are roughly half
identical to NA/RP, half against both, and consistently in agreement with NA when NA and RP differ. This
consistency is not simply stating Origen’s affinity is the same in all of his works, but rather that each of his
individual works are consistent in their ration of NA to RP readings in all three epistle in places where NA
and RP disagree.
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together reflect the three epistles will be discussed, but also how the citations of the
individual epistles have been altered independent of the citations of the other epistles.
If such information does not confirm Origen’s authorial citations, it can
demonstrate how Origen’s citations of the individual epistles have changed. For
example, if we know that Origen’s citations contain a relatively high number of
independent readings and common NA/RP readings, but there is a variance among the
epistles in this category, then it would indicate a multi-text-form New Testament used by
Origen instead of a homogeneous text-form throughout his New Testament.'® As seen
in previous studies of Origen, Origen does not appear to be citing lost readings from
manuscripts no longer extant, nor have his citations been later adopted in Greek New
Testament manuscripts. '° On the other hand, his free citations could demonstrate that
Origen’s works were accommodated. This accommodation sways overall affinity in
regard to how he cites individual epistles. Again, the secondary sources and primary

sources will be treated separately.

104w the textual history of the New Testament differs from corpus to corpus, and even book to book;”
Ernest C. Colwell, "The Origin of Text-types of New Testament Manuscripts" pp 128-38, in Early Christian
Origins: Studies in Honor of Harold R. Willoughby. Ed. A. Wikgren. Chicago: Quardrangle Reprinted as
"Method in Establishing Quantitative Relationshops between Text-Types of New Testament Manuscipts,"
pp. 56-62 in "Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament"; Eldon J. Epp "The
Significance of the Papyri for Determining the Nature of the New Testament Text in the Second Century:
A Dynamic View of Textual Transmission" from Gospel Traditions in the Second Century: Origins,
Recensions, Text, and Transmission (ed. William L. Peter: University of Notre Dame Press, 1989), 1-32.
1% F C. Burkitt, “W and ©: Studies in the Western Text of St. Mark,” JTS 17 (1916), 20; Gordon D. Fee,
“Origen’s Text of the New Testament and the Text of Egypt”, NTS 28 (1982): 348-64; Kwang-Won Kim,
“Origen's Text of John in His On Prayer, Commentary on Matthew, and Against Celsus.” JTS ns1 [1950]:
83); Roderic Mullen, The New Testament Text of Cyril of Jerusalem, SBLNTGF 7 (Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1997), pages 31-52 deal most directly with Origen’s history of research relating to the so-called
Caesarean text of the Gospels.
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5.2.1. The Overall Textual Affinity of Romans Citations

Table 47
Affinity of Variant Citations of Romans Affinity of Variant Citations of
in Secondary Sources Romans in Primary Sources
Against Both 123 | 53.25% | Against Both 160 | 82.47%
With NA against, RP 57 | 24.67% | With NA against, RP 25 | 12.89%
With RP, against NA 51 | 22.08% | With RP, against NA 9 4.64%
Total 231 | 100% | Total 194 | 100%
Weighted Affinity of All Romans Weighted Affinity of All Citations of
Citations in Secondary Sources'® Romans in Primary Sources'”’
Identical to NA/RP 586 | 71.73% | Identical to NA/RP 262 | 57.46%
Against Both 123 | 15.06% | Against Both 160 | 35.09%
With NA against, RP 57 | 6.97% | With NA, against RP 25 | 5.48%
With RP, against NA 51 6.24% | With RP, against NA 9 1.97%
Total 817 | 100% | Total 456 | 100%

Citations of Romans in Origen’s secondary sources have a much lower
percentage of readings that disagree with both NA and RP. This is due to Rom.Frag A,
which has more citations than any other source for Origen, is almost always in
agreement with the Byzantine text. Conversely, this raises the overall percentage of
“Identical to NA/RP” readings. This is an example of an accommodation of “Against
Both” readings to “Identical” as a result of this change from free citations to the
Byzantine text where RP and NA agree.

Out of the three epistles, Romans is cited the most in Origen’s primary sources.
When NA and RP disagree and Origen is in agreement with one against the other, he is
most likely to reflect the NA text against RP. The citations from his primary sources are
roughly 35% against both NA and RP, which is fairly standard across all three epistles

as they appear in Origen (2 Corinthians: 34%, Galatians: 38%). The citations of Romans

1% See page 50 in ch. 2 concerning the “weighting” of readings.
107 .
Ibid.
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in Origen’s primary sources have the highest weighted percentage of the three epistles
for readings that are identical to both NA and RP. While the other two epistles show a
lower overall percentage of units that are identical to both NA and RP, there are much
higher percentages in the categories of NA-only or RP-only readings. In places where
there is disagreement between NA and RP, Origen’s citations of Romans are
approximately 82% “Against Both” which is significantly higher than 2 Corinthians (66%)
and Galatians (62%).

Despite the Romans citations having a higher overall percentage of agreement
with a unified NA/RP reading, in the places where there is variation, Origen is more
likely to cite freely with a lower percentage of readings siding with NA or RP against the
other. This is evidence that Origen’s citations have undergone accommodation, or he
represents simultaneously two opposite techniques of citing: (1) citing the same
readings as the NA/RP text, and (2) citing freely. The presence of both frequent citations
identical to the NA/RP text and citations that are free appears to indicate Origen’s
citations represent two opposing techniges. Instead, the presence of citations identical
to the NA/RP texts should be considered later changes to Origen’s writings.

In places of variation, Origen’s citations of Romans in his primary sources are
most likely to be against both, which shows his frequent citing of a free text. A free
citation is most likely an unsupported text (even in his time) or possibly a text-form
known to him but not extant today. This alone proves the free nature of his citations, as
no accommodation would have left his citations free. So, the citations that are identical

to NA/RP reveal that Origen’s free citations have been preserved and are likely
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authorial. However, the readings that are identical to the NA/RP readings are likely to
not to be authorial, but instead to be a result of subsequent changes to Origen’s

writings.

5.2.2. The Overall Textual Affinity of 2 Corinthians Citations

Table 48
Affinity of Variant Citations of 2 Affinity of Variant Citations of 2
Corinthians in Secondary Sources Corinthians in Primary Sources
Against Both 38 | 71.70% | Against Both 116 | 66.28%
With NA against, RP 8 | 15.09% | With NA against, RP 48 | 27.43%
With RP, against NA 7 | 13.21% | With RP, against NA 11 6.29%
Total 53 | 100% | Total 175 | 100%
Weighted Affinity of All 2 Corinthians | Weighted Affinity of All Citations of 2
Citations in Secondary Sources Corinthians in Primary Sources
Identical to NA/RP 50 | 48.54% | Identical to NA/RP 170 | 49.28%
Against Both 38 | 36.89% | Against Both 116 | 33.62%
With NA against, RP 8 7.77% | With NA, against RP 48 | 13.91%
With RP, against NA 7 6.80% | With RP, against NA 11 3.19%
Total 103 | 100% | Total 345 | 100%

In comparison to the citations of Romans, the citations of 2 Corinthians in
secondary sources have a much lower overall percentage of “Identical to NA/RP”
readings and a higher overall percentage of “Against Both” readings in places of
variation. This, again, is fairly standard for the overall nature of Origen’s citations,
namely the number of readings “Identical to NA/RP” has a negative correlation to the
number of free citations. The citations of 2 Corinthians in secondary sources, in relation
to those in Romans, are less likely to side with NA or RP (approx. 30% in units of
variation) compared to Romans (more than 50%), which means that 2 Corinthians

citations in secondary sources represent Origen’s authorial citations better than those of
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Romans in secondary sources.'® Just as Origen’s citations of Romans in primary
sources are most likely to be against the common reading of NA and RP in places of
variation, so too, are Origen’s citations in secondary sources of 2 Corinthians.

However, Origen’s citations of 2 Corinthians in primary sources have about the
same overall percentage as secondary sources in regard to readings against both the
NA and RP. Despite these overall percentages being only a few points in difference,
within places of variation, 2 Corinthians is 20% lower than Romans. This means that in
places of variation, Origen’s primary sources have been accommodated to a text-form
like NA where they were previously free citations. In conflicted units, Romans citations
from primary sources are roughly 13% in agreement with NA alone, but citations of 2
Corinthians (also in primary sources) are 27%. Rom.Frag A does reduce the overall
agreement of Origen’s citations with NA. However, if Romans is clearly freer, this could
indicate that Origen cited 2 Corinthians with exemplars. That the citations of 2
Corinthians in primary sources still have a relatively high percentage of readings
“Against Both” in units of variation demonstrates that he didn't cite differently. If he cited
them both freely, then one of them has been changed (roughly 20% of these citations
are now in agreement with an NA-like text).

From Romans to 2 Corinthians, the varying affinities are apparent in terms of

overall percentages between secondary and primary sources. The secondary sources

108 Among the works of Origen that are only available in the editions of Migne, there is not a significant
accommodation to the Majority Text for 2 Corinthians. The works with the most citations that are only
extant in Migne are Ps.Sel and Ps.Frag. They both have two units of variation in which they correspond to
the RP text against the NA text. Ps.Exc has one unit corresponding to the Byzantine text. On the other
hand, Cant.Sch has two units that correspond to the NA text against the RP text. Prov.Exp, Ex.Com,
Osee each have one reading against an identical Initial/Byzantine reading. There is no variance in any of
the citations of Gen.Com, Prov.Com, Ex.Sel, Gen.Sel or Nave, though these only may contain 1 or 2
citations in total.
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contain citations that are free in regards to their affinity (like primary sources for
Romans). The secondary sources are much more likely to be against NA and RP in 2
Corinthians in comparison to Romans. However, agreement with NA and RP is split
when they disagree. The citations of 2 Corinthians in secondary sources are unlike the
textual nature of the other two epistles’ citations from secondary sources. However, as
will be seen below, it is the citations of Galatians in primary sources, which are the

outlier in terms of accommodation.

5.2.3. The Overall Textual Affinity of Galatians Citations

Table 49
Affinity of Variant Citations of Affinity of Variant Citations of
Galatians in Secondary Sources Galatians in Primary Sources
Against Both 19 | 45.24% | Against Both 55 | 61.80%
With NA against, RP 14 | 33.33% | With NA against, RP 23 | 25.84%
With RP, against NA 9 |21.43% | With RP, against NA 11 | 12.36%
Total 42 100 | Total 89 | 100%
Weighted Affinity of All Galatians Weighted Affinity of All Citations of
Citations in Secondary Sources Galatians in Primary Sources
Identical to NA/RP 56 | 57.14% | Identical to NA/RP 54 | 37.76%
Against Both 19 | 19.39% | Against Both 55 | 38.46%
With NA against, RP 14 | 14.29% | With NA against, RP 23 | 16.08%
With RP, against NA 9 9.18% | With RP, against NA 11 | 7.69%
Total 98 | 100% | Total 143 | 99.99%

The epistle to the Galatians is the least cited epistle of the three in Origen’s
primary sources and in the secondary sources. In the secondary sources, as itis in 2
Corinthians, a little more than half of the overall citations are identical to NA and RP.
Despite this similarity in number of identical readings, in units of variation it is very
different to 2 Corinthians in Origen’s writings. In units of variation, the 2 Corinthians

citations are much more likely to be against both NA and RP. On the other hand,
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citations of Galatians are less likely to be against both NA and RP. The main difference
between the citations of these epistles in secondary sources is in the percentage of
readings that correspond only to NA or RP. The citations of Galatians are more likely to
reflect a reading of NA or RP (14% and 9%, respectively), while 2 Corinthians is roughly
8% and 7%, respectively. These split readings coupled with a higher number of
readings “Identical to NA and RP” result in a far less number of readings “Against Both”
as is in the case with 2 Corinthians. Even so, the citations of Galatians are much more
like the citations of 2 Corinthians in secondary sources than Romans.

As for the citations of Galatians in primary sources, the affinity in places of
variation is more like that of 2 Corinthians, roughly 61% against both readings, and
corresponding to the NA text more often than the RP text. However, the citations of
Galatians show more evidence of mixture, either from a result of accommodation or
citing. Considering the other three epistles, it is more likely that this is a result of
accommodation rather than citational practices of Origen.

The citations of 2 Corinthians in the secondary sources are demonstrate a free
text in places of variation, whereas the citations of Romans and Galatians show a much
higher affinity to either NA or RP. Alternatively, Romans shows the highest level of

identical readings to NA and RP in the secondary sources.'®

1% For the Gospels, Fee states that the “vast majority of Byzantine variants from Origen’s usual Neutral
text of John are found in citations where Migne is the best edition available!” Gordon D. Fee, “The Text of
John in Origen and Cyril,” 305. However, this is not the case with Origen’s citations of Romans, 2
Corinthians, and Galatians in secondary sources (which are all mostly from Migne). Of the 12 Secondary
Sources that have more than one citation Basil.Phil, Eph.Com, John.Frag, Luke.Frag, and Ps.Sel agree
with NA more than RP. Likewise, Lam.Frag and Eze.Frag also lack any readings that side only with NA or
RP.
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The primary sources of Origen reflect similar affinity in 2 Corinthians and
Galatians, though Galatians has a slightly higher number of RP readings. The citations
of Romans are much more likely to be against both or reflect a more fluid text in the
primary sources. Romans and 2 Corinthians are similar in overall weighted numbers,
but Galatians shows a lower number of identical readings to NA and RP, and more

readings sided with one or the other.

5.2.4 Summary of Overall Textual Affinity

As can be seen above in the previous section on the individual sources, the
transmission history of Origen’s works and the textual nature of the individual epistles
he cites vary between each of his works. Likewise in this section, the overall affinity of
Origen’s citations varies from epistle to epistle. However, the reasons for this are
different for the individual works and the individual epistles.

There are several possible explanations for why the citations of Origen vary so
much from epistle to epistle: Origen’s fluid citing nature, his use of manuscripts of a
varying affinity among the epistles, a collective accommodation of certain epistle that he
cited and not others, or the difference between Origen’s works coupled with the amount
of citations in each work may affect the overall affinity of citations of certain epistles. The
previous section shows that the individual works are individually consistent in how each
work cites similar ratios in comparison to the NA and RP text. This section shows that
because these comparative ratios differ from work to work, the works that have the most
citations will affect Origen’s overall percentages in regards to the individual epistles. Or

rather, when one speaks of Origen’s citations of a specific epistle, if one particular work
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is against the rest in text-form, a perspective of Origen’s citations is skewed. This is
clear in Rom.Frag A, as it has the most citations for Romans and most of its readings
are changes to the Byzantine text. This suggests that Romans, as opposed to 2
Corinthians or Galatians, will be more accommodated to the Byzantine readings when it
is in fact only one source that is has been accommodated.

The free nature of Origen’s text does not best explain the current evidence.'"®
Nor does the theory that his biblical exemplars changed over his career due to his
various geographical placements.'"’ The similarity in numbers between the epistles
(when factors such as Rom.Frag A are considered) demonstrates a fairly consistent

balance of comparative ratios to the Initial and Byzantine Texts as can be seen below:

"0 carroll D. Osburn, "Methodology in Identifying Patristic Citations in NT Textual Criticism," NovT 47.4

(2005): 319-20 “When the Father actually cites a known variation to his own text, e.g., Origen in Hom.
6.40 in John, mentions that other MSS known to him...in John 1:28, which he prefers...” Examples like this
suggest Origen isnt just mindlessly free-citing, but is aware of readings yet still shows free citations
despite awareness of his open manuscripts. Osburn goes on later, “On the other hand, it is conceivable
that a Father could misquote a text consistently from memory rather than from an actual text.” Ibid 322.
Again, the explanation of free citations has not been properly explained by only faulty memories yet at the
same time having manuscripts open and yet still citing in a fluid manner. See further Bruce Metzger,
“Explicit References in the Works of Origen to Variant Readings in New Testament Manuscripts,” Biblical
and Patristic Studies in Memory of Robert Pierce Casey (eds. J. N. Birdsall and R. W. Thompson;
Freiburg; Herder, 1963) 78-95.

"' This of course, has been attemped in various monographs dealing with the “Caesarean text” which by
and large has been deemed unacceptable as an explanation of differing affinity in Origen’s citations.
Osburn’s description of Fee’s guidelines shows the tendency for such conclusions in “Methodology in
Identifying Patristic Citations,” 322: “When a Father has two or more quotations reflecting two or more text
forms, the following guidelines suggested by Fee are serviceable. 1. ...knew and used only one text form,
and that the second citation reflects either (a) faulty memory, or (b) inconsequential omissions or
adaptations to the new context...2. ...the Father knew and used two different forms of the text.... 3. When
a decision cannot be made in this regard, Fee says that, “it is less likely that a Father actually knew and
used two different texts than either that he is guilty of carelessness or that an error has made its way into
his own textual tradition.” In such instances, Fee holds that one must admit to not knowing the Father’s
text.
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Table 50

Overall Affinity of Secondary Sources | Overall Affinity of Primary Sources
Identical to NA/RP 48-71% Identical to NA/RP 37-57%
Against Both 15-37% Against Both 34-38%
With NA against, RP 7-14% With NA against, RP 5-16%
With RP, against NA 6-9% With RP, against NA 2-8%

As a result of the varying sources, with a disproportionate amount of readings of
certain epistles within certain works, and a disproportionate amount of readings from
work-to-work, results in the appearance that Origen cited the epistles differently, or that
the exemplars he used for the individual epistles were textually unrelated. However,
these factors are best explained by accommodation in certain epistles, which results in

citations at the epistle-level appearing textually unrelated.

5.3. A Presentation of Significant Readings

This section consists of a selection of verses already mentioned that
demonstrate key characteristics of Origen’s citations as they pertain to Origen’s citation
techniques, textual readings, affinity, possible authorial citations, and, ultimately, how he
relates to the Greek New Testament manuscripts. These readings will be categorized by
citations of mixed affinity, citations that are against both the NA and RP text, citations in
places of early units of variation, citations that differ among Origen’s works, and

citations that differ within the same work of Origen.

5.3.1. Origen’s Citations of Mixed Affinity

Romans 2:8
Tolg O¢ € £p1Beiag kai anelBolow * Tf aAnBeia netBopévolg 3¢ T adikia Opy1) Kai
Bupog
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“pév Or(ac) RP 01c 02 06¢ 018 020 025 044 33. 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505.
1506. 2464.] omit Or(bd) NA 01 03 06 012 1739. 1881.
opyn kal Bupog Or(abd) NA 01 02 03 06 08 012 5. 21. 41. 69. 73. 116.] Bupog Kai
opyn Or(c) RP 06c 018 020 025

Or(a) from Princ shows a mixture of two readings. Later accommodations made
to the text at the verse level are typically holistic, in that if there are multiple units of
variation within a verse, a change of one unit results in the change of the others, which
is seen in Rom.Frag A through Romans.'"? However, Princ reads pév with RP, yet at
the end of the verse reads opyn kai Bupnodg against RP, with NA. The partial change to
this citation is apparent: pév is added and the transposition at the end of the verse was
was not changed. If this is Origen's authorial citation text, it demonstrates that the texts
of the late-2" or early-third centuries were either unlike the textual traditions as they are
found in critical editions today or Origen simply cites freely.'™
Romans 9:19

'Epelg pot o0v- T{ o0v Tt pépdetal; T® yap BoulfpaTt altod Tig aveEoTnKey;

not o0v Or(ab) NA 01 02 03 025 57. 69. 93. 1908. ] ouv pot Or(cd) RP 06 08 010 012
018K 019
oUv NA P46 03 06 010 012 ] omit Or(abcd) RP 01 02 018 020 025 044 33. 81. 104.
365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1506. 1739. 1881. 2464.

NA and RP differ in two variants. The first is the reading pot oUv (NA) and its
transposition (RP). The second variant involves the post-positive o0v which is present

in NA and omitted in RP. Princ contains the NA reading in the first variant, but omits olv

12 see Or(c) for this verse, Appendix #1

"3 "The broad outlines seem clear; the difficulties lie with the evidence from the Fathers in Palestine and
Asia Minor, where there seem to have been various degrees of textual mixture—of more than one kind.
Gordon D. Fee, "The Use of Greek Patristic Citations in New Testament Textual Criticism: The State of
the Question" in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status
Quaestionis, Second Edition, eds Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W. Holmes (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 359.
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against NA. The other citations reflect the Byzantine reading with both the transposition
and the omission. The other citation, namely Ex.Com, has both readings of the
Byzantine text. Ex.Com was completely accommodated to the Byzantine text, while
Princ was partially. However, Princ has support for its mixed reading (01 02). This
leaves the possibility open that Origen’s citational text was not changed, that this is an
authorial citation, and is a late second century reading as it is still in the extant
manuscripts 01 and 02.

Galatians 1:4

ToU OOVTOG £AUTOV UTIEP TAOV APAPTIOV NUAV, OTwg €EEANTAL NUAG €K TOO al®dvog

ToU éveoTt®TOG TIoVNPOoU KaTta 10 BEANUa 100 6€00 Kal MaTtpog NUAV

T® d36vTL Or(b) ] To0 66vtog NA RP

umep Or(a) NA P51 01(2) 03 015 0278. 6. 33. 81. 326. 365. 630. 1175. 1505. 2464 ]
nepi Or(b) RP P46 01 02 06 010 012 018 020 024 044 69. 104. 1739. 1881. 1908.
aidvog 100 eveot®Tog Or(bcdef) NA P46. 51(vid) 01* 02 03 6. 33. 81. 326. 630. 1241.
1739. 1881. ] éveotdTog aivog RP 01c 06 010 012 015(vid) 018 020 025 044 0278.
69. 104. 365. 1175. 1505. 1908. 2464.

Euches [Or(b)] shows a mixture of readings with mepit (RP), but, like all of
Origen’s citations, it reads ai®vog 100 eveot®T0q. As has been seen in the previous
chapters, Origen often reads miepi where NA reads Umep (cf. Chapter 3, 2 Cor 1:8, 12:5,
12:8). Considering the consistency in Origen’s citations, it is more likely that the reading
of aidvog 100 €éveoT®T0G in the second variant was his authorial citation. Likewise,
nepi should be considered authorial as well despite the NA/RP conflict. This

appearance of mixture is due either to Origen’s preference for mepi against his own

manuscripts of the New Testament, or his manuscripts reflected a second- or third-
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century mixture of the two readings that were later separated in the establishment of the
Byzantine text against what is now the NA text.

Galatians 3:1

"Q avéntot Faldral, Tic Upag ¢Baockavey, * olc Kat’ 6¢pBaApouUc Incodc Xplotog

npoeypadn ** €0TAUPWHUEVOG;

*ev Or(a) ] omit NA 01 02 03 06 010 012 6. 33. 81. 630. 1739., Tfj AABela pn
rneiBeoBal RP 04 06¢ E 018 020 025 044 0278. 33c. 69. 104. 365. 1175. 1241. 1505.
1881. 1908. 2464.,

**¢v UMiv 06 010 012 018 020 33. 1505. 2464. ] omit 01 02 03 04 025 044 0278. 33. 81.
104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1739. 1881.

There are two units of variation in this verse. RP has two readings where NA has
nothing: (1) T aAfBela pn meiBeoBat, and (2) v uplv. Or(a), or Ps.Frag, has the latter
reading in agreement with the Byzantine text. However, in the former unit of variation,
Ps.Frag reads €v. The earliest manuscripts support the omission. Considering the
reading of RP is significantly longer, Origen’s short reading of ¢v reflects either a lack of
knowledge of the longer form, or is simply paraphrasing. Perhaps it is a solution on
Origen’s part for what seems to be missing text if his manuscripts were in agreement
with the NA text. The Byzantine change would be a clarifying addition, so Origen adding
ev should not be doubted. If his authorial citation had an omission for both units of
variation, and Origen’s citation was later accommodated to the Byzantine text for the
latter variant and not the former, it is yet another example of a partial change to Origen’s
citations. None of the earliest manuscripts agree with Origen in regard to €v, which

appears to be an early authorial reading on the grounds of having no support. There is

no evidence that his own manuscripts would have read €v, but then there is no
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evidence that he is simply citing from memory and mistakingly added to his own reading

that reflected a text like NA.

5.3.2. Origen’s Readings Against the Initial Text and Byzantine Text

Romans 1:13

oU BéAw d¢ UGG ayvoely, adeAdol, OTL TOAAAKIG TIPOEBEUNV EABETY TIPOC UNAEG,
Kal EKwAUBNV axpl To0 delpo, iva Tiva Kapmov oxX® Kal ev UUiv kabwg Kal €v Tolg
Aotrolig €Bveolv

Kalsmo)\uenvaxpl 100 d€0po Or(ab) NA RP ] omit Or(c)

Or(c), Rom.Frag B, omits the phrase kal ekwAUBNV axpt 100 de0po, which is
present in NA, RP, and Rom.Frag A, which often reflects the Byzantine text in Romans
citations. The citation in Rom.Frag B is abbreviated, as the beginning of the verse is not
cited, which could be the reason the middle phrase “but was prevented until now” was
omitted. However, this phrase looks to be an added explanatory phrase. There are
many factors that could have resulted in Origen citing a shorter form, such as him citing
from memory, or not needing this section of the verse for his argument. Origen does
have citations of the New Testament that are against a unified NA-RP reading.
However, if this is his authorial citation, it might indeed be a shorter text form he knew
that is lost from the extant manuscript tradition.

Romans 1:14
“EAANGiv Te* Kal BapBapolg, 0odoig Te** Kal avonTolg O0PEIAETNGS Eljl

*1e Or(defgh) NA RP ] omit Or(abc)
**1e Or(defgh) NA RP ] omit Or(abc)

Cels [Or(ab)] contains two citations of Romans 1:14 which omit te in two places.

Otherwise, Origen’s citations are rather consistent in including it both times. NA and RP

277



read Te in both places. In light of the otherwise consistent nature in which this verse is
cited, Cels is an apologetical treatise, which is claimed to be more precise considering
the differing manuscripts among authors and the conflicts of exegesis that resulted from
different readings. The likelihood of T€ being removed from both citations is unlikely,
which means this is Origen’s authorial citation text. It is uncertain whether this is
Origen’s biblical text if indeed it is an authorial citation.

Romans 3:2

TIOAU KATA TAVTA TPOTIOV. TIPATOV UEV YAp OTL EruoteUdnoav ta Adyla to0 600

yap Or(bd) 6. 67. 1908. ] omit Or(cd), uev ot 03 06 012 044 81. 365. 1506. 2464., yap
oTL 1881., pev yap 0tt NA RP 01 02 06¢ 018 020 33. 104. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505.
1506. 2464c,

Both Ps.Frag [Or(cd)] and Ps.Sel [Or(e)] lack pév and 6t1. The NA and RP
readings of this variant are pev yap 6tiL. None of Origen’s citations have the reading of
NA and RP. The data demonstrates that the longer version was either not a reading
Origen was aware of or at least that he consistently cited a shorter form of the verse
either from memory or habit. The consistency in lacking both uév and o6tt, which are
present in some form in all the earliest documents, suggests that Origen’s authorial
reading is unlike all early manuscripts of this verse that are extant.

Romans 3:25
OV MPo€BeTO 0 Be0g iAaoTNplov dia Tfg MioTewg v T® auTod aipatt eig Evdelgly

TAG dikatooUvng autol dla TNV NMAPECLY TAOV TIPOYEYOVOTWV AUAPTNHATOV

o1a g miotewg NA RP P40 03 04c 06¢ 017 020 025 044 33. 81. 630. 1175. 1241.
2464.] — 02, dia niotewg Or(abcde) 01 04 06 010 012 0219. 104. 365. 1505. 1506.
1739. 1881.
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None of Origen's citations have the article between d1a and rmiotewg. This
reading stands against P40 03 33. 81. The consistent omission of the article in Origen is
against the reading of both NA and RP. The omission of the entire phrase d1a TAg
niotewq in 01 demonstrates an early unit of variation with support from a major
manuscript. These consistent citations attest to an authorial citation of Origen, which
also suggests that in this particular part of the verse, the textual readings among late
second-century and early third-century manuscripts were fluid. If so, then it appears that
readings from documents such as 03, which is the primary manuscript behind the NA
text, shows that they are a better representation of the beginning of the textual tradition,
but not necessarily the best indication of biblical readings in the time of Origen.

Romans 4:11
Kal onuelov EAaBev E[SplTO}.lﬁq odppayida Tfg dikatoouvng TfG miotewg TAHG €V T

akpoBuoTiq, €iq TO eivat alTOV MATEPA MAVIWY TOV TIOTEUOVTWY dI' dkpoPuoTiag,
eilc 10 Aoylobrjval [kai] auTtoig v dikatoolvnv

kai NA RP 01¢c 04 06 010 012 018 020 025 104. 365. 1175. 1241. 1505. ] omit Or(bc)
01 02 03 044 6. 81. 630. 1506. 1739. 1881. 2464.

v NA RP 03 04 06¢c 010 012 018 020 025 044 33. 81. 104. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505.
2464. ] omit Or(bc) 01 04c 06 6. 365. 424c. 1506. 1739, €ig 02 424. 1881.

There is one unit of variation, kal autolg v, at the end of the verse where NA
and RP agree. As expected Rom.Frag A, or (a), reflects the reading of the New
Testament editions, due primarily to its accommodation to the Byzantine reading.
However, Rom.Frag C lacks both kai and tv. There are a variety of manuscripts that
support the omission of one or the other, both and neither. The unit demonstrates early

mixture and when Origen corresponds to neither of the New Testament editions, it

exemplies places where Origen’s citational text has been maintained and could reflect

279



his biblical text. This departure possibly reveals a text of Origen that predates the extant
Greek New Testament mauscripts.

Romans 5:17

el yap T® 100 £vOg maparrwpatt 0 8avarog eBaciheucev d1a 100 £vOg, TOAAD
HAAAoV ol TV meplooeiav TAG XAapttog Kal THg dwpedg TAS dikatoolvng

Aappavovteg ev (wf Baotheloouatv dia To0 €vog 'Incod Xpilotol

ev Or(ab) 1739. 1881 ] t® to0 NA RP 01 03 04 018 020 025
g dwpedg Or(a) NA RP ] omit Or(b) 03
'Imoo0 Xplotol Or(a) NA RP ] Xpioto0l 'Incol Or(b) 03

Or(b), from John.Com B, in comparison with NA and RP contains three units of
variation. The John commentary cites €v instead of T® 100 (the latter is the text of NA
and RP). The reading of the hand editions is supported by 1739 and 1881, including 03.
This variant is important because it shows Origen’s free reading in relation to the extant
manuscripts. This does not occur in the other two units of variation. In these two units
there is simultaneously (1) a deviation from the hand editions of the Greek New
Testament, and (2) agreement with 03 alone. The second reading in the John
commentary omits the phrase g dwpeag and is supported by 03. The NA critical
apparatus shows several readings for this unit, which demonstrates a problematic
variant in the textual tradition. John.Com B again is only supported by 03 in the third unit
of variation, the transposition of 'Inco0 Xpioto0, again against both the Initial and
Byzantine text. The opposition to the reading found in NA and RP, coupled with a partial
correspondence to 03 only, suggests that Origen’s authorial reading differed from the

extant manuscripts and was accommodated later to a manuscript resembling 03. If all

three units of variation been in agreement with 03 (or any other manuscripts) it would be
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impossible to distinguish other scenarios other than Origen’s readings agreeing with
known manuscripts. However, since there are differences, readings that are only found
much later in manuscripts such as 1739 and 1881, this suggests that Origen’s readings
were fluid and only later were changed to reflect the minority reading of 03. If Origen’s
biblical text was changed to 03 and did not reflect such a textual tradition in his authorial
citations as can be seen here, the question remains as to what textual nature does
Origen of Alexandria’s biblical text reflect? The most likely scenario would be a general
freedom in the citations that are only later accommodated to a NA-like text.

Romans 6:22

VUVi 8¢ EAeuBepwBEVTEG AMO TG apapTiag SoUAwWBEVTEG OE TM Be® EXETE TOV

KapToVv UP®V (¢ aylaopov, 1o d€ TéAog {wnV aiwviov

The citations from Ps.Frag, Ps.Sel, and Prov.Exp all contain the phrase dfiAov 6Tl kAT’
apetnVv Kai yvaolv, which is against both the NA and RP text. This variant is most
likely due to an explanatory expansion and its repetition in the citation suggests that it
has not been changed but is Origen’s authorial text.

Romans 8:14
0ool yap nveUpatt 600 dyovTtal, ouTtol uioi Beo0 eiolv

ulol eiotv 800 Or(ac) 03 010 012 ] uiol Bg00 eiotv Or (bd) NA 01 02 04 06 81. 630.
1506. 1739. 1908., eiowv uiol 600 RP 018 020 025 044 33. 69. 104. 1175. 1241, 1505.
1881. 2464.

Or(ac), Cels and Basil.Phil A, share the same reading which is unlike either the

NA or RP text. This alternative reading is supported by 03 010 012. Again, 03 is one of

few manuscripts that have the same reading as Origen when he is against most
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manuscripts, with very little support. It is possible that Origen reflects an early reading
that has been preserved in 03. Based on extant manuscripts this is the likely
explanation of its agreement with Origen. Alternatively, to suggest that Origen read an
earlier form of the New Testament that was later changed to 03 is possible. Though
what the data suggests is that Origen, in his practice of citing with less concern for
textual precision, cited forms that did not reflect his exemplars but showed enough
freedom to be changed to what is now a text like the NA.

Romans 8:39

oUte UYwpa oUTte BABOG oUTE TIG KTIOIG £TEPa duvnoeTal NUAG Xwpioal Amo TAG

ayarmg to0 600 TAG ev XploTd INcol td Kupiw NudV

11 Or(b) NA RP 01 02 03 04 018 020 044 0285 33. 69 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241.
1506. 1739. 1881. 2464. ] omit Or(a) P46 06 010 012 1505

Cels omits 11g before ktiolg, which is present in 01 02 03. This reading is
against both NA and RP. The support for Origen is P46 and the Latin bilinguals.
Rom.Frag A corresponds to the united NA/RP reading (as expected). When Origen is
different from NA and RP, and there is manuscript evidence to support it, it tends to be
03 not P46. The reading of T1g is the best representation of the earliest form of our
extant manuscripts of the Greek New Testament. However, Origen’s omission could be
due to the nature of his citing technique. However, it could be a result of a later
correction to the omission. The fact that he is conflicted in his citations suggests that
later editors caused the differences. In the theme of a free early citational text that is
sometimes preserved in Origen’s writings, the reading in agreement should be

considered as Origen’s authorial citation. This demonstrates a later accommodation of
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his citation in Rom.Frag A to the Byzantine text. Because the NA text too reads T11g, then
Origen’s citation might have been changed to it, is yet another example of his “loose”
citations being made like later forms.
Romans 9:12
oUK €& Epywv AAN’ €k To0 kahodvTog, eppedn auThi OTL O peilwv douleloel T®
eAAoooVvL
aut 5T NA RP | T Or(a), omit Or(b) P46 06

In relation to the NA and RP reading of aUtfj 6T1, John.Com A omits auTfj, and
Euches omits both aUTfj and 6Tt. Though there are no manuscripts listed in the NA
apparatus to support the John.Com A reading, Euches is supported by P46 and 06.
Again, P46 (and especially 06) are not normally supporters of Origen's reading when he
is against the texts of both NA and RP. This early reading has been preserved
throughout the transmission history of Euches, which demonstrates only a partial
accommodation to a NA-like text at the earliest stages of the copying process of
Origen’s writings and yet demonstrates that Origen’s authorial readings appear to be
freer before what appears to be later accommodation by Byzantine scholars.
Romans 13:9
TO YAp oU poixeloelg, ou poveloelg, oU KAEPELS, OUK ETUBUNNOELG, Kal &l TIQ
ETEPA EVTOAN, €V T® AOYw ToUTW avakedaiatodtal *ev T@ Ayarmoelg Tov

TI\NGoiloV 0OU WG CEAUTOV.

“ev T® Or(a) NA RP 01 02 06 020 025 044 048. 33. 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241.
1505. 1506. 1739. 1881. ] omit Or(b) P46 03 010 012

The external evidence is evenly split between these two readings. Both readings

have strong support. This unit, too, demonstrates an early agreement with 03 against
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other early witnesses. This would be an indication not of a free reading in Origen
accommodated to a prominent reading at the beginning stages of his writings’ copying
process, but rather an authorial citation that reflected a common reading to that of P46
and 03. Though previously, there is evidence that shows Origen was accommodated
partially to 03’s text, this looks to be a natural agreement as the manuscript evidence
demonstrates an early division among the witnesses.

2 Corinthians 1:10

0G €K TnAlkoUToU Bavdtou epploato NUAG Kal puoeTal, €ig Ov NANikauev OTL Kal
ETL pUoeTal

TNAKoUTWV Bavatwv Or(ab) P46 630.] tTnAltkoUTtou Bavdatou NA RP
oTL kal €Tt NA RP 01 02 04 06¢ 018 020 025 044 33. 81. 365. 1175. 1241. 2464. ] o011
kai Or(a) 06c 104. 630. 1505., kai €11 P46 03 06 0121. 0243. 1739. 1881., kal 611 010
?‘):’Jisml NA P46 01 03 04 025 0209. 33. 81. 365. 1175. ] pUetat Or(ab) RP 06¢ 010
012 018 020 0121. 0243. 104. 630. 1241. 1505. 1739. 1881. 2464., omit 02 06 044
The diversity in Origen’s reading shows signs of possibly a natural mixture
(freedom) or the effects of multiple text forms that later found their way into his authorial
reading. The use of the genitive (TnAlkoUTwyv Bavatwv) in both citations from Eph.Com
show consistency in this work though the reading 6Tt kai which is later, shows that he
has undergone partial accommodation. The reading of P46 and 03 is to be considered
earlier than Origen considering that his text appears to have been changed in the
transmission process. However, P46 also demonstrates mixture in that its genitive
reading (like Origen) is relatively unsupported, yet reflects the same reading as 03 with

kal £t1 and puoeTtal. Like Origen’s citations, P46 often presents a mixture in its text-

form, not unlike Origen’s free citations. Perhaps P46, like Origen has (1) also undergone
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partial accommodation to a NA-like text, and (2) retains either a mixture of readings that
would appear to be Byzantine, or has been accommodated to the Byzantine text at a
later time.

2 Corinthians 4:17

TO Yap mapauTika EAappov THg BAIPews " NUAV KA’ UTEpBOANV €ig UTIEPBOANV
aiwviov Bapog d6ENng katepyaletal Nuiv,

“fudv Or(abc) NA RP 01 04 06 010 012 018 020 025 044 0243. 33. 81. 104. 365. 630.
1175. 1241. 1505. 1739. 1881. 2464. ] omit Or(d) P46 03

There are four citations of this verse in Origen, three of which agree on the
presence of nudv. Concerning an omission, since only one of Origen's readings omits
yet his others have it present, especially in his authorial readings, it is difficult to say that
Origen knew both forms of the reading. However, Ps.Sel omits, though it is an
abbreviated form of the verse. This omission might have been affected by an awareness
of the P46 and 03 texts. Origen, when he is against both critical editions NA and RP,
often corresponds to 03.

2 Corinthians 5:8

Bappoluev d¢ Kal eUdokoTueV PHAAAOV EkdnuUAoal €K ToU ocwpaTog Kal evdnuiioal
TPOG TOV KUpPLOV.

eappOOpstARP ] 6appolvteg Or(b) 01 0243. 6. 33. 81. 630. 1739. 1881.

Origen's John.Com A reads BappoUvteg. Against both critical editions NA and
RP, 01 and 1739 support Origen's reading. As indicated by the critical apparatus of NA,
the evidence that supports its main text reads 6appo0uev. Again, Origen would is

against the reading of 03, which demonstrates this participle form of the verb is authorial

as well as the unchanged transposition of pdAAov, which is clearly different to most
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early evidence. This means that if Origen had been altered to agree with later forms of
the text, the transposition would have been an easy place to notice differences in Origen
which, remains unchanged and yet the participle form is also unaltered. The text of 01
could have influenced Origen’s citations resulting in the loss of Origen’s authorial
citation.

2 Corinthians 5:10

TOUG Yap ndvtag Nuag pavepwOrival del Eumpoobev To0 Brpatog 100 Xplotod,
{va kopiontal €kaotog Ta d1d To0 oWUATOC TPOG A Empateyv, eite Ayabov eite

dadlAov.

daolov Or(abcdefghij) NA 01 04 048. 0243. 33. 81. 326. 365. 630. 1739. 1881. |
kakov Or(kl) RP P46 03 06 010 012 025 044 104. 1175, 1241. 1505. 2464.

All but two of Origen's citations read ¢padAov and this is most likely what Origen's
authorial citation would have been. However, two of Origen's citations read kakov.
These are from two sources that often have accommodated readings to the Byzantine
text. This would normally be a simple example of later readings showing up in copies of
manuscripts after the fifth century AD. The reading kakov does have strong manuscript
support including P46 03 04 06, which suggests the change was not simply a later
change by Byzantine scholars. This unit of variation is an example of mixture in the
earliest of documents. What first appears to be a later adjustment is really a
demonstration of the fluid text in the earliest extant manuscripts, which is no doubt seen
in Origen’s apparently “fluid” citations. However, the what appears to be fluidity, based
on extant manuscripts, could simply be the norm of the second and third centuries as

seen in Origen’s citations.
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2 Corinthians 5:16
“QoTe NUETG ano 100 vOv oUdEva oidapev Katd odpka- i Kal EyVOKAUEV KATA
oapka Xplotov, AAAA VOV OUKETL YIVWOOKOWEV.

XploTov MoTE Katd oapka eyvwkapev Or(abc) | kal €yvwkauev kata odpka
Xptotov Or(d) NA RP, éyvmkauev Xplotov katda aapka Or(d)

The three citations Or(abc) are all consistent in their reading Xplotév noté kata
oapka eyvwkauev. There is no support in the critical apparatus of NA for this
transposition. Tischendorf correctly notes the differing readings in Origen for the
transposition but there are no manuscripts listed. Though there are other readings that
correspond to NA and RP such as Or(de), this came about by their accommodation to
an identical NA/RP text. This could reflect an early reading, which Origen cited
consistently, though such evidence does not exist. This reading in not in the critical
edition of NA, Tisch, VS or Treg. This suggests an authorial Origen citation, and quite
possibly his biblical text.

2 Corinthians 5:20
Yrep Xptotol oUv peoBeliopev wg 100 B0l mapakalolvtog dt’ UAV- dedueba

unep Xplotod, kataAAaynTe TQ Be®.

oUv NA RP P34 01 03 04 06c 018 020 025 048. 33. 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241,
1505. 1739. 1881. ] omit Or(a) P46 06 010 012 044

Origen's citations of 5:20 omit the word oUv. This reading is present in the NA
and RP texts. P46 06 010 012 044 support Origen. The support for o0v are manuscripts
01 03; even 1739. and 1881, which are often in agreement with Origen’s readings, are
against Origen. Again, when Origen is different from both critical editions NA and RP,
and supported by manuscripts, he does not typically agree with P46. This is an example

of an authorial citation by Origen. The often-mixed nature of P46’s text and Origen’s free
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citations demonstrates that the earliest manuscripts of the New Testament are of a
mixed textual nature.

2 Corinthians 10:3
'Ev oapki yap nepinmatodvteg oU Katd odpka otpateudusba,

nepinatoovree NA RP ] Zovreg Or(abe)

The readings of NA and RP are the same in 10:3. However, in two different
works (one work citing the same thing twice) Origen reads CwvTteg, not mepinatolvTeg.
This unit of variation is not in the NA apparatus, though it is noted in Tischendorf with no
manuscript support. However, Cels often retains early readings for Origen and
considering that this reading is consistent in all of Origen's citations for 10:3 this should
be considered an authorial citation. This might also be Origen's preference considering
the metaphorical language of "walking" instead of "living" instead of a manuscript
preference.

2 Corinthians 12:8
UMEP TOUTOU TPIG TOV KUPLOV TIApEKAAEDA iva AnooTh art epod.
omiép NA RP] mepi Or(a)

Origen in two different commentaries cites these two verses where his citation
reads miepi instead of Umep. Both NA and RP both read unép. This methodical
preference for mepl appears often in Origen's citations (cf. Galatians 1:4 below). If this is

his authorial citation, then it exemplifies the tenacity of Origen’s authorial citations

despite the common occurrence of his citations being adjusted to the later forms.

288



5.3.3. Mixture in the Early Sources for the Greek New Testament
Romans 3:28

Aoy1loueda yap dikalolobal rioTtel AvOpwTiov Xwplg Epywv VOUOU

yap NA 01 02 06 010 012 044 81. 365. 630. 1506. 1739. 1881. 1908. ] oUv Or(a) RP 03
04 06c 018 020 025 33. 69. 104. 1175. 1241. 1505. 2464., omit Or(b)
dlkalo0oBat miotel Or(bc) NA ] miotel dikato0obatl Or(a) RP

Or(a) corresponds to RP and is supported by 03. Or(a) has undergone a
significant amount of accommodation to the Byzantine text. This later reading is in
agreement with the first hand of 03. The reading from 1739, claimed to represent the
text of Origen's Romans commentary reads ydp. 01 and 02 supports this reading. It is
difficult to determine what would be Origen’s text given the variation. However, given
that Origen's readings from Rom.Frag A are mainly adjusted to later texts, the marginal
notes of 1739 are questionable in nature, the source that deserves the most credibility is
the Rom.Frag C. If this is Origen’s authorial citation, omitting the particle, it
demonstrates how 01 and 02 can conflict with 03, and yet Origen remains independent
of both. Or(b) is an attachment of biblical text to the end of a sentence and therefore
might not be a good reflection of Origen’s biblical text despite the fact that it is likely his
authorial citation.
Romans 4:11
Kal onuelov EAaBev E[SplTO}.lﬁq odppayida Tfg dikatoouvng TG miotewg TG €V T

akpoBuoTiq, €(q TO eivat alTOV MATEPA MAVIAV TOV TIOTEUOVTWY dI' dkpoPuoTiag,
elc 10 Aoylobrjval kai autoig tnv dikalooluvnv

kai NA RP 01c 04 06 010 012 018 020 025 104. 365. 1175. 1241. 1505. ] omit Or(bc)
01 0203 044 6. 81. 630. 1506. 1739. 1881. 2464.

v NA RP 03 04 06¢c 010 012 018 020 025 044 33. 81. 104. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505.
2464. ] omit Or(bc) 01 04¢ 06 6. 365. 424c. 1506. 1739, €1 02 424. 1881.
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The units of variation at the end of 4:11 are somewhat complex with the mixture
of several texts. The issue of correction within manuscripts is less of an issue as
opposed to the mixture of readings in the copying process. The two units revolve around
the two words, kat and v . Or(b), which omits both, is supported by 01. 6. 1506. 1739.
The MSS that support the presence of both are more recent (04 010 012 018 020 025
104 1175 1241 1505 RP). This shows that they were most likely introduced later. The
earlier manuscripts that have only one of the readings without signs of correction shows
that these readings were competing in the earliest stages of New Testament
transmission. 02 and 1881 omit kai but read £1g instead of tryv. This second reading of
TNV is in a very small number of manuscripts. 06 and 365. read kai but omit TAv.
Conversely, B 044 81 630. 2464. have the opposite reading (omit kati, include TMv).
Romans 8:24
TR Yap €ATIOL E0wONUEV- EATIG O BAETOMEVN OUK EOTLV EATIG: O Yap BAEMEL TG

EAnicel

Tig NA P46 03 1739 ] tig Tt kai Or(a) RP 01c 02 04 018 020 025 044 33. 81. 104. 630.
1175. 1241. 1505. 1506. 1881. 2464., tig T1 Or(b) 03c 06 010 012 Or(NA), Tig kai Or(c)
011739

Or(b) reads T1 €AmiCel, which is different from NA (¢AmiZel), and RP (Tt kai
€Amicel). This unit is in the critical apparatus of NA, Tisch and Treg. Or(a) corresponds
to the RP reading as it is normally accommodated to the later Byzantine text. The text of
1739, or Or(c), normally corresponds to the NA text, but not here. Like 01, it contains
the conjunction kai. What is most interesting about this reading is that 01 02 and 03 are

all different. The most likely citation to represent Origen's authorial citations is Or(b)

which is the corrected 03 reading. For Origen to differ from all three of these
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manuscripts, as well as all of them to disagree with each other demonstrates the fluidity
of the earlier period of the New Testament text. When Origen’s citations appear to be
fluid or free in relation to the extant manuscripts, it appears to be an anachronistic
assessment considering that examples such as this show a number of readings in the
earliest of documents. Perhaps Origen is not quite as fluid as he is deemed, but rather
simply a good indication of the fluidity of the earliest periods of transmission?

Fjomans 9:20 i

w AvBpwrie, pevolvye oU Tiq €l O AVTATIOKPIVOUEVOG T® BE®; pN) €pel TO TAACHQ

T® TAGoavTe Ti ye €noinoag olTwg;

® dvBpwrie pevoldvye NA 01 02 81. 630. 1506. 1739. 1881. ] pevolvye @ avBpwre
Or(ab) RP 01c 06¢ 018 020 025 044 33. 104. 365. 1175. 1241. 1505. 2464.] ®
4vBpwre pevouv 03, ® dvBpwrie P46 06 010 012 629

This is another example of multiple variants in the New Testament tradition. Princ
often reflects an NA-like text in units of variation but is also sometimes supported by the
later readings that correspond to RP, readings which early manuscripts like 01 have
been corrected to. Not only is Origen supported by the late Byzantine text, but also
three alternate readings exist which are supported by 01 03 and P46 respectively. The
earliest and strongest witnesses all disagree and Origen has been altered. There is little
hope in establishing Origen’s authorial citation if it was not the Byzantine reading.
2 Corinthians 1:8
OuU yap B€hopev UuAg ayvoely, adeAdol, urep TG BAIYewS NUAOV TAC YEVOUEVNG
ev 1A Aoig, OTL kaB’ UmepBoAnv urep duvaputv eBapnbnuev Mote £gamnopndijval
Nuag kai To0 ZAv:
B&éAw ydap Or(a) 018 ] yap Behopév NA RP

riepi Or(a) 01 02 04 06 010 012 025 0209. 6. 33. 69. 81. 104. 365. 1175. 1505. 1908. ]
urnep NA RP P46 03 018 020 044 0121. 0243. 630. 1241. 1739. 1881. 2464.
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There are two places in this citation, which are worthy of note. The citation from
Eph.Com reads 6¢Aw against both NA and RP, whose reading is 6€Aouev. Here,
Origen is different from the two critical editions yet is supported only by 018. When
Origen’s citations do not correspond to NA/RP, his citations are normally free.
Elsewhere, he is supported by P46 01 02 or 03.

The second unit of variation involves what has occurred throughout Origen's
citations of the three epistles: the reading of mepi where NA and RP read unép. Origen
is supported by 01 02 04 06 against P46 03 and 1739. This is another example of how
the early four documents with Pauline writings (specifically P46 01 02 03) are not
consistent in their agreement with each other, as they agree and disagree in various
groups depending on the unit of variation. Also, considering that this reading of Origen's
is supported by early evidence, it would seem that if this were an early text of Origen's
then he would correspond to 1739 but he does not. The relationship between 1739 and

Origen’s citations should be reconsidered.

2 Corinthians 7:10

epyaletal NA P46 01 03 04 06 025 81. 1175., ] épyalopévnv Or(abf), katepyaletal
RP P99 01c 010 012 018 020 020 044 0243. 0296. 104. 365. 630. 1241. 1505. 1739.
1881. 2464.

The readings for the unit of variation at the end of the verse show disagreement
between Origen, P46 01 03 and P99. Origen is different to the New Testament editions
with his participial form of the verb. This shows that in places of variation in the early

documents, Origen is often free, reflecting a reading that is not supported by any

manuscripts, yet with consistency throughout his works of the same reading.
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Galatians 4:23
AAN’ O pev ek TG Taldiokng Kata odpka yeyévvntal, 60 3¢ €k g EAeuBépag dU’
enayyeAiag.

pév Or(abcdeg) NA RP 01 0203 04 06 010 012 018 020 025 044 062. 0278. 33. 81.
104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505. 1739. 1881. 2464. ] omit Or(f) P46 03
oU NA P46 01 02 04 044 33. 81. 104. 1241. 2464. ] d1a g Or(abcdefg) 03 06 010 012
018 020 025 062. 0278. 365. 630. 1175. 1505. 1739. 1881. 1881. RP.

Matt.Com C is intermittent regarding its presentation of the verse. The only
difference between NA and RP is the genitive article at the end which all of Origen's
citations have present. In agreement with RP, all of Origen's citations read d14 tfig with

support from 03. Against this reading is &’ as it reads in P46 01 02. Typically, when

Origen corresponds to the RP text against the NA, he is not supported by 03.

5.3.4. Different Readings Between Origen’s Works

2 Corinthians 3:18

TNUEIG OE TAVTEG AVAKEKAAUMHEV® TIPOGWTIW TNV d0&av Kupiou KATOTTPLOHEVOL
NV auV eikoéva petapoppolueba amno d6&NG eic d6Eav kabdmnep Amod Kupiou
nveluaToq.

petapopdoUueda Or(deklpgr) NA RP ] uetapopgpoupevol Or(b) P46 02 614.,
petapopdolabarl Or(c), petapoppoivtal Or(fs)

There are several differing forms of the verb petapoppow among the witnesses.
Four different forms appear in the writings of Origen. The reading of P46 and 02 is
supported by Or(b), which is from Cels, a work of Origen with an often early citation text.
Often P46 and 02 are against the early readings of Origen 01 and 03. Despite these
various forms of petapopdow, the rest of the citations are very consistent considering

that there are 19 different citations, many of which are from different works of Origen.
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2 Corinthians 11:23
dlakovol Xplotol eiotv; mapappov®Vv AaA®, UTEP EYW* €V KOTIOIG TIEPLOCOTEPWG,
€V PUAAKAIG TIEPLOCOTEPWG, €V TIANYAIG UMEPBAANOVTWG, €V BavAToLg TIOAAAKIG.

dUAaKaig MeplocoTEPWS €V TMANYyalg utiepBairovTwg Or(ce) NA P46 03 05 33. 629.
630. 0243. 1739. 1881. | MAnyaiq MeplocoTEPWS €V PUAAKAIS UTIEPRBAAAOVTWG
Or(ad) 01 010, puAakaig UTEPBAANOVTWG £V TANYAIG TIEPLOCOTEPWS 025, TANYATG
utiepBailovtwg v puAlakaig meplocotEpws RP 01¢c 05¢ 015 018 020 044 0121.
104. 365. 1175. 1241. 1505. 2464.

There are four main readings for a longer variant reading in the textual tradition.
Origen has four citations, which contain this variation. The NA reading is supported by
Basil.Phil A and Rom.Frag A, which is unusual given that Rom.Frag A normally
suppports the Byzantine text. This is likely to show that Rom.Frag A once did reflect an
early reading as appears in 01 here, as the correction in 01 indicates a later change to
the Byzantine text.

Euches and Jer.Hom B both correspond to the reading of 01, which has very little
support in the critical apparatus of the various hand-editions. Therefore, all of Origen’s
reading corresponds to a NA-like text (GAO1).

2 Corinthians 12:10

d10 eUdOK® €v AaoBeveialg, ev UBpealy, €v avaykalg, €v dlwyHoig Kal
otevoxwplalg, unep Xplotold- O0tav yap Acbev®, 16T dUVATOG ElpL.

ev Or(cd) NA RP ] kai Or(b) P46 01
kat Or(b) NA P46 01 03 104. 326. 1175. ] kal €v 0243. 0278. 630. 1739. 1881., €v
Or(cd) RP 01c 02 06 010 012 018 020 025 044 33. 81. 365. 1241. 1505. 2464.

There are two units of variation where Origen is a witness to a very early reading.
The first concerns the reading of €v vs kai. Origen is split with two readings Or(cd)

agreeing with both New Testament critical editions, though Or(b) is in agreement with

P46 and 01 which is more than likely his reading given their early dates and that they
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and Origen are the only witnesses for this reading. Later in the verse, there is another
unit of variation that involves the same words. The reading of kai is supported Or(b) NA
P46 01 03 104. 326. 1175. The reading of kai €v is supported by 0243. 0278. 630.
1739. 1881. The reading of €v is supported by ¢€v Or(cd) RP 01c 02 06 010 012 018
020 025 044 33. 81. 365. 1241. 1505. 2464. In this second unit, Origen's citations
contain both readings. Origen's commentary on Jeremiah shows Origen in one unit of
variation against both NA and RP with second-century support (P46, and in the other
unit of variation also supported by 01 03

The examples above have discussed and attempted to reconcile the various
issues in Origen’s text including: (1) citations that demonstrate a mixed textual affinity,
(2) Citations that agree with neither the Initial or Byzantine text, (3) units of variation
where the early documents of the Greek New Testament disagree, and (4) the variation
of citations between certain works of Origen for the same place in Scripture.

Other readings and examples of differing readings within Origen’s works that
need not be discussed here in full include: Romans 2:13; 15:19; and Galatians 5:19.
Likewise, three more examples of differences within the same works of Origen include:
Romans 1:23, 2:23; and 2 Corinthians 1:5. The next section will address the citational

and biblical text of Origen.

5.4. Origen’s Citational and Biblical Text
Despite the obvious attraction of studying the text of the Greek New Testament in

the writings of a prominent individual such as Origen, there are many problems one
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must face in an attempt to responsibly use Origen as a witness in the wider discipline of
Greek New Testament textual criticism.

If NA and RP share the same in reading in most places, and a shared reading
typically demonstrates places of very little textual variation in the New Testament
manuscripts, it should be expected that an early writer such as Origen would mainly
reflect a text-form that is consistently in agreement with NA and RP if he is citing his
biblical manuscripts. About half of Origen’s citations are identical to a shared NA and
RP reading. Considering this, Origen is most likely not citing directly from his
manuscripts.

In places of conflict between NA and RP, a citation that is identical to the NA text
is more likely to be an earlier representation of the textual history of the New Testament
rather than any reading that only agrees with the RP text. It is widely known and
observable in manuscripts of the Greek New Testament that documents were edited

and texts accommodated to fit the evolving biblical text.™

If Origen's citations, too, were
changed during any period after his life, the chances of his readings being changed to a
united agreement of NA and RP is more likely than not, considering that the two agree

in most places.’"® The fluctuation of Origen’s agreements with either NA or RP is

"% Fee states “that a Byzantine type of textual transmission (smoothing out the text) goes on as early as

P66,” Papyrus Bodmer Il (P66): Its Textual Relationships and Scribal Characteristics, SD 34, Salt Lake
City, UT: Univeristy of Utah Press, 1968; “...the work done by later editors and textual workers in shaping
the stylized Byzantine text.” Frank Pack, "The Methodology of Origen as a Textual Critic in Arriving at the
Text fo the New Testament" Unpublished Dissertation. Univeristy of Southern California, 1948, 346-7;
Bruce M. Metzger and Bart D. Ehrman, The Test of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption,
and Restoration (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 127.

115« _that it will tend to harmonize passages, not remove or change such wordings and that it will tend to
alleviate difficulties, not engender them.” Gordon D. Fee, "P75, P66, and Origen: The Myth of Early
Textual Recension in Alexandria" from New Dimensions in New Testament Study (ed. Richard N.
Longenecker and Merrill C. Tenney; Grand Rapids: Zondervan Pulbusing House, 1974), 270.

296



insignificant in comparison to the varying levels of readings that are identical to the
NA/RP texts, and those that have no support. The contrasting nature of his readings
that reflect the best-reconstructed texts of the Greek New Testament and his readings
that are unsupported demonstrates that Origen has been accommodated to the texts of
our earliest extant manuscripts of the New Testament.

The earliest documents of Origen show that his citations are most similar to an
NA-like text mixed with free citations of the Greek New Testament.''® The
correspondence to the NA would appear to confirm the early nature of our hypothetical
reconstructions in modern eclectic hand-editions of the New Testament. In units of
variation, Origen’s citations overall have only a small number of readings in agreement
with NA-only or RP-only,'"” and that most readings at the epistle-level are either fluid or
identical to both NA and RP,'"® it suggests that Origen agrees with the Initial and
Byzantine text together slightly less than they agree with each other, yet in the places
they do not, his citations are free.

His high agreement with both text-forms when they are the same is not surprising
considering the high percentage of the NA/RP agreement, but a high level of free
citations in the extant witnesses and the clear examples of mixture at the citation level,

indicates that his citations had already undergone change by the sixth century.'"

"8 The Papyrus Cairo 88748, found in 1941 near Tura is the earliest document of a writing by Origen.
"7 See Table 36.
'"® See Table 33-35.

9 “There have been many attempts to solve the great riddle of the New Testament text used by Origen,
but always on much too narrow a basis and with unrealistic presuppositions. If the question of the
existence of a ‘Caesarean text’ and its character is to be answered fully and finally, this must be done
from Origen’s quotations. But it still remains unexplained why all the known alternative readings are also
usually found attested in Origen’s writings.” 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
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Overall, in the units of variation between Origen, NA, and RP, when Origen sides
with one over the other, he agrees with NA against RP between 12-27% of the time,
depending on which epistle. He agrees with RP against NA between 2-6% of the time.
Considering the amount of mixture in affinity of Origen’ citations overall, this confirms
that Origen’s citations are more likely to reflect a reading in agreement with NA when he
does side with one or the other. That, however, is only when he agrees with one or the
other. In all of his citations where there is some level of variation among Origen, NA,
and RP, Origen is against both editions between 61-82% of the time, depending on the
epistle cited. This demonstrates that Origen’s citations at the earliest stage were
probably free, especially considering the alteration of his free citations to the Byzantine
text in later stages of transmission history.'®°

The evidence is clear about what Origen’s citations were like, considering what
can be understood about his citations now. Despite knowing that he is mostly fluid in his
citations and yet retains a considerable number of readings in agreement with the NA
edition, can Origen’s biblical text be established? The nature of the data should call for a
strong reservation that would leap from his citational text to his biblical manuscripts. The
fact that Origen’s citations agree with the NA is probably a result of the same reason he
agrees with the RP text, namely, the same editorial practices are constant, yet the form

of the text throughout the centuries is different. At bottom, the NA text is the best

Criticism (Grand Rapids: W.B. Eerdmans Pub. Co, 1987), 168.

120 “...handling of the text closely parallels the work done by later editors and textual workers in shaping
the stylized Byzantine text...process that ended with the Byzantine text-type finds its beginnings in
Origen's methodology, for it was a process of "correction" of the knowledge, use and conflation of different
textual traditions, and the handling of the text with the interests of teaching and preaching in mind." Pack,
"Origen as a Textual Critic," 6.

298



representation of the third to fourth century Greek New Testament, and Origen’s
citations often reflect these readings. However, an author that predates the earliest text
reconstructed from manuscripts can establish the nature of the first, second or third
century text.

Though there are no documents to support any theory of this period of time
before the earliest Greek New Testament manuscripts (or MSS of Origen’s works, for
that matter), the dual nature of Origen’s citations demonstrate that Origen’s citations,
predominantly free in nature, were adjusted to a text like the NA in the third and fourth
centuries and then likewise to the Byzantine text after the 6™ century.

Even if Origen’s authorial texts were found and confirmed to be the first copies of
all his works, the matter of his biblical text still is uncertain for two main reasons. First,
the corrupted manuscript tradition in his day, which indicates his biblical exemplars were
of a mixed textual nature.’®" Second, keeping in mind the nature of Origen’s citations,
specifically that he presents the New Testament text freely, his readings are often
unsupported by manuscript evidence. If there is inconsistency between various works’
or even of the same work’s presentation of the same verse, for example, then it is
difficult to understand any biblical reading that might have been behind it. If there is
consistency, is it likely that the reading has been changed over the transmission period
(later copyists)? If it has not, is it possible to determine this was the reading of an actual
manuscript in the possession of the Church Father, or even an attempt to cite a specific

text form?

12 Amy M. Donaldson, "Explicit References to New Testament Variant Readings Among Greek and Latin

Church Fathers," PhD thesis, University of Notre Dame), 2009.
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In view of his citations, it is clear that he is at times unconcerned with citing even
the same verses the same way within a single work. This is seen in the fact that in all
three epistles this thesis investigates, where there is variation, Origen is more likely to
be independent of the Initial and Byzantine Texts. The possible influences in the text of
patristic citations are many. Since various factors determine the form of citations as they
reach the modern reader, this makes understanding the biblical text behind them nearly
unattainable.

On the other hand, Origen’s citational text is rather consistent. In places where
the Initial and Byzantine Text agree, Origen is typically in agreement with this reading.
This shows either the resiliency of the Greek New Testament text, or that Origen’s
writings were accommodated very early with no remaining evidence of their authorial
readings. It is quite possible that his works were adjusted to a fourth- or fifth-century
biblical text after his writings began to circulate. However, given the unique nature of
many of Origen’s citations, it seems that the fluidity of the biblical text during Origen’s
day and the possibly frequent citing technique that undervalued exactitude, the earliest
forms of what we know to be Origen’s works are probably actually what Origen wrote.'®

If each Origen source cites the three epistles consistently within each work, how
is it that the overall affinity for each individual epistle is different? One extreme example
is the case with Rom.Frag A. It cites all three epistles consistently with an RP
agreement, yet it cites Romans 142 times compared to four in Galatians and 17 in 2

Corinthians. Each work of Origen cites the epistles an inconsistent amount of times, or

122 of. Romans 2:5, 3:25, 29, 6:22, 8:7, 11, 26, 11:22, 13:9; 2 Corinthians 4:18, 5:16, 7:10, 11:2, 12:21;
Galatians 4:1, 23, 5:19, 22, 6:8.
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rather, certain epistles appear inconsistently within the various works. Therefore, even
though Origen’s individual works cite the epistles in a consistent affinity throughout each
work, and each work is one sided in terms of affinity in relation to RP and NA, the affinity
of the individual epistles are different because the number of times each epistle is cited
in each work is not consistent.

Ultimately, the textual nature of Origen’s works is complex. Each individual work
has its own history and therefore cited text. The biblical text behind the citations has its
own complexities, which has affected how Origen cites the Greek New Testament. This
is coupled with the transmission history of his own works and the citations within them.
There are many examples among Romans, 2 Corinthians, and Galatians that
demonstrate that Origen’s text and citations have undergone accommodation in various
places. This mixture through editing has created a complicated scenario, which further
data and thorough analysis might solve.

Given this assessment of Origen’s citations and the subsequent adjustments to
his citational text, citations attributed to Origen will not arrive at a definitive text of
Origen’s Greek New Testament manuscripts but rather his citational text, or rather, the
words he wrote. Considering that roughly half of his citational text is free, and his
authorial citations are demonstrated to have reflected a greater percentage of free
readings, the citational text of Origen is not his biblical text.

The current thesis has demonstrated that despite Origen’s consistency, he is still
sporadic and unconcerned with wording in many places. Though he mentions the

depravity of the manuscripts of his day and their corrupted nature, he then cites as if
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there were no set form of the epistles.’®® Alas, the supposed textual critic Origen,
through his voluminous citations, fails to provide that which the 21° century textual critic

desires, a presentation of his exact text.

5.5. Implications Relevant to the Research Questions in Chapter 1
This section will address the implications of this study as they pertain to the

questions raised in Chapter 1.

5.5.1. Goals of New Testament Textual Criticism and the Church Fathers

Historically, the goal of textual critics of the Greek New Testament has been to
recover the “original text.” Having discussed in §1.4 the various explanations of what
this term means, the purpose of discussing it here will not require a rehashing of the
varying perspectives. However, in the attempt to go further in the past, further than our
extant biblical manuscripts, textual critics have employed the witnesses of the Church
Fathers to extend the evidence for the purposes of attaining the earliest forms of the
New Testament. Ideally, this theory is the best way to recover the known readings of the
New Testament in the first three centuries of Christian Scripture.

The way in which the Church Fathers are used as evidence is often a reflection
of the goals of the individual textual critic. It would be hard to find a biblical scholar in the
twenty-first century that would deny the value of patristic evidence. However, if the
primary goal is the recovery or finding of the “original text” and the Church Father as a

textual witness is used for this purpose, it requires that the “original text” or authorial

123 Metzger and Ehrman, The Test of the New Testament, 201. “In a different category are instances
where, because of some exegetical difficulty, Origen suggests that perhaps all of the manuscripts existing
in his day may have become corrupt.”
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citations of the patristic authors be recovered first. Unfortunately, this thesis has shown
that this is highly problematic for three main reasons: (1) the majority of Origen’s
citations are against both the NA and RP readings. (2) Even when Origen agrees with
either of these hand-editions, he shows a mixture of various readings where NA and RP
disagree. Lastly, (3) where he is in agreement with the both NA and RP, there are
sometimes alternative forms of his citations, or evidence of accommodation, which
makes Origen’s actual citation questionable.

These three points do not suggest that the Greek New Testament is so wild that
there is no way to know what the text actually read in the second century. Rather, if
Origen’s authorial citations cannot be determined, and the evidence from his citations
clearly shows that most of the time he is not citing known readings of extant Greek New
Testament manuscripts, then he can hardly be used confidently to reproduce a textual

tradition that predates the extant biblical manuscripts.

5.5.2. Reconstructions and Memory in Relation to Patristic Citations

The limits of determining definitive biblical citations of the Church Fathers is very
problematic for methodologies that call for the reconstruction of single citations as
representatives for the patristic New Testament, especially those as a means for
comparison to the wider Greek New Testament manuscript tradition. Suggs held
reconstructions to be best practice for understanding the Church Fathers’ text.'** Fee

agrees "critical reconstructions, especially of the biblical text of the early Greek Fathers,

124 M. Jack Suggs, “The Use of Patristic Evidence in the Search for the Primitive New Testament Text,”

NTS 4 (1958), 147 had suggested, "More ambitiously than merely presenting all the data we might aim at
publishing 'critically reconstructed' texts of these patristic withesses."
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are currently the most urgent need for the study of patristic citations in NT textual
criticism."'® Mullen, current editor of the NTGF, speaks of the “eminent” contribution of
its instalments, which depend solely on critical editions of the Church Fathers and
reconstructions.'® If such designated representative citations are compared to the wider
Greek New Testament manuscripts, this can result in false relationships between the
Church Fathers and extant biblical manuscripts if issues of accommodation are not
considered.'?” The concept of reconstructing the single representative citational text has
come about by the “original text” presupposition of Greek New Testament textual
criticism, in general. As long as the goal of establishing the “original text” in New
Testament textual criticism is made the goal of the study of patristic citations (as seen in
several Origen studies recently), selected citations standing as a representation of the
Church Fathers’ text will be compared to the Greek New Testament manuscripts to

determine affinity.'?®

'25 Fee, “Use of the Greek Fathers,” 191-207.
126 |bid, 364.

127 For example, "Furthermore, the one man skilled in such textual matters (Origen) shows no concern for
such a recension; and it is doubtful that someone earlier than he would have had such a concern. Finally,
an analysis of the textula character of P75 B when compared with other manuscript traditions indicates
that there is little evidence of recensional activity of any kind taking place in this text-type. The MSS seem
to represent a "relatively pure" form of preservation of a "relatively pure" line of decent from the original
text." Fee "P75, P66, and Origen," 272.

128 Colwell has several articles that outline such a methodology, all collected in his volume Studies in
Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New Testament (NTTS IX; Leiden: Brill, 1969). See especially
chapters 1-5: “Method in Grouping New Testament Manuscripts,” “Method in Locating a Newly-
Discovered Manuscript,” “Method in Establishing the Nature of Text-Types of New Testament
Manuscripts” (with Ernest Tune), and “Genealogical Method: Its Achievements and its Limitations.” See
also Bart Ehrman’s evaluation of and improvements to the Colwell-Tune method, “Methodological
Developments in the Analysis and Classification of New Testament Documentary Evidence” Studies in
the Textual Criticism of the New Testament (Leiden: Brill, 2006), hereafter STCNT, 9-32, repr. from
NovTest 29 (1987), 22-45; and “The Use of Group Profiles for the Classification of New Testament
Documentary Evidence,” STCNT, 33-56, repr. from JBL 106 (1987), 465-86.
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The apparent free nature of citations in the Church Fathers is often attributed to
an attempt to replicate their manuscripts from memory. This description needs to be
reconsidered since citations are not always an attempt to cite verbatim.'® The
awareness of variant readings and attempts to reconcile differing text-forms is apparent
in the patristic writings.'* However, varying citations within the corpus of a Church
Father need not be explained by a failed attempt to purposefully cite what their
exemplars meant.

When it is suggested that the cause of differing forms of certain verses in the
patristic writings is the failure of the Church Fathers’ memories, this assumes two
things: (1) the Church Fathers attempted to cite their manuscripts verbatim, but (2)
failed because of their defective memories. The nature of memorization in antiquity is
well documented, which makes the faulty memory explanation on such a wide scale
untenable in the citations.”®! This is also inadmissible considering the number of
citations of the same verse that show no mixture yet are consistent throughout multiple
works of Origen."®® The use of citations in Origen are often simply a reinforcement of
personal argumentation or a reference to Scripture as support for his ideas, oftentimes

grammatically altered to fit his own prose, not the opposite.

129 Stanley concludes that when conflations occur in Strabo, pseudo-Longinus, Heraclitus and Plutarch,
they are rarely due to lapse of memory and are very intentional, cf. Christopher D. Stanley, Paul and the
language of Scripture Citation Technique in the Pauline Epistles and Contemporary Literature, Society of
New Testament Studies Monograph Series 74 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 290-2;
Osburn, "Methodology in Identifying Patristic Citations,” 334.

'%% Donaldson, "Explicit References", 2009; Metzger, "Explicit References in the Works of Origen,” 78-95.
31 Aristotle, “On Memory and Reminiscence” in Parva Naturalia, Loeb Classic Library 288, (Harvard:
(Harvard University Press, 1956); Cicero, “Rhetorica ad Herrennium, Loeb Classical Library 403,
(Harvard: Harvard University Press, 1964); for an overview of memory in antiquity, Francis Yates, “The
Art of Memory,” London: Routledge and Kegan, 1966.

'% See Origen’s citations of Romans 7:4, 8:8, 8:20, 8:28, 8:37, 9:8, 9:16, 10:7, 13:12, 16:25; 2 Corinthians
3:18, 4:8, 5:7, 5:10, 5:19, 10:5, 13:3; Galatians 2:20, 4:21, 4:22, 4:24, 5:9, 6:14.
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Ultimately, the use of “faulty memory” as an explanation for differing readings is
not wrong in that it attempts to portray the occurrence of non-exemplar reproductions,
but it wrongly insinuates such occurrences were failed attempts of their intended
purpose.'® This purpose was to provide verbatim reproductions of their personal

manuscripts of the Greek New Testament.

5.5.3. What is a citation?

Considering that the Church Fathers frequently use biblical text in their works,
what then is a patristic citation of the Greek New Testament? Again, this is based on
certain presuppositions. The use of reconstructions, “original text” (in relation to the
Greek New Testament and the Greek Church Fathers’ citations), explanations of faulty
memory, and the like, implies that a citation is a verbatim reproduction of the New
Testament. If on the other hand, this thesis suggests a citation is first and foremost a
recognisable use of the New Testament, and then possibly a window into the biblical
text of the Church Fathers. In Origen’s writings, citations are often free, and those that
are not free often show indications of accommomdation. Considering this, the use of the
Church Fathers citations as evidence for the biblical text in its first few centuries should
be reconsidered.

If Origen’s citations are freely cited at least fifty percent of the time, with authorial

citations appearing more free, this suggests that to categorize citations is a reflection of

138« itis conceivable that a Father could misquote a text consistently from memory rather than from an

actual text.” Osburn, "Methodology in Identifying Patristic Citations,” 322.
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presuppositions and not the technique of the individual Church Fathers.'®* This current
thesis, in an attempt to gather as many citations of Origen as possible, designated a
citation as all biblical content that consisted of 3 consecutive words from the NA (in any
order) in a sequence of at most 7 words. This provided a wide variety of results. After
the initial gathering of data, many “citations” were removed from the collection, due to
the common usage of phrasing, despite it falling within the selected parameters of a
citation.™ For example, a search result of “Incod Xptoto0” does not mean Origen was
citing Romans 16:27 and Galatians 1:1, or that a few dozen hits of “r) 36&a €ig ToUg
aidvag” is Galatians 1:5 or Romans 11:36.

However, if categories are to organize the citations according to how they
currently stand, and inquiries such as the current thesis are attempting to understand
Origen’s authorial citations, to what extent are the categories such as “allusion” or
“reference” presumptuous in understanding Origen’s citations? In other words, an
altered citation is often labelled a “citation” and a citation that is free (and probably
authorial!) is simply an “allusion”. These categories rate the biblical content found in the
Church Fathers works based on their relation to the wider Greek New Testament
tradition instead of testing first whether they are in fact accommodated to what we now

understand to be the extant manuscripts of New Testament.

134

Various categories such as “allusion,
Cyril,” 362.

'% Fee, "Use of the Greek Fathers,” 358, "Also, happily, but for textual purpose somewhat frustratingly,
distant allusions, as well as citations and adaptations, are included. For example, many loose references
to the "word of God" tend to be indexed as if they are references to John 1:1. As a result, one must
frequently sift through a large number of inconsequentical listings in order to realize a minimal gain of
textual data." Osburn, "Methodology in Identifying Patristic Citations," 340-1, “Several instances of verbal
correspondence in references with no intent to cite a biblical text are explained in terms of the weaving of
common patristic terminology into the composition. Common patristic terminology should not be included
in assessments of a Fathers text.”

adaptation,” or “citation” cf. Fee, “Text of John in Origen and
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A pre-determined set of categories in which a Church Fathers citations are
placed is a working of the evidence into labels that modern scholarship has created,
which excludes evidence if it does not fit into the modern understanding of our earliest
manuscripts. It does not consider that a citation thrown out under the “allusion” label
could actually be an unknown reading from a lost manuscript, or what this thesis has
found, which is most authorial citations of Origen are not exemplar-based at all.

Therefore, recognizable content from the Scriptures should be deemed “citations”
according to generous criteria (as they either cite Scripture or they do not) which then
allows for an investigator to make assessments of inclusivity for certain scriptural
phrases that are likely to be in common for other parts of the canon (the removal of
common phrasing).

The wider problem in patristic citations is that Origen is considered the most
“precise” among the citing Church Fathers of the Greek New Testament.'® Perhaps, his
citations have undergone the most alteration to agree with text-forms that correspond to
modern critical editions such as NA and RP? Perhaps, the other Church Fathers contain
more free citations and appear to have faulty memories when in fact more of their
citational readings are authorial (unaccommodated)? This is not to suggest that
scholarship should stop basing the affinity of the patristic citations on extant
manuscripts. However, if the immediate assessment of affinity is prolonged, a first step
of assessing their relationship to the other citations of the same Church Father in the

same verse could render a better understanding of the way a specific Church Father

1% Fee says that Patristic citing habits range from rather precise to moderately careful to notoriously
slovenly" with Origen representing the "rather precise" category. Fee, "Use of the Greek Fathers,” 353.
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cites, the ability to determine what are the most probable citations that are authorial,
ultimately arriving at an informed position where the likelihood of the citations’ being a
reflection of an exemplar can be established.

This study has attempted to make definitive statements about Origen’s citations
of Romans, 2 Corinthians, and Galatians, yet through this process, general issues in
regards to patristic citations in general have become apparent. Given the implications of
this study, the immediate use of patristic citations should be reconsidered, especially for
determining text periods before the third century and text-forms in relation to
geographical areas.

The main reason why the Church Fathers do not give us a window into the first
and second century biblical texts is not because their “original” citations cannot be
determined. This actually is possible in many places. The main problem is that authorial
citations are often unrelated to readings in the extant manuscripts (which are only a

portion of those that ever existed).

5.6. The Future of Patristic Citations
The possible pitfalls concerning the use of patristic evidence for establishing the
earliest possible biblical text are widely known.'®” However, a dominant trend in relation

to the value of Greek patristic citations is based on a methodology that all citations of a

17 "...according to Parker it appears methodologically unclear what to do with variants known mainly from

patristic sources predating the manucript tradition, and hence not descended from the initial text."
Wachtel, Textual History of the Greek New Testament, 217; “Before patristic evidence can be used with
confidence, however, one must determine whether the true text of the ecclesiastical writer has been
transmitted. As in the case of New Testament manuscripts, so also the treatises of the fathers have been
modified in the course of copying.” Metzger and Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament, 127; “...the
critical evaluation of texts noted as biblical quotations is still essential” Osburn, "Methodology in
Identifying Patristic Citations," 315.
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Church Father can be simplified to an eclectic, hypothetical text that represents the text
as the Church Father would have read it.'® Or more specifically, definitive
reconstructions of how a Church Father cites individual verses can then be compared to
the various manuscripts of the Greek New Testament to establish affinity.

The potential misapplication of patristic data for the purposes of wider studies of
the Greek New Testament text has revealed a common misunderstanding of what
patristic citations are.’® If the citations themselves are then used within a system,
especially those of “text-types,” then the way they are analysed and applied will be a
reflection of this misunderstanding, no matter how efficient or progressive analytic
methods have become.’ It is important to look at both the affinity of individual sources
for Origen’s citations across the New Testament as well as look at the overall nature of

Origen’s citations of the individual biblical books. In a way, this diminishes the

138 "Following up on the suggestion by Suggs, Fee urged "critical reconstructions, especially of the biblical
text of the early Greek Fathers, are currently the most urgent need for the study of patristic citations in NT
textual criticism." Fee, "Text of John in Origen and Cyril," 358, 360-361.

'3 Osburn, "Methodology in Identifying Patristic Citations," 339, "One must exercise great caution,
because uncritical use of allusions in establishing the text of a Father’s biblical exemplar can destroy the
very exactitude desired in the process.” G. Kenyon, Handbook to the Textual Criticism of the New
Testament (2d ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1951), 243. "In the first place, the true text of the writer in
question has to be ascertained, just as the text of the Bible or of the classical authors has to be
ascertained, by the comparison of authorities. The texts of the Fathers, as they have generally been read
until recently in the editions of the Benedictines or Migne’s Patrologia, were based (like the received text
of the New Testament itself) upon comparatively few and late manuscripts."

"OH.AG. Houghton has pointed out recently that a NT textual criticism movement away from “text-types”
is needed, however, the discipline of Patristic citations is often behind in regards to the latest
developments in NT textual criticmsm in general, especially in assumptions of “original text” c.f.
“Developments in New Testament Textual Criticism" Early Christianity 2.2 (2011), 252, “...characteristic of
the "Alexandrian" or "Western" text, the percentage gaps separating these groups become ever slighter
as more data is taken into consideration. Analyses which rely on statistical agreements with selected
witnesses, such as the Claremont Profile Method or Comprehensive Profile Method, are therefore being
superseded...The application of the CBGM, too, has demonstrated that the texts of manuscripts assigned
to a similar text-type are often widely separated in the diagrams of overall textual flow. For this reason,
several leading textual critics now advocate the abandonment of text-types altogether.” An introductory
presentation of the CBGM (Coherence-Based Genealogical Method) may be downloaded from the INTF
website (http://www.uni-muenster.de/INTF/Genealogical_method.html).
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conclusions from the most recent monographs on Origen’s biblical text, as in both of
these works there is no substantial consideration of mixture or accommodation but
rather reconstruction and textual placement.’" However, both studies suggest that the
affinity of the citations of other individual biblical books would have the same affinity,
which is not the case for Romans, 2 Corinthians, and Galatians.

Such conclusions lead to general assessments of Origen’s citing practices, his
biblical text, and his place among the witnesses to the Greek New Testament in a way
that is not entirely accurate. Because of the quantity of Origen’s citations and the
amount of New Testament text, individual monographs can only describe small portions
of the whole, but until there is a fuller picture, such suggestions should be considered
unsettled. If for example, the results of this study were to consider only the overall
citations of Origen for the three specific biblical books, the result would falsely conclude
that he had a significant different textual affinity in his personal copies of Romans. The
biggest impact on Origen’s citations is his lack of verbatim citing of his biblical text as
reflected in his free authorial citations and the subsequent accommodation of his
correctors, neither of which tell us about Origen’s true affinity.

The potential locating power of citations always depends on the authorial
citations of the Church Fathers in regards to establishing the earliest text of the New

Testament.'* The data in this study suggests that the text of many of the citations found

“B.D. Ehrman, G. D. Fee, & M. W. Holmes, The Text of the Fourth Gospel in the Writings of Origen

(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992); Darrell D. Hannah, The Text of | Corinthians in the Writings of Origen
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997).

%2 Metzger and Ehrman, The Test of the New Testament, 127: “Before patristic evidence can be used
with confidence, however, one must determine whether the true text of the ecclesiastical writer has been
transmitted. As in the case of New Testament manuscripts, so also the treatises of the fathers have been
modified in the course of copying.”
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in critical editions of Origen’s works is not authorial. This is not devastating to the
discipline of patristic textual criticism even if such an authorial document were found or
authorial text established. The question still remains whether the Church Father has
indeed cited specific texts from manuscripts that no longer exist, is citing fluidly, or if his
words have been changed.* An approach to the patristic writings that accepts the
failure of the citations to reveal biblical manuscripts frees the scholar to pursue what can
be known.

The future of patristic citations and their importance in the discipline of Greek
New Testament textual criticism is not forsaken with their permanent removal from the
first- and second-century biblical text."* Though the issues are great in dealing with
such evidence, what they lack in their ability to recover the earliest biblical text, they
make up for in their value as to how the Greek New Testament has changed over the
centuries.' In Origen alone, his works display a history of the development of the
Greek New Testament text through variant readings, issues of exegesis/interpretation,
and an overall picture of how the Bible was cited by one of the earliest Christian

theologians. There is much to learn from these writings concerning the text of the New

%3 Fee, "Use of the Greek Fathers," 353. "Did the Church Father cite scripture by looking up the passage
and copying his text, or did he simply cite from memory? If it was from memory, as appears to have been
most common, can his memory be trusted to have reproduced the copy of scripture he must have
possessed?"

144 "Up to A.D. 150 the quotations in extant ecclesiastical writers, though important in their bearing on the
questions of the date and acceptation of the New Testament Scriptures, are of little value for purely
textual purposes." G. Kenyon, Handbook, 249.

%> Aland and Aland, The Text of the New Testament, 168 “With more adequate information about the
Church Fathers text of the New Testament we would have firmer guidelines for a history of the text” ;
Metzger and Ehrman, The Test of the New Testament, 281 “Thus, one of the significant breakthroughs of
textual scholarship has been the recognition that the history of a text’ transmission can contribute to the
history of its interpretation: early Christian exegetes occasionally disagreed on the interpretation of a
passage because they know the text in different forms. Moreover, some critics have come to recognize
that variants in the textual tradition provide data for the social history of early Christianity, especially
during the first three Christian centuries, when the majority of all textual corruptions were generated.”
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Testament. However, the patristic citations must not be forced to answer our questions,
for the answers they give do not reflect our questions of Scriptural origins. They must be
explained in their own right, without a premature application to the questions we wish

they could but cannot answer.

5.7. Recommendations for Future Research

One very important asset to studying any textual issues in the Greek New
Testament or the citations of the Church Father is transcriptions. At the time of this
thesis, several projects are in the process of transcribing manuscripts for the sake of
collation and online use. The biggest asset to the current thesis would be transcriptions
of the manuscripts behind Origen's critical editions, as well as searchable/tagged texts
of the Greek New Testament manuscripts. For the latter, the Institute for New
Testament Textual Research at the University of Munster'*® and the Institute for Textual
Scholarship and Electronic Editing at the University of Birmingham'*” are making such
resources more accessible through projects such as the New Testament Virtual
Manuscript Room'*® and the New Testament Transcripts Prototype.'*®

In relation to studies dealing with Origen’s texts, opportunities for more in-depth
inquiries into his textual affinity are wide open. His writings are worth exploration in their
own right, but specifically, still a helpful source in understanding the early Church
mindset in regard to Scripture and possibly an indirect source for earlier forms of the

Greek New Testament text. Any work that would supplement the projects above in

146 http://egora.uni-muenster.de/intf/

il http://www.birmingham.ac.uk/research/activity/itsee/index.aspx
148 http://ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/

19 http://nttranscripts.uni-muenster.de/
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locating, transcribing and analyzing the extant manuscripts of Origen in a complete
catalogue would be a great help to all Origen scholars.™® Specifically pertaining to
patristic citations one could evaluate the citations of the rest of the Pauline epistles or
remaining Gospels in light of the Greek New Testament manuscript tradition.
Considering the differences between his works, both in content and purpose, the
transmission process of each work through comparative readings could target detailed
issues and developments that an overview thesis such as this one can only address
generally. In a response to what was lacking in Hannah'’s study of 1 Corinthians, this
study has addressed the remaining epistles of the Hauptbriefe. As the rest of the
Pauline epistles are considered, hopefully a better understanding of Origen’s citations
will come to bear which will then address the greater Greek New Testament text and its

transmission history.

%0 Kurt Aland, “The Greek New Testament: Its Present and Future Editions” Journal of Biblical Literature,
Vol. 87, No. 2 (Jun., 1968), p186. “The patristic quotations from the NT present a very difficult problem.
The Institute has large collections and has already systematically dealt with quite a number of the church
fathers. But there is still important work to be done here, for the material of all the editions, including The
Greek New Testament, originates from Tischendorf and is not based on original sources, i. e., the modern
critical editions of the church fathers, many of which are indispensable for the early history of the text of
the NT.”
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APPENDIX 1 — ORIGEN’S CITATIONS OF ROMANS

Chapter One

Romans 1:1

(a) MadAog doUAog, ¢noi, Xplotol 'Incold, KANTOG ANMOOTOAOG, APWPIOUEVOC EIG
evayyéAlov 600 [John.Com A 2:10:70:2]

(b) d00Aov 'Inco0 Xplotol kKANTOV andotoAov MadAov [Basil.Phil A 25:1:29]
(c) Tov dolAov 'Incol Xplotold KANTOV drdotoAov MadAov [Rom.Frag A 1:22]
(d) MadAog doUAog 'Incold Xplotol Kal KANTOg AndoTtoAog 'Incold Xplotol
[Rom.Frag B 2:7]

(e) MadAog doUAog 'Incold Xplotod, KANTOG ANMOOTOAOG APWPIOUEVOCQ EIG
evayyéAlov Beo0 [Rom.Frag D 1:1:1]

(f) MadAog do0Aog Xplotol 'Incod, KANTOC ANMOOTOAOG, APWPIOUEVOCQ EIG
evayyéAlov 600 [John.Com B 19:5:31:2]

Romans 1:2

(a) 0 mpoermyyeilato dia TV MpoPNnTOV autol €v ypadalg ayialg [John.Com A
2:10:70:4]

(b) 0 MpoemMyyeilato dia T@®V MpoPNnTOV autol €v ypagalg ayialg [John.Com B
19:5:31:3]

(c) 0 mpoetmyyeilaTto d1a TV MpodnT®V autol €v ypadalg ayiaig [Rom.Frag D,
1:3:1]

Romans 1:3

(a) mepi 100 Uiol auTo(, To0 yevouévou €k omEppatog AaBld Kata ocdpka
[John.Com A 2:10:70:6]

(b) ToO yevopévou €k omépuatog AaBid kata odpka [John.Com A 10:5:22:3]
(c) 0 8¢ yevopevog ek onépuatog Aauid kata odpka [Mart 35:15]

(d) ToO yevopévou €k omepuatog Aauld kata ocdpka [Rom.Frag C 182:8]

(e) mepi T00 Uio0 auTol T00 YeVOPEVOU €K OTIEPHATOG Aauld KaTA odpKa
[Rom.Frag D 1:3:1]

(f) mepl 100 ulol auTod, T00 yevopévou €k omEppaTtog AaBid Kata odpka,
[John.Com B 19:5:31:4]

(9) yevouevog €k onépuatog AaBid to katd capka [John.Com B 32:25:323:1]

Romans 1:4

(a) To0 oploBévTog U0l Be0l €v duvauel KaTta nveTha aylwolvng €€ Avaotdoewg
vekp®V, 'Inco0 Xpilotol tol0 kKupilou NuAV [John.Com A 2:10:70:6]

(b) T00 OploBEVTOCG UIOD B0l €V duvauel KaTtd TveTha aylwouvng €€ Avaotdoewg
VEKPQYV, INcol Xplotol 100 Kupiou nu@V [Rom.Frag D 1:4:1]

(c) To0 oploBEVTOG UloD B0l €v duvdapel katd velpa aylwouvng €€ AvaoTACEWG
vekp®V, 'Inco0 Xplotol Tol Kupiou NuUAV, [John.Com B 19:5:31:6]
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Romans 1:5

(a) & oU EAABoUEV XAPLV Kal ATIOOTOANV £IC UMAKONYV MOTEWG £V AL TOIC
£€0veaoly unep 100 dvopatog autol. [John.Com A 2:10:70:8]

(b) U oU EAABOUEV XAPLV Kal ATIOOTOANV €I UTAKONYV MOTEWG £V AL TOIC
£€0veolv unep to0 ovoupatog autold [Rom.Frag D 1:5:1]

(c) 81’ o0 €AGBopeV XAPLV Kal AMOCTOANV €i¢ UTIAKONV THOTEWS £V TMAOL TOIG
£€0vealy unep 100 dvopatog autol [John.Com B 19:5:31:7]

(d) U oU €AABopEeV XApPLV Kal ATIOOTOANV £(C UMAKONV THOTEWG £V TAOL TOIQ
€0veaoly unep 100 dvopatog autol. [John.Com A 2:10:71:4]

Romans 1:6
(a) év oig €oTe Kal UPEIS KANTOI 'INc00 Xplotol [Rom.Frag D 1:6:1]
(b) év olc £0T¢ Kal Upeic kKANTol 'INcod Xptotol [John.Com B 19:5:31:8]

Romans 1:7

(a) maot Toig oloLv €v ‘Poun ayarmToig 600, KANTOIg Ayiolg: XAaplg Uplv Kal
elpnvn ano B0l MaTpog NUOV Kal kupiou 'Incol Xpiotol [Rom.Frag D 1:7:1]

(b) Aot Toig oUoLv €v ‘Popn dyarmToig 600, KANToig Ayiolg. XAaplg Uplv Kal
elpnvn ano 600 NMaTpog NUAV Kal kupiou 'Incol Xptotol [John.Com B 19:5:31:9]

Romans 1:8

(a) N nioTig Up®V KaTayyeAAeTal £v OAw TO kO6oUw [Matt.Com C 13:20:90]

(b) Mp®ToOV pev euxaplot® T® Be® pou dia 'Incod Xptotold nepi mMaviwv VPV, OTL
1 MoTIg VPV KaTtayyEAAeTal €v OAw T@ KOouw [Rom.Frag D 1:8:2]

Romans 1:9

(a) pdpTUG Yap pou €aTiv O BedG ® AaTpelw &V TQ MVEUUATI HOU €V TG guayyeAiw
To0 ulo0 auTtol, wg adlaleimrwg pveiav UudV roloOuatl [Rom.Frag A, 2:n1]

(b) papTUG Yap pOU €0Tiv O BedG, ® AaTpelw €V T® TveUHaTi Hou €V T®
evayyeAiw To0 uiol autol, wg adlaieirmwg pveiav Updv otodpat [Rom.Frag D
1:9:1]

Romans 1:10

(a) mavtoTe €l TV TMPOCEUXMV HoU debdeVOQ elmMwg 1dN MoTe eUodwOroopal €v
T® BeAnpatt To0 B0l €ABelv MPoOg UGG [Rom.Frag A 2:n2]

(b) mavtoTe £nil TV TMPOCEUXMV HoU, dedevog el wg 1dN ToTe eVodwOnoopal v
T® BeAnpatt o0 Beo0 €NBelv MPog UGG [Rom.Frag D 1:10:1]

(c) ebodwbToopatl ev T® BeAfuatt Tod Beod £ABelV pog uudg [Rom.Frag B 7:2]

Romans 1:11
(a) iva TL HeTAd® XAplopa UKLV TIVEUMATLKOV €ig TO otnptxBrval uudg [Rom.Frag A,
3:n1]

(b) ErurmoBO® yap deiv UPAG, (va Tt HETAd® XApLloPa UMIV TIVEUMATLKOV £I(G TO
otnpxbfval updg [Rom.Frag D, 1:12:1]
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(c) “Iva peTad® VIV XAPLopa TIVEUHATIKOV €i(G TO oTtnpixérival updg, pnoiv o
AnooTolog [Ps.Sel, 12:1317:28]

Romans 1:12

(a) To0TO O€ £0TL CUPTIAPAKANOYjval €v UUTV dld TAG €V AAANAOIG THOTEWG UMDV TE
kal €puo0 [Rom.Frag A, 3:n2]

(b) To0TO 0€ £0TL CUPTIAPAKANOYjval €V UMTV dld TAG €V AAANAOIG THOTEWG UPQDV TE
kai €no0 [Rom.Frag D, 1:12:2]

Romans 1:13

(a) oU BEAW O€ UMAG Aayvoely, AdeAdoi, OTL TOAAAKIC TIPOEBEUNYV EABETV TIPOG UNAG
Kal EKwAUBNV axpl To0 delpo, iva Tiva Kapmov oxX® Kal eév UUiv kabwg Kal €v Tolg
Aotroig €6veatv [Rom.Frag A, 4:n1]

(b) oU BEAW O€ UMAG Ayvoely, AdeAdoi, OTL TOAAAKIC TIPOEBEUNY EABETV TIPOG
UMAG, Kal EKwAUBNV Gxpl To0 delpo, iva Tiva Kaprov ox® Kal €v Uuiv kabwg Kai
€v Tolg Aotrolg €6veatv [Rom.Frag D, 1:13:1]

(c) TOAANAKIG TPOEBEUNV ENBETV TIPOC UUAG, (va Tiva Kapmov ox® Kal &v UMV KaBwg
Kal €v 101G Aotrolg £€08veaotv [Rom.Frag B, 10:6]

Romans 1:14

(a) "EAANnol kal BapBapolg, codolic kai avontolg [Cels, 2:13:63]

(b) "EAANOL kal BapBapolg, codolg kai avonTtolg [Cels, 3:54:6]

(c) "EAANnoL kai BapBapolg, codoig kal avontolg [Basil.Phil A, 18:24:7]

(d) "EAAnoi te kal BapBapolg, codolg Te Kal avontolg 0pelNéTng eipi [Matt.Com C,
15.7:56]

(e) "EAAnai te kal BapBapolg, codoic Te Kal avonTolc odpelAéTnc eipi. [1Cor.Com,
43:47]

(f) "EAANnol te kal BapBapolg: codolg Te Kal avontolg 0peINETNG il [Rom.Frag A,
4:n3]

(9) "EAANnGi te Kai BapBapolg, codolg te Kal avontolg 6pelAeTNg eiui, [Rom.Frag B,
10:8]

(h) "EAANnGi te kai BapBapolg, codpolg te Kal avontolg 0peINETNG eiui- [Rom.Frag D,
1:14]

Romans 1:15

(a) oUtwg 1O KAT’ €pE TIPOBU POV Kal UiV Tolg ev ‘Poun evayyeAicaobal.
[Rom.Frag D, 1:15:1]

(b) “EAANGI T Kai BapBapolg: 0odoig Te Kal avonTolg 0PeIAETNG eipi, oUTwS TO
KaT’ eue TpOBupov kal uplv Tolg ev ‘Poun evayyeAioacBal. [Rom.Frag A, 4:n4]

Romans 1:16

(a) oU yap ematoxUvoual TO suayyéAlov: dUvaplg yap 6€o0 £oTly €l cwTtnpiav
ravTi T® rotelovTl, loudaiw Te MpdTOV Kai “EAAnvL. [Rom.Frag D, 1:16:1]

(b) OU yap emnaioyxUvopal 10 EuayyéAlov: dUvaplg yap Ocol €0Tiv €ig owtnpiav
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ravTi T® rotelovTl, loudaiw Te TP@OTOV Kai "EAANvVL [Ps.Sel, 12:1596:54]

Romans 1:17

(a) AikatooUvn yap 8ol ev alT® AMOKAAUTITETAL K THOTEWG £(G THOTLY, KABWG
véypartrat- 0 o€ dikalog €k miotewg {noetat. [Rom.Frag D, 1:17:1]

(b) AikatooUvn yap Oeol €v auTt® AmokaAUTmTeTal €K TIOTEWC €ig TioTwv. [Ps.Frag,
Psalm 97:2:7]

(c) Aikatoouvn yap ©go0 ev alT® amokaAurreTal €K Miotewg eig mioTwy [Ps.Frag,
Psalm 118:40:14]

(d) AikatooUvn yap Oeol €v auT® AmokaAUTreTal €k TOTEW( €ig mioTv. [Ps.Sel,
12:1557:1]

Romans 1:18

(a) ArokaAUTreTat 6pyn 6€o0 art oUpavol eni mdoav dcéRelav kal adikiav
avlpwnwyv TOV TV aAnBelav ev adikia katexovtwy [Cels, 6:3:13]

(b) ArokaAUtreTat 6pyn 6€o0 At oUpavol enl mdoav dcéRelav kal adikiav
avepmnwv TOV TNV aAnbelav ev adikia katexovtwy [Basil.Phil A, 15:5:16]

(c) arokaAuttreTal yap 6pyn 6€o0 At oUpavol €mi ndoav acERelav Kal adikiav
avBpmnwv TOV TNV aAnbelav ev adikia katexovtwyv [Rom.Frag A, 5:n1]

(d) ArokaAUTreTal yap opyn 6o arr oupavol emi ndoav doeRelav kai adikiav
avBpwnwv TOV TNV aAnbelav ev adikia katexovtwyv- [Rom.Frag D, 1:18:1]

Romans 1:19

(a) ‘O Be0g yap autoig epavépwoeyv [Cels, 3:47:24]

(b) ‘O Be0¢ auToic edpavépwoev [Cels, 4:30:60]

(c) d16TL TO YvwoTov To0 600 pavepodv 0TIV €V AUTOIG: O B0g yap auTolg
epavépwoe [Cels, 6:3:15]

(d) 31611 TO YvwoTov 100 B0l pavepov €0Tiv €v aUTOIg, O B0 yap AUTOIG
epavépwoe [Basil.Phil A, 15:5:18]

(e) 31611 TO YvwaoTov 100 B0l pavepodv €0Tiv €V aAUTOIG: O Yap B£0C aUTOlg
epavépwoev [Rom.Frag D, 1:19:1]

(f) ‘O Beog yap auTtoig epavépwaoev [Basil.Phil A, 18:18:25]

Romans 1:20

(a) Ta aopaTa T00 B€00 Ao KTioEWQ KOO|JOU T0ig rromuacn vooupeva kaBopdTal,
fi Te Aidlo¢ alTol duUvaulg Kal BeldTNC, eic TO eivatl autouc avaroAoyftouc [Cels,
3:47:26]

(b) Ta yap aopaTa autoU ano ktioewg KOGUOU TOIQ nomuacl voouusva
kaBopdartat, §j Te didlog alTod dUvaulg Kal 8e16TNng, £ic TO gival autolg
avariohoyntoug [Cels, 6:3:17]

(c) ano kTiocewg KOGUOU TOTG TOINHACL Vooupévwy [Cels, 6:20:23]

(d) Ta yap adépata autol arno KTioewg KOOPOU TOIC Motnuact vooUueva kabopdatal
[Cels, 6:59:22]

(e) Ta doépata 100 B0l ATO KTioEWS KOGUOU TOIG TOIACL vooUueva kabopdTat
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[Cels, 7:37:18]

(f) Ta yap adépata 100 6€00 ATO KTIOEWG KOOUOU, TOUTEOTL TA voNTd, TOIQ

ol Hact vooupeva ev TQ voeioBal kaBopartal. [Cels, 7:46:36]

(g9) Ta ddépata to0 B0l AMO KTioEWG KOTGUOU TOIG TIOIACL vooUueva
kaBopdaoBat. [Basil.Phil A, 1:30:12]

(h) Ta yap aépata autol ano KTicewg KOOPOU TOIG TolPact vooUueva kabBopdral,
fi Te Aidlo¢ alTol dUvaulg Kal Bel6TNC, ic TO eivatl altouc AvaroAoynToug
[Basil.Phil A, 15:5:20]

(i) Ta d6pata To0 B0 AMo KTioeWG KOOPOU TOIG ToNpact vooUueva kabopdral,
fi Te Aidlo¢ alTol dUvaulg Kal Bel6TNC, ic TO eivatl autouc AvaroAoynToug
[Basil.Phil A, 18:18:26]

(j) Ta adpata 100 @00 Ao KTioEWG KOOWOU TOTG Mol Aot vooUueva kaBopdobal.
[Lev.Hom, 333:26]

(k) Ta aépata autol (Tol B€00) Ao KTioEWG KOGHUOU TOIG TIOIHACL VooUueva
kaBophaol [Matt.Com B 11:18:57]

(I) TA Yap aopaTa auTtol Amo KTioewg Koouou T01g nompacn vooUueva kabopdral,
1 Te didlog avTtol dUvaylg Kal Be16TNG, £ic TO sival alTolg AvaTioAOYHTOUG
[Rom.Frag D 1:20:1]

Romans 1:21

(a) 0TLYyVvOVTEG TOV BEOV 0UX wg Bedv €d6Eaoav 1 nUuxapiotnoav [Cels, 3:47:22]
(b) 316TL YvOVTEG TOV B0V oUX wg Beov €dOEaoav N nuxapiotnoav. [Cels, 3:47:29]
(c) wg Beov €ddEaoav N nuxapiotnoav AAN’ Epatalwdnoav €v Toig SIAAOYIONOIQ
aut@v [Cels, 4:30:62]

(d) d16TL YvOVTEG TOV B0V 0UYX WG Beov €dOEaoav N nuxapiotnoav, aAN’
guatalwenoav €v Tolg dlaAoylopolc auTtdyv, Kal €oKoTiodn n aclveTtog aut®v
kapdia. [Cels, 6:3:19]

(e) yvovteg TOV B0V oUYX wg Beov €dOEaoav N euxapiotnoav, AN’ Eéuatalwénoav
&v Tolc dlaloylopolc alT@v, Kal £0KoTioBn HeTd TO TNALKOOTO GAC TAC MEPl DV
€Ppaveépwaoev aUToig 0 BEOG YVWOOEWG 1) ETIELYOUEVN AoUVETOG auT®V Kapdia [Cels,
7:47:5]

(f) d16TL YVOVTEG TOV B0V OUYX WG Beov €dOEaoav N nuxapiotnoav, aAN’
guatalwbnoav €v Tolg dlaAoylopolc auTt@V Kai €0KoTiodn n aclveTog auTtdv
kapdia [Basil.Phil A, 15:5:23]

(g) 6T M'vovTeg TOV BedV oUX wg Beov €d0Eaaoav ) nuxapiotnoav. [Basil.Phil A,
18:18:21]

(h) d316TL YvOVTEG TOV B0V oUX WG Beov €ddEaoav N nuxapiotnoayv. [Basil.Phil A,
18:18:29]

(i) d1OTL YVOVTEG TOV BEdV 0UX WG Bedv €d0Eaoayv 1) nuxapiotnoav, AAN’
guataliwbnoav v 101G dlaloylopoic autdv, kai €okotiodn [Rom.Frag D, 1:21:1]

Romans 1:22

(a) phokovTec eival codol Epwpdavenoav [Cels, 3:73:24]
(b) phokovTec eival codol Epwpdavenoav [Cels, 4:30:63]
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(c) dAokovTeG elval cogol epwpavenoav [Cels, 6:3:22]

(d) phokovtec eival codol [Cels, 7:47:8]

(e) phokovtec eival oodol [Cels, 7:49:15]

(f) pdokovTeg ival codol Epwpavenoav [Euches, 29:12:2]

(g9) paokovTeg eival codol Epwpavenaoav [Basil.Phil A, 15:5:25]
(h) ®4okovtec eival codol Eéuwpdvenoav [Basil.Phil A, 18:25:16]
(i) pdokovTeg eival codol épwpavenoav [Rom.Frag D, 1:22:1]

Romans 1:23

(a) kal NANa&av TV d6&av 100 AdBApTOU B0l €V OpOolWUATL EiKOVOG $BapTOD
avopwrou Kal MeTelvAV Kal TETPArnodwv Kal epret®v. [Cels, 3:73:24]

(b) kal NANa&av TV d6&av 100 AdBApTOU B0l €V OHOLWUATL EikOVOG $BapTOD
avopwrou Kal MeTelvAV Kal TETparnodwv Kal eprnet®v. [Cels, 4:30:64]

(c) kal NAAa&av v d6&av Tol APpOdapToUu B0l €v OpoLWUATL elkOVOg PpOapToU
avOpwrou Kal MeTelvAV Kal TETparnodwy kal epretdv [Cels, 6:3:23]

(d) nNANGEavTo TV d6Eav ToU apOdpTou B0l €v dpolwpaTL eikOvog ¢pOapTol
avBpwriou Kai meTelv@V Kal TeTpamnodwyv Kal eprnet@v [Cels 7:47:11]

(e) kal NANa&av Vv d6&av 100 AdBApTOoU B0l v OpolwUATL eikdVvog dBapTol
avOpwrou Kal MeTEIVAV Kal TETPaArodwyv Kal epreTt®v. [Euches, 29:12:3]

(f) ™MV d6Eav 100 B0l T00 APBAPTOU €V OHOLWUATL EikOVOG $BapTOol AvOpwrou
Kal meTelv@v Kal TETpanodwv Kal epreTdv, d1d To0 €ykataleineobal
napadidouevol [Euches, 29:15:2]

(9) kal NAAa&av v d6&av To0 adpBApToU B0l €V OpolwUATL ElkOVOg $BapTol
avOpwrmou Kal MeTelvAV Kal TETparnodwy kal eprnet®v [Basil.Phil A, 15:5:26]

(h) kal NANa&av Vv d6&av 100 AdBApTOU B0l €V OpOolWUATL EikOVOG $BapToD
avOpwrmou Kal MeTelvV Kal TeTparnodwv Kal epret®v. [Basil.Phil A, 18:25:17]

(i) kal AAAa&av Vv d6Eav To0 apOdpTou B0l £V OpolwPATL EikOVOg pOapTol
avBpwrou Kai meTelv@V Kal TeTpanodwyv kal eprnet@v. [Rom.Frag D, 1:23:1]

(j) Kal hAAa&av, ¢onoiv 6 MadAog, v d6&av T00 apBapToU B0l €V OPOLWUATL
¢0apTol AvBpwTOU, KAl TMETELVDV, Kal TETpanodwyv, Kal EpTeT®V.[Ps.Sel,
12:1565:12]

Romans 1:24

(a) év Talg érmbupialg TOV KapdI®V autdv eig akabapaiav [Cels, 5:32:14]

(b) Taig érubupialg TOV KapdIOV aUTOV €ic akabapoiav [Cels, 7:47:15]

(c) 310 MapEdwKev aUTOUG 0 Be0g €V TATG ErBUMialg TOV KAPdLWV AUTAV €ig
akaBapoiav, 100 dTindlecbal Ta cwpata auTOV €v €auTtoig [Euches, 29:12:5]
(d) év Talg Ermbupialg TOV KapdIWV” TOUG MPoNUAPTNKOTAG TL €ig akabapaiav, To0
AaTinaleocbal Ta cwUATa auT®V €v autolg, [Euches, 29:12:19]

(e) &v Talg ermbupialg TOV Kapdl®v altdv eig dkabapaiav, ToU atipaleodatl Ta
owpata [Euches, 29:15:4]

(f) €v Talg érubupnialg” TR Kapdiag €autol eig akabapaoiav [Euches, 29:16:16]
(9) €v 1alg émbupialg TOV KapdLOV auT®V €ig dkabBapaiav [Basil.Phil A, 22:11:3]
(h) A10 MapédwKev aUTOUG O Be0Cg €v TAIG €ruBUNialg TAOV KAPdIOV AUTAV &(g
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akaBapoiav 100 atpdleodal Ta cwpata autd®v ev eautolg [Rom.Frag D, 1:24:1]

Romans 1:25

(a) v aAnBelav To0 Beol ev TQ Peldel, Kai EoeBacBnoav kai EAatpeuoav Tf
kTloel mapa Tov KTicavta. [Cels, 7:47:19]

(b) oftiveg petnAAa&av v aAnBelav 1o Beod ev T® YPelLdel, kal eoeBacbnoav
Kal eEAdTpeuoav T KTioel mapa Tov ktioavta. [Rom.Frag D, 1:25:1]

(c) oitiveq petHAAagav v ainbetav To0 Beol ev IO Peldel, kKal EoeBacbnoav
Kal eEAdTpeuoav T KTioel mapa Tov ktioavta [Rom.Frag D, 1:25:2]

Romans 1:26

(a) d1a ToUTO MAPEdWKEV AUTOUG O B€0G £ig IAON ATiuiag: al Te yap BnAslal
auTt®v petnAAagav v GuaoLKnV Xpnotv eig v mapa ¢uolv- [Euches, 29:12:7]
(b) d1a ToUTO MAPEdWKEV AUTOUC O B€0G £ig IAON ATiuiag: al Te yap BnAslal
auT®V peTNAAAEav TNV GUCLKNV XPNOoLV €ig TNV apd ¢uolv [Rom.Frag D, 1:26:2]
(c) TapEdwkev aUTOUG 0 Oeog eig adn Aatiuiag. [Ps.Sel, 12:1544:50]

Romans 1:27

(a) opoiwe Kal ol dpoeveg APEVTES THV GUTLKNV XpHoLv TAS BnAeiag éEekalbnoav
[Euches, 29:12:9]

(b) opoiweg 8¢ kal ol Appeveg aPévteg TV GUCLKNV XPNOLV TAG BnAsiag
egekavBnoav ev T 0pE&el aUTAV €ig AAAAoug, Appeveg Apoeveg €V ApPEDLY TNV
aoxnuoolvnyv katepyalouevol kai v avtipiodbiav [Rom.Frag D, 1:27:1]

Romans 1:28

(a) kal kaBwg oUK £dokiaoav TOV BedV EXeLV €V ETyVWOEL, TIAPEDdWKEV AUTOUG O
Be0¢ €ig AdOKIUoV voUv, Tolelv TA Un) kabnkovta. [Euches, 29:12:11]

(b) Kal kaBwg oUK €dokipaoav TOV BeOV EXELV €V ETILYVDOEL, TIAPEDdWKEV AUTOUG O
Be0g €ig AdoOKIPoV volyv, Tolelv Ta un kadnkovta [Rom.Frag D, 1:28:1]

Romans 1:29
(a) memAnpwpévoug ndon adikia movnpia meovegia kakiq, peotoug pBOVOU
doOvou €pLdog doAou kakonBeiag, YibBuplotdg [Rom.Frag D, 1:29:1]

Romans 1:30
(a) kataAdAoug, BeooTuyelg, UBPLOTAG, UTEPNPAVOUG, AAalovag, EPEUPETAQ
Kak®v, yovelolv darnelbeig [Rom.Frag D, 1:30:1]

Romans 1:31
(a) aouvéToug, acuvBEéToug, aoTopyoug, dvelenuovag- [Rom.Frag D, 1:31-32 :1]

Romans 1:32

(a) oltiveg 10 dikaiwpa 100 B0l €ruyvovTeg, OTL ol Ta ToladTta rmpdooovTteg AElol
Bavartou eioiv, o pévov auta notodaoty, AAAA kal cuveudokolaly To1g
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npaccouaotv. [Rom.Frag D, 1:32:2]

Chapter Two

Romans 2:1

(a) Ao avamoAoyntog el, ® AvBpwre MAg 6 Kpivwv- v @ yap Kpivelg Tov Etepov,
OEeaUTOV KaTakpivelg: Ta yap auta npdooelg o Kpivwv. [Rom.Frag D, 2:1:1]

(b) 'Ev ® yap KpipaTt kpivelg TOV €TEpov, 0EQUTOV KATAKPIVELG: TA YAP AUTA
PATTELS O Kpivwyv. [Eze.Frag, 13:796:18]

Romans 2:2
(a) oidapev d¢ OTL 10 Kpipa To0 B0l £€0TL KATA AANOelaV €M TOUG TA TolalTa
npaccovtag. [Rom.Frag D, 2:3:2]

Romans 2:3
(a) Aoyi¢n 6¢ To0TO, W AvBpwTrE O Kpivwy TOUG TA TolalTa MPAcCooVTag Kai oLV
auTad, 0TI oU ekdelEnN TO Kpipa To0 Beod; [Rom.Frag D, 2:3:1]

Romans 2:4

(a) "H To0 mM\oUToU TAG XpNOoTOTNTOC auToU Kal TAG AvoxAg Kal TG HakpoBupiag
Katappovelg, Ayvodv OTL TO Xpnotov 1ol 6€00 €ig petdvolav oe ayel; [Cels,
4:72:19]

(b) ) To0 MoUTOU Ydp $not TG XpnotoéTnTog auTtod kal TAG Avoxig Kal TAG
HakpoBuuiag katagppovelg, Ayvodv OTL TO Xpnotov 1ol 6€00 €ig petdvolav oe
ayet; [Princ, 3:1:6:34]

(c) N} To0 MoUToU TAG XPNOTOTNTOC aUToU Kal TAG Avoxig Kal TAG HakpoBupiag
Katagppovelg, Ayvodv OTL TO Xpnotov 100 6€00 €ig petdvolav oe ayel; [Princ,
3:1:11:22]

(d) To0 mMoUTou TG Xpnotodtntog 100 B0l KaTtappovnoavteg [Jer.Frag B, 52:4]
(e) "H to0 mM\ouUToU Yap, $noi, Tg xpnotdéTnTog auTtol Kal TAS Avoxig Kal Tg
HakpoBuuiag katagppovelg, Ayvodv OTL TO Xpnotov 1ol 6€00 €ig petdvolav oe
ayet; [Basil.Phil A, 21:5:38]

(f) "H 100 mM\oUTOU TRC XpNOoTOTNTOC auTOoU Kal TAG Avoxig Kal TAG nakpoBupiag
Katagppovelg, Ayvodv OTL TO Xpnotov 100 800 €ig uetdvoldv oe ayel; [Basil.Phil
A, 21:10:25]

(9) "H 100 M\oUTOU TAGQ XpNnoTtoTNTOg aUTOl Kal TAG AvoxAg Kal TAG nakpoBuuiag
Katagppovelg, Ayvodv OTL TO Xpnotov 100 800 €ig petdvoldv oe ayel; [Basil.Phil
A, 27:10:13]

(h) To0 M\oUToU TAG XpnototnTtog 100 Beol Kal TAG Avoxhig Kal TAG HakpoBuuiag
katappovelv [Jer.Hom B, 20:4:24]

(i) To0 MoUToU Thg XpNoTdéTNTOG auTol Kal TAG AvoxAg Kal THg¢ HakpoBupiag
[Matt.Com C, 15:11:62]

(j) N To0 MoUToUu TAG XpnoTdTNTOG auTol Kai TG avoxnig kai g pakpoBupiag
Katappovelg, ayvodv OTL TO xpnotov Tol 8eol €ig petavolav oe dyel; [Rom.Frag
D, 2:4:1]
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(k) "H 100 mAoUToU TAG XpNnoTotNnTog auTtol Kal TAG avoxnig kal TAG pakpoBuuiag
katappovelg; kal Ta €ERQ. [Ps.Frag, 36:21:19]

() "H 100 mAoUTou TAG XpnototnTog autol Kal TAG avoxnig kal TAG pakpoBuuiag
Katagppovelg, Ayvodv OTL TO Xpnotov 100 Ocol €ig uetdvolav oe ayel; [Ex.Com,

12:277:45]

Romans 2:5

(a) Kata 8¢ v okAnpoTtnTa oou Kkal auetavontov kapdiav Bnoaupilelg ceaut®
OpYNV €V NUEPQ OpYTiG Kal anokaAlPewq dikatokploiag To0 Beo00. [Cels, 4:72:22]
(b) kata d¢ TNV OKANPOTNTA oou Kal auetavontov kapdiav Bnoaupilelq oeauTd
OpYNV €V NUEPQ OpYTG Kal anokaAlPewq Kai dikalokploiag Tod Beod [Princ,
3:1:6:36]

(c) kata &g TNV OKANPOTNTA COU Kal apetavontov kapdiav Bnoaupidelg oeautd
OpYNV €V NUEPQ OpYTG Kal anokaAlPewq Kai dikalokploiag Tod Beod. [Princ,
3:1:11:22]

(d) Kata 8¢ v okAnpoTtnTa oou kal auetavontov kapdiav Bnoaupilelg ceaut®
opyYNV €v NuEpa 0pyfig. [John.Frag, 51:8]

(e) opynv ev Nuepa o0pyng. [Jer.Frag B, 52:5]

(f) kata 8¢ TNV OKANPOTNTA CoU Kal aueTavonTov kapdiav BnoaupiCelg ceaut®
OpYNV €V NUEPQ OpYTG Kal anokaAlPewq Kai dikalokploiag Tod Beod, [Basil.Phil A,
21:5:40]

(g) kata d¢ TNV OKANPOTNTA oou Kal apetavontov kapdiav Bnoaupilelq oeauTd
OpYNV €V NUEPQ OpYRG Kal anokaAlPewq Kai dikalokploiag Tod Beod. [Basil.Phil A,
21:10:27]

(h) kata v okAnpOTNTa Kai agetavontov autold kapdiav Bnoaupifovtog €auTd
opynv [Basil.Phil A, 21:10:32]

(i) opynv ev nuepa opyng Kat anokaAuPewd Kal dikaltokplola Tou Beou [Jer.Hom B,
20:4:24]

(j) okAnpoOINTA Kal apeTavontov kapdiav Bnoaupiowaotv eautoig 6pynv [Matt.Com
C, 15:11:62]

(k) kata TV CKANPOTNTA cou Kal apeTapgéAnTov Kapdiav Bncaupielc ceaut®
opynNV €v Nuépa opyfic [Rom.Frag A, 5:7]

(I) kata TV OKANPOTNTA Cou BnoaupiCelg CEauT® OPYNV eV NUEPQ OPYAG,
[Rom.Frag B, 13:9]

(m) kata &€ TNV OKANPOTNTA CoU Kal apetavontov kapdiav Bnoaupilelq oeauTtd
OpYNV €V NUEPQ OpYTG Kal anokaAlPewq Kai dikalokploiag Tod Beod, [Rom.Frag
D, 2:5:1]

(n) 8¢ TNV OKANPOTNTA OOU, Kal aueTavontov kapdiav Bnoaupilelq oeauTd OpyNv
eV NUEPQ OpYTG, kal arokaAuPewg, kai dikatoolvng Tod Oeol, [Ex.Com,
12:277:47]

(o) Kata d¢ 1MV okAnpoTtNnTd oou Kai Auetavontov oou kapdiav Bnoaupilelg
oeauUT® OPYNV €V NUEPQ OPYTG Kal anokaAUPewq Kai dikalokploiag
©eo00.[Prov.Exp, 17:193:1]
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Romans 2:6 - There is no distinction between OT and NT but the citations below are in
chains which prove they are Romans and not the OT verse which is quoted

(a) 6g armodwoel EKACTW KATA Ta Epya auTol- [Princ, 3:1:6:39]

(b) 6g armodwoel ekACTW KaTa Ta Epya auTtol- [Basil.Phil A, 21:5:40]

(c) 6g anmodwoel EkAoTw Kata Ta £€pya autol- [Rom.Frag D, 2:5:1]

(d) 6g armodwoel ekACTW KaTa Ta Epya auTtol. [Ex.Com, 12:277:47]

Romans 2:7

(a) Tolg pev kaB’ uropovnv €pyou ayabol d6Eav kal TiunV kal apbapoiav {ntodlal,
Cwnv aiwviov [Princ, 3:1:6:39]

(b) TOTg pEV KAB’ UTIopoOVV Epyou Ayabol d6Eav kal Tiunv kal apbapaiav {ntodaol
wnv aiwviov- [Basil.Phil A, 21:5:44]

(c) Tolg puev KaB’ UTopovnV Epyou ayabol d6&av kal TiunV Kal apbapaoiav Intolol
Cwnv aiwviov- [Rom.Frag A, 6:n1]

(d) Tolg pev kaB’ urtopovnv €pyou Ayabol d6&av kal Tiunv kal apbapaiav {ntodaol
wnv aiwviov- [Rom.Frag D, 2:7:2]

Romans 2:8

(a) Tolg d¢ € £p1Beiaqg kal anelBodol pev T aAnbeiq, melBopévolg d¢ Tfj Adikiq,
opyn kal Bupodg, [Princ, 3:1:6:39]

(b) Tolg d¢ € €p1Beiag kai anelBolol Tfj aAnBeia nmelBopévolg 8¢ T adikia Opyn
Kai Bupog [Basil.Phil A, 21:5:4

(c) Toig B¢ €& £piBeiag kal anetBolot pev Tf aAnBeia netBopévolg d¢ 1 adikia
Bupog kai 6pyn [[Rom.Frag A, 6:n2]

(d) Tolg d¢ €§ €p1Beiaqg kai anelBodol T aAnBeia nelBopévolg d¢e Tf Adikiq, OpyN
kal Bupog. [Rom.Frag D, 2:8:1]

Romans 2:9

(a) BA{YIG kal oTevoxwpia éml mdoav Yuxnv avbpwrou Tol katepyalodEVou TO
Kakov, 'loudaiou te mpdTOV Kal "EAANVOG: [Princ, 3:1:6:41]

(b) BA{YIG Kal oTevoxwpia, énl mdoav YPuxnv avepwrou 100 Katepyalodévou TO
Kakov, 'loudaiou te mpdTOV Kal "EAANvog- [Basil.Phil A, 21:5:47]

(c) BAiYIC Kal oTevoxwpla emi ndoav Puxnv avBpwriou To0 KatepyalodEVou TO
Kakov 'loudaiou 1€ MpdTOV Kal "EAANVOG. [Rom.Frag A, 6:n3]

(d) BA{YIG kKal oTevoxwpia éml mdoav Yuxnv avbpwrou Tod katepyalodEVou TO
Kakov, 'loudaiou 1€ mMpdTOV Kal "EAANVOG- [Rom.Frag D, 2:8:1]

Romans 2:10

(a) 56&a d¢ Kai Tun Kai eiprvn mavti T® epyafopEvw TO ayabov, loudaiw Te
np®Tov Kal "EAANvL [Princ, 3:1:6:43]

(b) 56&a d¢ Kai TN Kai eiprivn mavti T® epyafopEvw TO ayabov, loudaiw Te
np@Tov Kal "EAANnvL. [Basil.Phil A, 21:5:49]

(c) 56&a kal TN Kai eipfvn mavTi TQ Epyalopevw To ayadov, loudaiw te MpdTOV
kai "EAAnvL- [Rom.Frag A, 7:n1]
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(d) 86&a d¢ Kai Tun Kai eiprvn mavti T® epyafopEve TO ayabov, loudaiw Te
np®Ttov Kal "EAANnvL. [Rom.Frag D, 2:10:1]

Romans 2:11
(a) ou yap €otv mpoownioAnyia rmapa T® Be®. [Rom.Frag A, 7:n1]
(b) ou yap €oTL MpoowmoAnyia mapa T® Be®. [Rom.Frag D, 2:10:1]

Romans 2:12

(a) 6001 yap avopwg fjpaptov avouwg kai anoAoldvtar kal 6oot €v VOU® HuapTov
dla vouou Kkptbnoovtat- [Rom.Frag A, 8:n1]

(b) “Oool yap avopwg NuapTov, avouwg kal anoAodvtal Kai 6ool €V VOUW

nuaptov, d1a vouou kplBnoovtal- [Rom.Frag D, 2:12:2]
(c) "Ocol yap €v vouw fjpaptov, dia vopou kpiBnoovrat, [Ps.Frag, 9:9:8]

Romans 2:13

(a) ou yap oi akpoaTtai To0 vopou dikalol apa T Be®, AN’ ol montal To0 vopou
dikalwbnoovtal. [Rom.Frag A, 8:n1]

(b) ou yap oi akpoaTtai vopou dikatol mapa T® Be®, AAN’ oi TonTal vopou
dikalwbnoovtal. [Rom.Frag D, 2:13:1]

(c) Ou yap oi akpoaTtai T@®V dikalwpatwy To0 Oeod dikalot mapa 1@ Oe®d, AN’ oi
rnointai autdv, [Ps.Sel, 12:1592:6]

(d) OU yap ol akpoartal To0 vopou dikatolt mapa Td Oe®, AAN’ ol mointal To0 vopou
dikalwBnoovtal. [Prov.Exp, 17:220:45]

Romans 2:14

(a) "OTav yap £6vn ta pry vopov éxovta ¢pUuoel Td To0 VOUOU TIOL®OLV, oUTOL VOOV
MN €x0oVvTeQ eauTolg elol vopog: [Basil.Phil A, 9:2:16]

(b) 6Tav 8¢ £€6vn TA PN vouov €xovta ¢pUoel Ta To0 vOUOU Tol®oly, ol ToloUTol
VOUOV Un €XoVTeG £auUTolg €iol vOpog: [Matt.Com C, 17:16:31]

(c) 6Tav yap £6vn ta ur vopov €xovta ¢pucel Ta Tol vopou molfj kal ta £EAG.
[Rom.Frag A, 10:7]

(d) étav yap £6vn td un vopov Exovta ¢pUoel Ta To0 vépou rotodaoty, oUTol VOUOV
M1 €XxovTeg €auTolg iol vopog- [Rom.Frag A, 36a:37]

(e) €6vn ta pn vouov €xovta ¢uoel Ta 100 vouou Tolodolv [Rom.Frag C, 136:3]

(f) 6Tav de €6vn Ta U vopov exovta [Rom.Frag C, 208:8]

(g) 6tav yap £6vn ta un vopov Exovta ¢pUosl Td Tod vOPOoU oLy, oUTol vOUoV
MN) €XovTeg €auTolg eiol vOpog: [Rom.Frag D, 2:14:1]

(h) "OTtav €6vn TA 1) VooV ExovTta ¢uoel Ta To0 vopou Toldatv, [Gen.Sel,
12:105:31]

(i) £€6vn 1A U vouov €xovTa, Kai puoel Ta To0 vopou molodvTa- [Gen.Sel,
12:121:29]
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Romans 2:15

(a) oltiveg €vdeikvuvTtal TO €pyov ToU VOUOU yparToVv €V Talg Kapdialg auTtdv,
OUMHapTUpoUOoNG aUT®V TRG ouveldnoewg. [Basil.Phil A, 9:2:17]

(b) HETAEU AAANAWV TOV AOYIOU®OV KATNYOPOUVTWYV 1 Kal AMOAOYOUPEVV
[Jer.Hom B, 16:10:33]

(c) olTiveg evdeikvuvTal TO €pyov To0 VOUOU yparrov v Talg kapdialg avutdv,
OUMHapTUpoUoNG auT®v TRG ouveldnoewg [Matt.Com C, 17:16:34]

(d) ocuppapTupolong auT®V THG ouveldNoewS KAl HETAEU AAANAWV TAOV AOYIOUDV
KatnyopoUvTwV 1 Kai drnoAoyoupévwy [Rom.Frag A, 9:n1]

(e) oltiveg €vdeikvuvTal TO €pyov ToU VOUOU yparTov €V Talg Kapdialg auTtd®v,
CUMMapTUpolong autdv Thg cuveldnoewg. [Rom.Frag A, 36a:38]

(f) olTiveg évdeikvuvTtal TO €pyov ToU VOUOU yparrov €v Talg Kapdialg auTtdv,
OUMHapTUPOUONG aUT®V TAG ouveldnoews Kal HeETAEU AAANAWY TOV AOYIOUQV
KatnyopoUvTtwyv 1 Kai drnoAoyoupévwy [Rom.Frag D, 2:15:1]

Romans 2:16

(a) ev nuepa OTe KPLVvel 6 BEOG TA KPUTITA TOV AVOPLTMWV KATA TO eUAyYEALOV pou
d1a 'Inool Xplotol. [Rom.Frag A, 9:n2]

(b) ev nuepa Ote KPLvel 6 BEOG TA KPUTITA TOV AVOPLTMWV KATA TO EUAYYEALOV poU
d1a 'Inco0 Xplotol. [Rom.Frag D, 2:16:1]

Romans 2:17
(a) "15€ ou 'loudaiog émovouadn Kai emavanaln vouw kal kauxadoat ev Be®
[Rom.Frag D, 2:17:2]

Romans 2:18
(a) kal yivwokelg TO0 BEANUa Kal OoKIHAZEIG TA dlaPEPOVTA KATNXOUUEVOG €K TOU
vopou [Rom.Frag D, 2:18:1]

Romans 2:19
(a) METMOIBAG Te 0gaUTOV GdNYOV ival TUGAQV, PAC TAOV v okOTeL [Rom.Frag D,
2:19:1]

Romans 2:20
(a) mawdeutnv appovwy, dIdAcKaAoV vnriwy, Exovta TNV HOPPwWOLV TAG YVWOEWS
Kal TAg aAnBeiag ev T® vouw- [Rom.Frag D, 2:20:1]

Romans 2:21

(a) 6 oUv dIBACKWYV ETEPOV 0£aUTOV 0U SISACKELS; O KNPUOOWV Ur) KAETTTELY
kAérrelg; [Rom.Frag A, 10:n1]

(b) 6 oUv BIBACKWYV ETEPOV 0£aAUTOV 0U SISACKELS; O KNPUOOWV Ur) KAETTTELY
kAérrelg; [Rom.Frag D, 2:21:1]
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Romans 2:22

(a) 0 Aéywv un poixelelv polxeUelg; 0 BOeAucooOueVOG TA idwAa iEPOCUAEIG;
[Rom.Frag A, 10:n2]

(b) 0 Aéywv un poixelelv polxeUelg; 0 BOeAuocoOueVog TA idwAa iEPOCUAEIG;
[Rom.Frag D, 2:22:1]

Romans 2:23

(a) "Og &v vopw kauxdoat, dia g napaBdoewq To0 vOUou TOV BeoV ATIHAGELS
[Cels, 8:10:3]

(b) d1a TG MapaBacewg 100 vouou atipalel [Cels, 8:56:29]

(c) Ala TAig mapapBaocewg 100 vopou Tov Beov atipalelg. [Jer.Hom A, 5:8:30]

(d) d1a THg mapaBacewg To0 vOHOU TOV Beov atipalelg [Jer.Hom B, 12:11:12]
(e) d1a g mapaBacewg To0 vOHOU TOV Beov atipalely [Matt.Com B, 10:18:38]
(f) 6G ev vopw kauxaoat, dia THG napaBaoewg To0 vOHOoU TOV BEOV ATIHACELG;
[Rom.Frag A, 10:n3]

(9) 6 ev vouw kauxdoat, dia TAg mapaBacewg Tod vopou TOv Beov ATINALELG;
[Rom.Frag D, 2:23:1]

Romans 2:24 -- There is no distinction but the citations below are in chains which prove
they are Romans and not the OT verse which is quoted

(a) T0 yap ovopa 100 6€00 O U@V BAaopnueltal €v Tolg £€O6veat KOBWG
véyparttat- [Rom.Frag A, 10:n3]

(b) T0 yap Ovopa 100 6€00 O’ UpAg BAaodpnuelTal €v TOIC EBveDLy, KABWG
véypartrat. [Rom.Frag D, 2:24:1]

Romans 2:25

(a) mepLTOMT) HEV YAP WPEAET, €AV VOUOV MPAooNg:- €dv 8¢ mapaBAatng vopou fig, N
TEPLTOMN oou akpoPuaoTtia yeyovev. [Rom.Frag A, 10:n5]

(b) mepiTOpY) HEV YAP WdpeAeT €AV vOpOV Pdoong: €av 8¢ mapaBAatng vopou NG, N
TePLTOUN oou dkpoBuoTtia yéyovev. [Rom.Frag D, 2:25:1]

Romans 2:26
(a) €av olv 1) dkpoBuoTia Ta dikaldpata To0 vopou puldoan, ouxin dkpopuaTia
auTol eig mepitounyv Aoylodbnoetat; [Rom.Frag D, 2:26:1]

Romans 2:27
(a) kal kplvel 1) €k pUoewg dkpoPBuaTia TOv vouov TeAoloa o€ TOV dld YPAUHATOCG
Kal mepttopng mapapBatnv vopou. [Rom.Frag D, 2:27:1]

Romans 2:28

(@) 0 v T® davepd 'loudalodg £0Tiv, OUDE 1) eV T pavepd £v CAPKL MEPLTOUN:
[Princ, 4:3:6:15]

(b) 6 v T® davepd 'loudaldg £0Tiv, OUDE 1) €V T pavepd £v CAPKL MEPLTOUN:
[Basil.Phil A, 1:22:18]
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(c) 6 ev T® pavep® 'loudaldg £0Tly, oUdE 1 EV IO Gavep®d €V OAPKL TIEPLTOMN.
[Jer.Hom B, 12:13:12]

(d) ou yap 0 ev T@ pavep® loudaldg €0TLy, OUBE 1 €V TO davePD €V OAPKL
nepltoun- [Rom.Frag D, 2:28:1]

Romans 2:29

(@) GAN’ 6 ev T@ KpUTTT® 'loudalog, Kai Tepttour) kapdiag ev nveluartt, ou
ypdauuartt. [Princ, 4:3:6:16]

(b) GAN’ 6 ev T@ KpUTTT® 'loudalog, Kai Tepttoun) kapdiag ev nveluartt, ou
ypduuartt. [Basil.Phil A, 1:22:19]

(c) AN’ 6 v T® kputt® 'loudaiog, kal mepiToun Kapdiag €v MVEUPATL OU YPAUUATL,
o0 6 £maivog oUk €€ avBpmriwv aAN’ £k To0 Bg00. [Rom.Frag D, 2:29:1]

Chapter Three

Romans 3:1

(a) Ti oUv TO neplooov 1ol loudaiou, 1 Tig 7 wdEAEla TAG MeptTouRg; [Rom.Frag A,
11:n1]

(b) Ti oUv 10 Meploocov 1ol loudaiou, 1 Tig /| wdEAEla TAG MeptTopig; [Rom.Frag D,
3:2:1]

Romans 3:2

(a) MOAU katd mdvTa TPoToV. MP®TOL Yap eruoteudnoav ta Adyla to0 Bg00.
[Rom.Frag D, 3:3:1]

(b) mpdTOL €TUCOTEVUONOCAV TG AdYLa ToU @00, [Ps.Frag, 118:98,99:9]

(c) mp@ToV yap eruotelBnoav Ta Aoyla ol Ocol, mepl TOV loudaiwv [Ps.Frag,
118:161,162:12]

(e) mp®Tal EruotelONoav Ta Aoyla To0 Oco0. [Ps.Sel, 12:1608:8]

Romans 3:3

(a) Tl yap einniotnodv Tiveg; un n aruotia avt®v TV ioTlv To0 600 KATAPYNOEL;
[Rom.Frag A, 11:n3]

(b) Tl yd&p; el nriiotnodyv Tiveg, un n aruotia aut®v TV T00 600 MioTIV
katapynoet; [Rom.Frag D. 3:3:1]

Romans 3:4

(a) YiveoBw dg 0 Be0g AANBNC MGG 6€ AvBpwriog YeloTng: KABwG yEypartrat
onwg av dikalwbfig v Toig Adyolg oou Kal vikNong &v T® kpiveoBai oe. [Rom.Frag
A, 12:n1]

(b) 6 ®0g AANBNG €oTlv, MGG d¢ dvBpwriog Yeuotng [Rom.Frag C, 164:3]

(€) un YévolTo- YIVEGBw O€ 0 B0 AANONG, A d¢ dvBpwrog Yelotng, Kabwg
yéypartrat 0rnwg av dikaiwbng v Toig Adyolg oou Kai viknong ev T kpiveoBai oe.
[Rom.Frag D, 3:4:1]
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Romans 3:5

(a) Ei dg 1) adikia nudv O@co0 dikalooUvnv ocuviotnolv. [Rom.Frag C, 124:2]

(b) Mn) dd1kog 0 B@e0g erudpEpwy TNV OpYNV; Kata avBpwrov Aéyw. [Rom.Frag C,
126:10]

(c) el de 1} Adikia NudV Beol dikaloouvnyv cuviotnoly, Ti €poluev; un adikog O
B8e0g 0 erupEpwv TNV OpynVv; kata dvBpwriov Aéyw. [Rom.Frag D, 3:5:1]

Romans 3:6
(a) un yévolto- emel g KpLvel 0 Be0g TOV KOOpovV; [Rom.Frag D, 3:6-7:1]

Romans 3.7

(a) N aAnBela 100 Oeo0l ev T avBpwrivw Yelopatt <emepiooeuoev> [Rom.Frag C
130:1]

(b) ‘H aAfBela To0 Oeold ev 1@ eud YeuopaTt enepiooeuoev. [Rom.Frag C, 130:8]
(c) N aAnBela To0 Beol ev IO €ud YeuopaTt emepiooeuoey eig v d6&av avTod,
Tl £TL KAYW WG ApapTwAog Kpivouat; [Rom.Frag D, 3:7:2]

Romans 3:8

(a) kal un kabwg BAaoPnuoupeda Kal Kabwg paotv NUAG TIVEG AEyeELV OTL

MO OWHEV TA KakdA iva €AO1 Td dyadd; wv 10 Kpipa Evdikov €aTiv. [Rom.Frag D,
3:8:1]

Romans 3:9

(a) Ti oUv; TPoEXOUEDQ; OV MAVTIWG: TiPonTIacapeda yap ‘loudaioug Te Kal
"EAAnvag navtag u¢’ apaptiav sivat [Rom.Frag A, 13:n1]

(b) Ti oUv; poeX6UEDQ; OV MAVTIWG: TponTIacaueda yap ‘loudaioug Te Kal
"EA\nvag U¢’ auaptiav navrtag sivat, [Rom.Frag D, 3:9:1]

Romans 3:10 -- OT citation but will only list those citations of Origen in chains with other
Romans text.

(a) kKaBwg yéypartral oUK £0Tiv dikalog oude eig- [Rom.Frag A, 13:n2]

(b) KaBwg yéypartratl 6TL oUK EoTiv dikalog oude gig [Rom.Frag C, 130:14]

(c) kaBwg yéypartrat 6TL oUK 0Tt dikalog oUde gig [Rom.Frag D, 3:10:1]

Romans 3:11

(a) oUK €0TLV 6 oUVIWV- OUK £0TLV O €KINTOV TOV BedV- [Rom.Frag A, 13:n3]
(b) OUK €0TIV O OUViwY, OUK E0TLV 0 €KINTAV TOV Oeov [Rom.Frag C, 132:4]
(c) oUK EOTLV O GUVLIDV, OUK EO0TLV O €KINTAOV TOV BedV- [Rom.Frag D, 3:11:1]

Romans 3:12

(a) mavteg €EEKALVAV Aua NXpelwONnoav- oUK £0TIV TIOLAOV XPNOTOTNTA, OUK 0TIV
€wg €vog- [Rom.Frag A, 13:n3]

(b) OUK €oTL TIOLDV XPNOTOTNTA, OUK E0TLV EWG €vOg [Rom.Frag C, 132:15]

(c) mavteg €EEkALVay, Aua NXpPelwOnoav: oUK E0TL TIOIOV XPNOTOTNTA EWG EVOG.
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[Rom.Frag D, 3:12:1]

Romans 3:13

(a) Tadog avewypevog 6 Aapuyg auTtdv- Talg YAwooalg aut®v edoAlodoav: (0
aomidwv umo Ta XeiAn aut@®v- [Rom.Frag A, 13:n4]

(b) Tadog avewypevog 6 Aapuyg autdyv, Talg YAwooalg aut®v €doAlodoav, (0G
aomidwv Uto ta XeiAn aut@®v- [Rom.Frag D, 3:13:1]

Romans 3:14

(a) @V 16 oTdéHa Apdg Kal rkpiag yéuetr [Rom.Frag A, 13:n6]
(b) "Qv 10 oToONa Apdg Kkai Tukpiag yéuel [Rom.Frag C, 132:20]
(c) GV TO oTOPA Apag Kal Tikpiag yéuer [Rom.Frag D, 3:14:1]

Romans 3:15

(a) 6&cic ol MOdec alTAV £kxéal aipa- [Rom.Frag A, 13:n6]
(b) 'OEeig ol MOdeC aUTAV £kxEatl alpa [Rom.Frag C, 134:2]
(c) 6Eelg ol MOBEG AUTOV £kxéal alua, [Rom.Frag D, 3:15:1]

Romans 3:16

(a) oUvTplupa Kai TaAatmwpia ev Talg 6d0ig aut@®v [Rom.Frag A, 13:n7]
(b) ZOvTpupa kal Tahatmwpia €v Talg 6doig aut@v [Rom.Frag C, 134:5]
(c) cuvTplupa Kal TaAamwpia €v Talg 0dolg avt®v [Rom.Frag D, 3:16:1]

Romans 3:17

(a) kal 0dovV eipnvng ouk €yvwaoav- [Rom.Frag A, 13:n7]
(b) ‘Od0OV eipnvng oUk €yvwoav, [Rom.Frag C, 134:7]

(c) kai 6dov eipnvng ok €yvwoav. [Rom.Frag D, 3:17:1]

Romans 3:18

(a) oUk €oTlv POBOG B0l AmEvavtl TOV 0PBaAAUDV auT@v. [Rom.Frag A, 13:n8]
(b) OUkK €oTiv $OBOG @0l dmevavTL TOV 0POaAu®V authv. [Rom.Frag C, 134:8]
(c) oUK €oTLv $OB0OG Be0l AmeEvavTL TOV 0PBaAAU®V auTtdv. [Rom.Frag D, 3:18:1]

Romans 3:19

(a) oidapev yap 6TL 60a 0 VOHOG AEyel TOIG €V T® VOUW AaAeT, iva mav otoua
dpayf Kal UTodIKoG YévnTal ag 0 KOopog Td Bed- [Rom.Frag A, 14:n1]

(b) “lva mav otopa ¢ppayfi. [Rom.Frag C, 144:4]

(c) oidapev de OTL 6Oa O vOHOG AEyel TOIG eV TO vOUW AaAel, va mv otopa dppayh
Kal UTod1kog yévntal ndg 0 kK6opog Td Be®- [Rom.Frag D, 3:19:1]

Romans 3:20

(a) d10TL €€ EpywV vOpoU oU dikalwbnoestal mdoa odpg Evaoruov avutold- dia yap
vopou entyvwolg apaptiag [Rom.Frag A 14:n2]

(b) d10TL €€ EpywV vOPOU oU dikalwbnoetal mdoa odpg Evaoruov avtold- dia yap

349



vouou entyvwolg apaptiag. [Rom.Frag D, 3:20:1

Romans 3:21

(a) Nuvi 6¢ xwpig vopou dikalooUvn B0l nepavépwTtal- [Basil.Phil A, 9:3:5]

(b) vuvi 8¢ xwplg vopou dikalooUvn 6ol nMedpavépwTal HAPTUPOUHEVN UTIO TOU
vOuou Kal TV mpopntdv- [Rom.Frag A, 15:n1]

(c) vuvi 8¢ xwplg vopou dikatoouvn Beol MepavépwTal, Kai EV IO HAPTUPOUNEVN
UTo 100 vOpou Kal Tdv rmpodnt®v- [Rom.Frag A, 36a:60]

(d) xwplg yap vopou dikatoolvn Oeol nepavepwtatr [Rom.Frag C, 150:4]

(e) Nuvi 8¢ xwpig vopou dikaloouvn Oeol nepavepwtar Kail ev TQ
MapTtupoupévn UTo To0 vOpou Kal Tv rmpodntdv- [Rom.Frag C, 152:6]

(f) Nuvi 8¢ xwpic vopou dikaloolvn B0l nmepavépwTal, JAPTUPOUPEVT UTIO TOO
vOouou Kal TV nmpopntdv, [Rom.Frag D, 3:21:1]

Romans 3:22

(a) dikaloouvn d¢ Beol dia mioTews 'Incol Xplotol eig mavtag kal i mavTtag
Touq ruotevovtag. [Rom.Frag A, 15:n2]

(b) dikalooUvn d¢ Beol dia mMioTewg 'INcol Xplotod, eig mavtag Toug ruoteUovTag:
oU Yap €0TL dlaotoAn: [Rom.Frag D, 3:22:1]

Romans 3:23

(a) mavteg yap Nuaptov Kal uotepolvTal g d6&Ng 100 B0l [Rom.Frag A, 16:n1]
(b) mavteg nuUapTov Kal votepolvtal TAG 86&NGg To0 Ocol, [Rom.Frag C, 168:5]

(c) mavTteg yap nuaptov Kai uotepolvTal TG d6&Nng To0 600, [Rom.Frag D, 3:23:1]
(d) Navteg yap nuapTov Kai uotepolvTtal TAS 86ENG Tol Bc00, [John.Com B,
20:36:335:7]

Romans 3:24

(a) dikatoUpevol dwpeav T autol xapttt: dla THG AMOAUTPWOEWG THG €V XPLOT®D
'Inco0 [Rom.Frag A, 16:n2]

(b) dikatoUpevol dwpeav T autol xapitt [Rom.Frag C, 168:6]

(c) dikatoupevol dwpeav Th alTod Xapttt 81a TG AMOAUTPWOEWG THG £V XPLOT®
'Imoo0- [Rom.Frag D, 3:24:1]

Romans 3:25

(a) "Ov mpo€BeTo 0 BeoOGg iAaoTNpLov d1a TioTewg €V T® aipatt autod, [John.Com A,
1:22:139:4

(b) "Ov mpo€BeTo 0 BeoOg ihaoTNplov dia TioTewg v T® aipatt [John.Com A,
1:33:240:11]

(c) "Ov poéBeTo 0 Be0Cg IAaoTnplov d1d TioTewg: [John.Com A, 1:33:240:11]

(d) mpoeBeTo O BEOG IAaoTrplov dia nioTewq ev TQ autol aipatt [Matt.Com C,
12:21:15]

(e) Ov poEBeTO O Oe0g iAaoTNplov dia TioTewg €V T® £auTtol aipaTty, ihaoThplov
d¢ dla TNV MApeoLy TOV YeEYovOoTwy apaptnuatwyv [Rom.Frag C, 162:5]

() Ov mpo€BeTO O Be0G iIAaoTrplov d1a ToTEwG £V TO €auTol aipatl, €ig EvOelgLy
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TAG dikalooUvng autol dla TNV NMAPECLV TAOV TIPOYEYOVOTWV AUAPTNHATWY
[Rom.Frag D, 3:25:1]

Romans 3:26

(a) ev T avoxr To0 Beo0l, MPOg TNV EvOel&Lly THG dikatoolvng auTtod ev T( vOv
Kalp®, €ig TO elval autov dikalov kai dikatolvta Tov ek nioTew( 'Incod. [Rom.Frag
D, 3:26:2]

Romans 3:27

(a) mo0 o0V 1) KalXNoLG; £EekAeioBn: d1d roiou vopou; TV Epywv; oUXi- GANG Bla
vouou miotewg. [Rom.Frag A, 17:n1]

(b) Mo0 oUv A KalXNoLC; £EekAeioBN): S1A TIoloU VOHOU; TAV EpywV; oUX(, GAAA B1d
vOouou miotewq. [Rom.Frag D, 3:27:1]

Romans 3:28

(a) AoyldépeBa olv miotel dikalodobatl GvBpwriov Xwpig Epywv vopou. [Rom.Frag
A, 18:n1]

(b) AoyiZoueBa dikaloUobal rioTtel AvBpwTiov Xwplig Epywv vouou. [Rom.Frag C,
164:16]

(c) AoyiZopueba yap dikatoloBal miotel dvBpwriov xwplg Epywv vopou. [Rom.Frag
D, 3:28:1]

Romans 3:29

(a) yap 'loudaiwv povov 6 Beo6¢g €aTiv, AAAA kal €6vav. [Matt.Com B, 11:18:63]

(b) 1} "loudaiwv 6 Be0g poVOV; oUXI O€ Kal €Bvv; vali, kal €Bvav- [Rom.Frag A,
19:n1]

(c) N ’loudaiwv 6 Oe0g novov; oUXi kal €Bvdv; [Rom.Frag C, 168:8]

(d) 1} "loudaiwv 6 Be0g poVOV; oUXI Kal €BvdV; val kal €Bvv, [Rom.Frag D, 3:29:1]

Romans 3:30

(a) inep i BeOC, 6C BIKAIDOEL TIEPITOUNV €K THOTEWS Kal AkpoBuoTiav di1d THC
niotewg. [John.Com A, 13:17:108:2]

(b) émeinep ic 6 BedC OC dIKALDOEL MEPITOUNV €K THOTEWC Kal AkpoBuoTiav did
NG miotewg. [Rom.Frag A, 19:n1]

(c) 1) 'loudaiwv 6 BedC poOVOV; oUXL Kal €BvdV; val kal €Bvav, eiriep ic 6 BedC 6¢
JLKALWOEL TIEPLTOPNV €K TioTEWG Kal dkpoBuoTtiav dia TAg niotewg. [Rom.Frag D,
3:30:1]

Romans 3:31

(a) OU yap katapyoUduev vOuoVv dla TG THOTEWG, AAAA (oTAvoueV VOOV dU’ aUTAG.
[John.Com A, 13:17:108:4]

(b) vopov oUv KatapyoOuev 81d TAG MOTEWG; U YEVOLTO, AANA VOUOV [OTAVOEV.
[Rom.Frag A, 20:n1]

(c) katapyettal 0 vOuog; AAAA vOV vopov eAaBopev 1oV Mwoéwg d1d TAG mioTewg
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oU Katapyoupevov- [Rom.Frag C, 174:8]

(d) Nopov o0v katapyoOuev d1d TAG motewg; M yévorto. [Rom.Frag C, 178:4]
(e) vopov oUv KatapyoOuev 81d TAG MOTew; U YEVOLTO, AANA vOpoV {oTaEV.
[Rom.Frag D, 3:31:1]

Chapter Four

Romans 4:1

(a) Ti o0v £polpev eUpnkéval ABpadu TOV MPondTopa HUAV KATd 0ApPKQA;
[Rom.Frag C, 178:7]

Romans 4:2
(a) el yap ABpadu €€ EpywVv £€d1KalwWON, €xel KAUXNUA: AAN oU TPOg BebV.
[Rom.Frag D, 4:2:1]

Romans 4:3 The only citations used here are from chains as it is an OT citation

(a) Tl yap 1 ypaon Aéyel; enioteuoe o ABpaap T® Be® Kal EAoyioBn alTd €ig
dikatoouvnv. [Rom.Frag A, 21:n2]

(b) Ti yap 1 ypadn Aéyel; enioteuoev 8¢ ABpaau T® Be®, kal EAoyioBn alTd €ig
dikatoouvnv. [Rom.Frag D, 4:3:1]

Romans 4:4

(a) T® d¢ epyadopévw O pIoBOG ou AoyileTal kata Xaptv, AAAa kata odpeiAnua-
[Rom.Frag A, 22:n1]

(b) oU kata xaptv aAAa kata opeinua. [Rom.Frag A, 22:6]

(c) Td d¢ epyadopEvw O puoBog ou Aoyidetal kaTa xaptv aAAa kata opeidnuar
[Rom.Frag D, 4:4:1]

Romans 4:5

(a) T® B¢ pn) epyalopevw, iotelovTL 8¢ emi Tov dikalodvTa Tov acef, Aoyidetal
n nioTig autol eig dikatoouvnv. [Rom.Frag A, 22:n2]

(b) T® B¢ pn) epyalopevw, TioTeUovTL O¢ el TOV dikatodvTa Tov acefh, AoyiCeTal
n niotig autol eig dikatoouvnyv, [Rom.Frag D, 4:5:2]

Romans 4:6

(a) kaBarep kal Aaueld Aéyel TOV HAKAPLOMOV TOU AvBp@mou @ 6 Bedg AoyileTal
dikalooUvnv xwpig Eépywv- [Rom.Frag A, 23:n1]

(b) kaBamep kal Aauld Aéyel TOV HAKAPLOMOV TOU AvBp®Tou @ 6 Bedg AoyileTal
dikaloolvnv xwpig Epywv- [Rom.Frag D, 4:6:1]

Romans 4.7

(a) pakdaplot @V AdéBnoav ai avopiat, kal v enekaAldpOnoav ai auaptiat:
[Rom.Frag A, 23:n2]

(b) pakdplot @V ApéBnoav ai avopial kal v enekallpOnoav ai auaptiat:
[Rom.Frag D, 4:7:1]
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Romans 4:8
(a) HaKApLog Avrip @ ou pr) Aoyiontatl kUptog apaptiav- [Rom.Frag A, 23:n1]
(b) pakaptog avrp ol ou ur Aoyiontat kUplog auaptiav. [Rom.Frag D, 4:6:1]

Romans 4:9

(a) 6 pakaplopdg olv oUTOC, M TNV MEPLTOUNV 1) Kal £rt TV AkpoBuoTiav;
Aeyopev yap OTL eAoyiobn 1@ ABpaau 1) ioTiq €ig dikatoouvnv- [Rom.Frag A,
23:n4]

(b) 6 £t T Aauid HaKAPLOPOG OUK T TNV TIEPLTOUNV AAN’ €Tl TNV AkpoBuaoTtiav
[Rom.Frag C, 188:8]

(c) 6 pakaplopoc oUv oUTOG £t TV TiepLTounV 1 Kal € v dkpoBuoTiav;
[Rom.Frag D, 4:9:1]

Romans 4:10

(a) @G oUV €Aoyiodn; €v Tepttopni OVTL, 1} €V AKPOBUOTIQ; OUK £V MEPITOUT] AAN’ €V
akpoBuotia- [Rom.Frag A, 24:n2]

(b) M®¢ olv é\oyiodn; [Rom.Frag C, 188:16]

(c) MG o0V €Noyiodn; év meptTopf] OVTL i} €v AKPoBUOTIQ; OUK £V MEPLTOMR AAN €V
akpoBuotia- [Rom.Frag D, 4:10:1]

Romans 4:11

(a) kal onuelov s)\ast nsplTounq, ocppayléa TAQ dlkalooUvng THG THoTEWG TAG €V
T dkpoBuoTiq, €ig TO gival auTov naTspa MAvTwV TV THOTEUOVTWY dU
akpofuoTiag, €ig 1O }\oyloenvcu Kal autolg tnv dikatoouvnv- [Rom.Frag A, 24: n2]
(b) kal onueiov s)\ast nsplTopnv ocppayléa TAG dlkaloouvng an niotewg TAG €v
T dkpoBuoTiq, €ig TO gival AUTOV MATEPA MAVIWV TAV TLOTEUOVTWV U
akpopuoTtiag, €ig T0 AoyloBrjval autolg dikatoouvnv [Rom.Frag D, 4:10:1]

Romans 4:12

(a) kal maTtépa MePITOURG TOIC OUK €K TIEPITOMRG HOVOV, AAAA Kal Tolg oTolxolaot
Tolq ixveol TAG mioTewg TAG £v T akpoBuoTia Tod matpog NUAV ABpad.
[Rom.Frag A, 24:n2]

(b) kal maTtépa MeEPITOPRG TOIC OUK €K TIEPITOMRG HOVOV AAAA Kal Toig oTolxolaol
Tolq ixveol TAG ev akpoBuoTia nioTewq To0 NMaTpog Nudv ABpadu. [Rom.Frag D,
4:12:2]

Romans 4:13

(a) ou dia vop[olu emayyeAia T® ABpadap i T® omEppatt autold, TOo KAnpovo[uo]v
[av]t[ov sival K(’)ou]ou Aa[AJAa d1a dikatoolvng nicm:wq [Rom. Frag C, 196:2]

(b) OU yap dia vopou n enayys)\la T® ABpaap 1 T® onéppatt autod, TO
KAnpovOuov auTtov ival KOoUou, a)\)\a dla 61Kcuoouvnq niotewq. [Rom.Frag D,
4:13:1]
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Romans 4:14

(a) el yap ol €k vopou kKAnpovopol kekévwTal N miotig [Rom.Frag A, 25:16]
(b) El yap ol €k vopou KAnpovouol, kekévwtal 1 miotig [Rom.Frag C, 202:12]
(c) el yap ol €k vOpOU KANpovOUoL, KEKEVWTAL I THOTIG Kal KathpynTal N
enayyeAia- [Rom.Frag D, 4:15:1]

Romans 4:15

(a) 6 yap vopoc 6pynyv katepyaletal oU yap oUk £0TL vOpog oUdE mapdpaocts.
[Rom.Frag A, 25:n1]

(b) 6 yap vopocg 6pynyv katepyaletal oU yap oUK £0TL vOuog, oUdE Tapdpacic.
[Rom.Frag D, 4:15:1]

Romans 4:16

(a) &1 To0TO €K MioTew fva KaTa Xaply, ic TO eival BeBaiav v énayyeAiav
MavTi TQ onEpUATL oU T® £k To0 vOopou povov, aAla kal TQ €k miotewq ABpady,
0G €0TL AT P NMAavtwyv NUAVv- [Rom.Frag A, 25:n2]

(b) ek mioTewg kai T® kata xaptv 10 BeBaiav [Rom.Frag C, 206:22]

(c) Ald To0TO £K MnioTewg, tva Katd Xapty, £ic T sival BeBaiav v érmayyeAiav
MavTi TQ oMEPHATL, 0U T® £k TO0 vOpou povov AAAA Kai TQ €K TioTewg ABpadp, 6G
€0TL TATN P MAavTtwyv MUV [Rom.Frag D, 4:16:1]

Romans 4:17

(a) KaBwe yéypartral OTL MaTépa MOAADV EBVQAV TEBEIKA 08 KATEVAVTL OU
emnioteuoe 600 100 {worolodvTog ToUG VEKPOUG Kal KaAAOOVTOG TA PN OvTa wg
ovta. [Rom.Frag A, 25:n5]

(b) KaBwE yéypartral OTL MAaTéPa MOAADV £BVQAV TEBEIKA OF, KATEVAVTL OU
emnioteuoev 600 100 (woTO100VTOG TOUG VEKPOUG Kal KAAOUVTOG TA PN OvVTa WG
ovta- [Rom.Frag D, 4:17:2]

Romans 4:18

(a) 0g map’ EAMida e EAMIdL €MioTeUOoEY, €(C TO YevEoBaAlL AUTOV TIATEPA TIOAADV
€OVAV KaTta 10 eipnuevoy, oUTwg £otal 1O onépua oou- [Rom.Frag A, 26:n1]

(b) map’ €Amida e eANidL emioTeuoev, [Rom.Frag C, 212:7]

(c) 0¢ Tap’ €Arida E1T EATUOL TioTEUOEV, €I TO YeVEOOAL AUTOV MATEPQA TIOAADV
€OVAV KaTta 10 eipnuevov: oUTtwg £€otal 10 onépua oou- [Rom.Frag D, 4:18:1]

Romans 4:19

(a) kail ur) acbevnoag T MOTEL KATEVONOE TO €AUTO0 OMUA 1B VEVEKPWUEVOV,
E€KATOVTAETNG TIOU UTIApXwV, Kal TNV VEKpwOolv TAG uNTteag Zappag: [Rom.Frag A,
26:n3]

(b) kai ury acbevnoaqg T eautol mnioTel Katevonoev T0 €auTold odua 1dn
VEVEKPWUEVOV, EKATOVTAETNG TIOU UTidapXwv, [Rom.Frag C, 216:21]

(c) kal pn acBevroag T MoTel KATEVONOE TO £QUTOU OAOUA VEVEKPWUEVOV,
E€KATOVTAETNG TIOU UTIApXwV, Kal TNV VEKpwOolv TAG uNtpeag Zappag: [Rom.Frag D,
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4:19:1]

Romans 4:20

(a) eig 6¢ Vv emayyeAiav To0 6ol ou diekpiBn T aruotia AN’ eveduvaumdn T
rioTel, Soug d6&av T( Be® [Rom.Frag A, 26:n4]

(b) eig 6 v emayyeAiav To0 B0l ou diekpiBn T aruotiq, AAN’ Eveduvauwbn TH
rioTel, 6oug d6&av T( Be® [Rom.Frag D, 4:21:1]

Romans 4:21

(a) kal TAnpodopnBeig 6TL 0 ErmMyyeATal duvatog €oTl Kail rotjoat- [Rom.Frag A,
26:n6]

(b) kal TAnpodopnBeig 6TL 0 ErmMyyeATal duvatog €oTl kail rotjoal. [Rom.Frag D,
4:22:1]

Romans 4:22
(a) 810 Kai eAoyioBn auTt® eig dikaloouvnyv. [Rom.Frag A, 26:n7]
(b) 816 Kkai eAoyioBn auTt® eig dikaloouvnyv. [Rom.Frag D, 4:23:1]

Romans 4:23

(a) ouk eypagn 6¢ 6 alTOV povov OTL EAoyioBn auT®, [Rom.Frag A, 27:n1]

(b) OUK €ypadn d€ dla auTtov povov AAAa kai dU' fiudg [Rom.Frag C, 216:24]
(c) Ouk eypagn 6 6 alTOV povov OTL EAoyiobn aut®, [Rom.Frag D, 4:23:1]

Romans 4:24

(@) GANG Kai 81’ fHpacg olc péAAeL AoyileoBal Tolc riotelouaoty &mi TOV éyeipavta
'Incodv 1OV KUplov NUAV €K vekp@Vv- [Rom.Frag A, 27:n2]

(b) TuoTEUOUOLY €Tl TOV €yeipavta Incolv Tov KUplov Nudv €k vekpdv [Rom.Frag
C, 220:16]

(c) AAAQ Kal & HUAEG, olc péANeL AoyileoBal, Tolc riotelouaoty & TOV éyeipavta
'Incodv 1OV KUplov NUAV €K vekp@v, [Rom.Frag D, 4:24:1]

Romans 4:25

(a) 0G Maped6ON diA TA MAPATTTWHATA NUOV Kal NYEPON dld TV dIKAIWGTLY |UQV.
[Rom.Frag A, 27:n3]

(b) 'Hy€pOn yap dwa v dikaiwolv nudv [Rom.Frag C, 222:14]

(c) 0¢ Maped6on d1d TA MapaArTOHATA NUAOV Kal NYEPON d1d TNV dikaiwolv NUOV.
[Rom.Frag D, 4:25:1]

Chapter Five

Romans 5:1

(@) AtkalwBEVTEG 00V K THOTEWG elpfvnV EXWHEV TPOC TOV Bedv d1d To0 Kupiou
NU®V 'Inco0 Xploto0d, [Rom.Frag D, 5:1:1]

(b) kal eipnvnv €xouev MPog Tov Oebdv- [Rom.Frag C, 224:1]
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Romans 5:2
(a) 3L’ oU Kal TNV MpooaywynVv £€0XNKAUeV T THOTEL €ig TNV Xaptv TalV €V N
€0TNKAMEV, Kal kKauxwpueda e eAnidL TAG 06&Nng Tol Beol. [Rom.Frag D, 5:2:1]

Romans 5:3

(a) 6TL 1} BAIYIG UTopovnV KaTtepyaleTal, [John.Com A, 1:26:176:2]

(b) AAAG kal kauxwpevol ev Taig BAIPeaty, id0TeC OTL ) OATYPIG UTIOPOVIV
Katepyaletal [Mart, 41:10]

(c) kauxwpevog ev Talg BAIPeot kal eidwg OTL 1) BAIYIC UToHoVNV KaTepyAlZeTal Kal
uTopévwy. [Basil.Phil A, 25:4:36]

(d) kauxwuevoc ev Taic OAiYect kal eidwce OTL 1] BAYIC UTIoHOVYV KaTepyAleTal
[Rom.Frag A, 1:106]

(e) OU pbévov de AAAa Kal kauxwuevol €v Talg BAIPeoLy €id0Teg OTL T | BATYIQ
uropovnyv katepyaletal [Rom.Frag C, 228:6]

(f) oU povov 8¢, AAAG Kal kauxwpeda &v Talg BAIYeoLy, €id0TEG OTL 1) BAIYIC
uropovnyv katepyaletal [Rom.Frag D, 5:3:2]

(g) OU povov de, AAAa Kal kauxwpevol ev Talg BAiyeoty [Ps.Frag, 22:5:18]

(h) Ei r} BATYIG untopovn v Katepyaletal [Ps.Frag, 137:7:4]

(i) OU povov 8¢, AAAA Kal kauxwuevol ev Taig OAipeotv [Ps.Sel, 12:1261:47]

(j) BAlYIg UTopoVNV KatepyaleTtal- [Ps.Sel, 12:1520:20]

(k) “OTL 1 BA{YIg uTopovnV Katepyaletal [Ps.Sel, 12:1613:2]

Romans 5:4

(a) ) d€ uropovn doKIuNv, 1 6 dokiun eAmida [John.Com A, 1:26:176:2]

(b) 1) d€ uTop OV dOKIUNV, 1 0 dOKLIUN EATiOA- 1] 8¢ EAMIG oU KaTtaloxUvel [Mart,
41:10]

(c) oU povov B¢, AANa Kal kauxwueBa ev Taig BAiYeaty, ido0TeC OTLY) OAIYIG
uropovnyv katepyaletal [Rom.Frag D, 5:3:2]

(d) n d¢ UTopov™n doKIPN Y, 1) d€ dokiun EAmida [Ps.Frag, 137:7:4]

(e) 1) d€ uropovn doKIUNV: 1] 0€ doKLun eAmida- [Ps.Sel, 12:1520:20]

(f) ) O€ uTopovn doKIuNV, 1 8¢ dokiun EAmida [Ps.Sel, 12:1613:2]

Romans 5:5

(a) 0TI dydrm 100 B0l €kkEXUTAL €V TATG Kapdialg NUAV dla veUaTog ayiou
To0 d06évTtog Nuiv [Rom.Frag A, 28:n1]

(b) 1) B¢ €Aric oU kataloyxUvel, OTL 1) aydarm 1ol B0l ekkEXUTAL €V TAIG Kapdialg
NUAOV d1a velpaTtog ayiou 1ol doBEvTog fuiv [Rom.Frag D, 5:5:1]

Romans 5:6

(a) €Tt yap Xplotog 6vTwy NUAV AcBeviv Katd Kalpov Unep aceBav anebavev:
[Rom.Frag A, 28:n2]

(b) €Tt yap XploTog OVTWV NUAV ACOEVOV KATA KAlPOV UTEp AoeBAV ArEBavev.
[Rom.Frag D, 5:5:1]
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Romans 5:7
(a) MOAIG Yap UTEP Dikaiou TIg AroBaveital: unep yap tol ayabol taxa Tig Kal
ToApd anoBaveiv- [Rom.Frag A, 28:n3]

Romans 5:8

(a) ZuvioTnot v €auTtol ayarmyv €ig NUAG 6 806G, OTL ETL AUAPTWARDV OVTWV NUOV
XpLloTog UTEP NUAV arnebave [Cels, 4:28:28]

(b) ETL OVTWV AUAPTWADV NUAOV XPLOTOG UTEP NUAV areEBavev. [Jer.Hom B,
14:11:12]

(c) ouviotnol 3¢ TV €autol Aydrmv €ig NUAG 0 B£0g OTL ETL ANAPTWADV OVTWV
NUOV XploTog Umep UGV anébavev- [Rom.Frag A, 28:n4]

(d) ouviotnot 8¢ TV eautold ayarmyv €ig NUAG 6 Be0g OTL ETL AUAPTWARDV OVTWV
NUOV XploTtog Utep NUAV anébavev. [Rom.Frag D, 5:8:1]

Romans 5:9

(a) MTOAA® oUv paAlov dikaiwBévTteg vOv év T@ aipatt altol cwbnodueda dv
autol ano tg 6pyng. [Rom.Frag A, 28:n6]

(b) MTOAA® 00V paAlov dikaiwBévTteg vOv év T@ aipatt autol cwbnodueda d
autol anod g 0pyRig. [Rom.Frag D, 5:8:1]

Romans 5:10

(a) MTOAA® oUv paAhov dikaiwBévTteg vOv év T@ aipatt autol cwbnodueda dv
autol anod g 0pyRig. [Rom.Frag D, 5:8:2]

(b) Ei Yap €xBpol 6vteg, ¢onoiv o Madlog, katnAAaynuev T® Oe® dia To0 BavaTtou
7100 Yio0 auTtol- [Prov.Exp, 17:188:39]

(c) Ot mote 6vTEQ £XOpOL, KaTNAAGynoav T Oed dia Tod Bavatou 1ol Yiol
auto0- [Prov.Exp, 17:193:48]

Romans 5:11
(a) ou povov B¢, aAAa kal kauxmpevol ev T Be® d1a To0 kupiou NUAV 'Incod dv’

~

ou vOv TV kKataAAaynv e dBopev. [Rom.Frag D, 5:11:1]

Romans 5:12

(a) Ala To0T0 WOoTep B’ EvOg AvOpmTou 1) auapTia ig TOV KOoUoV €i0ABe Kail dla
TAG apapTiag 6 8dvatog, Kal oUTwg €ig mavtag avepwrioug 6 Bavatog difAbey,
£¢’ ® mavreg fjuaptov- [Rom.Frag D, 5:12:1]

(b) Ala To0TO WOoTEEP B’ EVOC AvOpWTIOU 1) AuapTia €ig TOV KOOV elofiABev Kal
d1a ¢ apapTiag 6 6avatog, kal oUTwS eig mavtag avbpwrnoug 6 BdavaTtog
S1iABev, £’ ® mavteg fuaptov- [John.Com B, 20:39:364:5]

(c) B’ €vog avBpwriou N apapTia €ig TOV KOOPOV elofABev Kal dla ¢ auapTiag o
Bavatog- kal oUTwg €ig Mavtag avepmrnoug 6 BAvatog SiiABey, £’ ® MAVTEG
nuaptov [John.Com B, 20:42:388:3]
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Romans 5:13

(a) apapTia yap oUuk éAAoyeltal un O0vtog vouou [John.Com A, 2:15:106:6]

(b) ApapTia oUk €AAoyetTal un 6vtog vopou-[Basil.Phil A, 9:2:24]

(c) apaptia oUKk €ANoyeltal pun 6vtog vopou- [Rom.Frag A, 36a:43]

(d) ApapTia de oUk €AAoyettal ur ovtog vouou [Rom.Frag C, 136:1]

(e) Gxpt Yap vOpOU ApapTia RV €V KOOUW, AuapTia 8¢ oUK EANoyeltal pur) 6vTog
vouou- [Rom.Frag D, 5:13:1]

(f) dxpt yap vopou n duaptia v v KOOU® (ApapTia yap ouk éAAoyeltal pn 6vtog
vopou [John.Com B, 20:39:364:6]

Romans 5:14

(a) AAN’ €Baacileucev 6 BavaTog aro AdAu pHEXPL MWOEwS ¢ €T TOUG
apapthoavtag emi Td opolwuaTt TG MapaBacewg AdAy, 6G €0Tiv TUTOG TO0
MEANOvVTOG- [Rom.Frag D, 5:14:1]

(b) AAN’ €Bacileucev 6 BaAvaTog aro AdAu pEXPL Mwoéwg Kal €l ToUg un
apaptnoavtag emi Td opolwuaTtt TG napaBacewsg Adau- [John.Com B, 20:39:364:7]
(c) eBaciieuoev 6 BaAvatog £ TOUG AuAPTHOAVTAG £ TO OPOLWUATL TAG
napaBdoswg Adau [John.Com B, 20:42:388:6]

Romans 5:15

(@) AN\’ oUx wg TO Mapdarmwya, oUTwG Kai T xaplopa- el yap t@® 1ol £vog
napanr®partt oi oAAol anebavov, MOAAD pdAAov 1) Xapig Tod Beod kai 1) dwpea v
xapttt T T00 evog avBpwmou Xptotol 'INcod eig Toug MOAANOUG EMEPIOOEUTEV.
[Rom.Frag D, 5:15:2]

(b) oUx WG TO Maparrwua, oUTwS Kai 10 Xdptopa [John.Com B, 20:42:390:1]

Romans 5:16

(a) kal oUx wg B’ EVOg AMAPTHOAVTOG TO dWPNUA: TO MEV YAp Kpiha €€ evog €lg
KATaplua, 10 3¢ XApLopa €K TIOAA®V MapaTTwHATWY €ig dikaiwua. [Rom.Frag D,
5:16:1]

(b) 10 xa@plopa €k MOAAQV Mapartwudtwyv [John.Com B, 20:42:392:1]

Romans 5:17

(a) el yap €v evog maparrdpatt 6 6avartog efacideucev d1a To0 £vOG, TIOAAQD
HAAAoV ol TV meplooeiav TAG XAapttog Kal THg dwpedg TAS dikatoolvng
Aappavovteg ev (wf) Baotheloouot d1a To0 evog Inood Xpiotod. [Rom.Frag D,
5:17:2]

(b) Ei Yap v evog maparrwpatt 0 8avatog epacileucev d1a 100 £vOG, TOAAD
nGAAov oi TV neplooeiav TG xapttog kat TG dikatoolvng AapBavovteg ev (wf
BaoiAeUoouolv d1a To0 £vog Xptotol 'Incol. [John.Com B, 20:39:364:9]

Romans 5:18

(@) "Ap’ o0V ®¢ S’ £VOC MAPATTTOUATOS £i¢ TIAVTAG AVBP®TIOUG £i¢ KATAKPLUA,
oUTwg Kal 31’ €vog dikalwuaTog €ig mavtag avBpwroug eig dikaiwotv wng:
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[Rom.Frag D, 5:18:1]

Romans 5:19

(a) wormep yap dia TAG Mapakoig 1ol £vog AvBpwriou apapTwAol kateotddnoav ol
moAAo(, oUTwg Kai d1d TAG UTakong Tol €vog dikalol kataotadnoovTal ol TIOAAOL.
[Rom.Frag D, 5:19:1]

Romans 5:20
(a) vopog &¢ mapeloiABev iva meovdaon 10 mapdrmwua: ol 8¢ EMedVATEV N
aupaptia, Unepenepioosuoev N xapig [Rom.Frag D, 5:20:2]

Romans 5:21

(a) iva worep €Baciheucev 1 apaptia €v T® Bavatw, oUTwg Kal 1 Xaplg BactAeuon
dla dikatoolvng eig Cwnyv aiwviov dia 'Incod Xplotol 100 Kupiou Nudv. [Rom.Frag
D, 5:21:1]

Chapter Six

Romans 6:1

(a) Ti oUv €polpev; érupévopev Th apaptiq, iva 1 xapig meovaon [Rom.Frag D,
6:1:1]

Romans 6:2

(a) oftiveg 8¢ amebavopev T apaptiq, OG €Tt (hoopev avThi [Lam.Frag, 107:12]
(b) Ti oUv €polpev; érupévopev Th apaptia, iva 1) xapig meovaon [Rom.Frag D,
6:2:1]

Romans 6:3
(a) ) ayvoeite 011 000!l €RarTiodnuev i Xplotov ‘Incolyv, gig Tov 8dvaTtov autol
¢RarrioBnuev [Rom.Frag D, 6:3:1]

Romans 6:4

(a) Zuvetadpnpuev yap avt®d diwa tod Bartriopartog [Cels, 2:69:18]

(b) ev kawvoTNTL LWNQ Tepinatioal. [John.Frag, 35:19]

(c) ouvetadnuev olv auTd dia Tod Barriopatog eig TOv Bavatov, iva Gorep
NYEPON XPpLoTOG €K vEKPAV OLd TAG 80ENG ToD MaTpog, oUTWG Kal NUEIS eV
kawvotnTl wig neptmatnowpev. [Rom.Frag D, 6:4:2]

(d) ev kawvotNTL {wig mepriatron [Ps.Sel, 12:1613:50]

Romans 6:5

(a) el yap oUpdutol yeyovapev T® opolwpatt Tod Bavatou avtod, aAAa kal TAG
avaotacewg €ooueba. [Rom.Frag A, 29:n1]

(b) el yap oUpdutol yeyovapev Td opolwpatt Tod Bavarou avtod, aAAa kat TAG
avaotacewg €oo6ueba- [Rom.Frag D, 6:5:1]
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Romans 6:6

(a) To0TO YIVWOKOVTEG, OTL O TIAAALOG NUAV AvOpwTIOg cuveoTAUP®WON, (va
Katapyn6n to odua TG apapTiag, To0 unkETL doulelely NuGg TH apaptia:
[Rom.Frag D, 6:6:1]

Romans 6:7
(a) 6 yap armobavwv dedikaiwTatl ano g apaptiag [Rom.Frag D, 6:7:1]

Romans 6:8

(a) ei d¢ aneBavopev ouv XpLOTR, TuoteUopev OTL Kal ougnoopev aut®- [Rom.Frag
A, 30:n1]

(b) ei 5 aneBavopev cuv XpLoT®, Tuotelopev OTL Kal ougnoopev aut®, [Rom.Frag
D, 6:8:1]

Romans 6:9

(a) Xplotog d¢ £yepOEIG EK VEKPOV OUKETL AMOBVIOKel: BAvaTtog auTod OUKETL
kupleUel- [Cels, 2:16:54]

(b) Xplotog yap £yepBeig EK VEKPOV OUKETL AMoBVOKel, BAvaTog auTod oUKETL
kupleUel- [John.Com A, 13:8:48:11]

(c) XploTog Yap €yepBeiq €k veKp®V OUKETL ArioBvrokel.” OU povov d€ ‘XpLoTog
£YyepBelq €k vekpdV OUKETL armoBvr\okel’ [Hera.Dial, 6:1]

(d) eyepBeig ek VEKPQDV OUKETL ATIOBVNOKEL, BAvATOG YAP «aUTOD OUKETL
KupleUel». [Matt.Com C, 12:4:33]

(e) eid0TEG OTL XPLOTOG £YePOEIG €K VEKPOV OUKETL AmoBvnokel- 6Avatog autol
OUKETL KupleUel- [Rom.Frag A, 30:n2]

(f) €id0TEC OTL XpLOTOG £YyePOEIQ €K VEKPOV OUKETL AroBvnokel, 6Avatog autod
OUKETL KupleUel. [Rom.Frag D, 6:9:1

Romans 6:10

(a) "O yap anebave, T apapTia anebavev epanag [Cels, 2:69:13]

(b) 6 anéBave, T apaptia anébavev epamnag. [John.Com A, 1:9:58:7]

(c) 6 yap anebaveyv, T apaptia ancbavev epana&: 6 d¢ Cff, ¢ T® Bed, [John.Com
A, 13:8:48:12]

(d) armoBavwv T apaptia ancbavev epana&: [Rom.Frag A, 27:12]

(e) 6 yap anebaveyv, T apapTia aneBavev epamag: 6 d¢ ¢, ¢fi T® Be®- [Rom.Frag
A, 30:n3]

(f) amoBavwv T apaptia anébavev épamnag- [Rom.Frag C, 222:11]

(g9) 6 Yyap anebave, T apaptia anebavev epamnag: 6 d¢ Cfy, ¢ T® Bed. [Rom.Frag D,
6:11:1]

Romans 6:11

(a) oUtwg Kal UNETG AoyileaBe €autoug vekpoUg pev eival T apapTtig, ZdvTtag 5¢
T® Be® ev XploTd 'INcod T kupiw Nuav. [Rom.Frag A, 30:n4]

(b) oUtwg Kal UpETG AoyileaBe €autoug vekpoUg pev eival T apapTtig, Zdvtag d¢
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T® Be® ev XploTtd 'Incod. [Rom.Frag A, 31:19]
(c) oUTwg Kal UPeTg AoyileoBe auToug eival vekpoUg pev T apapTia Zdvtag d¢
T® Be® ev Xplotd 'Incod. [Rom.Frag D, 6:11:2]

Romans 6:12

(a) ury oUv BaciAeuETw N ApapTia v T® BvNT® NUAV COMATL €ig TO UTAKoUELY TATG
erbupialg autig. [Euches, 25:1:28]

(b) BaoileueTtw N apapTia €v T® BvNT® NUAV owpatt [Euches, 25:3:6]

(c) Mr} oUv Bacieuétw N Apaptia v T® BvNT® NUAV owpatt [Jer.Hom A, 1:7:9]

(d) T® BvnNT® ToUTW CWUATL EIG TO UMakoUEeL TNV YuxnVv Taig emmbupialg avtold
[Matt.Com C, 14:3:8]

(e) ury oUv BaotAeuétw N Auaptia v @ BvNT® VPOV OOMATL €iG TO UMaKkoUEeLY
auTh ev tailg ermbupialg autod- [Rom.Frag A, 31:n1]

(f) un o0v Bao\euéTw 1y ApapTia €v IO BVNTO VPV OOPATL €l TO UMAKOUELY TATG
egrmbupialg autol [Rom.Frag D, 6:12:1]

Romans 6:13

(a) unde€ MaploTAveTe TA PEAN UPAV OTAQ Adikiag TR apapTia- AAAG mapaoTthoate
€aUTOUG TO Be® WG K VEKPAOV {MDVTAG, Kal TA HEAN UPAV OmAa dikatoolvng T
Be@- [Rom.Frag A, 31:n2]

(b) und¢ maploTavete TA PEAN UPAV OTAQ adikiag TR apapTiq, aANG mapaothoate
€aUTOUG TM Be® WOEL €K veKp®V (OVTAG Kal TA HEAN UPAV OTIA SikalooUvng T
B8e@ [Rom.Frag D, 6:13:1]

Romans 6:14

(a) apapTia yap UpdV oU KupleUoel: oU YAp €0TE UTIO VOUOV AAN’ UTIO XAPLV.
[Rom.Frag A, 31:n4]

(b) apapTia yap Uu®dV oU KupleUoel: oU YAp €0TE UTIO VOUOV AAN’ UTIO XAPLV.
[Rom.Frag D, 6:14:1]

Romans 6:15
(@) Ti o0v; AuapTHOWHEY, OTL OUK E0UEV UTIO VOOV AAN’ UTIO XAPLV; Un YEVOLTO.
[Rom.Frag D, 6:15:1]

Romans 6:16
(a) ouk oidate OTL w MaplOoTAveTE €aUTOUG doUAOUG €ig UTIaKonv, do0Aoil €0Te ou
UTakoUeTe, N)Tol AuapTiag 1 UTakong eig dikatocuvnyv; [Rom.Frag D, 6:16:1]

Romans 6:17
(a) xapig 8¢ T® Be® 6TLNTE dolAoL THG Apaptiag, UrmkouoaTe d¢ €k Kapdiag €ig
ov rapedonte TUMOV didaxng [Rom.Frag D, 6:17:1]

Romans 6:18
(a) eAeuBepwBEVTEG O€ amo THG apaptiag edoulwBnte T dikatoouvy, [Rom.Frag
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A, 33:16]

(b) eAeuBepwBEVTEG B€ amo THG apaptiag edoulwBnte T dikatoouvy. [Rom.Frag
D, 6:18:1]

(c) eAeubepwBEVTEG AMO TG apaptiag EdoulwdnTe TO Oed, [Ps.Sel, 12:1605:1]

Romans 6:19

(a) womep yap mapeotoate Ta HEAN up®v dolAa Tf) akabapoiq, kai Tf avopia eig
Vv avopiav, oUtwg viv napactnoate ta EAN UUAV do0Aa T1 dikatoolvn €ig
aylaopov- [Rom.Frag A, 32:n1]

(b) avBpwrivov Aéyw dia TV acBEvelav TAG 0APKOG UPDV WOTEP YAp
MAPEOTNOATE TA PEAN UpGV do0Aa TH akabapoia kai TH avopia €ig v avouiav,
oUtw vOv napacthoate ta pEAN UPAV do0Aa T dikatoolvn €iG aylaouov.
[Rom.Frag D, 6:19:1]

Romans 6:20

(a) 6Te yap dolGAol iTe TG apaptiag, éAeUBepol NTe T dikatoouvn. [Rom.Frag A,
32:n3]

(b) 6Te yap dolGAol iTe TG apaptiag, éAeUBepol NTe T dikatoouvn. [Rom.Frag D,
6:20:1]

Romans 6:21

(a) Tiva oUv kaprov eixete TOTE £’ 0ig VOV €naloxUveoBe; TO yap TEAOC EKeivayv
8avartog- [Rom.Frag A, 33:n1]

(b) Tiva oUv kaprov eixeTe TOTE; £’ olc VOV EnaloxveoBe: TO yap TENOG EKElVWV
8avartog. [Rom.Frag D, 6:21:1]

(c) Tiva oUv Kaprov eixete TOTE, £’ 0i¢ VOV £matoxuveaBe; [Ps.Frag, 118:6:10]

Romans 6:22

(a) vuvi 8¢, eAeuBepwBevVTEG QMO TG apapTiag SoUAwWBEVTEG OE TM Be®, EXETE
TOV KAPTIOV UP®V €ig aylaoudv, 1o d¢ 1€Aog LwnVv aiwviov. [Rom.Frag A, 33:n2]
(b) vuvi 6e eAeuBepwBEVTEG aMo THG apaptiaqg SoUAwBEVTEG BE T Be®, EXETE
TOV KAPTIOV UP®V €lg aylaoudv, 1o de 1€Aog {wnVv aiwviov. [Rom.Frag D, 6:22:1]
(c) Nuvi eAeuBepwBEVTEG pEV AMO TG apapTiag, SoUAwBEVTEG e T Oe,
dNAOVOTL KAT APETNV KAl YVDOLV, EXETE TOV KAPTIOV UUAV €Ig Aylaouov, TO o€
TENOG Cwnv aiwviov.[Ps.Frag, 118:91:14]

(d) 'EEeAeuBepwBEVTEG aMO THG Apaptiag edoUA®BNTE T® Oe®,» dNAOVOTL KAT
ApeTNV Kal yv®olv. "EXeTe TOV KAPTIOV UMDV €IG Aylaouov, TO € TEAOG

Cwnyv aiwviov. [Ps.Sel, 12:1605:3]

(e) Nuvi 8¢ éAeuBepwBevTEG AMO TG apapTiag, dSoUAwBEVTEG Oe TM Oe®
(dNAoVOTL KaT’ ApeTNV Kal YVOOLV) EXETE TOV KAPTIOV UMDV €I¢ Aylaouov, To o0&
TENOG Cwnv aiwviov- [Prov.Exp, 17:177:15]

Romans 6:23
(a) Ta yap oywvia TAC apaptiag Bavatog, 1o d¢ Xdplopa tol B0l wn) aiwviog €v
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XpoTd 'Incold t® kupiw nuav. [Rom.Frag A, 34:n1]

(b) Yap 10 xapiopa 100 Oe00 (wn) ai®viog €v Xptot® 'Incol 1@ Kupiw nudv
[Rom.Frag C, 186:3]

(c) Ta yap oywvia TG apapTtiag B6dvatog, 10 d€ xaplopa 100 600 Cwn aiwviog v
Xpotd 'Inoold d kupiw Hudv. [Rom.Frag D, 6:23:1]

Chapter Seven

Romans 7:1

(a) "H ayvoelte, AdeAdoi—yIvwokouaolv yap VOPov AaA®— OTL 6 vOUOG KupleUel
T00 avBpwriou, ¢’ doov xpovov (fi; [John.Com A, 13:8:43:5]

(b) ) ayvoeite, adeAdol, yivwokouol yap VOPoVv AaA®, OTL O VOUOG KupleUel To0
avBpwrou £¢’ doov xpovov fy; [Matt.Com C, 17:32:259]

(c) i dyvoelte, adeAdol, yivwokoual yap VOHoVv AaA®, OTL 6 vOuog Kuplelel ToU
avBpwrou £¢’ 6oov xpovov ff; [Rom.Frag A, 35:n1]

(d) "H ayvoette, ddeAdoi, yivwokouaol yap vopov AaA®, O6TL 0 vopog Kuplelel ToO
avBpwrou £¢’ 6oov xpovov ff; [Rom.Frag D, 7:1:1]

Romans 7:2

(a) H ydp UTavdpog yuvh O (OvTL avopl dedeTal véuw [John.Com A, 13:8:44:1]
(b) 1y yap Uravdpog yuvn TQ (OvTL avopl dedeTal vouw [Matt Com C, 12:4: 13]

(c) N yap Umavdpog yuvn 1@ (RVTL avdpi 6£deTal vOuw- €av de arnoBavn o6 avhp,
KaTr’]pynTal aro 100 véuou T00 Avdpobg. [Rom.Frag A, 35: n2]

(d)n yap unavépoq yuvn TQ (@OVvTL avopl dedetal vouw: eav de anobavn 6 avnp,
katpyntat ano tol vopou 100 avdpog. [Rom.Frag D, 7:2:1]

Romans 7:3

(a) "Ap’ o0V varoq T00 AvOpog ulea)\lq xpnpanos:l eav yevnTcu av6pl srspw
gav 8¢ anobavn o avnp, s)\suﬁspa ¢oTlv Ao to0 vopou, To0 un sival autnyv
polxaAida yevopévnv avdpi etepw. [John.Com A, 13:8:46:2]

(b) &p’ oUv TOVTOG TOU AVdPOG HOLXAAIG XpNHATioeL €AV YEvnTal Avdpl €TEPW
[Matt.Com C, 12:4:36]

(c) ¢@wvTog To0 avdpog HolXaAlg xpnuaTiostl eav yévntat avdpl eTepw, [Matt.Com
C, 14:24: 77]

(d) dpa olv varoq T00 Avdpog umxa)\lq xpn uanom gav YSVT‘]TO.[ avépl srspw
gav 8¢ anobavn o avnp, s)\suﬁspa £oTiv Ao to0 vopou, To0 un sival autnyv
p01xa)\l6a yevopevnv avopl eTépw. [Rom.Frag A, 35: n4]

(e) &p’ oUv CwVToq 100 Avdpog ulean xpnpanom eav YSVT]TG[ av6pl ETEPW: €AV
o¢ anoeavn o avnp, s)\suespa £oTlv Ao to0 vopou, To0 un eival au v potxaAida
yevopevnv avopl eTépw. [Rom.Frag D, 7:3:1]

Romans 7:4

(a) "Qote, adeAdoi pou, kal Upelg €6avaTwONTE TO VOUW d1a To0 owpatog 1ol
XploTod, eig TO yeveoBal UNAG ETEPW, TO EK VEKPDV EYEPBEVTL iva
kKapriopopriowlev T® Be®. [John.Com A, 13:8:47:5]
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(b) wote, adeAdoi pou, kal Upelg €BavaT@ONTE TO VOUW d1a To0 cwpaTtog To0
XploTod, €ig TO0 yeveoBal UGG ETEPW, TA EK VEKPDV EYEPBEVTL, (va
kapriopopriowpev T® Be®. [Rom.Frag D, 7:4:1]

Romans 7:5

(a) 6Te yap nuev €v T oapki, Td mabnuata IOV ApapTI®V Ta 3t Tod vopou
EVNPYETTO £V TOIG HEAEODLY UAV £iG TO kapTiodpopfioal T® Bavatw: [Rom.Frag D,
7:5:1]

Romans 7:6

(a) vuvi 8¢ katnPyROnUev Ao To0 vopou, anobavovTeg €v @ Katelxoueda, Hote
douAegUelv NUAG €V KAWVOTNTL TIVEUPATOG Kal oU maAaldtntt ypdpuatog. [Rom.Frag
A, 36:n1]

(b) vuvi 8¢ katnPyRONUev Ao To0 vOpoU, arobavovTeg €v @ KatelXopeda, Hote
douAegUelv NUAG €V KAVOTNTL TIVEUPATOG Kal oU maAaldtntt ypdpuatog. [Rom.Frag
D, 7:6:1]

Romans 7:7

(a) Tl 00V £poluev; 6 VOHOC auapTia; ur) yévolto- AAAA THV apapTiav oUK Eyvwv &i
un 31a vopou: TRV Te yap embupiav oUk NdeLy el un 6 vopog EAeyev OUK
ermbupnoelg. [Rom.Frag A, 37:n1]

(b) EAeyev- OUK €ruBuunoelg: [Rom.Frag C, 146:7]

(c) Ti oOv épolpev; 6 vopog auapTia; un yévorto: AAAd TNV auaptiav oUuk Eyvwv el
MR 31a vopou: TRV Te yap emubupiav ouk NOELV €l ur 6 VOPOG EAEYEV: OUK
ermobupnoelg- [Rom.Frag D, 7:7:1]

Romans 7:8

(a) Xwplig vopou apaptia vekpd [John.Com A, 2:15:106:2]

(b) ddopunv d¢ AaBoldoa 1) apapTia d1d TAG €VTOAG KatelpydoaTo €v ol mdoav
ermbupiav. [Rom.Frag A, 38:n1]

(c) apopunv d¢ AaBoloa 1 apaptia d1a TG EVTOARG KATEIPYACATO €V €Ol Aoav
ermbupiav- xwplig yap vopou apaptia vekpd. [Rom.Frag D, 7:8:1]

Romans 7:9

(a) 'EABoUONG 0€ TG EVTOARG N ApapTia avélnoeyv, eyw d¢ anebavov [Cels,
3:62:26]

(b) "EABOUONG 8¢ TG EVTOARG N hev apapTia avélnoe [John.Com A, 2:15:106:2]
(c) eyw d¢ ECwv Xwplg vOuou ToTE: EABoUoNng O€ TG EVTOARS N dpapTia
avélnoev, [Rom.Frag A, 39:n1]

(d) éyw d¢€ ECwv Xwpic vOuou TOTE: EABoUONG B TAC EVTOARG 1] auapTia
avélnoev, [Rom.Frag D, 7:9:1]

Romans 7:10
(a) éyw o€ amnéBavov [Cels, 3:62:26]
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(b) €éyw d€ AméEBavov, Kal eUp£ON ot 1) EVToAN 1 eig wnv altn eig 6dvartov:
[Rom.Frag A, 39:n2]
(c) eyw d¢ anébavov, Kal eUpEON poL 1] EvToAn 1) eig Cwnv, altn eig BavaTtov:
[Rom.Frag D, 7:10:2]

Romans 7:11

(a) ) yap apaptia apopunv Aapodoa dia TG EVTOARS €ENMATNOEV Ue Kal Ol aUTAGQ
anéktelvev. [Rom.Frag A, 39:n3]

(b) ddopunv d¢ AaBoldoa 1) auapTia d1d TAC EVTOAIG €ENNATNOEV pe Kal 3’ aUuTAG
anéktelvev [Rom.Frag C, 146:7]

() n yap apaptia apopunv AaBoloa did TAC €VTOARG €ENMATNOE pe Kal 3’ aUuTAg
anéktelvev. [Rom.Frag D, 7:12:1]

Romans 7:12

(a) "QoTe 0 pev vouog Aylog, kal ) €vtoAn ayia kai dikaia kai ayan. [Cels,
7:20:32]

(b) 0 vOuOG aylog, kal n €vToAn ayia kal dikaia kal ayadn, [Matt.Com B, 11:14:65]
(c) wote O pev vopog aylog Kai 1) évroAn ayia. [Rom.Frag A, 10:6]

(d) dote 6 pev vouog Aylog, Kal 11 €vtoAn ayia kai dikaia kai dyadn. [Rom.Frag D,
7:12:1]

Romans 7:13

(a) TO oUv AyaBov €pol yéyove BAvATOG; Un YEVOLTO: AAAA 1Y dpapTia, iva davi
auapTia d1a o0 ayadol pot katepyalopévn Bdvartov: (va yévntal kad’
UTIEPBOANV AUAPTWAOG 1) apapTia dia TAG €vioAfig. [Rom.Frag A, 40:n1]

(b) TO oUv AyaBov €pol €yéveTo BAvVATOG; pr) YEvolTo- AAN' 1y dpapTia, iva pavii
aupaptia, 01a 100 dyabol pol katepyalopévn Bavatov, iva yévntal kad’ [Rom.Frag
D, 7:13:1]

Romans 7:14

(a) Oldapev d¢ 0TI 6 VOHOG TIVEUPATIKOG €0TLy [Cels, 7:20:31]

(b) Oldapev yap OTL 0 VOUOG TIVEUMATLKOG €0TL. [Basil.Phil A, 9:2:10]

(c) oidauev yap 0TI 6 VOHOG TIVEUPATIKOG €0TlL, [Matt.Com B, 11:14:64]
(d) oidapev yap OTL O VOUOG TIVEUMATLKOG €0TIV: £YW OE OAPKIKOG €M,
TETPANEVOG UTIO TNV aupaptiav. [Rom.Frag A, 41:n1]

(e) oidapev yap OTL O VOUOG TIVEUMATLKOG €0TILV: £YW OE OAPKIVOG EljL,
TETPANEVOG UTIO TNV aupaptiav. [Rom.Frag D, 7:14:1]

Romans 7:15

(a) OU yap 0 6€Aw ToUTO TPACOW, AAN’ O HIo® ToOTOo ToL®- [John.Com A, 10:7:28:5]
(b) 0 yap katepyalopal oU YIVWOOK®: oU Yap 0 BEAw To0TO TPAcow, AAN' O HIO®
To0TO TOL®. [Rom.Frag A, 42:n1]

(c) 0 yap katepydlopal oU YIVOOKw: oU yap 0 BEAw ToUTO TPACOW, AAN’ O HIO®
To0TO0 Tol®. [Rom.Frag D, 7:15:1]
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Romans 7:16
(a) €l 8¢ 0 oU BEAW TOOTO MO, CUMGNUL TO® VOuW OTL KAAOG. [Rom.Frag D, 7:17:1]

Romans 7:17
(a) vuvi ¢ oUKETL €yw KaTtepydlopal auTo AAN’ 1) oikoUoa &v E€uol apapTia.
[Rom.Frag D, 7:17:1]

Romans 7:18
(a) oida yap OTL oUK oikel v gpol, ToOT £oTwv €v Tf oapki pou, ayabov: o yap
BéAelv mapakeltai pot, 10 d¢ katepydleobal TO0 KaAov oU- [Rom.Frag D, 7:18:3]

Romans 7:19

(a) OU yap 0 6€Aw ToUTO TPACOW, AAN’ O HIo® To0TOo ToL®- [John.Com A, 10:7:28:5]
(b) oU yap 0 BEAW TOL® AyaBov, AAN’' 0 oU BEAw Kakov TolTo mpdacow. [Rom.Frag
D, 7:19:1]

Romans 7:20
(a) el 5 0 oU BEAW €yw TOUTO TIOL®, OUKETL YW KaTepyalopal auto AAN' N
olkoUoa ¢&v €pol apaptia. [Rom.Frag D, 7:20:1]

Romans 7:21
(a) ebpiokw dpa TOV vOpoV TQ BEAOVTL Epol TIOLETY TO KAAOV, OTL EPOL TO KAKOV
napdkeltar [Rom.Frag D, 7:21:1]

Romans 7:22

(a) Zuvnodopal T® vopw to0 Oeol kata Tov Eow avBpwrov. [Hera.Dial, 11:22]
(b) ouvndopal yap t® vopw 1ol B0l kata Tov Eow dvBpwriov- [Rom.Frag A,
43:n1]

(c) ouvhdopat yap 1@ vouw Tod Beod kata Tov Eow avBpwrov, [Rom.Frag D,
7:22:1]

Romans 7:23

(a) BAeTw O€ ETEPOV VOUOV £V TOIG HEAECT HOU AVTIOTPATEUOUEVOV TR VOUW TOD
voOG pou Kai aiXHaAwTiCovTa pe T® vOopw TAG apapTiag Td OvTL €v Tolg pEAeaot
pou.[Rom.Frag A, 43:n2]

(b) BAeTw € ETEPOV VOUOV £V TOIG HEAETIV HOU AVTIOTPATEUOHUEVOV T® VOU®W TOO
voOG pou Kai aiXHaAwTiCovTa pe T® vOopw TAg apapTiag tTd OvTL €v Tolg peAeaot
pou. [Rom.Frag D, 7:23:1]

Romans 7:24

(a) Tig pe puoetal €k To0 ocwpatog Tol Bavdatou TouTtou; [Cels, 7:50:26]

(b) TaAainmwpog eyw avOpwriog, Tig pe puoetal €k To0 cwpatog tol BavdaTtou
TouTou; [Cels, 8:54:36]
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(c) TaAainwpog eyw avOpwtog: Tig Ye puosTal €K To0 cwpatog Tol BavaTtou
TouTou; [Mart, 3:8]

(d) TaAainwpog eyw AvBpwrog: Tic ye puoeTal €k To0 ocwpatog Tod BavdaTtou
TouTou; [Jer.Hom B, 20:7:21]

(e) Tahainwpog eyw AvBpwrog Tic ye puoeTal €k To0 ocwpatog To0 BavdaTtou
ToUuTou; [Matt.Com C, 15:27:43]

(f) Tahainwpog eyw AvBpwrog: Tic ye puoetal €k Tol ocwpatog Tod BavdaTtou
ToUTou; [Rom.Frag A, 44:n1]

(9) Tahainwpog €yw avBpwmog: Tig pe puostal €k To0 cwpatog To0 BavdaTtou
ToUTou; [Rom.Frag D, 7:24:1]

(h) TaAainmwpog eyw AvOpwrog Tig pe puoetal €k ToU ocwpatog tol BavdaTtou
TouTou; [Ps.Frag, 37:7:5]

(i) Tahainwpog €yw dvbpwrog: [Ps.Sel, 12:1201:8]

(j) TaAainwpog eyw AvBpwtog, Tig ue puoeTal €k To0 ocwpatog Tol Bavartou
TouTou; [Ps.Sel, 12:1201:21

(k) Tig e puoetal €k T00 cwpatog To0 Bavatou TouTou; [Ps.Sel, 12:1593:4]
() TaAhainwpog eyw dvOpwrmog: Tig ue puoeTtal €k To0 cwpatog To0 Bavatou
TouTou; [John.Com B, 20:25:225:5]

(m) Tig pe puoeTal €k To0 ocwpatog Tod BavdaTtou touTtou; [John.Com B,
20:39:374:3]

Romans 7:25

(a) suxaplow) TQ® Be® d1a 'Incod Xpiotold 100 Kupiou nuwv [Rom. Frag A, 44: n2]
(b) suxaplorco ™ esco dla Incou Xptotod 100 KUplOU nuwv "ApaolvV alToC £Y®
T® MEV Vol pou 6ou)\suw vouw Be00, T 8¢ capkl vouw apaptiag. [Rom.Frag D,
7:25:2]

Chapter Eight
Romans 8:1
(a) oudev dpa vOv katakpipa v Xplot® 'Incol. [Rom.Frag D 8:1:1]

Romans 8:2
(a) 6 yap vopog Tol nveupatog TG (wfig ev XploTd 'Incold NAeuBEpwaoev oe armo
To0 vopou T1ig apaptiag kal To0 Bavatou. [Rom.Frag D, 8:2:1]

Romans 8:3

(a) TO yap adlUvatov Tol vopou, v @ HoBével dld TG 0apkog, 6 Be0g TOV €auTol
uiov néuanq €V OUOLWMPATL CAPKOG ahapTiag kal mepl AUAPTIAC KATEKPLVE TNV
auapnav €v T} oapki, [Rom Frag A, 45 ni]

(b) TO Yap aduvatov 100 vOuou, &v co nobével dla g 0apkog, o esoq TOV €auToU
uiov MEPPag €v OPOLWUATL CAPKOG ApapTiag Kal mepl apuaptiag KaTeKpLveV TNV
apaptiav ev Tfj capki, [Rom.Frag D, 8:3:2]

Romans 8:4
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(a) iva 16 dikaiwpa 100 vopou MANPwBH ev Nuiv TO1g un Kata cdpka neptratoioy
AaAAa kata nveOpa. [Rom.Frag A, 45:n3]
(b) iva 16 dikaiwpa 100 vopou MANpwBH ev Nuiv TO1G pn Kata cdpka nepratoioy
AaAAa kata nvedpa. [Rom.Frag D, 8:4:1]

Romans 8:5
(a) ol yap kata odpka O0vteg T TG 0apKOg ppovolaly, ol d€ kata nveliua ta 100
nveupatog. [Rom.Frag D, 8:5:1]

Romans 8:6

(a) To0 veUupatog Lwnv Kai eipnvnv. [Rom.Frag A, 46:15]

(b) 10 Yap opoVNUa TAG 0apkog 6dvatog, T0 8¢ ppovnua Tol nvelpatog Jwn Kai
elpnvn [Rom.Frag D, 8:6:2]

Romans 8:7

(@) T® yap vouw to0 Beol oux urotacoetal oude yap duvatal [Lam.Frag, 27:27]
(b) TO Yap ppoéVNua thHc capkog €xOBpa eig Beov [Rom.Frag A, 31:4]

(c) TO0 dpoVNUA THG 0apkog ExBpa eig BedV, T Yap vouw Tod Beod ol
urotacoeTal, oude yap duvatal [Rom.Frag A, 46:n1]

(d) 316TL TO ppoVNua TG 0apkog €xBpa eig BedV: T® Yap vouw Tol Beol oux
urotaocoeTal, oude yap duvatal [Rom.Frag D, 8:7:1]

(e) To yap opovnua TG oapkog €xOpa eig Oeodv: kal, Ol ev oapkl wVTeg Oew
apeoal ou duvavTtal [Gen.Sel, 12:105:10]

(f) T dpéVNUa aUTAG £xBpa €0TivV €ig Oeov, TO VOuw To0 Oeod ol
uTlotacoouévng. [Ps.Sel, 12:1277:31]

Romans 8:8

(a) Ot ev oapki Ovteg Be® apéoal ou duvavtal [Cels, 7:38:25]

(b) ol ev capki 6vteg Bed apeoal ou duvavTal, [John.Com A, 13:53:359:1]
(c) oi pev yap ev oapki Ovreg Be® apéoat ou duvavtar [John.Com A, 13:53:360:4]
(d) ol ¢ ev capki Ovteg Be® apeoal oU duvavTat. [Lam.Frag, 212:12]

(e) ol ©¢ ev capki Ovteg Bed apéoal o duvavtat. [Matt.Com C, 13:2:199]
(f) ol 8¢ ev oapki 6vTeg Be® apeoal ou duvavtal [Rom.Frag A, 46:n2]

(g) ol d¢ ev capki Ovteg Be® apeoal ou duvavTtat. [Rom.Frag D, 8:9:1]

(h) ol yap ev ocapki 6vteg, Oed apeoat ou duvavTtat [Ps.Frag, 77:19-25:167
(i) Ol ev oapki (dvTeg Oe® apéoal ou dUvavtal [Gen.Sel, 12:105:12]

(i) Ot yap év oapki 6vteg Oe®d apéoal ot duvavtat. [Ps.Exc, 17:147:17]

Romans 8:9

(a) 'YHETS oUK €0TE €v oapkl AAN’ €v iveUpaTl, elrep rveOpa 6€00 oikel €v UUIV.
[Cels, 7:45:4]

(b) AAN’ v nveUpaTl, einep niveipa B0l oikel €v auTolg, [John.Com A, 13:53:359:2]
(c) UMETS B¢ OUK €0TE €v oapkl AAN’ €v iveUpaTl, elrep rveOpa 6€00 oikel €v UMIV:
[Matt.Com C, 13:2:200]
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(d) Upelg B¢ oUK €0TE €v oapki AAN’ €v TveUpaTl, eimep nveUua 600 oIKeT €v UNIv.
[Rom.Frag D, 8:9:1]

Romans 8:10
(a) el 5 XplOTOG €V UMlY, TO HEV o®Ua VEKPOV BI” apapTiav, 10 d€ nvelua Cwn dia
dikatoouvnv. [Rom.Frag D, 8:10:2]

Romans 8:11

(a) €l 5¢ 10 veOpa To0 €yeipavtog TOV INcolvV OIKeT €v UUlV, O €yeipag €K vEKPOV
XploTtov 'Incolv woroiost T BvNTAd CWPATA UP®V dld TO €volkolv autol
nve0pa €v UMlv. [Rom.Frag D, 8:11:1]

Romans 8:12
(a) "Ap’ olv, adeldoi, OpeINéTal EOpéV, oU T oapki ToU KATd odpKa Zijv.
[Rom.Frag D, 8:12:1]

Romans 8:13

(a) Ei kata odpka ¢fite, HEAAETE AMOBVIOKeLY: €i OE TivelpaTt TAg MPagelg Tod
owuatog Bavatolte, (nosobe, [Cels, 7:52:15]

(b) €i € nveUpaTt TAG MPA&elg To0 ocwpatog BavatolTe, {nocobe [Eze.Hom,
337:32]

(c) el yap kata odpka {fte, HEANETE ATIOOVNOKELY: €1 O€ TIveUPATL TAG TPA&elg To0
owpatog Bavatoldte [Rom.Frag D, 8:13:1]

Romans 8:14

(a) "Oool iveUpaTt Beol Gyovtatl, oUTtol uioi eiol Beo0. [Cels, 4:95:24]

(b) "Ooot veUpaTt Beol &yovtat, oUTtol uiol Beod eiotv, [Cels, 6:70:1]

(c) bool veUpaTt B0l &yovtatl, oUTtol uioi iot Beo0. [Basil.Phil A, 20:22:24]

(d) 6oot yap riveupatt 600 dyovTatl, outol uiol 800 eiowv: [Rom.Frag D, 8:14-15:1]

Romans 8:15

(a) OU yap €ANdBete veUa douleiag aALy €ic poBov, aAN’ EAGBeTe velua
uloBeoiag, €év @ kpalopev: ABRA 6 mathp. [Cels, 1:57:10]

(b) oU yap €AdBete nveUua douAeiag igc dOBov AANA EAdBeTe veUpa uioBeoiag,
&v @ Kpagopev- ABRa 6 mathp“ [Euches, 22:2:10]

(c) oU yap €AaBeTe vedpa douleiag mAAL ig doBov, AAN ENdBeTe velua
uloBeoiag, év @ kpaZopev: ABRG 6 matp. [Rom.Frag D, 8:15:2]

Romans 8:16

(@) auTo 1O Mveia CUPPAPTUPET TO TIVEUPATL U@V OTL EOPEV TEKVA B0,
[Matt.Com C, 13:2:88]

(b) auTo 1O Mveia CUPPAPTUPET TM TIVEUPATL UV OTL EOPEV TEKVA Be0O.
[Rom.Frag D, 8:17:1]
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Romans 8:17
(a) el ¢ TéKvQ, Kal KAnpovouol: KAnpovouol pev B8eold, cuykAnpovopol o¢
XplotoUl, elnep oupnaoyxwuev iva kai ouvdo&acbdpuev. [Rom.Frag D, 8:17:1]

Romans 8:18
(a) AoyiCopat yap 611 oUK A&la Ta madnuata 100 vOv KalpoU pog v HEAAouoav
d0&av amokaAupbnval eig nuag. [Rom.Frag D, 8:18:1]

Romans 8:19

(a) ‘H yap amokapadokia TAG KTioewg TNV ArokaAuylv T@®V ul®dv tol 600
arekdexetal. [Cels, 5:13:12]

(b) ‘H anokapadokia TAg KTioewg TNV AMOKAAUYPLV TAV UIDV To0 B0l ArekdEXeTAL
[Cels, 7:65:7]

(c) ‘H Tg kTioewg anokapadokia TV arnokdAuylv T@®V uldv To0 Be00
arekdexetal. [Cels, 8:5:13]

(d) ™MV arnokdAuyiv T@V uidv To0 Beol anekdéxeTal. [John.Com A, 1:26:170:4]

(e) ) yap danokapadokia TAG KTioewg TNV ATMoKAAUYLY TAOV UiV To0 B00
anekdéxetal. [Rom.Frag D, 8:19:1]

Romans 8:20

(@) TA yap patatdtnTL N Ktiowg urnetayn, oux €ékodoa, aAAa di1a Tov unoTagavta, £mn
€AmidL [Cels, 5:13:13]

(b) TA yap patatdtnTL 1| KTiOIg UTIETAYN OUX £ko00a AAAA dia TOv UmoTagavta e
EAmidL, [Cels, 7:50:14]

(c) TH paTaAlOTNTL 1 KTiOIG UMETAYTN, OUX eko00a AAAA dia TOV UmoTagavTa e
EAMidL, [Cels, 7:65:9]

(d) TA yap patatdtnTL 1 Ktiowg Umnetayn, oux €kodoa, AAAa dia Tov unotagavta e
EATidL, [Cels, 8:5:14]

(e) TA patatdTNTL 1| KTiOIg UTIETAYN OUX £ko00a, AAAQ Sla TOV uroTtagavta Th
€ATidL, [John.Com A, 1:17:99:2]

() TA paTaldTNTL Y] KTiOIG UTIETAYT, OUX EKo0Oa AAAQ dla TOv UroTagavta, 1T
EATidL. [John.Com A, 1:26:176:5]

(9) T Yap pataldtnTL N KTiOolg UTeTayn, oux €kodoa, aAAa d1a Tov urotagavta, e
€ATidL [Rom.Frag D, 8:20:2]

Romans 8:21

(a) 0TI kKal auTn 1 KTiolg EAeuBepwOBnoeTal ano THS douleiag TAS POBoPAQ €ig TNV
€AeuBepliav g dOENC TV TEKVwY ToO B£00. [Cels, 5:13:15]

(b) ‘H kTiolg éAeuBepwObnoeTal Amo THG douleiag TAC OopPAaC €ig TNV EAeubepiav
TAGQ 00&ENG TAV TéKVWY T00 Be00 [Cels, 7:65:5]

(c) éAeuBepwBNoeTal MGoa Ao TAG douAeiag g ¢Bopdg [Cels, 8:5:16]

(d) amo TR douleiag TG PBoPAgQ eig TNV EAeubepiav TAC BOENG TAOV TEKVWV TOU
Be00, [John.Com A, 1:26:170:2]

(e) EAeubBepwOBNnoopal ano THg douleiag TAC Oopag [Mart, 7:28]
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() eAeuBepwOT amo tfig douAeiag Tol £€xBpol eig v EAeubepiav THG dOENG TV
TEKVWV TO0 B€00. [Mart, 13:27]

(g9) 6T Kal auTt N KTiolg EAeubepwOBNoeTal ano TG douAeiag TG pOBopAag eig TV
€AeubBeplav g dOENG TV TéKVwY To0 Beol [Rom.Frag D, 8:21:1]

Romans 8:22
(a) oidapev yap 6TL mdoa 1 ktiolg cuoTtevalel kai cuvwdivel dxpt To0 vOov:
[Rom.Frag D, 8:22:1]

Romans 8:23

(a) o povov B¢, AAAA kal avTol TV anapxnVv Tol MvelaTog €XOVTES NUETS Kal
auTol €v eauToig otevdlopev uioBeaoiav Arnekdexouevol, TV AMOAUTPwWOLY To0
owuatog Nuav. [Rom.Frag D, 8:23:1]

Romans 8:24

(a) €Artig de BAETIOPEVN OUK EO0TLV EATIG: O yap BAEmMel TIg, Ti kKal €Arnilel; [Rom.Frag
A, 47:n1]

(b) TA yap €ATiOL E0wONUEV- EATIG O BAETOPEVN OUK EOTLV EATG: O Yap BAEMEL
TIG, Ti €Amicel; [Rom.Frag C, 212:4]

(c) T Yap EANidL eowONueV: EATUG Oe BAETIOMEVT) OUK E0TIV EATIG: O yYap BAETEL TG
Kal €Atilel; [Rom.Frag D, 8:24:1]

Romans 8:25

(a) €Artig de BAETIOPEVN OUK EO0TLV EATHG: O yap BAEmMeL TIg, Ti Kal €Arnilel; [Rom.Frag
A, 47:n2]

(b) E{ d€ 0 oU BAéMopeV eAMiCopey, O’ UTIOMOVAG ATiekdexOueBa [Rom.Frag C,
212:6]

(c) €l d€ O oU BAETOpEV EATHCOMEY, DI’ UTIOPOVRAG anekdexopeda. [Rom.Frag D,
8:25:1]

Romans 8:26

(a) 10 yap Ti mpooeuEwpueba, Ppnol, kabo del oUK oidapev, AANA aUTo TO nvelua
oTevayuoig aAaAnTolg UtiepevTuyxavel [Euches, 14:5:4]

(b) woauTwg d¢ kal To Mvedpa cuvavtiIAapBdavetal Taig acbeveialg UV, 1O yap
Ti mpoosu&oueBa Kab’ O del oUK oidapev, AAN’ aUTO 1O ivela UMEPEVTUYXAVEL
UTEP NUOV oTevaypolg alaintolg. [Rom.Frag A, 48:n1]

(c) woalTwg d¢ kal 10 veOpa ouvavtihapyBavetal Tfj acbeveia nUOv: TO yap i
npooeuEwpeba KaBo del oUK oidapev, AAN aUTo TO nvelua UTEPEVTUYXAVEL
[Rom.Frag D, 8:26:1]

Romans 8:27

(a) 6 3¢ €peuvV TAG Kapdiag oide Ti TO ppoOVNUA ToO TIVEUHATOG, OTL KATA BEOV
Evtuyxavel unep ayiwv. [Euches, 2:3:12]

(b) 6 3¢ €peuvv TAG Kapdiag oide Ti TO PppoéVNUa TOO TIVEUHATOG, OTL KATA BEOV

371



gvtuyxavel unep ayiwv* [Euches, 14:5:7]
(c) 6 8¢ £peuv@V TAC Kapdiag oidev Ti TO ppoOVNUa TOO TIVEUHATOG, OTL KATA BEOV
gvtuyxavel umep ayiwv. [Rom.Frag D, 8:27:1]

Romans 8:28 (this is probably Psalms)

(a) Tolg ayan®olv auTtov Mdvta cuvepyV £ig adyabov, tolg kata [Euches, 29:19:7]
(b) Oldapev d¢ 0TI TOIG Ayan®ol TOV B0V MAvTa cuvepyel €ig ayadbov, Tolg Katd
npdBeoiv KANTOIG olowv- [Basil.Phil A, 25:1:30]

(c) Odapev d¢ 611 TOIg Ayan®ol TOv Beov AdvTta cuvepyel i ayabov, Toig kata
npdBeoiv KANTOIG olov. [Basil.Phil A, 25:3:3]

(d) Oldapev d¢ OTL TOIG Ayan®ol ToV B0V NMAvta ouvepyel i ayabov. [Basil.Phil
A, 25:3:11]

(e) Oldapev d¢ OTL TOIg Ayan®aol TOV OOV nMavta cuvepyel i ayadbov, Tolg katda
npdBeoiv KANTOIG ooy, [Basil.Phil B, 25:1:31]

(f) Oldapev d¢ 0TI TOTG Ayan®ol Tov Beov ndvta ouvepyel i Ayabov, Toig kata
npdBeoiv kKANTOIg olov. [Basil.Phil B, 25:3:3]

(g) Oidapev d¢ 611 TOlG Ayan®ol Tov Beov TAvta cuvepyel ig ayabov, Tolg Kata
npdBeoitv kKANTOIG olOov. [Basil.Phil B, 25:3:3]

(h) Oldapev d¢ 0TI TOTG Ayan®ol Tov Beov navta ouvepyel eig dyaBov. [Basil.Phil
B, 25:3:11]

(i) oldauev 6¢ OTL TOlc Ayan®ol Tov Beov nMdvTta ouvepyel i Ayabov, Toig kKata
nP60e0Lv KANTOIG oUotv: [Rom.Frag A, 1:22]

(j) oldapev d€ 611 TOlc ayan®ol Tov Beov dvTa ouvepyel i ayabov, Tolg kata
nP60e0Lv KANTOIG ovotv. [Rom.Frag A, 1:61]

(k) oidapev d€ 011 TOlc Ayan®ol Tov Beov dvTa ouvepyel eig ayabov. [Rom.Frag
A, 1:67]

() oldauev yap OTL TOTG ayan®ol Tov Bgov ndvta ouvepyel i Ayabdv, Toig kKatd
nP60e0Lv KANTOIG oUatv. [Rom.Frag D, 8:28:1]

(m) ’Emnel Toig ayan®aol Tov Oeov ndvTta ouvepyel i Ayabov 0 Oeog, Tolg KaTta
npdBeoiv KANTOIG olowv. [Ps.Sel, 12:1157:30]

(n) mowv Tov BeoVv navta ocuvepyel €ig ayadov, [John.Com B, 20:23:196:6]

Romans 8:29

(a) mpoeyvw 0 Bg0g, TOUTOUG Kal TPOoWPLoE CUPHOPPOUG THG eikOVOC TAG dOENG
ToU0 uio0 auTtol. [Euches, 5:5:9]

(b) 6T1 00G MPOEYVW, Kal TMpowploev CUUHOPPOUG TRG eikdvog To0 uiol auTod, €ig
TO glval aUTOV TPWTOTOKOV £V TIOAAOIG AdeAdolg: [Basil.Phil A, 25:1:32]

(c) OUg yap mpoéyvw, onoi, Kai MpowpLloev CUUPOPPOUG TAG eikOvog ToD ulol
auTod. [Basil.Phil A, 25:2:8]

(d) kai oUg oUTtw MPoéyvw, MPowpPLoEV CUUPOPDOUG E00UEVOUG TG £ikOVOCg TOU
uio0 auTod. [Basil.Phil A, 25:2:14]

(e) mpoéyvw Kal mpowploev cUPUOPPoUC E00UEVOUG TAG eikOvog To0 ulol auTod,
[Basil.Phil A, 25:2:27]

(f) "OT1L 00g Mpoéyvw, Kal mpowploev cUPHOPPOUS TG eikdvog ToU uiol auTtod.
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[Basil.Phil A, 25:3:7]

(g) 611 00g MPoéyvw, Kal mpowploev cuPPOpPoug TAG eikdvog Tol uiol auTod, €ig
TO eival alTov MPWTOTOKOV €V TIoANOIC adeAdoic [Basil.Phil B, 25:1:33]

(g) OUg yap mpoéyvw, epnoi, kal mpowploev cuupdpPoug TRG eikdvog To0 uiod
auTod. [Basil.Phil B, 25:2:8]

(g9) Mpoéyvw, TMPowPLoEV CUUPOPPOUG ET0PEVOUG TG €ikOvog Tol ulol auTtod.
[Basil.Phil B, 25:2:15]

(g9) Mpoéyvw Kal mpowploev oUUPOPPoUG EcopEVOUG TAG eikOvog Tol uiol auTod,
[Basil.Phil B, 25:2:828]

(h) 6T1L 00G MPOoEYVW, Kal Mpowploev CUUHOPPOUG TRCS eikdvog To0 uiol auTod, €ig
TO lval aUTOV TPWTOTOKOV €V TIOAAOIG AdeAdoig: [Rom.Frag A, 1:24]

(i) o0g yap mpoéyvw, pnoi, kai mpowplcev cUPPOpdoug TAG eikdvog Tol ulod
autol. [Rom.Frag A, 1:32]

(j) Mpoéyvw, Mpowploev CUPHOPPOUG E00UEVOUG TAG €ikOVOg To0 uiol auTod.
[Rom.Frag A, 1:37]

(k) POy VW Kal MpowpLloeV CUMPOPHOUG E00UEVOUG TG eikOvog ToU uiol auTod,
[Rom.Frag A,1:47]

() 6T oUg Mpoéyvw, Kal mpowploev cUPPOpdoug TAG eikovog Tol ulol auTod,
[Rom.Frag A, 1:64]

(m) 6T1L 00g MPOoEYVW, Kal TMpowploe CUUPOPPOUG TARG eikovog To0 ulold auTold
[Rom.Frag D, 8:29:1]

(n) oug mpoeyvw, $noai, kat mpowploe: [Ps.Sel 12:1452:5]

Romans 8:30

(a) ol € mpowploe, ToUTOUG Kal €éKAAeoe- Kal oUg €kAAeoe, TOUTOUG Kal
edlkaiwoev- oUg d¢ €dlkaiwoe, TouToug Kal £€d0Eaoe. [Euches, 5:5:11]

(b) oUg d€ mpowploev, ToUTOUC Kal ékAAeoev- Kal oUg €kdAeoev, ToUTOUG Kal
edlkaiwoev- oUg d¢ €dlkaiwoev, TouToug Kal £€d6Eaoev.[Basil.Phil A, 25:1:35]
(c) 011 0Ug MPoéyvw, Kal MpowpLloev oUUPOpPdoUS TAG €ikOvog Tol ulol auTod, eig
TO eival alTov MPWTOTOKOV €V TIOANOIC adeAdoic: [Basil.Phil B, 25:1:33]

(d) olc 8¢ mpowplcev, ToUuTOUC Kal €kAAecev: kal oUc €kdAecev, ToUTOUC Kal
€dlkalwcev- olc d¢ £dilkaiwcev, TouTouc Kal €d6&acev. [Rom.Frag A, 1:25]

(e) olg d¢ mpowploe, ToUTOUG Kal €KAAeoe: Kal oUg €kAAeoe, TOUTOUG Kal
€dlkalwoev- oUg o€ €dlkaiwoe ToUToug Kal edo&aoev [Rom.Frag D, 8:30:1]

(f) oUg mpoéyvw, pnoi, kal mpowploe: kal oUg €ékAAeoe, Kal €dikaiwoev- [Ps.Sel,
12:1452:5]

Romans 8:31

(a) Ti oUv €poluev TPOg TalTa; el 6 BedG UMEP HUAV, TG KAB’ AU®V; [Rom.Frag A,
49:n1]

(b) Ti oUv €poluev MPog TaldTa; el 6 BedG UMEP AUAV, TiC KB’ HU®V; [Rom.Frag D,
8:31:1]

Romans 8:32
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(a) To0 1diou uloD oUK £deloaTo, AAN’ UTIEP NUAV TIAVTWV TIAPEDWKEV AUTOV,
[Lam.Frag, 151:18]

(b) 6¢ ye 100 (dlou Uiol oUK €deiloato, AAN’ UTIEP NUAV TIAVTWV TIAPEDWKEY AUTOV,
[Matt.Com C, 13:8:42]

(c) To0 idiou uiol oUk edpeioaTto, AAN’ UTEP NUAV TIAVTWY TIAPEdWKEV AUTOV,
[Matt.Com C, 13:9:45]

(d) 6¢ ye 100 idlou Uiol oUK €deioaTo, AAN’ UTIEP NUAV TIAPEDWKEV AUTOV, TIOG
oUxl kal ouv auT® xapioetal fuiv [Rom.Frag A, 49:n2]

(e) 0g d¢ ToU idiou uiol oUK edpeioaTto, AAN’ UTEp NUAV TIAVTWY TIAPEdWKEV AUTOV,
[Rom.Frag D, 8:32:1]

(f) O ye 100 (dilou YioU oUk epeioaTto, AAN’ UTEP NUAV TIAVTWYV TIAPEDdWKEV AUTOV.
[Deut.Sel, 12:817:18]

(9) "Og ye 100 idiou Yiol oUk €peioato, AAN’ UTEEP NUAV TIAVTWV TIAPEDIWKEV
auTov, [Luc.Schol, 17:348:56]

Romans 8:33
(a) Tig eykaAéoel kaTa EKAeKTOV Be00; Be0g 0 dikalwv- [Rom.Frag A, 50:n1]
(b) Tig éykaA€oel kaTa EKAEKTOV Be00; Be0g 6 dikalwv- [Rom.Frag D, 8:33:1]

Romans 8:34
(a) Tig 0 kKaTakpivwv; Xplotog 6 drobavav, pdAAov d¢ Kal €yepbeig, 6g Kal
gvtuyxavel umep fNuav. [Rom.Frag D, 8:34:1]

Romans 8:35

(a) Tig nuag xwpioel ano g aydarmg to0 Xplotol; OAYIG 1) oTevoxwpia N
SLWYHOG N AMOG 1) YUMVOTNG N KivOuvog 1y paxatpa; [Cels, P:3:15]

(b) tig fpag xwpion amo tfig ayarmg 100 Xpiotol; BAiYIG 1) oTevoxwpia 1) Slwyuog
N AlLOG i} YUpvVOTNG 1) Kivduvog 1) paxatlpa; [Rom.Frag D, 8:35:1]

Romans 8:36

(a) KaBdrmep yéypartral 0Tl Evekev 0ol BavatoUueBba doav TV NUEpAy,
gloyiloBnuev wg mpoBata opayig. [Cels, P:3:18]

(b) 0TI Eveka 0o0 BavatoUueda OAnV TNV NUEpav, EAoyiobnuev wg mpopata
odpayng. [Mart, 21:9]

(c) Evekév cou BavatoUueBa OAnv v NuéEpav, [Rom.Frag A, 52:9]

(d) kaBwg yéyparmral 0Tl Evekev 0ol BavatoUueba 6Anv v nuépav, [Rom.Frag D,
8:36:2]

(e) "OT11 €vekd oou BavaTtoUueba OAnv TV Nuépav, €Aoyiodnuev wg mpopata
odpayng, [Ps.Sel, 12:1428:9]

Romans 8:37

(a) AANN’ év ToUTOIC AoLY UTIEPVIKOMPEV dla To0 dyarmoavTtog Nuag. A[Cels, P:3:19]
(b) ’Ev ToUTOIG MAOLV UTepVIKOUEV d1d To0 ayarmoavTog Nuag, [Cels, P:4:5]

(c) aAN’ €v ToUTOoIC Aoty UTtepVIK@®UEV. [Euches, 2:3:24]
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(d) aAN’ €v TOUTOIG TIAOLY UTIEPVIKQMEV dla To0 ayarmoavtog nudag. [Rom.Frag A,
51:n1]

(e) AN’ €v ToUTOIG TIACLY UTIEPVIKAMEV dla To0 ayarmoavtog nudg. [Rom.Frag D,
8:37:1]

(f) ’Ev ToUTOIG GoLV UTepVIK@MEV d1d To0 dyarmoavtog Nuag, [Ps.Frag, 4:1:32]

Romans 8:38

(a) Némelopal yap 6T oUte BaAvatog oUte {wn, oUTe AyyeAol oUTe apxai, olte
eveotT®Ta oUte péEANovTA, oUTe duvapuelg [Cels, P:3:22]

(b) 6T1 0UTE BAvaTog oUte Cwn, oUTe AyyeAol oUte dpxai [Cels, P:4:9]

(c) mémelopatl yap 0Tl oUte BAvatog oUte Cwr) oUTe Ayyelol oUte apxal oUTe
duvapelg [Rom.Frag A, 52:n1]

(c) mémelopatl yap 0Tl oUte BAvatog oUte Cwr) oUTe Ayyelol oUte apxal oUTe
gveot®Tta oUte nEANovTa. [Rom.Frag D, 8:38:1]

Romans 8:39

(a) oUte UYPwpa, olte BABog olTe KTiOIG £TEPa duvnoeTal NUAS Xwploal Ao TAG
ayarmg to0 800 TG ev XploTd INcol t® Kupiw Nuav. [Cels, P:3:24]

(b) oUte éveot®Ta oUTe HEANOVTA 0UTE UPwpa oUTe BABOG oUTe TIG KTIOIG €TEPA
duvnoetal Nuag xwpioat ano tfig ayarmg 1o 8eo0 TG €v Xplot® 'Incol Td Kupiw
nuov. [Rom.Frag A, 52:n2]

(c) oUte UYwua oUte BABoOG oUTe TIG KTIOIG £€TEPa duvnoeTal NUAG Xwpioal Amo
g ayarmg to0 800 TG ev XploT®d 'Incold Td kupiw fudv. [Rom.Frag D, 8:39:1]

Chapter Nine

Romans 9:1

(a) ouppapTupouongGhUly TG ouveldoewq ev TiveUpaTt ayiw [John.Com B,
20:37:338:2]

Romans 9:2
(@) AUTM poi €oTL peydAn, kai adlaAnrrog 0d0vn T kapdia pou, kai Ta £EAG.
[Ps.Sel, 12:1573:47]

Romans 9:3
(@) Euxéunv avtoc avddepa sival anod to0 Xptetol UTEP TOV ABEAPDV HOU TV
CUYYeVAV Hou Katd cdpka. [1Cor.Com, 51:26]

Romans 9:4

(@) "Qv 1 uioBeoia kal 86Ea kai i Aatpeia kal A énayyeAia, £€ @V O XploTog TO
KATa oapka, 0 WV £ naviwv Oeog eUAOYNTOQ €ig TOUG al®vag. Aunv. [Ps.Frag,
134:12-14:14]
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Romans 9:5 None

Romans 9:6
(a) oude navtec ol €€ 'lopanA outol lopanA. [Princ, 4:3:6:14]
(b) oUdE nAvTec ol €€ 'lopanA, outol lopanA. [Basil.Phil A, 1:22:16]

Romans 9:7 None

Romans 9:8

(a) oU yap ta TéKva TG oapkog TalTa TéEkva 100 B0l [Princ, 4:3:6:13]

(b) oU yap ta TéKVa TAG 0apkog TalTa TéEKva 100 B€00. [Princ, 4:3:8:7]

(c) oU Ta TéKva TG 0apkog Talta TéEKva To0 600 [Mart, 38:4]

(d) OU yap ta TéKva TG 0apKOg, Talta Tékva To0 B€o0- [Basil.Phil A, 1:22:16]
(e) OU yap ta TéEKva TG 0apKog, Talta Tékva ToU Bg00. [Basil.Phil A, 1:24:8]

Romans 9:9-10 None

Romans 9:11

(a) uAmw yevvnBEvTwY UNdE pa&avtwy TL Ayabov 1) padlov, iva 1) kat’ ekAoynv
npoBeoig To0 Beol pevn, [John.Com A, 2:31:191:5]

(b) AT PNTE YEVVNBEVTWY UNTE TPAEAVTWY TL Ayabov 1 ¢alAov, iva 1) kat’
ekAoynv mpoBeoig o0 Beol pevn, [Euches, 5:4:2]

Romans 9:12

(a) ouk €& Epywv AAN’ €k TOO KaAoOvTog, EppEBN OTL 'O peilwv SOUAEUOEL TQ
eNdooovl, [John.Com A, 2:31:191:6]

(b) ouk £ Epywv AAN’ €k ToO KaAoOvTog, Aéyetal O peifwv douleloel T®
gNattovi, [Euches, 5:4:4]

Romans 9:13
(a) kaBarmep yéyparrar: Tov ‘lakwP nydrmoa, tov 8¢ 'Hoal €uionoa. [John.Com A,
2:31:191:6]

Romans 9:14
(a) Ti oUv €polpev; M) ddikia mapd @ Be®; Mr) yévorto. [John.Com A, 2:31:191:9]

Romans 9:15 None

Romans 9:16

(a) oU To0 BEAovVTOG 0UDE TOU TPEXOVTOG, AAAA TOU €éAeolvTog Bg00 [Princ,
3:1:7:23]

(b) &p’ oUv o0 To0 BEAOVTOG 0USE TOO TPEXOVTOC, AANG ToO £AsolvTog B0l
[Princ, 3:1:18:1]

(c) oU To0 BENOVTOG 0UdE TOU TPEXOVTOG, AANA ToU €AeolvTog Be0U [Princ,
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3:1:19:22]

(d) oU TO0 B€AovVTOG O0UDE TOU TPEXOVTOG, AAAA TOoU €AeolvTog Bg00. [Princ,
3:1:19:41]

(e) oU To0 B€AovTOCg 0UDE TOU TpEXOVTOG, AAAA ToU €éAeolvTog Be00 [Princ,
3:1:19:42]

(f) Eic 10 OU 100 B€AovTOCg 0UdE TOU TPEXOVTOG, AAAA TOoU €éAeolvTog Be00.
[Basil.Phil A, P:C:69]

(g) OU 100 B€AOVTOG 0UdE TOU TPEXOVTOG, AAAA TOU €AeolvTog Bg00. [Basil.Phil A,
21:6:26]

(h) oU To0 BéAovToC eival oUdE To0 TpEXOVTOG, AANG ToO £AcolvTog BE00-
[Basil.Phil B, 26:7:48]

(i) oUdE TOU TPEXOVTOG, AAAG TOO éAeolvTog OcoU- [Ps.Sel, 12:1161:33]

Romans 9:17

(a) g Ypadfig Aeyouong T@ Papaw- Eig auto Todto £Efyelpa o, Onwg
evoeiEwpal v ool v duvapiv pou, Kai d1wg dtayyeAfj TO Ovoud pou v aon TN
YA. [Basil.Phil A, 23:20:19]

(b) TAg Ypadfig Aeyouong T@ Papaw- Eig auto TodTo £Efyelpa o, Onwg
evoeiEwpal v ool v duvapiv pou, Kai d1wg dtayyeAfj TO Ovoud pou v aon Th
YA. [Basil.Phil B, 23:20:21]

(c) Eig auto TtolTo €ENyelpd og, Onwg evdeiEwual €v ool v duvauiv pou, Kai
onwg dtayyeAfj T0 Ovouad pou ev naon T4 Yh. [Gen.Com, 12:84:13]

Romans 9:18

(a) Ov B€AeL €Aeel, Ov de BEAeL okAnpUvel. [Princ, 3:1:14:32]

(b) “Ov B€AeL €Aeet, OV de BEAeL okANpUveL. [Basil.Phil A, 21:13:37]
(c) ov BEAel eAeel, Ov O€ BEAeL okAnpuvel, [Basil.Phil B, 27:1:19]
(d) Ov BEAeL €Aeel, Ov B€ BEAeL oKAnpUvel, [Ex.Com, 12:265:7]

Romans 9:19

(a) €pelg pot olv- T €Tt pépdeTarl; TO yap BouAfpatt auTol Tig aveéotnkev; [Princ,
3:1:21:3]

(b) £peig pot o0v- T{ €Tt pépdeTatl; T® yap BouAfpatt auTol Tig AveEotnkey;
[Basil.Phil A, 21:20:4]

(c) 'Epeig olv pol, Ti €Tt pépdeTal; T@ yap BouAnpatt auTtol Tig AveEotnkey;
[Basil.Phil B, 27:2:31]

(d) 'Epeig oUv pot, Ti Tt péudetal; T® yap BoulApaTt altod Tig AvOEoTnKe;
[Ex.Com, 12:273:39]

Romans 9:20

(a) pevoilvye, ® dvBpwre, oU Tic el 6 dVTarIOKplvc')usvoq O Oe®; ur) £pel 1O
mMdaopa T® rr)\aoavn Tl pe snomoaq ouuoc; [Prlnc 3:1:21 5]

(b) pevoilvye, ® dvBpwre, oU Tic el 6 averOKplvousvoq TQ Be®; un) epel TO
Mdaopa T® mhaocavTe: Tt pe énoinoag oUTwg; [Basil.Phil A, 21 :20: 5]
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Romans 9:21

(a) ) oUk €xel €Eouaiav 0 kepapeUg To0 TMAOD €K T00 auTol PUPANATOG TOljoal
0 MEV elg TNV okelog 0 d¢ eig Atwuiav; [Princ, 3:1:21:7]

(b) €€ouaiav €xel 0 kepapeUg To0 TMAOD €K T00 auToU PUPANATOG TOljoal O PEV
elc TNV okelog 0 &€ €ig atiav, [Princ, 3:1:24:7]

(c) 1} oUK €xel €Eouoiav O kepapeug To0 TMA0U, €k To0 auTol pupdapaTog rolfoal
0 M€V elg TNV okelog, 0 d¢ eig dtuiav; [Basil.Phil A, 21:20:7]

(d) ’EEouaiav €xel 0 kepapeUg To0 TMA0D €K T00 aUTol GUPANATOG TOLjodl O PEV
elc TNV okelog O ¢ €ig atwpiav- [Basil.Phil A, 21:23:8]

Romans 9:22

(a) katnpTiopéva eig anwAelayv, [Jer.Frag B, 31:1]

(b) Ei 8¢ BEAWV O Be0g €vdeiEaabal TV 0pynVv Kal yvwpioal 10 duvatov autold
Nveykev €v MOAAR} pakpoBupia okeln 0pyfRg KATNPTIOUEVA £iG AIWAELAV:
[Basil.Phil A, 27:10:20]

(c) Ei de BEAWV O Be0g vdeiEaoBal v OpynV Kal yvwpioal TO duvatov autol
Nveykev €v MOAAR} pakpoBupia okeln 0pyfRg KATNPTIOUEVA €I AIWAELAV:
[Basil.Phil B, 27:10:20]

(d) Ei 5¢ BEAwV O Oeog evdei&aobal TV 6pynyv, Kai yvwpioal 16 duvatov auTtod,
Nveykev €v MOAAf} pakpoBupia okeln 0pyfg kKatnpTtiopéva eig anwAetav- [Ex.Com,
12:280:1]

Romans 9:23
(a) iva yvwpion tov mhodtov Ttfig 86&ng autol £ okeln eAéoug. [Jer.Frag B, 31:2]

Romans 9:24-25 None

Romans 9:26-29 These verses cannot be distinguished between the Old and New
Testaments

Romans 9:30-32 None

Romans 9:33 This verse cannot be distinguished between the Old and New Testaments
Chapter Ten

Romans 10:1

(a) AdeAdoi, n pev evdokia TAC €UNG Kapdiag kal n dénoig Mpog Tov Bedv Unep
auT@V €ic cwnpiav. paptup® yap autoig 6TL [Rom.Frag D, 10:1:1]

Romans 10:2

(a) papTUP® Yap auTolg OTL {RAov Beol €xouatv, AAN’ oU KaT’ ETyVWOlLV:
[Rom.Frag D, 10:2:1]

378



Romans 10:3
(a) ayvoolvTeg yap Vv T0o0 800 dikalooUvny, kal Tnv idlav {ntolvTteg oTROAL,
T dikatooUvn 1ol Beod ouyx Umetaynoav. [Rom.Frag D, 10:3:1]

Romans 10:4

(a) TEAOG vOuoU XploTog €ig dikalooUvnv. [John.Frag, 57:14]

(b) TEAOG Yap vopou XploTog eig dikatooUvnyv mavTi T ruotevovti. [Rom.Frag D,
10:4:1]

Romans 10:5
(a) Mwonc yap ypdoel 611 TV dikatooUvnyv TNV €K To0 VOUOU O TIoINoaAg
avBpwriog ¢Hoetal ev auth. [Rom.Frag D, 10:5:1]

Romans 10:6

(a) 1 d¢ ek mioTewg dikatoouvn oUTwg Aeyel: un elrmgq v T kapdig cou- Tig
avapnoetal ig ToV oUpavov; To0T’ €oTlv XploTov katayayelv:- [Rom.Frag D,
10:6:1]

(b) Mn) elrmg €v T kapdia cou- Tig avarioetal €ig TOv oupavov; TolT 0Tl

Xplotov katayayelv [John.Com A, 1:37:269:6]

(c) Mn eimmg ev T kapdia cou- Tig avaproetal €ig TOV oupavov; TolT EoTiv
Xplotov katayayeiv: [John.Com B, 19:12:76:4]

Romans 10:7

(a) N Tic kataBnoetal €ig TV aABucoov; TolT £0TL XPLOTOV €K VEKPOV Avayayeiv.
[John.Com A, 1:37:269:6]

(b) 1) Tic kataBnoetal €ig TV dBuccov; ToUT €0TL XPLOTOV €K VEKPMV Avayayeiv:
[John.Com A, 2:15:111:7]

(c) - Tic katapnoeTal eic v ABuocov; TouTEoTL XploTov Avayayelv. [Jer.Hom B,
18:2:59]

(d) ) Tig kaTtaBnoeTal €ig TNV ABucoov; To0T £0TLV XPLOTOV €K VEKPQV
avayayeiv. [Rom.Frag D, 10:7:1]

(e) ) Tic kataBnoetal €ig TV ABucoov; To0T’ £0TL XPLOTOV €K VEKPOV
avayayeiv.[dohn.Com B, 19:12:76:4]

Romans 10:8

(@) ANAQ Ti AéyeLn ypadn; 'Eyylqg cou TO pfipa €0t 0pOdpa £v TO oTONATI OOU Kal
ev Tf) kapdia cou- [John.Com A, 1:37:269:6]

(b) aAAa Ti AéyeL N ypadn; 'Eyylg oou TO pRipa €o0Tv 0podpa ev T® otoéUaTi cou
Kai ev Tfi kapdia cou. [John.Com A, 2:15:111:8]

(c) €yyug yap TO pipd €0TL 0pOdpa v TA OTOUATL UV Kai eV Tfj kapdia AudV,
[Euches, 25:1:4]

(d) €yyUg ooU €0TL TO PiMa, Kal Mepl TAOV KATWTATW £yYUG ooU £€0TL TO PpriMa
[Jer.Hom B, 18:2:63]

(e) AAAQ Ti Aéyel; eyYUG oou TO Pipd €0Tlv 0dpOdpa €V TO oTOMATI OOU Kal €V Tf
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kapdia oou- [Rom.Frag D, 10:7:2]

(f) EoTiv XplOTOV €K VEKPOV Avayayelv. AAAa Ti Aéyel; €yyUg oou TO PAUA €0TLV
opodpa ev T® otouaTi cou Kai ev T kapdia cou- [Rom.Frag D, 10:9:1]

(g9) "EoTiv €yyUg cou TO pripa 0podpa, ev T® oTOPATI ooU Kal ev TH kKapdia oou,
Kal €v Talg xepoi oou moleiv auTo. [Ps.Sel, 12:1661:7]

Romans 10:9
(a) OTL €av opoAoynong €v T® otopati cou kKUplov 'Incodv, kal motelong v T
kapdig cou OTL 6 Be0G auTov Nyelpev €K vekp®dv, owBnon- [Rom.Frag D, 10:9:3]

Romans 10:10

(a) kapdia yap ruoteleTal €ig dikatoouvnyv [Mart, 5:28]

(b) kapdia yap ruoteleTal €ig dikalooUvnyv, oTOUATL 8¢ OpoAoyeltal eig cwTtnpiav.
[Rom.Frag D, 10:10:1]

(c) Kapdia ruoteUetal €ig dikatoolvnyv, otouaTL O OoAoyeltal eig cwTnpiav.
[Ps.Frag, 48:4:3]

(d) Kapdia ruoteleTal €ig dikatoouvnyv, oTOUATL d€ OPoAoYeTTAl €I ocwTnpiav.
[Ps.Frag, 62:4:4]

(e) Kapdia muoteletal eig dikatoolvnyv, otopatt & OpoAoyeltal eig owtnpiav.
[Ps.Sel, 12:1216:10]

Romans 10:11 - This verse cannot be distinguished between the Old and New
Testaments

Romans 10:12
(a) oU yap €oTiv dlaoToAn loudaiou Te Kal “EAANVOG: 0 yap auTOg KUPLOG TIAVTWY,
T\OUTAV €ig mavtag toug [Rom.Frag D, 10:12:1]

Romans 10:13 - This verse cannot be distinguished between the Old and New
Testaments

Romans 10:14
(a) N®G oUv érukaAéoovTal €ig OV oUK EmioTeuoayv; WG O& ToTeUoOWOLY OU OUK
nKouoav; WG d¢ akoUoovTal Xwplig knpuooovTtog; [Rom.Frag D, 10:14:2]

Romans 10:15

(a) M&c olv érukaAéoovTal eig 6v oUK énioTeuoav; MAC 8¢ TioTelowaolv oU OUK
nKouoav; OGS 0¢ dkouoovTal Xwplg KNpUOooovTog; MG d€ KNPUEwaLV €AV Un
AMooTAA®OLV; KABWG yéyparral: wg wpdaiol oi MOdeg TV evayyeAllodEVHV ayada.
[Rom.Frag D, 10:15:1]

Romans 10:16

(a) AN’ oU avTeg UMkouoav T® evayyeAiw. 'Hoalag yap Aéyel KUple, Tig
enioteuvoev Tfj akofj udv; [Rom.Frag D, 10:16:1]
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Romans 10:17
(a) dpa 1 mioTig €€ Akonig, 1) d€ akon d1a pnpatog Xptotol. [Rom.Frag D, 10:17:1]

Romans 10:18
(a) AAAG Aéyw, un) oUK Nkouoav; pevolvye: eig mdoav Vv yRiv €ERABeV 6 $OOYYOQ
autdv [Rom.Frag D, 10:18:1]

Romans 10:19
(a) AAAG Aéyw, un) lopanA oUK Eyvw; TMP®TOC Mwofig Aéyel €yw MapalnAwow UPGGS
ETT OUK £BVeEL, €T £€Bvel AOUVETW MAPoPYLd UpGG. [Rom.Frag D, 10:19:1]

Romans 10:20
(a) 'Hoalag d¢ anotoAud kai Aéyel: eUPEBNV TOIG EPE pn {nTodotv, Eudavng
E€yevounV To1g €ue Un Enepwtdolv. [Rom.Frag D, 10:20:1]

Romans 10:21
(a) mpog B¢ tov lopanA Aéyel- OANV TV NUEpav €EeMETACA TAG XETPAC MOU TIPOG
Aaov arnelBodvta kai avtiAéyovta. [Rom.Frag D, 10:21:1]

Chapter Eleven

Romans 11:1

(@) Aéyw oUv, un Arwoato 6 Bedg TOV Aadv alTod; ur) YévolTo- Kal yap eyw
lopanAitng eiui, €k oneppatog ABpady, ¢uAiig Beviapiv. [Rom.Frag D, 11:1:1]

Romans 11:2
(a) ouk anwoato 0 Be0g TOV Aaov auTod Ov TPoEYVW. T) oUk oidate €v ‘HAlg Ti
AEyeL 1) ypaodn), wg evtuyxavel T@ Be® kata 100 lopanA; [Rom.Frag D, 11:2:1]

Romans 11:3
(a) kUple, TOUG TIPOPNTAG OOU ATEKTELVAV, TA BUCIAOTAPLA OOU KAaTEoKAYAV, KAYw
UtieAelpOnVv povog kai {ntodot v Yuxnv pou. [Rom.Frag D, 11:3:1]

Romans 11:4
(@) aAAQ TE AéyeL aUT® O XPNUATIONOG; KATEAELTOV EMAUTR ETTAKLOXIAIOUG
avdpag, oiTiveg oUk Ekapyav yovu Tf BaaA. [Rom.Frag D, 11:4:1]

Romans 11:5

(a) "Ap’ oUv Kal €v T® VOV Kalp®d AeTupa Kat' €KAOYNV Xapttog yéyovev. [Jer.Hom
A, 5:4:21]

(b) oUtwg o0V Kai &v T@ VOV Kalp® Aeippa Kat’ EKAOYNV XAPLTOG YEYOVEV:
[Rom.Frag D, 11:5:1]
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Romans 11:6

(a) oUK €& EpywV €0Tiv, €mel 1) XApLg oUKETL yiveTal Xxapig [Eph.Com, 17:22]

(b) el de xApiTL, OUKETL EE Epywv, €Tel 1] XAPIG OUKETL YiveTal xaplg. [Rom.Frag D,
11:6:1]

Romans 11:7
(@) Ti o0v; 6 érudntel lopanA, To0TO OUK EMETUXEV, 1) O EKAOYT) ETETUXEV: Oi B¢
Aotrol énwpwOnoav, [Rom.Frag D, 11:7:1]

Romans 11:8

(a) kabwg yéypartral £dwkev aUTolg 0 Be0g Mvelpa kKatavu&ews, 6GOaAuoUg ToU
un BAéMELY Kal @ta To0 ur) akolely, Ewe A ofuepov fuépag. [Rom.Frag D,
11:8:1]

Romans 11:9
(a) kal Aauld Aéyel yevndntw 1 tpdnela auTt®v €ig mayida kal eig Bpav
[Rom.Frag D, 11:9:1]

Romans 11:10 - This verse cannot be distinguished between the Old and New
Testaments

Romans 11:11

(a) maparropatt ) cwtnpia toic €6veat [Cels, 2:78:6]

(b) T® avT@OV Maparr®patt ) owtnpia Toig £€6veaty, €ig 10 MapadnAd®oat auTolg.
[Jer.Hom A, 4:2:10]

(c) T® auTfig Kai lopanA maparrdpatt yEyovev 1 cwtnpia toig £€6veoty €ig 10
napalnA®oal autolg [Lam.Frag, 42:4]

(d) T® Yap Ekeivwv mapamropaTl 1) cwTnpia NUAV yeéyovev ig To napa¢nAdoat
auTtoUlg [Jer.Hom B, 13:1:42]

(e) mapartwpatt Yéyovev 1) owtnpia toig €8veot [Rom.Frag C, 124:10]

(f) Aéyw olv, pr) érratocav {va MEcwaoty; ur yEvolto: AAAA T® alUT@V MAPATTOMATL T
owTnpla T0ig €6vealy, eig 1O mapalnA®oal avtouqg. [Rom.Frag D, 11:11:1]

(9) T® yap ekeivwv maparmropaTt owtnpia yéyovev toilg £€Bveoty, €ig 1O
napalnA®oal autolg [John.Com B, 28:12:93:3]

Romans 11:12

(a) T0 Tapdarrwua alt®V TAoUTOG KOGHOU Kal TO NTTNUA auT®Vv TAolTog £€0vV
[Cels, 6:80:22]

(b) €i 8¢ 10 MapdrTwua ATV TAOUTOG KOGHOU Kal TO HTTNUA auT®Vv TMAoJTog
€0VOV, MOow puGAAoV TO TANpwua auTdv. [Rom.Frag D, 11:12:1]

Romans 11:13

(a) YHIv € Aéyw TOIG £BveQDLy. €’ OTOV PEV EllL YW €BVAV ATIOCTOAOG, TNV
dlakoviav pou do&Alw [Rom.Frag D, 11:13:1]

382



Romans 11:14
(a) el Mwg MmapalnAwow HoU THV CAPKaA KAl owow TIVag €€ aUut@yv. el yap N
arnoBoAn aut@v [Rom.Frag D, 11:14:1]

Romans 11:15
(a) el yap 1 aroBoAn avut®v KataAAayr) KOOUOU, Tig 1] MPOOANYIG el un Cwn €K
vekp®v; [Rom.Frag D, 11:15:1]

Romans 11:16
(a) el de 1) anapyn ayia, kai 16 pUpaua- Kai i 1 pica ayia, kal ol kKAGdol. [Rom.Frag
D, 11:16:2]

Romans 11:17

(a) Ei 8¢ TIveg TOV KAAdWV £€EekAAaONnOav, oU d¢ AyplEAAlog WV EveKeVTPIOONG &v
auTolg Kai ouykolvwvog TAG pidng kal g méTNTOog TAG €Aaiag eyevou, [Rom.Frag
D, 11:17:1]

Romans 11:18
(a) uN kaTakaux® TOV KAAdwv- el d¢ katakauxdaoal, ou ou TNV pifav BaoTdlelg
AAN' 1) piCa o€. [Rom.Frag D, 11:18:1]

Romans 11:19
(a) £pelg olv- £EekAdoBnoav kAddol iva £yw ykevtplod® [Rom.Frag D, 11:19-
20:1]

Romans 11:20
(a) kaA®@g- T aruotia eEekAdoBnoav, ou d¢ Tfj MioTel E0TNKAG. pn VYNAodpovel,
aAAa ¢oBol- [Rom.Frag D, 11:20:2]

Romans 11:21

(a) ‘El T@v Kata ¢uoLv KAAdwV oUK £peicaTo, TMOOW TAEOV OUDBE NUAV deloeTal™
[Jer.Hom A, 4:4:7]

(b) i8¢ olv xpnotoTNnTa Kal drotopiav Beo00- £ pev ToUg TleodVTaAG drnoTopia, £
d¢ o€ XpnoToTNg Be0d, £av emupevng empeivng T XPNOTOTNTL, EMEl Kal OU
ekkormon. [Rom.Frag D, 11:21:1]

Romans 11:22

(a) xpnototnta Kal arnotouiav Beol [Jer.Hom A, 4:4:13]

(b) "18 oUV xpnoTdTNTA Kal aroTopiav Beo0- éri pev 16 MpdTEPOV £BVOC Kal
MeooV AroTouia, £nl d€ o€ 1O deUTepoV £0voGg emayyeAial kal XpnoTtong, eav
erupeivng T XpnotoTnTL enel kal ou ekkormoan. [Jer.Hom B, 18:5:62]

(c) i8¢ o0V xpnotéTNTa Kal Arotopiav Bo0- £mi uév Touc nMecodvTag AroTouia, £l
d¢ o€ XpnoToTNg Be0d, £av erupevngempeivng Th XpnoToTNTL, €MEl Kal oU
ekkormon [Rom.Frag D, 11:22:1]
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(d) xpnototnTOoQ Kal anotopiag kata Tov arnodotoAov, [Ps.Frag, 118:65,66:36]

Romans 11:23
(a) kakelvol d¢, eav pn empevwOl T AruoTiq, Eykeviplobfoovtal duvatog yap
€0TLV 0 Be0g MAALY eykevTpioal autolg. [Rom.Frag D, 11:23:1]

Romans 11:24

(a) el yap ouU €k TAG KaTta ¢uaoly £EekOTMG aypleAaiou Kai mapad ¢uaoty
gvekeviplodng eig kaAAiEAalov, MOow pdAAov oUTol oi katd ¢pUuaoty
gykevtplobfioovtal Tfj idia eAaia. [Rom.Frag D, 11:24:2]

Romans 11:25

(a) To M\Npwpa TOV eBv@V eioeAdn [Cels, 6:80:24]

(b) TO M\ pwpa TOV €BvAV eioeABelv, [John.Com A, 13:57:392:3]
(c) TO MAfpwua TV EBVOV el0ENBD, [Jer.Hom A, 4:6:27]

(d) To M\ pwpa TOV BvAV eio€AOY [Lam.Frag, 42:6]

(e) TO M\ pwpa TAOV BVAV eioeABY, [Lam.Frag, 125:34]

(f) To MNpwpa TOV BvOV eioeABY, GG O lopanA cwbnoetal [Matt.Com C,
14:20:19]

(g9) TO MA\Npwpa TAOV BVAV eioeABT, TOTE NG lopanA owbnoetal [Rom.Frag C,
190:8]

(h) OU yap B4Aw UPAS dyvoely, AdeAdol, TO puothplov To0To, va pr) ATE £€aUTOlQ
ppodvIHOoL, OTL MOPWOLG Ao PEPOUG TA IapanA Yéyovev dxpig oU TO TApwHA TV
eBvv elogNBN, [Rom.Frag D, 11:25:3]

(i) TO M\ pwpa TOV £BVAV i0€ABN. [Matt.Schol, 17:297:5]

Romans 11:26

(a) ToTE MGG lopanA cwlnoesTal [Jer.Hom A, 4:6:27]

(b) T6TE MGG lopanA cwbnoetal [Lam.Frag, 42:6]

(c) T6TE MAG 'lopanA cwbnoetal [Lam.Frag, 125:34]

(d) még o 'lopanA cwBnoetal [Matt.Com C, 14:20:19]

(e) T61e NGg lopanA cwbnoetal [Rom.Frag C, 190:8]

(f) kal oUTw Mag 'lopanA cwbnoetal, Kabwg yéyparmral N&€el €k Ziwv 6 pudUEVOG,
anootpéYel aoeBeiag amo lakwP. [Rom.Frag D, 11:26:1]

Romans 11:27 - This verse cannot be distinguished between the Old and New
Testaments

Romans 11:28

(a) kata pev 1O evayyEAlov €xBpol Ol UMEG, KaTa de TNV €KAoynv ayarmtol dia
ToUG Matépag: AueTapéAnTa yap ta xapiopata [Rom.Frag D, 11:28:1]
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Romans 11:29
(a) dueTapéAnTa yap ta xapiopyata kal n KARolg To0 Bgo00. womnep yap UUEIS oTe
nrieidnoate 1@ [Rom.Frag D, 11:29:1]

Romans 11:30
(a) womep yap Upelg moTe Nedoate T® Be®, vOv d€ NAENONTE T1 TOUTWY
anetBeiq, [Rom.Frag D, 11:31:1]

Romans 11:31
(a) oUtwg Kal oUToL VOV NTeiBnoav @ UpeTépw €Aéel fva kal auTol EAenBGALY.
[Rom.Frag D, 11:31:2]

Romans 11:32
(a) ouvekAeloev yap 0 Beog Toug mavTag £ig amneiBelav iva Toug navrag eAenon.
[Rom.Frag D, 11:32:1]

Romans 11:33-36 - This verse cannot be distinguished between the Old and New
Testaments

Chapter Twelve

Romans 12:1

(@) MapakaA® o0v UPAC, AdeAdoi, Bl TAV OlKTIPP®V To0 Be00, MapacTRoal TA
ocwuata up@v Buaiav {doav ayiav ebapeoTov T® Be®, TNV AOYIKNV Aatpeiav
Up@Vv- [Rom.Frag D, 12:1:1]

(b) mapaotfoate 1a cwpata UpdV Buciav {doav, ebapeoTov T® Oed. [Ps.Frag,
80:3:24]

Romans 12:2

(@) MapakaA® o0v UPAC, AdeAdoi, Bl TAV OlKTIPP®V To0 Be00, MapacTRoal TA
owuata up®v Buoiav {doav ayiav ebapeoTov T® Be®, TNV AOYIKNV Aatpeiav
Up®Vv- [Rom.Frag D, 12:2:1]

Romans 12:3

(@) Aéyw yap dia TG xapttog tfig doBeiong pot mavti T@ OVTL EV Uiy, un
unepppovelv map’ O del ppovelv, AAAG PPOVETLV €ig TO CWPPOVELV, EKATTW WG O
Be0g EuETpnoe ueploe PETPOV THoTEWG: [Rom.Frag D, 12:3:1]

Romans 12:4
(a) kaBarmep yap €v evi cwuaTl HEAN TIOAAQ EXOMEV, TA O PMEAN TTAVTA OU TNV
autnyv €xel mpd&lv, [Rom.Frag D, 12:4:1]

Romans 12:5

(a) oUtwg oi TOAAOL £V ODPA Eopev €V XPLOTD, TO 8¢ KA’ i AAHAWV PEAN.
[Rom.Frag D, 12:5:1]
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Romans 12:6
(a) ExovTteg 8¢ xapiopata katda TRV Xaptv tnv dobeioav Nuiv diadopa, eite
npodnteiav, kata v dvaloyiav g niotewg: [Rom.Frag D, 12:6:1]

Romans 12:7
(a) eite diakoviav, €v Tf) dlakovia- eite 0 OIBACKwWY, ev T didaockaAiq- [Rom.Frag
D, 12:7:1]

Romans 12:8

(a) eite 0 MapakaA@v, €v Tf) MAPAKANOEL O HETABIOOUG €V ATAOTNTL, O
TpoioTauevog ev omoudfy, 0 EAedV ev iNapotnTL. [Rom.Frag D, 12:8:1]
(b) ‘O €Aedv v INapOTNTL [Ps.Sel, 12:1576:6]

(c) ‘O eAedv, ev INapOTNTL [Prov.Exp, 17:217:39]

Romans 12:9
(a) 1 ayarm avumnokpITog. anooTuyolvTEG TO TIOVNPOV, KOAA®UEVOL TO ayadd: Tf
dhadeAdia eiq [Rom.Frag D, 12:9:1]

Romans 12:10
(a) T PthadeAdia eig aAARAoug piAdoTopyol, TH TR AAANAOUG TIPOTYOUHEVOL, TH
oroudrj [Rom.Frag D, 12:10:1]

Romans 12:11
(a) T TR aAAnAoug mponyoUuevol, Tfj OTIoudT| un okvnpol, T® Mveupatt (EOVTEG,
T® Kupiw douAelovteg [Rom.Frag D, 12:11:1]

Romans 12:12
(a) T eAmidL xaipovTeg, TR OAiYeL UTIOPEVOVTEG, T} MPOOeUXT] TIPOOKAPTEPOUVTEG,
[Rom.Frag D, 12:12:2]

Romans 12:13
(a) Tatg xpelalg TV ayiwv kowvwvolvteg, TNV ¢tAo&eviav diwkovteg. [Rom.Frag D,
12:13:1]

Romans 12:14

(a) EUAoyette kal un katapdoBe [Cels, 8:38:8]

(b) eUAoyelTe TOUGQ dlwKovTAG, eVAoyelTe Kal un katapdoBe. [Rom.Frag D, 12:14:1]
(c) euAoyelte Kal un katapdobe. [Ps.Sel, 12:1568:43]

Romans 12:15
(a) xaipelv peta xaipodviwy, kKAaielv peta kAatovtwy. [Rom.Frag D, 12:15:1]
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Romans 12:16
(a) un uYPnAodpovolvTteg AAAA TOTG Tarelvoig ouvanayopevol. [Matt.Com C,
15:26:44]

Romans 12:17-18 None

Romans 12:19
(@) Mr) eautoug ekdikolvTeg, ayarmToi- AAAa d6Te tomov Tfi 0pYA. [Ps.Frag,
37:16:7]

Romans 12:20
(a) eav ouv mev@ 0 £x6pOG cou, PmHIGE auTOV: €av dPd, MOTIGE aUuTOV: To0TO Yap
mol®v AvBpakag Mupog cwpeloelg £l TNV KepaAnv autod. [Rom.Frag A, 53:n2]

Romans 12:21
(@) un vik® umo To0 KakoU, GAAa vika ev T® ayab® to kakov. [Rom.Frag A, 53:n3]
(b) Nika v @ ayab® 1o kakov. [Job.Hom C, 17:72:19]

Chapter Thirteen

Romans 13:1

(a) Ndoa Yuxn £€ouaialg urnepexoloalg Uotacoecbw. OU ydap €oTlv €€ouaia &l
un Uro Beo0, ai 8¢ oloal UTO Beol TeTaypéval sioiv- [Cels, 8:65:11]

Romans 13:2
(a) wote ol avBeotnkoteq Tfj £§oucia Tf) To0 B0l dlatayfj avBiotavtar [Cels,
8:65:13]

Romans 13:3-6 None

Romans 13:7

(a) armodote TGOl TAG OPeEIAAG, TM TOV GOPOV TOV POPOV, T® TOV POBOV TOV
POBovV, T® TO TEAOG TO TEAOG, TA TNV TNV TNV TIuA V- [Euches, 28:1:5]

(b) mGowv anodidoug Tag 0PelAdg, T® TOV GOBoV TOV POPBOV, TM TO TEAOG TO
TEANOG, T® TOV GOPOV TOV PpOpOV, T® TNV TNV TV TRV [Jer.Hom B, 14:4:5]

Romans 13:8
(a) undevi undev ddeilete el un 10 aAAAnAoug ayarndyv. [Euches, 28:1:7]

Roman 13:9

(a) ou poveuoelg, oU poixeloelg, ou KAEYELS, Kal € TIG ETEPA EVTOAT, €V TQ AOYW
ToUTW avakedaAalodtal, ev T@ Ayarmoelg TOv MAnoiov cou wg €auTtov [Matt.Com
C, 15:13:62]

(b) eTepa evToAr, €v TO AOYW TOUTW avakepaAiatodTal, T@- Ayarmoelg Tov
TAnoiov cou wg €autov [Matt.Com C, 15:14:45]
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Romans 13:10-11 None

Romans 13:12

(a) n VUE mpoékoyev, 1) 0 NuEpa fyyikev [Matt.Com A, 238:8]
(b) ) VUE mpoékoyev, N o€ NuéEpa fyyikev [Matt.Com B, 11:6:46]
(c) 1 VUE pogkoYev, 1) € NuEpa Nyylkev [Apoc.Sch A, 18:4]

(d) 'H vUE mpoékoyev, n de NuéEpa [fyyike]v [Pass, 126:7]

Romans 13:13

(a) wg ev NUEPQ EUOXNUOVWG TeptmathowpeV. [Ps.Sel, 12:1605:42]

(b) wg ev NuEPA euOXNUOVWG Teptmatololy, ou KMUOLG Kail PEBalg, ou koitalg Kai
aoeAyeialg. [Ps.Sel, 12:1681:8]

Romans 13:14 None

Chapter Fourteen

Romans 14:1

(a) Tov & acBevolvta T1 miotel mpooAapBavecde. [Cels, P:6:8]

(b) Tov acBevoivTa T miotel mpooAapBaveode [Ps.Frag, 106:12:7]

Romans 14:2

(a) "Og pev ruotelel payelv mavta, 6 de acBevv Adxava £€o8iel [John.Com A,
13:33:209:3]

(b) 0g pev Tuotelel payelv mavta, 6 de aoBevv Adxava £€o8iel [Euches, 27:5:8
(c) 6 dobevayv Aaxava £a0iel [Matt.Com C, 12:31:57]

Romans 14:3-8 None

Romans 14:9

(a) arneBavev 'Incodg, iva vekp®v Kuptelon, kal avéotn, iva ur) povov vekpOV
aAla kai {ovTwv Kupleuar. [Cels, 2:65:28]

(b) Eic To0TO Yap 'Incolg anebave kai avéotn, (va kal vekp®dv Kal {ovTwv
Kupteuon: [John.Com A, 6:35:177:3]

(c) Eig To0T0 Xp1oTOG anEBavev kal avéotn, iva Kai VEKPAV Kail {dVTwV Kupleuan,
[John.Com B, 20:25:228:3]

Romans 14:10
(a) mavteg mapaotnodueda T® Bripatt [Euches, 28:5:14]
(b) mavteg mapaotnodueda t® Bripatt Tod Beol. [Rom.Frag D, 14:10-11:1]

Romans 14:11

(a) Yéyparmrat yap: L €yw, Aéyel KUpLog, OTL €uol Kauyel v yovu, Kal mdoa
YA@ooa égopoloynoetal Td Be®. [Rom.Frag D, 14:11:1]
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Romans 14:12
(a) dpa Ekaotog NU®V Tepl eautol Aoyov dwoel. [Rom.Frag D, 14:12:1]

Romans 14:13
(@) MnkéTt 00V AANAAOUC Kpivwpev- AAAA ToOTO KpivaTe paAAoV, TO ur) TIBéval
MPOOKOpHA T adeAd® 1) okavdaiov. [Rom.Frag D, 14:13:1]

Romans 14:14
(a) olda kai memelopal ev kupiw 'Incold Ot oudev Kowvov dI' eauTod: el pun T®
AoyllopEvw TL KOOV elval, ekeivw kKowvov. [Rom.Frag D, 14:14:2]

Romans 14:15

(a) Mn 1@ Bpwpati cou €kelvov AndAAUe, Unep ol XploTtdg anébave [Cels, 8:28:20]
(b) el yap d1a Bpdpa 6 AdeAdPOg oou AUTETTAL, OUKETL KATA AYATMV TIEPIMATETG. N
1O Bphuati oou ékelvov AMoAAUE, UTEp ol XploTog anébavev. [Rom.Frag D,
14:15:1]

Romans 14:16
(a) un BAaodnueiodw olv U@V TO Ayadov. [Rom.Frag D, 14:16-17:1]

Romans 14:17
(a) ou yap €oTiv 1 BaoiAeia To0 B0l Bpdolg kal MoOoIg, AAAA dikatoouvn Kal
elpnvn kai xapa [Rom.Frag D, 14:16-17:1]

Romans 14:18
(@) 0 yap €v ToUTw douAeUwV T® XPLOT® eUAPEOTOG TM BE® Kal SOKIUOG TOIG
AvBpwrolg. dpa olv ta TAG eipAvng [Rom.Frag D, 14:18:1]

Romans 14:19
(a) Gpa oUv TA TAC eipAVNC BIOKWHEV Kal TA TAG oikodounc ThAC ei¢ AANAAOUC.
[Rom.Frag D, 14:19:1]

Romans 14:20
(a) un Evekev BpwuaTog KAaTAAue 10 Epyov 100 Be00. mavta HEV KaBapd, AAAa
Kakov T® avepmnw T@ dia mpookoppatog €o6iovtl. [Rom.Frag D, 14:20:1]

Romans 14:21

(a) KaAov 1o pn dayelv kpéa punde tuelv oivov punde év @ 6 adeAdpodg oou
npookortrel [Cels, 8:28:18]

(b) KaAOV TO pn dpayelv Kpéag unde Tuelv olvov unde év ® O AdeAdpodg cou
npookotrel. [Rom.Frag D, 14:21:1]

Romans 14:22
(a) oU nioTv €Xe1G; KATA oeaAUTOV E€xe Evwriov ToU 6€00. HaKAPLOG O [N Kpivwv
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£aUTOV €V ® dokipudlel. [Rom.Frag D, 14:22:1]

Romans 14:23

(a) 'O yap dlakplvOUEVOG, KATA TOV ANOCTOAOV, €av GAyN Katakekplratl, 0Tt oUK
EK MioTewg: AV 0€ O oUK €K TioTewg auaptia €otiv. [Matt.Com B, 11:12:55]

(b) ‘'O diakpivopevoc £av Gpayn Katakekpltal OTL ouk ek mictewc, [1Cor.Com, 19:42]
(c) O 8¢ dlakplvOUEVOG €av GAYN KATAKEKPLTAL, OTL OUK €K TIOTEWG: TGV &€ TO OUK
€K TioTewg apapTia eotiv. [Rom.Frag D, 14:23:2]

Chapter Fifteen
Romans 15:1
(a) 'Odeiropev d¢ nueig ol [Rom.Frag D, 15:1]

Romans 15:2
(a) EkaoTog NUAV TQ TANCiOV APECKETW €IG TO AYaBOV TPOG OIKOOOUA V-
[Rom.Frag D 15:2:1]

Romans 15:3
(a) kal yap XploTog oUx eaut®d Hpeoev- AANG KaBwg yEypartral oi 6veldlopol TV
oveldllovTwy oe eneneoay € €uE. [Rom.Frag D 15:3:1]

Romans 15:4

(a) 6oa yap mpoeypaodn, €ig TNV NUeTEPaAV didaokaliav eypaodn, iva dia TAG
UTIOMOVAG Kal dla TAG TMAaPAKANOEWS TAOV Ypad®dv TNV EATida Exwuev. [Rom.Frag D
15:4:1]

Romans 15:5
(a) 6 d¢ Be0g TG UTIOHOVIG Kal TG MAPAKANOEWG d®N UKV TO aUTO GPOoVelV v
aAAnAolg kata Xplotov ‘Incodv, [Rom.Frag D 15:5:1]

Romans 15:6
(a) iva opoBupadov €v evi otopatt S0EAlNTe TOV Beov Kal matépa 100 Kupiou
NUAOV 'Inco0 Xplotol. [Rom.Frag D 15:6:1]

Romans 15:7
(a) Ao mpooAapBdavecBe AAANAOUG, KABWG Kal 0 XploTog MpooeAdBeTo UMEG &ig
Vv 06&av to0 Be00. [Rom.Frag D 15:7:1]

Romans 15:8
(a) Aéyw yap Xplotov dldkovov yevéoBal MepITog utep AAnbeiag Beod, €ig 1O
Bepaidoal Tag enayyeAiag Tdv matépwyv, [Rom.Frag D 15:8:1]

Romans 15:9
(a) Ta d€ €06vn unep €Aéoucg doEdoal Tov Bedv, KaBwg yéypartral. dia TolTo
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egopoAloynoopai oot ev €Bveotv kal T® ovopati cou YaAd. [Rom.Frag D 15:9:1]

Romans 15:10-12 - These verses cannot be distinguished between Old and New
Testaments

Romans 15:13

(a) 'O B¢ Be0q Tig eAmidog MAnpwaoatl UPAG maong xapdg kat eipnvng v T
TLOTEUELY, EIG TO MeplooeUelv UNAG €v Tf EAMidL €v duvauel veupaTog ayiou.
[Rom.Frag D, 15:13]

Romans 15:14

(a) Némelopal 3¢, adeAdol kai auTog eyw Tepl UMMV, OTL Kal auTtol yeoToi €o0Te
ayadbwolvng, MEMnpwHEVOoL TIAoNS TAG YVWoewS, duvauevol kal AAANAoug
vouBetelv. [Rom.Frag D, 15:14]

Romans 15:15
(a) TOAuNpOTEPOV BE UMIV Eypaga Ao HEPOUG, WG EMAVAPIUVAOK®WY UMAG dla TV
Xaptv v dobelodv pot uto tol Beol [Rom.Frag D, 15:15]

Romans 15:16

(a) eig 10 elvai pe Aettoupyov Xplotod 'Incod eig Ta £€6vn, iepoupyoldvTa TO
evayyéAlov To0 Bg00, (va yévnTal 1) mpoadopd TOV €BVAV eUTMPOOOEKTOG,
nytacuévn ev nvevpartt ayiw. [Rom.Frag D, 15:16]

Romans 15:17
(a) £€xw olv Kauxnowv év Xplotd 'Incol Td mpog Tov Bedv- [Rom.Frag D, 15:17]

Romans 15:18
(a) oU yap TOAPHow TL AGAETV OV OU KATELPYAOATO XPpLloTog &’ £uod eig UTIAKONV
€0vOV, AOYw Kal Epyw, [Rom.Frag D, 15:18]

Romans 15:19

(a) amo ‘lepoucalnu péxpt Tol0 INAUpLlkoD TMETANPwKEVAL TO eUayyéAlov ToO
XplotoU [Cels, 1:63:26]

(b) amo ‘lepoucainu kai KUKAw pEXPL ToO 'INuptkod, [John.Com A, 5:3:1:3]

(c) év duvdapel onueiwv kal TepdTtwy, €v duvapel TVveUPATOG Ayiou: WOTE Pe ATIO
lepoucainpu kat KUKAw pexpL To0 IANAupikol MeMnpwKeval TO evayyEALov To0
XptotoU. [Rom.Frag D, 15:19:1]

Romans 15:20

(a) p\oTipoUpEeVOV evayyeAileaBal, [Cels, 1:63:27]

(b) pLAoTIHOUUEVOG eUayyeAileaBal oUx OTIOU WVoUAcOn XplcTog, (va un err
AANOTPLOV BepéAIOV 0ikodou®. [1Cor.Com, 15:12]

(c) oUTtw B¢ PplAoTIHOUPEVOY elayyeAiCeoBal oy OTOU WVouAoHNn XploTdg, (va un
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€T AANOTPlOV BepéAlOV oikodou®, [Rom.Frag D, 15:20:1]

Romans 15:21
(@) AANG KaBwc yéyparttal: oic oUK avnyyéAn nepl autol dovtal Kal ol ouK
aknkoaot cuvnoouaot [Rom.Frag D, 15:21:1]

Romans 15:22
(a) 010 kai evekorrounV ta MoAAd To0 €ABElV TiPOg UAg: [Rom.Frag D, 15:22:1]

Romans 15:23
(a) vuvi 8¢ UNKETL TOTIOV EXWV €V TOIG KAlpaol TouTolg, eruroBiav d€ Exwv To0
€NBETV TPOG VMGG Ao MoAADV €TdV, [Rom.Frag D, 15:23:1]

Romans 15:24

(a) wg av nmopelwpal eig TV Znaviav- EAnidw yap mopeuodpevog Bedacaocbal UUAG
Kal U’ U@V TpoTeuPORval EKET, €AV UNDV TIPAOTOV ATIO HEPOUG EUTANCO®.
[Rom.Frag D, 15:24:1]

Romans 15:25
(a) vuvl d¢ mopeUopal €ig ‘lepoucainu dlakov@v Tolg ayiolg. [Rom.Frag D, 15:25:1]

Romans 15:26
(a) euddknoav yap Makedovia kai Axaia Kolvwviav Tiva noijoacBat €ig ToUC
TTWXoUg TV ayilwv TdV €v lepoucalnu. [Rom.Frag D, 15:26:1]

Romans 15:27

(a) eudoOKNOav Yap, kal 6pelAéTal auT@V €lotv: el yap TOIG TVEUUATIKOTG AUTOV
E€Kolvavnoav Ta £€0vn, odeilouat kKal €v TOlg capKIKoig AetToupyrjoal auToig.
[Rom.Frag D, 15:27:1]

Romans 15:28
(a) To0TO 00V éruTeAéoag, Kal oppayloauevos alToic TOV Kaprov TodTov,
aneAguoopatl dU' Up@V eig Znaviav- [Rom.Frag D, 15:28:1]

Romans 15:29
(a) oida 8¢ OTL £pXOUEVOC TIPOC UMAG €V TANp®uAaTL eUAoyiac Xplotold €éAeloopal.
[Rom.Frag D, 15:29:1]

Romans 15:30

(a) NapakaA® d¢ Uuag, adeAdoi, dia Tol kupiou NUOV INco0 Xplotol kal did TAQ
ayarmg 1o0 nmvelupatog, cuvaywvicaoOai pot €v talg mpoosuxaig utep eUol Pog
TOV Bedbv, [Rom.Frag D, 15:30:1]
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Romans 15:31
(a) iva pucB® amo tdv anetBolvtwy ev TH loudaiq kai 1} dlakovia pou 1 €ig
‘lepoucaAnp eUTpPOodeKTOG TOIG Ayiolg yevntal, [Rom.Frag D, 15:31:1]

Romans 15:32
(@) tva ev xap@ éABwv Mpog updg d1a BeAnuartog Beod cuvavanaltowuat UPLV.
[Rom.Frag D, 15:32:1]

Chapter Sixteen
Romans 16:1-19 None

Romans 16:20

(-) ouvtpIBOUEVOG O caTtavag umo Toug Todag pou v taxel. [Jer.Frag B, 29:5]

(a) ‘O d¢ ©e0g ouvTpigel TOV catavav UTO Toug OdAg VPV €v Taxel. [Job.Hom B,
12:1048:37]

(b) ‘O 8¢ ©e0g ouvTpigal TOV Zatavav Umo Toug noédag VU@V v Ttaxel. [Job.Hom C,
17:101:18]

Romans 16:21-24 None

Romans 16:25

(a) kata ArmokAAuUYLY pUOTHPLOV, XPOVoLlg aiwviolg oeatynuévov [Cels, 2:4:12]

(b) drmokaAuytv puotnpiou, xpovolg aiwviolg oeotynuévou [Cels, 3:61:11]

(c) kata anokAAuYLv puoTnpiou Xpovolg aiwviolg oeatynuévou [Princ, 4:1:7:37]

(d) T®d 8¢ duvapévw upag otnpi&al Kata TO eUAyYYEALOV HOU KATA ATIOKAAUYLY
HuoTtnpiou xpovolg aiwviolg oeatynuévou, [John.Com A, 6:4:25:3]

(e) kata ArmokaAuyly puoTtnpiou xpovolg aiwviolg oeotynuévou [John.Com A,
13:46:306:2]

(f) kata drmokAAuYlv puotnpiou xpovolg aiwviolg oeotynuévou [Basil.Phil A, 1:7:43]
(9) kata armokdAuyLv puotnpiou xpovolg aiwviolg oeatynuevou, [Basil.Phil A,
1:29:28]

(h) kata anokdAuyLv puotnpiou xpodvolg aiwviolg oeatynuevou, [Rom.Frag D,
16:25:2]

(i) katd arnokdAuyiv puotnpiou xpovolg aiwviolg oeatynuévou, [Ps.Sel, 12:1453:47]

Romans 16:26

(a) pavepwBev de vOv €v Tdig mpodnTikaiq [Cels, 2:4:12]

(b) pavepwBeEvTOg d€ VOV d1d TE Ypad @V TpodnTIK®V [Cels, 3:61:11]

(c) davepwBEVTOG B VOV dld TE YpaddV TpodnTIKAV [Princ, 4:1:7:37]

(d) T®d 8¢ duvapévw upag otnpi&al Kata TO eUAYYEALOV HOU KATA ATIOKAAUYLY
HuoTtnpiou xpovolg aiwviolg oeotynuévou [John.Com A, 6:4:25:3]

(e) pavepwBev vOv puotnplov nMedpavépwtal dld 1€ Ypadp®dV MPoPNTIKOV Kal TAG
erudaveiag 100 kKupiou NUAV 'Incold Xplrotod. [John.Com A, 13:17:101:6]

(f) pavepwBeEvTOG d1d TE Ypad @V podnTik®V [John.Com A, 13:46:306:2]
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(9) pavepwbBEVTOG B¢ vV dLd 1€ Ypad @V TPodnTIKAV Kal TAG erudaveiag 1ol
Kupiou Kal owThRpog NUAV Incol XploTol- @ 1) 86&a €ig ToUg oupmavTag ai®vag.
aunv. [Basil.Phil A, 1:7:43]

(h) pavepwBeEvTOC 6€ vV d1d TE YPad @V TIPodPNTIKAOV KaT’ €rutaynyv tol aiwviou
Be00 €ig UTOTAYNV THOTEWG £lg TAvTa TA £€0vn Yvwplobevtog [Rom.Frag D, 16:26:1]

Romans 16:27

(a) kata anokdAuyLv puotnpiou xpovolg aiwviolg oeatynuevou [Rom.Frag D,
16:25:2]
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APPENDIX 2 — ORIGEN’S CITATIONS OF 2 CORINTHIANS

2 Corinthians 1:1-4 None

2 Corinthians 1:5

(a) kabwg meplooeel Ta nMadnpata tol Xptotold oUTw d1a 100 XploTtol neplooeUel
Kal N mapdkAnolg [Mart 42:1:1]

(b) kKaBwg meplooeUiel Ta madnuata Tol Xplotol €ig NUAg, oUTw MeplooeUel Kai 1)
TAPAKANOIC NUAV. [Mart 42:1:6]

2 Corinthians 1:6 None

2 Corinthians 1:7
(a) wg kKowvwvol €oTte TOV MABNUATWY, 0UTWG Kal TAC MapakAnoewg. [Mart 42:1:11]

2 Corinthians 1:8

(a) ou BEAW yap UpdAg ayvoelv, adeldol, mepl TG BAIYeWS NUAOV TAC YEVOUEVNG
ev 1A Aoiq, OTL kaB’ UmepBoAnyv kata duvauly EBapnBnuev, wote £§amopnbrfjval
NUAg kai To0 ZRv- [Eph.Com 14:40]

(b) OU B€AW yap UMAG ayvoely, adeAdol, [John.Com A 6:44:227:5

2 Corinthians 1:9
(a) AAN’ avTol €v €auToig TO ATOKPIPA TOU BavaTtou €oXNKAMEY, (va PN METOLOOTEG
OUEV €¢’ £QUTOIG AAN’ €l T Oed TO £yeipovTL ToUG vekpoUg, [Eph.Com 14:43]

2 Corinthians 1:10

(a) 0¢ €k TNAIKOUTWV BavaTtwyv €pploato UGS Kai pusTal, NATIKAUEY yap OTL Kal
puoeTtal. [Eph.Com 14:44]

(b) 0¢ €k TNAIKOUTWV BavaTtwy €pploato NUag Kai puetal [Eph.Com 14:46]

2 Corinthians 1:11 None

2 Corinthians 1:12

(a) To0TO YAp €0TL TO KAUXNHA NUAV, TO HAPTUPLOV THG CUVELDNOEWGS NUDV, OTL €V
aylotnT kal eihikpveia Beold aveotpadpnuev v T® KOOPW. [Mart 21:3]

(b) ‘H yap kalxnolg Nudv, altn €oTiv, TO HAPTUPLOV THG CUVELDNOEWS NUDV.
[Ps.Frag 118:122:8]

(c) To paptuplov TG ouveldnoewg NUAV. [Ps.Frag 118:152:4]

(d) ToOTO Yap £0TL TO KAUXNUA NUAV, TO HAPTUPLOV TG OUVEIDNOEWGS NUOV.
[Ps.Frag 118:157:23]
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2 Corinthians 1:13-24 None

Chapter Two
2 Corinthians 2:1 None

2 Corinthians 2:2
(a) €oTiv O eUdpaivwv pe el un 6 AuroUpevog €€ €uol; [Jer.Frag B 70:16]
(b) kal Tig €0TIV 0 eUPpaivwyv pe el pun 6 AutoUpevog €€ euol; [Jer.Hom B 20:6:17]

2 Corinthians 2:3-6 None

2 Corinthians 2:7

(a) iva un T neptocoTépa AUTM kataroB1i [John.Com A 28:4:26:9]

(b) uhToTe TR MeplocoTePq@ AUTM Katamnobrj 6 TolodTtog, [Jer.Hom B 20:9:26]

(c) T meploooTtépa AUt [Matt.Com A 248:4]

(d) M1 nwg T meplocotepqa AU KaTtanobrj 6 TolodTtog UTo Tod Zatava. [Ps.Frag
38:11:12:29]

(e) MAMoTe T MeploocoTEPQ AUTH KatamoBfj 6 Tolo0Tog. [Ps.Sel 12:1313:20]

(f) tva pn A meplocotépa AUTM KatamnoBfj uno Tod Zatavd, [John.Com B 28:4:26:8]

2 Corinthians 2:8
(a) kupwoaTte €ig auTtov ayarmyv [Jer.Hom B 20:9:26]

2 Corinthians 2:9-10 None

2 Corinthians 2:11

(a) “Iva pyn meovektnB®OUeV UTO TOO Zatavd, ou yap autold T vonuata
ayvoo(Qpev. [Ps.Frag 118:95:6]

(b) OU yap autol ta vonuata dyvoodueyv. [Ps.Sel 12:1605:52]

2 Corinthians 2:12-14 None

2 Corinthians 2:15

(a) Xplotol evwdia Aéyel elval @ Bed [Cels 1:48:37]

(b) Xptotol elwdia eopev TO Be® v MavTi TOMW, £V TOIG OWCOUEVOLG Kal €V TOIG
artoAAupévolg: [John.Com A 20:44:415:3]

(c) ‘Euwdia Xpiotod eopev 1@ Oed £v MAVTL TOMW, £V TOIG OWOUEVOLG Kal EV TOTG
arnoAAupEvolg, [Hera.Dial 18:17]

(d) Xptotol elwdia eopev T® Oe® [Cant.Frag 221:31]

(e) Xplo1o0 evwdia €opev €v 101G owloUEVOLG Kal €v TOTG arnoAAupévolg. [Ps.Frag
140:2:4]

(f) Xploto0 evwdia eopev Td Oe® ev mavti Torw. [Gen.Sel 12:124:17]

(9) Xplo1o0 evwdia €opev €v TOIG CWIOUEVOLG Kal €V TOTG AToAAUpEVOLG. [Ps.Sel
12:1665:9]
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(h) Xptotol, ebwdia, éopev T® Oed. [Cant.Sch 17:264:47]
(i) Xprotol ebwdia eopev IO Be® £v MavTi TOTW, £V TOIG CWCOHNEVOLG Kal €V TOIG
artoAAupévolg: [John.Com B 20:44:415:3]

2 Corinthians 2:16

(a) oic pev 6oun £k Bavdatou eic Bavatov, oic &€ dour) €k Lwncg eic Lwnv.
[John.Com A 20:44:415:3]

(b) oic pev 60N €k Bavdatou eic BAvatov, oic &€ doun ek Lwncg i (wAV.’
[Hera.Dial 18:19]

(c) oig pev doun £k Bavatou eic BAvarov, oig d¢ €k {whAg eig Lwnv. [Cant.Frag
101:27]

(d) oic pev 6oun €k BavdaTou eic BAvatov, oic 8¢ Lwh¢ eic Lwryv, [Cant.Sch
17:253:35]

(e) oic puev 60N €K BavdaTou eic BAvatov, oic &8¢ doun) €k {wfc i LwnV
[John.Com B 20:44:415:4]

2 Corinthians 2:17 None

Chapter Three
2 Corinthians 3:1-2 None

2 Corinthians 3:3
(a) oUK €v TAQElv ABivalg AN’ €v TAalv kapdialg oapkivalg [Rom.Frag C 204:9]
(b) OUK &v MAQEL AiBivalg, AN’ ev TAa&l kapdiag capkivalg. [Ps.Sel 12:1673:41]

2 Corinthians 3:4 None

2 Corinthians 3:5
(a) AAN' 1] IkavoTng NGV €k To0 B0, [Cels 6:70:23]

2 Corinthians 3:6

(a) 0g kal ikdvwoev NuAag dlakdvoug Kalviig dladnkng, oU YPAUUATOG AAAA
nveMaTOG" TO YAP YPAMMA ATIOKTEVVEL TO O€ iveUua (wotolel [Cels 6:70:24]
(b) 0g kal ikdvwoev Nuag dlakdvoug Kalvig dladnkng, [1Cor.Com 8:8]

2 Corinthians 3:7

(a) Ei ¢ 1) dlakovia To0 BavaTtou €v ypAUUAOLV EVTETUTIWHEVN AiBOIG €yevnOn &v
d6&n, wote un duvacBal atevioal Toug uioug lopanA ig 10 MPOCWMoOV WICEWG
dla v d6&av 100 Mpoowrou auTtold TNV Katapyoupévny, [Cels 7:20:25]

(b) Ei 8¢ 1) dlakovia To0 Bavatou €v YPAUUAOLY EVTETUTIWHEVN AiBOIG €yevnOn &v
d06&n, WwoTe pn atevioal Toug uioug ‘lopanA eig T0 Mpoéowmov Mwotwg dia v
d6&av TolU mpoowrou autol TV Katapyouuévnv- [John.Com A 32:27:336:3]

(c) el ¢ 1) dlakovia To0 BavaTtou €v YpAUPAOLY EVTETUTIWHEVN AlBOIg €yevinOn €v
d6&n wote pr) duvacbal atevical Toug uioug lopanA eic To MPoéowToOV MwUCEWG
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dla v 06&av tol mpoowmou autod TNV kKatapyouuevny, [Rom.Frag A 20:8]

(d) Ei 8¢ 1) dlakovia To0 BavaTtou €v YpAUUAOLY EVTETUTIWHEVN AiBOIG €yevnOn &v
d6&n wote pr) duvacBal atevioal Toug uiouq lopanA gig TO MPOowWNOV WUCEWG d1a
TV 06&av Tol mpoowmnou avutold TV katapyouuevnyv [Rom.Frag C 174:12]

(e) év ypduuaolv évtetutiwpéva AiBoig [Matt.Com B 10:15:35]

(g) un) duvaoBal Toug uioug lopanA atevioal eig v d6&av autod, [Ps.Sel
12:1165:1]

2 Corinthians 3:8

(a) Mg oUxXl pGAAov 1) dlakovia To0 nvelpatog £otal €v 86N [Cels 7:20:28]
(b) Mg oUXl pGAAov 1) dlakovia To0 nvelpartog £otat €v 86&n [John.Com A
32:27:336:6]

2 Corinthians 3:9
(a) Ei yap T1j dtakovig THg kaTakpioewg 60&a, MOAAD HAAAOV TIEPLOCEUEL T
dlakovia tfig dikatoouvng d6&n [John.Com A 32:27:336:7]

2 Corinthians 3:10

(a) Kai yap oU dedogaotal TO ded0EACUEVOV £V TOUTW TR PEPEL, EVEKEV TAG
urnepBaAiiolong 66ENG: el yap TO katapyoUpevov dia d6ENG, MOAAD pHAAAOV TO
pevov ev d0&n. [John.Com A 32:27:336:9]

(b) ou dedoEaoTal TO dedOEATUEVOV £V TOUTW TM HEPEL EVEKEV TAG
uriepBailouong d6&ng [Matt.Com B 10:9:14]

(c) dedo6EaoTal TO OEBOEACHEVOV £V TOUTW TM HEPEL TIPOTEPOV EVEKEV TG
uriepBaiiouong d6&ng [Matt.Com C 17:32:138]

(d) Kai o0 dedoEaotal TO ded0EACUEVOV £V TOUTW TR HEPEL WG TPOG OUYKPLOLY
TAG UrepBailoliong d6&ng. [Rom.Frag C 176:3]

2 Corinthians 3:11-12 None

2 Corinthians 3:13
(a) KAAuppa €mi 1o mpoowrov [Jer.Hom A 5:8:48]

2 Corinthians 3:14 None

2 Corinthians 3:15

(a) nvika av avaywvwokntal Mwionig, kaAupua eri v kapdiav keltal [Cels 5:60:8]
(b) fvika av avaywvwokntalt Mwiong [Cels 6:70:43]

(c) eic ™MV kapdiav autol keltal [Jer.Hom A 5:8:7]

2 Corinthians 3:16

(a) Nvika av emuoTpEYN TIQ TIPOG KUPLOV, MEPLAIPETTAL TO ETU TQ YPAUUATL KAAUpMA:
[Matt.Com B 10:14:72]

(b) eav eruoTpeYn TIG TIPOG TOV KUpLov [Cels 5:60:11]
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(c) eav eruoTpEYNG MPOG KUPLov, TOTE MEPLALPETLG TO KAAUpMA, [Jer.Hom A 5:9:4]
(d) eav de eruoTpadf MPOg KUplov, Teptatpeital To KaAuppa- [Lam.Frag 116:9]

(e) eav yap TIg ETUOTPEYN TIPOG TOV KUPLOV, TEEPLALPETTAL TO KAAUMMA: € KUPLOG TO
nveOud €otiv. [Matt.Com B 11:14:70]

(f) nvika yap eruotpéPel TIg ipog Kuplov, neplatpettal 1o kKAAupua. [Ps.Frag
118:18:14]

2 Corinthians 3:17

(a) 0 B¢ KUpPLOG TO TveUpda €oTiv [Matt.Com B 10:14:73]
(b) 6 8¢ KUplog TO TIveOpa €oTlv [Lam.Frag 116:10]

(c) 0 8¢ KUplog TO TveOud €oTiv [Matt.Com B 11:14:71]

2 Corinthians 3:18

(@) GvaKEKAAUPPEV® TIPOOMTIW TNV £V TOIG KEKPUUHEVOLG VONHACL KATA TA
ypdupata d6&av 100 Kupiou [Cels 5:60:13]

(b) avakekaAuppEVw MPoomTw TV d6&av Kupiou KATOTITPLOUEVOL Kal TNV AUTNV
eikdva petapopdoupevol arno do6Eng eig d6&av [Cels 7:38:8]

(c) TV auTtnyv eikdéva petapopdolicbal amno d6ENG eigc 66&av [John.Com A
13:42:280:5]

(d) ‘Huelg € MAvTeq AVOKEKAAUMHMEV® TIPOO®TW TNV d0&av Kupiou
KatortrpllOUeVOL, TNV aUTNV eikova peTapgopdoUueba amno d6&ng eig do6Eav,
KaBdarep Amno kKupiou mveUpatog. [John.Com A 32:27:336:12]

(e) HuEeTg € MAVTEG AVOKEKAAUMHEV® TIPOO®TW TNV d0&av Kupiou
KatortrpllOMeVOL, TNV AUV eikova petapgopdoUueda. [John.Com A 32:27:340:1]
(f) avakekaAuppEVW TIPOCWTIW TNV 80Eav KUpiou KaToTrpl{OUeVOL, TNV alTny
eikova petapopdoldvrat. [John.Com A 32:28:357:6]

(9) GvaKeKAAUPPEV® TPOOMTIW TNV d0&av Kupiou KATOTITPI{OPEVOUG Kal TNV
auTnyv eikova petapgopdoupuévoug anod dOENGg eic d6&av; [Euches 9:2:12]

(h) 6 NadAog Aeywv: HUETG OE MAVTEG AVAKEKAAUMHEV® TIPOCOTIW TNV d0§av
Kupiou katorrpilopeda. [Jer.Hom A 5:8:17]

(i) avakekaAuppevw Tpoo®nw TNV d0&av Kupiou katorrpiopeda [Lam.Frag 81:4]
(j) avakekaAuppevw poomnw TNV d6&av Kupiou katorrpidpevol [Lam.Frag
116:12]

(k) “Hpelg de mavteq AvakeEKAAUPUEVW TPOCWTIW TNV d6&av Kupiou
KatortrpllOYevoL TNV auTnyV eikova petapopdoUueba.’ [Hera.Dial 114:6]

(I) NHETG BE MAVTEG AVAKEKAAUMMEV® TIPOOMTW TNV 00§av Kupiou KaTomTpI{OpEeVOL
NV autV eikova petapoppolueba amno d6&nGg eic d6&av, kabdmnep Amo Kupiou
nveupatog [Jer.Hom B 16:1:35]

(m) avakekaAuppevw poomnw TNy do&av Kupiou katorrpi¢ecbal [Cant.Frag
231:26]

(n) avakekaAuppevw mpoomrw v d6&av 100 kupiou katorrpiopevol [Matt.Com
C 12:11:48]

(0) AQVaKEKAAUPMEV® TIG TIPOCOTIW TNV 80§av KUpiou KaToTTpI{OPeEVOC TNV QUTNV
eikova petapopdp®dTal Aro do6Enc eic d6&av. [Eph.Com 9:17]
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(p) GvakeKaAUPPEV® TPOO®TIW TNV d6&av Kupiou katormrpiiouevol, TV autnv
eikova petapopdolueba.[Ps.Sel 12:1417:23]

(q) HUETG € MAVTEG AVOKEKAAUMMEVW TIPOOWTIW TNV d6&av Kupiou
KatortrpllOMEVOL, TNV aUTNV elkova petapopdoUueda Aro d6&ng eig d6Eav.[Ps.Sel
12:1681:3]

(r) kupiou katortrpllouevol, TV AUV eikova petapgopdoupueda. [John.Com B
32:27:340:3]

(S) AvakeKAAUPPEVW TIPOCGTIW TNV 80§av KUpiou KaTorrpIllopevol, TV altny
eikova petapopdoldvtatl. [John.Com B 32:28:357:6]

Chapter Four
2 Corinthians 4:1-2

2 Corinthians 4:3

(a) Ei 8¢ kal £€0TIV KEKAAUMPEVOV TO eUAYYEAIOV NUAV, €V TOIG ATIOANUMEVOILG
€0Tlv KEKaAUppEVOoV- [John.Com A 32:27:337:1]

(b) Eil 8¢ £€0TL KEKAAUMPEVOV TO eUAYYEAIOV NUAV, €V TOIC £0TIV KEKAAUUPEVOV,
[John.Frag 92:24]

(c) TO evayyéAlov TOIC ATMOAAUMEVOLG €0TI KEKAAUUEVOV'. [Jer.Hom A 5:8:10]

2 Corinthians 4:4

(-) év Taic kapdialg NUAV TPOC PWTIOPOV ToU evayyeAiou TAC dOENG Tol Be0l v
rpoowtiw Xptotol [Cels 6:5:9]

(a) év olc 6 Beo¢ 100 ai®vocg ToUTou ETUPAWOE TA VoAuATAa TAOV ATioTwY, £i¢ TO
uN dlauydoatl Tov dwTIoNOV TAC 00ENG To0 evayyeAiou 100 Xplotold, O¢ €0TLV
elkwv T00 Be00 [John.Frag 92:25]

(-) pwTiopOV TO0 evayyeAiou Thg d6ENG To0 B0l £v Mpoownw Xptotod. [Basil.Phil
A 15:7:9]

(b) €ig TO un avyaocat autoig ToV dwTIoNOV ToU evayyeAiou TAC dOENG 100 Beol
ev poownw Tod Xptotold [Matt.Com B 11:14:32]

(c) &v oig 6 Bedg ToO ai®dvog ToUTou ETUPAWOEV TA VOAUATA TAV ArioTwy, £ TO
MN KaTtauydoal ToV pwTIopoV ToU evayyeAiou TAC 06ENG To0 XpLloTold, O0G €0TLV
eikwv 100 600 [John.Com A 32:27:337:3]

2 Corinthians 4:5 None

2 Corinthians 4:6

(a) év Talg kapdialg NUAV TOV WTIOHOV THG YVWwoews THG 00&Ng 100 B0, [Cels
4:95:22]

(b) €v Talg Kapdialg NUAV TIPOG PWTIOUOV To0 evayyeAiou g d6ENG 100 B0l v
rpoowtiw XptoTtol [Cels 6:5:10]

(c) “OTL 6 Be0g O einwV €K OKOTOUG DS AapYel, 0¢ EAapyev v Talg kapdialg
NUAV TPOG PWTIOHOV TG YVWoewG THG 80&NG To0 Beol v Mpoownw 'Incod
Xploto0 [John.Com B 32:27:337:6]
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(d) Ehapye yap To0TO TO PDOG €V TATG KAPdialg NUAV, TPOG PWTIOUOV TOD
evayyeAiou TG 66&ng T00 Beol ev Mpoowrnw Xplotol. [Basil.Phil A 15:7:8]

(e) exOueBa dE Aapyal v Taig Kapdialg NUAOV TOV PWTIOPOV TAG YVWOEWS TAG
d0&ng 100 Be00, [Basil.Phil A 20:22:21]

(f) “OTL 0 B€0G O elnwV €K OKOTOUG dMG AAuYel, 0¢ EAauYeV €V TAIG kapdialg
NUAV TPOG PWTIOHOV TG YVWoewg THG 86&NG To0 Beol v Mpoownw 'Incod
XptotoU [John.Com B 32:27:338:1]

2 Corinthians 4:7

(a) Exopev yap Bnoaupov £v 60TPakivolg okeueaoty, iva Aauyn 1 UTiepPoAn Tfig
duvapewg Tol BeoT, Kal un voulodbf eivat €€ fiudv [Princ 4:1:7:21]

(b) Exopev de TOV Bnoaupov TolTov €v OOTPAKivolg oKeUEeQDLy, (va 1] UTtepBOAN
TG duvdapewg N Told Beol Kai pr €€ nUdV [John.Com A 4:2:1:5]

(c) Exopev TOV Bnoaupov TolTov €v OOTpPakivolg okeleatv [Jer.Frag B 36:10]
(d) €xouev yap TOV Bnoaupov todTtov v d6oTpakivolg okelealy [Jer.Frag B 61:6]
(e) Exopev yap Bnoaupov £v 0CTPAKivOLG OKEUEDLY, (va Aauyn 1 UTiepBOoAn TG
duvauewg tol Beol [Basil.Phil A 1:7:25]

(f) "Exopev d€ TOV Bnoaupov toldTov €v 00Tpakivolg okelealy, (va 1 UriepBoAn
TG duvdapewg N To0 Beol Kkai pr €€ nudv- [Basil.Phil A 4:2:5]

2 Corinthians 4:8

(a) €v mavTi OABOPEVOL” WG UNdE TwTIOTE OU BALBOUEVOL, AAN’ OTE BAIBOUEVOL
BonOeia Be00 oU pr) otevoxwpoUueba, [Euches 30:1:12]

(b) €v mavTi BABOPEVOL AAN’ oU oTevoxwpoUuevol. [Euches 30:1:18]

(c) 'Ev mavTi BA1BOuEeVOL, AAN’ oU oTevoxwpoUuevol [Ps.Sel 12:1137:28]

(d) ’Ev mavTi OABOpEVOL, AAN oU otevoxwpoUuevol. [Ps.Sel 12:1133:43]

(e) BABOpEVOL Kal ur) otevoxwpoUuevol [Ps.Sel 12:1232:27]

(f) ’Ev mavTi OABOpEvOL, AAN’ oU otevoxwpoUuevol: [Ps.Sel 12:1596:34]

2 Corinthians 4:9 None

2 Corinthians 4:10

(a) mavtote MV véKkpwaotv To0 'Incol ev T cwpaTtt Tepidpepety [Cels 7:38:20]

(b) TV 00V vékpwalv To0 INCoT év T® ohuatt Mavtote évtalta nepidpEpopev
[John.Com A 1:27:182:6]

(c) v vékpwolv 100 'INcol MAvToTe €V TM OOUATL MEPIPEPOVTEG Kal TNV {wnv
100 'Inoo0 [John.Com A 1:31:227:8]

(d) mavtote yap v vekpwotv To0 'Incod ev 1@ owpatt [Jer.Hom B 15:6:26]

(e) mavtote MV vEKpwaotv To0 'INcol ev T cwpatt [Matt.Com C 13:16:9]

(f) kal Vv vekpwolv To0 'Incod mavtote ev IO cwpaTt Tepipepovteg [Rom.Frag C
216:15]

(g) Mavrtote Vv vekpwotv To0 'INcod ev Td owpatt mepipEpovTeq. [Ps.Frag
37:4:31]

(h) mavtote Vv vékpwaly 100 'Incol nepidpEpely NUAG, €pel nepl [Ps.Frag 74:4:11]
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2 Corinthians 4:11-15 None

2 Corinthians 4:16
(a) Ei yap kai 0 €Ew nuav dvbpwrog dladpBeipeTtal, AAN 60 Eow NUAV avakalvolTal
Nuépa kal nuepq- [Hera.Dial 11:20]

2 Corinthians 4:17

(a) To yap mapautika éAadpov TAG BAIPewg NuUOV Kab’ urepBoAnv ig UTepBoAnv
aiwviov Bapog d6&ng katepydaletal nuiv, [Cels 6:19:35]

(b) T0 TapauTtika EAadpov TG BAIYewe NUAV [Mart 2:9]

(c) TO mapauTika EAappov TG BAIPews NUAV KA’ UTEpBOANV €ig UTIEPBOANV
aiwviov Bapog d6&ng katepyaletal nuiv, [Mart 49:51]

(d) 10 mapauTika éAadpov TG BAIYews kad’ urepBoAnv: [Ps.Sel 12:1121:18]

2 Corinthians 4:18

(a) un okoToUVTWV NUAV TA BAETIOMEVA AAAA TA PN BAeTOPEVa: TA YAp BAeTOPeva
npooKalpa, Ta d¢ un BAemoueva aiwvia. [Cels 6:19:37]

(b) M1} okoToUVTWV NUAV TA BAETIOMEVA AAAAG TA PN BAemopeva [Cels 6:59:21]

(c) Ta BAemOueva AAAG Ta pn BAenopeva [Cels 8:5:11]

(d) okomoUVTWV NUAV oU TA BAeTOMEVA AAAA TA PN BAemOpeva. [Mart 49:52]

(e) Ta BAemopeva kal Ta un BAemoueva, Ta mpookalpa kal ta aiwvia, [Basil.Phil A
27:3:10]

(f) Ta BAemoOpeva Kal cwPaTIKA WG TPooKalpa, ¢pOdacal d€ £ Ta U BAemopeva Kal
aiovia [Matt.Com B 11:5:8]

(g9) Ta BAenopeva npodéokalpa [Matt.Com C 13:1:55]

(h) kal Ta un BAenopueva, Ta mpookalpa, kai Ta aiwvia [Ex.Com 12:269:12]

Chapter Five
2 Corinthians 5:1
(a) olkiav axelporointov aiwviov €v Toig oUpavoig [Cels 7:32:28]

2 Corinthians 5:2-3 None

2 Corinthians 5:4

(a) katamoBfj T6 BvnTov UMO TG wrig [Cels 5:19:40]

(b) €kdUoaobal aAN’ émevduoacBal [Cels 7:32:7]

(c) kal yap ol 6vteg ev T® OKNvel oTevalopev Bapoupevol, [Lam.Frag 10:30]
(d) Oi Ovteq ev T® oknvel otevagouev, [Ps.Sel 12:1176:26]

(e) Oi Ovteq ev T® oknvel otevagouev. [Ps.Sel 12:1201:11]

2 Corinthians 5:5

(a) ‘O d¢ kaTtepyaoduevog NUAG €ig auTo To0TOo Be6Cg, 6 doUG NUIV TOV AppaBdva
100 mveUpatog. [John.Com A 13:53:356:4]
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2 Corinthians 5:6

(a) ©@appolvTeg olv MAVTOTE Kal £id0TEG OTL EVONUOTVTEG €V TR COMATL
EkONUoUuev amno to0 Kupiou- [John.Com A 13:53:357:1]

(b) 'EvdnuolvTteg v T® ompatt ekdnpolpev ano to0 kupiou [Cels 7:50:34]

(c) evonuolvTeqg €v T® cwpaTL ekdnuolduev ano 1ol kupiou [Matt.Com C 14:12:92]

2 Corinthians 5:7

(a) Ala niotewg yap neptnatoduev, ou dia €idoug. [John.Com A 13:53:357:1]
(b) Ala niotewg yap neptnmatoduev ou di1d idoug [John.Com A 13:53:356:2]
(c) dia miotewg yap meptratolpev ou dia €idoug [John.Com A 13:53:357:3]
(d) d1a mioTewg MepinmatodvTog ou dia €idoug. [John.Com A 13:53:359:6]

2 Corinthians 5:8

(a) eldokoUpeV EkdNUAOAL €K TOU OCWPATOG Kal evdnuijoal pog Tov Kuplov [Cels
7:50:35]

(b) Bappolvteg «daAAOV eUBoKOUHEV EKONUAOAL €K TOU OCWPATOG Kal evdnuijoat
TPOG TOV KUplov [John.Com A 13:53:357:5]

(c) ékdnunoal €k To0 cwuatog Kal évonunioatl mpog Tov kKuptov, [John.Com A
13:53:358:3]

(d) €ékdnunoat ano o0 cwpatog kal evdnuijoal mpog Tov Kuplov’ [Hera.Dial 28:12]

2 Corinthians 5:9 None

2 Corinthians 5:10

(a) Toug nmavrag NUAg mapaoTtivatl del Eumpoodev Tol Brpatog tol Xplotod, (va
KouionTtal Ekaotog Ta d1d Tol oWHATOG, TPOG A Enpateyv, eite Ayabov eite
dadAov [Princ 3:1:21:26]

(b) T@ BripaTt Tod Xprotol, iva kopiontal Ekaotog ta dia Tod ohpatog TPog a
enpa&ev, eite ayabov eite padAov. [Euches 28:5:14]

(c) Toug yap navtag nuag nmapaotrival el Eumpoodev To0 Brpatog to0 Xplotod,
{va kopiontal €kaotog 1a d1d To0 oWUATOC TPOG A Enpaev eite Ayabov elte
dallov [Luke.Frag 228:8]

(d) del EumpooBev ToU Bruatog 100 Xplotol, (va kopionTal EkaoTog Ta dia 100
oWMATOG TIPOG A Empakev, eite Ayabov eite paldlov- [Basil.Phil A 21:20:31]

(e) del EumpoaoBev To0 Bruatog 100 Xplotol, (va kopiontal Ekaotog Ta dia 100
oWMaTOG TPOG A Empakev, eite Ayabov eite paldlov [Jer.Hom B 20:3:52]

(f) Toug yap mavrtag fuag napaotival det Eurnpoabev 100 Brypatog tod Xplotod,
{va kopiontal €kaotog Ta d1d To0 oWHATOC TPOG A Empateyv, eite Ayabov eite
¢aldAov [Matt.Com C 12:30:58]

(9) EunpooBev 100 Bratog 100 Xplotol [Matt.Com C 12:30:84]

(h) EumpooBev Tol BripaTtog To0 Xplotol, (va kopiontal Ekaotog Ta dia 100
oWMATOG TIPOG A Empateyv, ite Ayabov eite paldlov [Matt.Com C 13:30:127]

(i) Toug mavtacg Nuag napaoctival det Eunpoobev 100 Briuatog 100 Xplotod, iva
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KouionTtal Ekaotog Ta O1d To0 CwPATOG TPOC G Emnpa&ev, elte Ayabov elte
¢aldAov- [Matt.Com C 14:8:56]

(j) o€l yap toug navtag nuag ¢avepwOnval Eumpoacbev To0 Brpatog To0 Xplotod,
{va kopiontal €kaotog Ta did To0 oWUATOC TPOG A Enpateyv, eite Ayabov eite
dadAov. [1Cor.Com 18:99]

(k) mavtag nuag pavepwORval del EunpoacBev 100 Briuatog 100 Xplotol, (va
KouionTtal Ekaotog Ta d1d To0 CWHUATOG TPOOC A ETPa&eyv, €iTe Ayadbov eiTe KAKOV.
[1Cor.Com 27:46]

() Tod Brpatt yap avtold pavepwdrival mavrag del, iva kopiontal Ekaoctog Ta idla
To0 owpatog, a Enpatev, ite Ayabov eite kakov. [Ps.Sel 12:1197:45]

2 Corinthians 5:11-15 None

2 Corinthians 5:16

(a) Ei kal XploTov moTte Katd odpka EyvOKaPeV, AAAA VOV OUKETL YIVWOKOUEV.
[Cels 6:68:18]

(b) El kal XploToév 1oTe KATA 0dpKa £YVWOKAMEV, AAAA VOV OUKETL YIvwokouev [Cels
7:39:13]

(c) El kal XploToOVv TMoTE KATA 0ApKA €YVWKAPEV, AANA VOV OUKETL YIVWOKOUEV
[Matt.Com B 11:17:64]

(d) Ei yap éyvwkapev, onol, Xplotov Katd odpka, AAAA VOV OUKETL YIVWOKOWEV.
[Ps.Sel 12:1229:5]

(e) eyvwkauev Kata odpka Xplotov, aAAd vOv oUKETL YIvwokopev- [Cant.Sch
17:277:1]

2 Corinthian 5:17

(a) Ta yap apxaia nmapriABe [Matt.Com C 17:33:111]

(b) 1500, Yéyove Ta AvTa Kalva, Ta apxaia napiAbov. [Ps.Frag 77:1:37]
(c) el i ev Xplotd kawvn ktiowg. [Ps.Frag 101:19,20:5]

(d) Ta dpxaia mapiAbe, kal Ta €ERG. [Ex.Sel 12:285:6]

(e) El Tiq yap v Xplot®d kawvn ktiolg, [Ps.Sel 12:1305:28]

2 Corinthians 5:18 None

2 Corinthians 5:19

(a) ©€0g RV v XploT®d kOOPOV KaTaAAdoowv €aut®d [John.Com A 1:4:21:4]
(b) 6e0g ev XploT® kOOUOV kKataAAdooel eaut®, [John.Com A 6:57:295:5]
(c) ©€0g NV €V XpLoT® KOOHOV KATAAAToWV £auTt®- [Basil.Phil A 14:2:27]
(d) ©€0g RV év XploTd kOOPOV KaTaAAdoowv £€auTd. [Ps.Frag 5:8:4]

(e) NV €v Xplot® KO6OoUoV KaTaANaoowv €aut®. [Ps.Frag 131:8:6]

(f) ©e0g v €v XploT® KOOHOV KATAAACOWV £aut®, [Gen.Com 12:89:35]

(9) ©€0g NV &V T XpLoT® KOOUOV KATAAAACOWV £€auT®d. [Ps.Sel 12:1241:49]
(h) 6 ©edg &€ NV €v XpLoTd KOOHOV KATAANATowV €auTd [Ps.Sel 12:1285:6]
(i) 'O Be0g Yap NV €V XpLOT@ KOOHOV KATAANACOWV £auTtd [Pass 146:21]
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2 Corinthians 5:20
(a) 'Ymep XplotoU npeoBelopev, wg 100 Beol mapakalolvtog [Cels 8:1:6]

2 Corinthians 5:21

(a) Tov un yvovta aupapTtiav Umep NUOV apaptiav €rnoinoe [John.Com A 2:26:163:8]
(b) TOV un yvovta apaptiav UnEp NUOV auapTiav €noinoeyv, iva NuUeig yevoueda
dikatoouvn Beol €v aut®- [John.Com A 28:18:161:2]

(€) TOV un) yvovTa auapTiav Urep NUAOV auapTiav énoinoevs»- [Jer.Hom A 10:1:33]
(d) TOV un yvovta apaptiav apaptiav Unep NU®V €mnoinoe [Matt.Com A 127:14]

(e) un yvovTta auTtov auaptiav €énoinoev unep NUOV auaptiav [Matt.Com C 14:7:40]
(f) TOv un yvovta apaptiav Unep nU@V auapTtiav enoinoeyv, iva nuUeig yevoueda
dikatoouvn 8eol €v aut® [John.Com B 28:18:161:2]

Chapter Six
2 Corinthians 6:1 None

2 Corinthians 6:2

(a) kalp® BEKTY ETMKOUOCA COU Kai ev NuEPQ owTtnpiag €Bofénod ool.” [Mart 42:12]
(b) (DoU vOv Kalpog elTPOOdEKTOG, IdoU VOV NuEpa owtnpiag [Luke.Frag 100:1:35]
(c) kalp® dekT® Kai v NuEPa ocwtnpiag [Matt.Com C 14:20:54]

2 Corinthians 6:3
(a) undepiav ev undevi [Mart 42:22]

2 Corinthians 6:4
(a) wg Beol diakovol, ev UTIoPOV] TIOAAT) [Mart 42:24]

2 Corinthians 6:5
(a) €v MAnyaig kai €v pulakaic Kai €v akataotacialg Kal v KOToLg Kal v
aypunvialg kal ev vnoteialg. [Mart 42:29]

2 Corinthians 6:7
(a) d1a TV OmMwv TAC dikatoolvng TV de&ldV Kal TV aplotep®v [Mart 43:6]

2 Corinthians 6:8-9 None

2 Corinthians 6:10
(a) 'Qc rrwyol, moAAoUGg d€ mMouTiCovTeg: [Ps.Sel 12:1201:8]

2 Corinthians 6:11

(a) To otopa pou avewye mpog updg, Kopiveiol. [Ps.Frag 118:131:6]
(b) To otopa NuAV avewye MPog UPAG, KopivBior [Ps.Sel 12:1640:49]
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2 Corinthians 6:12

(a) OU otevoxwpelobe €v Nulv, otevoxwpeloBe O€ €v TOIG OTAAYXVOLG UUQV.
[Ps.Sel 12:1137:30]

(b) Ztevoxwpeiobe €v TOIg OMAAGYXVOLIG UPDV. [Ps.Sel 12:1596:39]

2 Corinthians 6:13 None

2 Corinthians 6:14

(a) petoxn dikatoouvn kai avopia [Euches 25:3:2]

(b) Tig yap petoxn dikatoouvn Kai avouiq; Tig kowwvia pwTi mpog okOTOG;
[Jer.HOom A 1:16:36]

(c) Tig yap petoxn dikatoouvng Kal adikiag 1 Tig kowvwvia ¢wTi MPog okdTOC:
[Ex.Hom 226:26]

(d) Tig yap petoxn dikatoouvn kai avopiq; [Ps.Frag 118:89:22]

(e) Tig yap petoxn dikatoouvn kai avouiq; [Ps.Sel 12:1604:35]

(f) Tig yap petoxn dikatoouvn mpog adikiav; [Prov.Exp 17:197:50]

2 Corinthians 6:15

(a) yap ouppwvnoic Xpiotol mpog BeAiap [John.Com A 32:24:302:4]

(b) Tig yap ocupdwvnoig Xpiotol mpog BeAiap; [John.Com A 32:30:382:4]
(c) oupdpwvnolg Xplotd mpog BeAiap [Euches 25:3:3]

2 Corinthians 6:16
(a) ) Tig ouykaTaBeolq va® Oeol peta eidwAwv- [Ex.Hom 226:28]

The mixture of Old Testament citations with the Greek New Testament in 6:16 - 6:18
have kept this study from looking at them directly as citations of the New Testament as
their source is undistinguishable.

2 Corinthians 6:17-18 None

Chapter Seven
2 Corinthians 7:1-4 None

2 Corinthians 7:5
(a) EEwBev paxat, Eowbev popol. [Ps.Frag 118:157:7]

2 Corinthians 7:6-9 None
2 Corinthians 7:10
(a) kata 6eov AUTMV AuttoUuEVOL, JETAVOLAV €(C owWTNPiav AUETAPEANTOV HUIV

epyalopévny [John.Com A 10:17:102:2]
(b) ™MV Katd Bgdv AUTMV peTdvolav eig owtnpeiav AuetagéAnTov epyalopévnyv
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[John.Com A 28:4:26:5]

() 1 Yap kKata Beov AUTM peTdavolav AueTapéANToV i owtnplav katepydletal
[Jer.Frag B 70:17]

(d) ) yap kata ©ov AUTm petdvolav €ig ownpiav AueTapéEAnTov KatepyaleTal.
[Ps.Frag 80:1:9]

(e) ‘H yap kata ©ov AUTm petdvolav €ig owtnpiav AueTapéEAnToV KatepyadeTal.
[Ps.Exc 17:149:15]

(f) kata Beov AUTMV peTdvolav i ocwtnplav auetTapéAnTov €pyalouévny,
[John.Com B 28:4:26:5]

2 Corinthians 7:11-16 None

Chapter Eight
2 Corinthians 8:1-8 None

2 Corinthians 8:9

(a) AU nuGg yap emtwyxeuoev 0 Kuplog, mouaolog v, (v’ Nueig Th ekeivou mrwyeia
mMouTiowpuev. [Ps.Frag 13:6:3]

2 Corinthians 8:10-13 None

2 Corinthians 8:14

(a) To UV Mepiooeupa ig TO €kelvwv UOTEPNUA, (va Kal TO ékeivwyv Tepioosupa
yévntal (¢ 10 U@V UoTépnua [John.Com A 32:22:284:10]

2 Corinthians 8:15-20 None

2 Corinthians 8:21
(-) mpovool kaAd, Aéywv, Eévariov Kupiou kal avBpwniwv [Luke.Hom 2:16:4]

2 Corinthians 8:22-24 None

Chapter Nine
2 Corinthians 9:1-5 None

2 Corinthians 9:6

(a) 'O oreipwv dpedouevwg dpeldouevwg Kal Bepioel: kKal 0 omeipwv €T eUAoyialg
e’ eUAoyialg kail Oepioel. [John.Com A 13:44:295:20]

2 Corinthians 9:7-15 None

Chapter Ten
2 Corinthians 10:1-2 None
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2 Corinthian 10:3

(a) ’Ev oapki yap ¢@dvTteg oU Katd odpka otpateudueda, [Cels 5:64:26]

(b) ’Ev oapki yap {@vteg oU Katd odpka otpateudueda, [Cels 7:46:13]

(c) ev MalAw T® AeyovTL €V capkl yap (OvTeg oU KaTa capka cTpateuoduedar
[1Cor.Com 16:54]

2 Corinthians 10:4

(a) Ta yap 6ma TG oTpateiag NUAV ou capkika aAAa duvata Td Bed MPOg
KaBaipeolv oOxupwudTwy, Aoylopoug kabalpolvteg [Cels 5:64:27]

(b) Ta yap 6ma TG otpateiag NUAV ou capkika aAla duvata Td Bed [Cels
7:46:14]

(c) Ta yap omia Ttfig oTpateiag NUdV oU capKika aAAa duvata TQ Be® TPOG
kaBaipeatv [1Cor.Com 16:55]

(d) pog kabaipeoiv OXUpWHATWV, AoylopoUg kabalpolvTteg [Prov.Com 13:25:1]

2 Corinthians 10:5

(a) aixpaAwTiCovteg €ig TV UTakonv To0 Xpltotol [John.Com A 13:50:333:5]

(b) mav OYwpa enatpouevov Kata ¢ yvwoews 1ol Beol [Cels 5:1:29]

(c) kal mav UPwua enalpopevov Katd TS yvwoewg To0 o0 [Cels 5:64:26]

(d) Upwpa katd 1Hg yvwoewg To0 6ol emalpouevoy [Jer.Frag B 11:14]

(e) mav UYwpua emalpouevoy Kata TG yvwoewg 100 600 kabalpolvteg [Jer.Frag
B 27:5]

(f) kal mav UPwpa Enalpopevov kata ThHc yvocewc 100 Be00. [1Cor.Com 16:56]

(g) mav UYwpua emalpopuevoy Kata TG yvwoewg To0 Oeo0l. [Ps.Frag 36:35:7]

(h) kail kaBalpolvTwy TMav UPwua Enalpopevoy Katd THG Yvwoswg Tol Oeod.
[Ps.Sel 12:1681:17]

(i) kal mav UPwpua enalpopevov Katd TAS Yvwoewg To0 Ogo0; [Prov.Com 13:25:2]
(j) kai mav UPwua enatpodpevov Kata THg yvwoewg tTo0 ©€o0. [Prov.Exp 17:216:32]

2 Corinthians 10:6

(a) ev eTolpw E£xovteq €kdikoal mdoav napakonv [Jer.Frag B 27:4]

(b) eTolpwg ExovTeg €kDLKETV AOLY Tapakonv, [Ps.Frag 103:18:19]

2 Corinthians 10:7-17 None

2 Corinthians 10:18

(a) oUx 60 AUTOV CUVIOTAVWY, EKETVOG £€0TL DOKIPOG, AAAA OV O KUPLOg ouviotnal

[Mart 35:27]

Chapter Eleven
2 Corinthians 11:1 None

2 Corinthians 11:2
(@) Hppoodaunv updg evi avdpi, mapBevov ayvrv napactiioat T Xplotd [John.Frag
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45:22]

(b) Hppoodunv yap updg toug navtag evi avdpli mapBEvov ayvnyv nmapaothioal, TO
Kupiw. [Basil.Phil A 8:3:14]

(c) Toug mavtag UpGg MapBEvov ayvrv napaoctioal T XploTd [Matt.Com B 11:3:17]
(d) Hppoodunv yap updg toug navtag evi avdpli mapBEvov ayvnyv napaocthioal Td
Kupiw. [Osee 13:828:43]

2 Corinthians 11:3-5 None

2 Corinthians 11:6
(a) el kal iBLWTNG TO® AOYyw AAN’ ouU T yvwoel: [1Cor.Com 22:2]

2 Corinthians 11:7
(a) ) apapTiav éroinoa épauTtov Tarelv®v iva Uueilc uPwOnTe [Matt.Com C
16:8:207]

2 Corinthians 11:8-13 None

2 Corinthians 11:14
(a) oU Baldpa- auTog yap 6 catavag petaocxnuaticetal €ig dyyehov ¢wtog. [Engas
4:27]

2 Corinthians 11:15
(a) o péya olv, el kal oi dldkovol auTtol PETAoXNHATICOVTAL WS SLAKOVOL
dikatoouvng [Engas 4:27]

2 Corinthians 11:16-22 None

2 Corinthians 11:23

(a) €v KOTIOIC TIEPLOCOTEPWG €V TANYAIG TIEPLOCOTEPWS €V GUAAKAIQ
UTepBAANOVTWG €V BavaTtolg TMoAAAKLG [Euches 29:4:4]

(b) €v kOTIOIC TIEPLOTOTEPWG [Jer.Hom A 11:4:28]

(€) év KOTIOIG €0TAL TIEPLOCOTEPWG, £V GUAAKAIG TIEPLOCEUOVTWG, €V TIANYAIQ
UTEPBAANOVTWG, €V BavaTtolg ToAAAKLG: [Basil.Phil A 25:4:31]

(d) €v KOTIOIG TIEPLOTOTEPWG, £V TANYAIG TIEPLOCOTEPWG, €V GUAAKAIQ
uriepBaAAOVTWG, €v BavaTolg oAAAKIG [Jer.Hom B 14:14:28]

(e) OTL &v KOTIOIG £0TAL TIEPLOCOTEPWG, €V GUAAKAIG MEPLOCEUOVTWG, €V TIANYAIQ
UTepBAANOVTWG, €V BavaTtolg TMoAAAKLG: [Rom.Frag A 1:103]

2 Corinthians 11:24

(a) Ut 'loudaiwv MeVTAKIG TEOoAPAKOVTA TIApd piav AnYeTal, Tpic paBdlodnoetal,
darna& A\ilbacOnoetal [Basil.Phil A 25:4:33]

(b) UTO 'loudaiwv MeVTAKIC TeooapdakovTa apd piav Anyetat [Jer.Hom A 11:4:31]
(b) UTO 'loudaiwyv MeVTAKIG TECOAPAKovTa Mmapad piav Anyetal, [Rom.Frag A 1:105]
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2 Corinthians 11:25

(a) Tpig £ppaPdiodn, dmag eABACON, Tplg Evaudynoe, vuxOfuepov ev Td BuB®
nemnoinkev, [Euches 29:4:7]

(b) Tplg €paBdiobnv, Ara& EABAcONV, Tpic évaudynoa. [Jer.Hom A 11:4:31]

(c) Tpic paBdiobnoetal, drag Aibacbnoetal [Basil.Phil A 25:4:34]

(d) Tpig paBdloBNoeTal, drag Aibacbnoetal [Rom.Frag A 1:105]

2 Corinthians 11:26 None

2 Corinthians 11:27
(a) ev KOTW Kal HOXOw, kal v aypuTvialg TOAAAKLG, €V Au® Kal dipel, [Jer.Hom B
14:16:36]

2 Corinthians 11:28
(a) N Hépluva TIao®V TV EKKANOL®V. [Euches 11:2:13]

2 Corinthians 11:29

(a) Tig, yap ¢notv, dobevel kal oUk aoBev®; [John.Com A 10:7:30:3]

(b) Tic dobevel, kal oUK aoBev®; Tig okavdaAileTal, kal oUK €yw Tupoldpal;
[Euches 11:2:13]

(c) Tig doBevel, kal oUk aoBev®; [Lam.Frag 54:4]

(d) Tic dobevel, kal oUK aoBev®; Tic okavdaAiletal, kal oUK Eyw
nupoUuat;[Matt.Com C 12:23:27]

2 Corinthians 11:30-32

2 Corinthians 11:33
(a) Kai d1a Bupidog ev oapyavn €xaracdnv dia 1ol teixoug, kal €EEduyov. [Nave
12:820:38]

Chapter Twelve
2 Corinthians 12:1 None

2 Corinthians 12:2

(a) EiT’ év ompaTl oUK 0ida, eiT’ €KTOG To0 OWUATOC OUK 0ida, 6 Bedg oidev [Cels
1:48:71]

(b) €ig TpiTOV OUpPavVOV [Mart 13:11]

2 Corinthians 12:3 None
2 Corinthians 12:4
(a) hkouoev dppnta pripata, G ouk e§ov avepwrw Aairjoal [Cels 6:6:16]

(b) "Hkouoev dppnta pruata, & olk €§ov avBpwnw Aaifical [Cels 7:43:11]
(c) Ta dppnta pripata & oUk €§ov avBpwnw Aaifioal [John.Com A 6:5:29:9]
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(d) dppnTa prnpata ouxt a oUk €E0V TIvL AaArjoal. [John.Com A 13:5:28:3]

(e) dppnTa pripata, ouk £§6v ¢noiv avBpwrnw AaAifjoat [John.Com A 13:5:29:1]
(f) nprayn eig TOov mapdadeloov Kai NKouoev ppnta pnuata, & ouk £§0v avepmmw
AaAnoat [John.Com A 13:10:58:3]

(9) "Hkouoa Gppnta pnuata, & ouk £§ov avBpwnw Aaifjoal [John.Com A
13:48:316:16]

(h) appnta prpata, @ pn e§ov avbpwnw AaAfjoat [Euches 1:1:19]

(i) "Hkouoa Gppnta pripata G ouk £§ov avBpwriw AaAfjoat. [Basil.Phil A 23:19:10]
(i) appnta pripata, a ouk £EeoTiv avBpwrw AaAfjoat [Matt.Com C 17:2:10]

(k) "Hkouoa appnta pripata, a ouk egov avBpwrw AaArfjoar [Gen.Com 12:81:31]
(I) appnTwy, G ouk £§ov avBpwriw Aaifjoat [John.Com B 20:34:304:2]

2 Corinthians 12:5
(a) Mepl To0 TOlOUTOU KAUXNOOMAl, UTIEP € €uauTtol oU kauxnoouat. [John.Com A
10:7:28:9]

2 Corinthians 12:6
(a) AoylonTtal urep O BAETEL 1) AkoUel €€ auTol, [John.Com A 6:30:157:5]
(b) uN TIC €l auToVv AoyionTtal Urep O BAETeL [Euches 2:1:16]

2 Corinthians 12:7 None

2 Corinthians 12:8
(a) kai epl TOUTOU TPIG TOV KUPLOV TIAPEKAAEDEY, iva anooTf arr autod o
dyyelog to0 oatava [Jer.Hom B 12:8:29]

2 Corinthians 12:9

(a) apkel ool 1] Xaplg pou- 1) yap duvapig pou ev acBeveia teAetodtal [Jer.Hom B
12:8:32]

(b) "H310Ta 0UV Kauxhoopat v Taig Aobeveialg pou, iva Eroknvmon T Eue N
duvaplg to0 Xplotol [Jer.Hom A 11:4:25]

2 Corinthians 12:10

(a) 6tav acbev®, TOTE duvaTog eipl [Luke.Frag 67a:1]

(b) eUdOK® €v aoBeveialg, ev UBpeal kal avaykalg, €v dlwyHoig Kal oTevoxwpialg,
utnep Xplotol [Jer.Hom B 14:14:49]

(c) Eudok® €v acbeveialg, €v UBpeoly, €v avaykalg, €v dIwWYHOIG, €V
otevoxwpialg, [Ps.Frag 118:71:5]

(d) EUdok® év doBeveialg, ev UBpealy, €v Avaykalg, £V dlwyHolg, v
otevoxwplalg. [Ps.Sel 12:1601:7]

2 Corinthians 12:11
(a) Féyova Aepwv- Uueilc ue nvaykacate: [1Cor.Com 18:36]
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2 Corinthians 12:12-18 None

2 Corinthians 12:19
(a) Katevavtiov 100 Oeo0 €v Xptot® Aaroluev [Rom.Frag C 220:8]

2 Corinthians 12:20 None

2 Corinthians 12:21

(a) kal un petavonoavtag £ T doeAyeiq kal dkpaaig, 1) Enpa&av [Princ 3:1:21:17]
(b) kal un petavonoavrag £ T doelyeia kai dkpaaoia ) Empagav; [Basil.Phil A
21:20:19]

(c) MevBel 8¢ kal MOAAOUG TAOV TIPONUAPTNKOTWY, Kal KN geTavonoavtwy el Tf
auaptiq, kai avopiq, kail doeBeig, 1 Empa&av [Ps.Sel 12:1480:51]

Chapter Thirteen
2 Corinthians 13:1-2 None

2 Corinthians 13:3

enel dokiunv Inteite 100 €v €pol AaholvTog Xplotod, 0¢g €ig UNAG oUK AoBevel
AaAAa duvatel v UMiv

(a) € dokiunv Intelte 100 €V ol AaholvTtog Xplotol [John.Com A 6:6:42:1]

(b) € dokiunv Intelte 100 €V ol AaholvTtog XplotoU [John.Com A 10:10:46:1]
(c) n dokiunv Intelte 100 €V €uol AaholvTtog XplotoU [John.Com A 28:7:54:13]
(d) € dokiunv Intelte T00 €V €uol AaholvTtog XplotoU [Jer.Hom B 17:2:8]

(e) dokiunv {ntelte 100 €v €pol Aaholvtog Xplotol KTA [Ps.Frag 118:105:22]
(f) n dokiunyv Inteite 100 €v €uoil Aalolvtog Xplotol [Ps.Exc 17:132:30]

(g9) n dokiunyv Intelte 100 €v €uoi Aalolvtog Xplotol [John.Com B 28:7:54:11]

~— N =

2 Corinthians 13:4

(a) éoTaupwOn €€ aocBeveiag [Jer.Hom B 14:9:2]

(b) €€ aoBeveiag, aAAa Cff ek duvapewg Be00. [Jer.Hom B 15:5:31]

(c) € yap kal eotaup®Bn £§ acBeveiag, alAa ¢fj ek duvapewg Beold [Matt.Com B
10:22:34]

(d) kai eotaupwbn €§ dobeveiag, arla fj €k duvauewg 6eod [Rom.Frag B 5:13]

2 Corinthians 13:5-13 None
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APPENDIX 3 — ORIGEN’S CITATIONS OF GALATIANS

Chapter 1
Galatians 1:1-2

Galatians 1:3
(a) Xapig uplv Kal eiprvn ano 100 o0 Matpog NuUOV Kal Kupiou 'Incold Xplotod,
[Ps.Frag 134:12:10, CPG 1426, TLG 2042.044]

Galatians 1:4

(a) To0 dOVTOG £AUTOV UTEP TAOV AMAPTIOV NUAV, KATA TO BEANUa 100 Ocol Kai
Natpog, émyayev- [Ps.Frag 134:12:10, CPG 1426, TLG 2042.044]

(b) T® d6VTL eQUTOV Mepl TOV AMAPTWADV AUDV, OTwG EEEANTAL NUAG €K TOD
aidvog 100 eveot®Tog ovnpod kal éEEAnTal katd 10 OEANua 100 Beol Kal
natpog NUAV [Orat 25:1:21, CPG 1477, TLG 2042.008]

(c) Onwg eEEANTAL UAG €K TOO ai®vog Tol éveoT®TOC TIOVNPOU- Kal
eEayopalopevol TOV Kalpov OTL al nuépat rmovnpai eiotv. [1Cor.Com 87:18, CPG
1458, TLG 2042.034]

(d) 6Twg €EEANTAL NUGG €K TOO aidvog To0 eveot®Tog ovnpol [Eph.Com 9:177,
CPG 1460, TLG 2042.035]

(e) "Onwg €EEAnTAL NUAG €K TOO aldvog ToU eéveot®Tog Tovnpol. [Ps.Sel
12:1412:52, CPG 1425, TLG 2042.058]

(f) Nuag €k To0 ai®vog Tol eveot®Tog rMovnpol [Jer.Hom B 17:3:9, CPG 1438, TLG
2042.021]

(g) €€eAbevog NUAG amno 100 aidvog tol éveotdTtog ovnpol [Cels 5:32:22, CPG
1476, TLG 2042.001]

(h) €EeAdpevog nuag amno tol aidvog To0 eveot®Ttog Tovnpol [Basil.Phil A
22:11:11, CPG 1502, TLG 2042.019]

Galatians 1:5

[This passage cannot be represented as a unique reading of Galatians as there are
other reading in 2 Timothy 4:18, 1 Peter 4:11, and Revelation 7:12]

Galatians 1:6-7 None

Galatians 1:8

(a) iva kGv dyyeAog €& oupavol evayyeAiontal, fj d10GEN NuGg map’ 6 6 MNMadAog
€di(da&ev, avdbena €otw, [Ps.Frag 68:14:9, CPG 1426, TLG 2042.044]

Galatians 1:9-14 None

Galatians 1:15

(a) "OTe d¢ eUdOKNOEV O Be0C, 6 Adopioag He €K KOIAIag uNTpPOG Hou, [Basil.Phil A
25:1:3, CPG 1502, TLG 2042.019]
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(b) 61 B¢ €UdOKNCEV O B0, O Adopicag pe €k KolAiag untpodg pou [Rom.Frag
A 1:2, CPG 1457, TLG 2042.036]

Galatians 1:16

(a) armokaAUuyatl Tov uidov autol év epol. [Basil.Phil A 25:1:3, CPG 1502, TLG
2042.019]

(b) drmokaAUuyat Tov uidov autol év epoi. [Rom.Com A 1:2, CPG 1457, TLG 2042.036]

Galatians 1:17-18 None

Galatians 1:19

(a) "ETepov 8¢ TOV AMooTOAwV oUK £idov, i ur) lakwBov Tov adeAdpov Tol
kupiou. [Matt.Com B 10:17:29, CPG 1450, TLG 2042.029]

(b) AdeAdov tol kuplou, [Cels 1:47:19, CPG 1476, TLG 2042.001]

Galatians 1:20-24 None

Chapter 2
Galatians 2:1-8 None

Galatians 2:9

(a) Kal yvovteg TV xapltv, pnolv 0 Andotolog, tnv dobeiodv pol, ldkwpBog Kai
Knedag kai lwavvng, ol doko0vtec otOAot eival. [Ps.Sel 12:1533:52, CPG 1425, TLG
2042.058]

(b) oi dokolvTeg otdAot eival de&lag Edwkav MavAw kal Bapvapa kowvwviag,
avTol gig TV neptrounyv [Cels 2:1:56, CPG 1476, TLG 2042.001]

(c) de&lag Edwkav epoi kai BapvaBa kowvwviag, iva nuelg eig 1a £€6vn, avTol 8¢
eic v nepitounv- [Matt.Com C 16:8:177, CPG 1450, TLG 2042.030]

(d) de&lag yap £dwkav £pol kai Bapvapa kowvwviag, iva fpeig eig Ta £6vn avtol
d¢ eic MV nepitounv. [1Cor.Com 15:43, CPG 1458, TLG 2042.034]

(e) Agglag, yap pnotv, Edwkav Epol kai Bapvapa kowvwviag, iva fueig eig Ta £€6vn,
auTol 8¢ €ig TNV nepttounv. [John.Com B 32:17:208:2, CPG 1453, TLG 2042.079]

Galatians 2:10

(a) povov TV WYV (va pvnuovelwuev [Matt.Com C 16:8:180, CPG 1450, TLG
2042.030]

Galatians 2:11 None

Galatians 2:12

(a) ouveaobBielv, EABOVTOC lakwBou TPOG aUTOV AdwpLlev EAUTOV ATIO TOV EBVAV,
doBoluevog Toug €k TAG Tepttoung: [Cels 2:1:50, CPG 1476, TLG 2042.001]
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Galatians 2:13 None

Galatians 2:14
(a) El oU 'louddaiog undpxwv €0VIKOG Kal oUK loudaik®g g, MG Ta £€6vn
avaykalelg loudatletv; [John.Com B 32:5:63:4, CPG 1453, TLG 2042.079]

Galatians 2:15 None

Galatians 2:16 (cannot be distinguished from Romans 3:20, therefore not included)
(a) €€ EpywVv vopou ol dikawwbnoetal mdoa odp§ [Rom.Frag D 3:20:1, CPG 1457,
TLG 2042.039]

Galatians 2:17-18 None

Galatians 2:19

(a) Xpot® ouveotavpwpatl [Cels 2:69:8, CPG 1476, TLG 2042.001]

(b) Xpiot® ouveotatpwTtat [John.Com A 10:35:230:3, CPG 1453, TLG 2042.005]
(c) Xptot® ouveotaupwpat [Matt.Com A 271:21, CPG 1450, TLG 2042.028]

(d) Xplot® ouveotatpwpal [Matt.Com C 12:25:20, CPG 1450, TLG 2042.030]
(e) Xplot® ouveotalpwpat [John.Com B 20:12:92:3, CPG 1453, TLG 2042.079]
(f) Xprot® ouveotaupwpat [1Cor.Com 30:5, CPG 1458, TLG 2042.034]

Galatians 2:20

(@) OUKETL D £yw, ¢ 6¢ ev Epol Xplotog [John.Com A 10:10:45:5, CPG 1453, TLG
2042.005]

(b) Z® B¢ oUkeTL EYW, ¢ O¢ eV Epol Xplotog. [John.Com A 13:52:351:9, CPG 1453,
TLG 2042.005]

(c) ¢® oUKETL Eyw: Kal vOv 6e pavnTw, i ApavTeg eQUT®V TOV OTAUPOV TR 'Incol
nkoAouBnoauev- Oriep yEyovev, i Cff €v Nuiv Xplotog. [Mart 12:30, CPG 1475, TLG
2042.007]

(d) Z® oukeTL EYyw, ¢f 6¢ ev Epol Xplotog [John.Com B 20:12:93:1, CPG 1453, TLG
2042.079]

(e) (i o€ OUKETL eYW, Cff O€ v epol XpLoTog- [Matt.Com C 12:25:4, CPG 1450, TLG
2042.030]

(f) ¢® d€ oUKETL EYW, Cfj € €V epoil XpLoTog: [1Cor.Com 30:5, CPG 1458, TLG
2042.034]

(9) {® O¢ OUKETL eYw Cfj € €v gpol Xpictoc: [Eph.Com 19:51, CPG 1460, TLG
2042.035]

(h) Z® B¢ oukeTL EYW, Cfj O€ eV €pol Xplotog. [Pass 94:24, CPG 1480, TLG
2042.118]

(i) ¢® o€ oukeTL eYw (fj O€ €V epol Xplctog: [Rom.Frag A 41:3, CPG 1457, TLG
2042.036]

(i) Z® yap, ¢nolv, oUKETL eYD- (fj OE €V epol XpLoTog. [Ps.Sel 12:1525:3, CPG 1425,
TLG 2042.058]
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Galatians 2:21 None

Chapter 3

Galatians 3:1

(@) "Q avéntol MFalatat, Tic UHAGS €BAoKavey, €v oic Kat’ 6¢pBaApouc Incoldg
XploTog npoeypdon €v UULV €oTaupwuevog; [Ps.Frag 9:6:17, CPG 1426, TLG
2042.044]

Galatians 3:2-3 None

Galatians 3:4
(a) Ttooalta endbete eikfy. [Jer.Hom B 19:14:57, CPG 1438, TLG 2042.021]

Galatians 3:5-9 None

Galatians 3:10
(a) "Oool yap €€ Epywv vOuou eiolv, UTO katdpav eioiv. [Deut.Adnot 17:36:5,15,
CPG 1419, TLG 2042.070]

(b) 6001 Yap €€ Epywv vopou elolv UTIO Katapayv eioi, yéypartrat yap:
ETLKATAPATOG TAG 0G OUK EPPEVEL TAOL TOIG YEYPANMEVOLG €V T® BLBAiw ToO 6poU
To0 mowmoat autd, [Rom.Frag A 36a:11, CPG 1457, TLG 2042.036]

(c) "Oool yap €€ Epywv vouou eiolv Uno katapav eioi, yéypartrat yap:
ETLKATAPATOG TIAG OG OUK EPMEVEL TIACL TOTG YEYPaAPMEVOLG EV T® BLBAiw TOO
vopou to0 notjoat avta. [Basil.Phil A 9:1:14, CPG 1502, TLG 2042.019]

Galatians 3:11-12 None

Galatians 3:13

(a) Xplctog yap nuac €Enyopacev €k ThHc katdpac Tol VOUoU, YEVOUEVOC UTIEP
nu®V katdpa- [1Cor.Com 43:28, CPG 1458, TLG 2042.034]

(b) NuAG €EnyOpaceV €K TAG KATAPAG YEVOUEVOG UTEP NUAV Katdpa, [Rom.Frag C
192.1, CPG 1457, TLG 2042.038]

(c) ano ¢ katdpag 100 vOuoU, YeVOUEVOG UTIEP NUAV KaTapa- [Cant.Sch
17.268.11, CPG 1433, TLG 2042.076]

(d) eEnydpaocev Nuag ek g katapag Tod vopou 0 ev TQ MaBelv UTEp AvBpOTIWY
YeVOUEVOG UTEP NUOV KaTtdpa. [Matt.Com B 11:8:36, CPG 1450, TLG 2042.029]

Galatians 3:14-18 None
Galatians 3:19

(a) dlatayeic dU' ayyeAwv €v xelpl peoitou- [Jer.Hom B 13.01.36, CPG 1438, TLG
2042.021]
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(b) TV MapaBacewv Xaptv £€1€0N, dxpt oU EABN TO oTEppa @ EmmyyeAtal,
dlatayeig dU” ayyeAwyv v xelpl peaitou- [Basil.Phil A 9:1:22, CPG 1502, TLG
2042.019]

(c) 6 vopog dlatayeig d’ ayyéAwyv [Matt.Com C 17:2:115, CPG 1450, TLG 2042.030]
(d) 6 vouog yap TV MapaBacewv Xaptv £€1€0n, dxpt ol £A6N TO oréppa @
egrmyyeAtal, diatayelg o' ayyéAwv €v xelpi peoitou- [Rom.Frag A 36a:17, CPG
1457, TLG 2042.036]

Galatians 3:20-23 None

Galatians 3:24

(a) "QoTe 0 vopog Madaywyog NUAV YEyovev €ig XploTov, (va €K THOTEWG
OlkalwB®pev- [Basil.Phil A 9:1:25, CPG 1502, TLG 2042.019]

(b) WoTe O vOpOC MAdaywyog NUMV YEYoveV €ig XpLoTOV, (va €K THOTEWG
olkaiwBopev: [Rom.Frag A 36a:19, CPG 1457, TLG 2042.036]

(c) 0 vOpog Madaywyog NuUAV yéyovev gig Xplotov. [Rom.Frag A 10:5, CPG 1457,
TLG 2042.036]

Galatians 3:25

(a) ENBoUONG B¢ TG THoTEWG OUKETL UTIO Maldaywyov opev. [Rom.Frag A 36a:19,
CPG 1457, TLG 2042.036]

(b) €ABoUONG O€ TG THOTEWG OUKETL UTIO Tatdaywyov eopev. [Basil.Phil A 9:1:25,
CPG 1502, TLG 2042.019]

Galatians 3:26

(a) mavteg yap uiol Beol £0Te d1a TG MioTEWG £V XpLoT® 'Incold. [Rom.Frag A
36a:19, CPG 1457, TLG 2042.036]

(b) mavteg yap uiol B0l £ote d1a TG TioTEWG £V XPLOT® 'Incodl. [Basil.Phil A
9:1:26, CPG 1502, TLG 2042.019]

Galatians 3:27-29

Chapter 4

Galatians 4:1

(a) 0 KAnpovOouOoG VNTIOG €0TLV, OUDEV dladEpel doUAou, KUplog avtwy GV [Orat
22:2:5, CPG 1477, TLG 2042.008]

(b) KAnpovopog—T) VATIOG 8¢ G Undev dladépwv doUAou [Matt.Com C, 13:26:90,
CPG 1477, TLG 2042.008]

(c) kKAnpovouov apda TOV Xpovov ov viTuog €otl. [Matt.Com C 15:35:70, CPG 1450,
TLG 2042.030]

Galatians 4:2

(a) UTO €TuTpoOTIOUG TUYXAVOUOL Kal oikovououg [John.Com A 1:7:38:4, CPG 1453,
TLG 2042.005]
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(b) AAN’ UTIO €ruTPOTIOUG £0TL Kal oikovopoug dxpl THg MpoBeopiag Tol MaTPog
[Orat 22:2:6, CPG 1477, TLG 2042.008]
(c) uno erutpoToug Kal oikovopoug [Matt.Com C 15:35:70, CPG 1450, TLG 2042.030]

Galatians 4:3 None

Galatians 4:4

(a) 61e 8¢ NABe 1O MApwua ToO Xpodvou, EEaréoTellev O Oedg TOV UidV alToO.
[Eph.Com 5:50, CPG 1460, TLG 2042.035]

(b) yevopevog €k yuvalkog [Cels 1:70:10, CPG 1476, TLG 2042.001]

Galatians 4:5 None

Galatians 4:6

(a) kapdialg TV pakapinv kpdlov appa 6 matmp [Orat 2:3:12, CPG 1477, TLG
2042.008]

(b) €v Talg kapdialg TV ayiwv kpalelv, ABRAG 6 Matnp, [Ps.Sel 12:1124:38, CPG
1425, TLG 2042.058]

(c) év Taig kapdialg TOV ayiwv kpdlelv, ABBRA o Matnp, [Ps.Frag 12:1124:38, CPG
1426, TLG 2042.044]

Galatians 4:7-8 None

Galatians 4:9

(a) NOv d¢ yvovTeg Beov, pdAlov de yvwaBévTteg UTY autol. [John.Frag 71:21, CPG
1453, TLG 2042.006]

(b) NOv 8¢ yvovteg Beov, udAAov de yvwoBevTteg umod 100 Beol [John.Com B
4:24:8, CPG 1453, TLG 2042.079]

Galatians 4:10

(a) ‘Huépag mapatnpeiobe Kai privag kai kalpoug kal éviautoug; [Cels 8:21:31,
CPG 1476, TLG 2042.001]

(b) NUEPQG 1 uvag i Kalpoug 1) eviautoug [Orat 27:14:2, CPG 1477, TLG 2042.008]

Galatians 4:11

(a) poBolpal bpag pn nwg eikfj kekoriaka eig updg. [Cels 8:21:32, CPG 1476, TLG
2042.001]

Galatians 4:12-13 None

Galatians 4:14

(a) TOv TElpaocpOV VU@V eV T oapki pou oUk e§ouBevinoate oude egemrloare,
[Eph.Com 14:32, CPG 1460, TLG 2042.035]
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Galatians 4:15 None

Galatians 4:16

(a) €xBpog yap yéyove T0ig AkoUoualv aAnBsUwv auTtolg. [Jer.Hom B 14:13:12,
CPG 1438, TLG 2042.021]

(b) €xBpOC UUMV Yéyova AAnBeUwyv Uulv. [Jer.Hom B 14:16:36, CPG 1438, TLG
2042.021]

(c) ExBpog UMiv yéyova AAnBelwv UMiv- [Ps.Sel 12:1129:53, CPG 1425, TLG
2042.058]

Galatians 4:17-18 None

Galatians 4:19
(a) wdvnoavteg HEXPL HOPPwWOT) XploTog ev auToilg [Jer.Frag B 10:4, CPG 1438,
TLG 2042.010]

Galatians 4:20 None

Galatians 4:21

(a) AéyeTé pot enolv ol UTo vopov BéNovTeg elval, TOV vOUOV oUK akoUeTe; [Princ
4:2:6:28, CPG 1482, TLG 2042.002]

(b) AéyeTé pot, pnolv, oi UTIO vopov BEAovTeg eival, TOV VOUOV 0UK AKOUETE;
[Basil.Phil A 1:13:32, CPG 1502, TLG 2042.019]

(c) AéyeTé pol, oi umd vopov BENovTec ival, TOV vopov oUk akoUeTe; [Rom.Frag A
36a:22, CPG 1457, TLG 2042.036]

(d) AéyeTé pot, pnolv, oi UTO vopov BEAovTeg eival, TOV VOOV oUK AVayIVOKETE,
[Ps.Sel 12:1592:25, CPG 1425, TLG 2042.058]

(e) AéyeTé pol, oi utd vopov BéAovTeg sival, TOV vopov oUk dkoueTe; [Basil.Phil A
9:1:1-33, CPG 1502, TLG 2042.019]

(f) AéyeT€ poL ol TOV VOOV AvayLlvWCKOVTEG TOV VOOV OUK akouete, [Rom.Frag A
10:5, CPG 1457, TLG 2042.036]

(g) AéyeT€ pol, oi TOV VOOV AvayLlvwoKOVTEG, TOV VOOV oUK akouete [Cels 2:3:7,
CPG 1476, TLG 2042.001]

(h) AéyeT€ pol, ol TOV VOOV AVAYIVWOKOVTEG, TOV VOOV OUK akoUeTe [Cels
4:44:25, CPG 1476, TLG 2042.001]

Galatians 4:22

(a) yéyparmrat yap ott ABpadp dUo uioug €oxev, €va €k TAC MaldiokNg Kal Eva €k
TAG éAeuBépac. [Princ 4:2:6:28, CPG 1482, TLG 2042.002]

(b) Yéyparmrat yap ot ABpadu dUo uioug €oxev, €va €k TAC MaldiokNg Kai Eva €k
TAG €AeuBépag: [Basil.Phil A 1:13:34, CPG 1502, TLG 2042.019]

(c) yéypartral yap 6Tt ABpadu dUo uloUg €oxev, €va €K TAG Maldiokng kal €va ek
TAG €éAeuBépag. [Basil.Phil A 9:1:30, CPG 1502, TLG 2042.019]

(d) yéyparmrat yap o1t ABpadp dUo uiouc €cxev, €va €K TRc Taldicknc kal Eva €k
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TAc éAeuBépac. [Rom.Frag A 36a:22, CPG 1457, TLG 2042.036]

(e) yéypartral yap, ABpadp duo ulouc €cxev [Rom.Frag A 10:9, CPG 1457, TLG
2042.036]

(f) Féypartral yap, 0Tt ABpadpu dUo uioUg €oxev, €va €K TAG Taldiokng, kal €va ek
TAG €AeuBépag: [Ps.Sel 12:1592:25, CPG 1425, TLG 2042.058]

(g9) Téypartral yap otL ABpadu duo uloug £oxe, [Cels 2:3:7, CPG 1476, TLG
2042.001]

(h) Féypartrat yap 0tL ABpadpu dUo uloUg €oxev, €va €k TAG Taldiokng kal Eva €k
TAG €AeuBépag. [Cels 4:44:25, CPG 1476, TLG 2042.001]

(i) ABpaapu dUo uiolg €axev, €va €k TAG maldiokng kal €va ek Tg eAeuBépag,
[Matt.Com C 17:34:71, CPG 1450, TLG 2042.030]

Galatians 4:23

(a) 0 ek ¢ Madiokng, €ig 10 duvnOfval uetd ToldTov YevvnOfjval Tov TAg
€AeuBépag kal Tov d1a TAG enayyeAiag. [Jer.Hom A 05:15:11, CPG 1438, TLG
2042.009]

(b) AAN’ O pEV €K TAG MaldioKNG KAaTA odpKa yeyEvvnTal, 0 O€ €K TAC EAeuBépag
d1a g emnayyeAiag [Princ 4:2:6, CPG 1482, TLG 2042.002]

() AAN’ 6 pev €k TAG Taldiokng KaTa oapka yeyévvnTtal, 0 8¢ €K THG EAeuBEPAg
dla g emnayyeAiag [Basil.Phil A 1:13:32, CPG 1502, TLG 2042.019]

(d) AAN’ O pev €K TAG Maldiokng KaTa odpKa yeyEvvntal, 0 d€ €K TAC EAeubépag
d1a g emayyeAiag. [Basil.Phil A 9:1:32, CPG 1502, TLG 2042.019]

(e) AAN’ O pev €k ThAc Taldickne Katd capka yeyévvntal, 6 8¢ €k Tric EéAeubépac dla
TAc énayyeAiac. [Rom.Frag A 36a:22, CPG 1457, TLG 2042.036]

(f) kal 0 eV €K TG MadioKNG Kata odpka yeyEvvnTal, O d€ €k TRG EAeuBEpag dila
TAG énayyeAiag [Matt.Com C 17:34:75, CPG 1450, TLG 2042.030]

(g) AN\’ 6 pev €k TG Taldiokng Kata odpka yeyevvntal, 0 d€ €K TG EAeubBEpag
dla g emnayyeAiag. [Cels 4:44:27, CPG 1476, TLG 2042.001] [see 4:22]

Galatians 4:24

(a) aTiva €oTlv aAAnyopoupeva- autal yap €lot duo dlabnkat kai 1a €ERG. [Princ
4:2:6, CPG 1482, TLG 2042.002]

(b) aTiva eoTlv aAAnyopouleva- autal yap eiotv duo dlabnkal, kai 1a €ERG.
[Basil.Phil A 1:13:32, CPG 1502, TLG 2042.019]

(c) ATiva eoTiv aAAnyopoupeva: autal yap €10l duo dlabnkat, hia HeV aro opoug
2wva, €1¢ douAelav yevvwoa, NTig oty Ayap- [Cels 4:44:27, CPG 1476, TLG
2042.001]

(d) dTwva €otiv aAAnyopoupeva [Cels 2:3:8, CPG 1476, TLG 2042.001]

(e) dTtwva €otiv aAAnyopoupeva [Matt.Com B 10:14:42, CPG 1450, TLG 2042.029]
(f) "ATiva £ctiv AAAnyopoUueva, Kal altal yap eict duo diabrikat- [1Cor.Com 35:28,
CPG 1458, TLG 2042.034]
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Galatians 4:25 None

Galatians 4:26

(a) ‘H d’ dvw, onoiv, lepoucalnu EéAeubépa €oTiv, NTIG €0TL U TNP NUOV. [Cels
4:44:31, CPG 1476, TLG 2042.001]

(b) /) Avw ‘lepoucalnu €Aeubépa €oTiv, NTIC €0TIL uNTNP NUOV. [Princ 4:3:8:9, CPG
1482, TLG 2042.002]

(c) ‘H 8¢ dvw ‘lepoucaAnu eAeuBEpa €0Tiv, NTIG €0TIV UNTNP NUAV, WG YEYpArTTal
Kal Td £&fic. [Jer.Hom A 5:13:11, CPG 1438, TLG 2042.009]

(d) ‘H avw ‘lepoucalnu €éAeuBépa €oTly, NTIC €0TI uNTNPE NUAV. [Basil.Phil A
1:24:10, CPG 1502, TLG 2042.019]

(e) Avw ‘lepoucaAnpu éAeuBépq, [Matt.Com B 11:17:42, CPG 1450, TLG 2042.029]
(f) /) O€ Avw ‘lepoucalnu EAeuBépa €aTiv, NTIC €0TL HATNP NUAV. [Matt.Com C
16:15:25, CPG 1450, TLG 2042.030]

(9) ‘H dvw ‘lepoucainu €éAeuBepa €oTiv, NTIG €0TI uNTNP NUAV. [Ps.Frag 44:9:58,
CPG 1426, TLG 2042.044]

(h) n dvw ‘lepoucaAnu wg eAeubépa, [Ps.Frag 75:3:25, CPG 1426, TLG 2042.044]
(i) ) O¢ Avw ‘lepoucalnu EAeuBépa €aTiy, NTIG €0TLV PNTNP NUAV. [Ps.Frag
118:100:18, CPG 1426, TLG 2042.044]

(j) ‘H B¢ avw ‘lepoucaAnu EAeuBépa €oTiv- NTIG €0TL UNTNP TAVTWY NUOV. [Ps.Frag
130:2:15, CPG 1426, TLG 2042.044]

(k) ‘H 8¢ dvw ‘lepoucaAnu eAeuBépa €aTiv, NTIG €0TL UNTNP NUOV, Kal TA €EAG.
[Ps.Sel 12:1649:18, CPG 1425, TLG 2042.058]

Galatians 4:27

(a) MoAAd Ta TéKva TAG €prou HAAAov 1) TAG €xolong Tov dvdpa. [Jer.Hom A
3:2:21, CPG 1438, TLG 2042.009]

(b) EUdpavOnTL oTelpa 1) oU TikTOUOQ, PrigoV Kal Bonoov 1) oUK wdivouoaq, OTL
TIOAAQ TA TEKVA TAG €pnHou PAAAoV 1) TRG €xouong Tov avdpa- [Jer.Hom A 9.3.10,
CPG 1438, TLG 2042.009]

Galatians 4:28-31 None

Chapter 5
Galatians 5:1 None

Galatians 5:2

(a) "OT1L €av mMeplTEUVNOOE, XploTOg oUdev UHAG wdeAnoel. [Cels 5:48:34, CPG
1476, TLG 2042.001]

(b) 6TL’Eav mepitévNnobe, Xplotog UNAG oudev wpeAnoet [Rom.Frag C 190:14,
CPG 1457, TLG 2042.038]

Galatians 5:3 None
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Galatians 5:4

(a) ev vouw dikalodcBe Tric xapitoc e&enecate: [Rom.Frag A 10:5, CPG 1457, TLG
2042.036]

(b) ottiveg ev vouw dilkalouoBe Tng xapttog eEeneoate, [Rom.Frag A 10:14, CPG
1457, TLG 2042.036]

(c) Ottveg yap, enoiv, ev vopw dikato0oBe, TAG xapttog egeneoete.[Ps.Exc
17:144:32, CPG 1425, TLG 2042.074]

Galatians 5:5-7 None

Galatians 5:8
(a) ‘H melopovn oUk €k To0 kaAoUvTtog UUAG. [Cels 6:57:16, CPG 1476, TLG
2042.001]

Galatians 5:9

(a) Mikpa CUun OAov T dUpapa Cupol [John.Com A 6:34:2, CPG 1453, TLG
2042.005]

(b) pikpa Yap 0N 6Aov 10 dUpapa Cupot [Jer.Frag B 22:23, CPG 1438, TLG
2042.010]

(c) pikpa CUUN 6Aov 10 dUpapa Cupotl. [Jer.Frag B 64:7, CPG 1438, TLG 2042.010]
(d) pikpa yap ¢onot Cuun O6Aov 10 pUpapa Cupol. [Luke.Frag 107:14, CPG 1451, TLG
2042.017]

() MIKpaA CUN; 6Aov TO PUpaua ToUTo ou Cupot; [1Cor.Com 26:48, CPG 1458, TLG
2042.034]

Galatians 5:10-13 None

Galatians 5:14

(a) memM\npwkéval TMv ayamnnoelg Tov MAnoiov cou wg €autov [Matt.Com
C 15:14:41, CPG 1450, TLG 2042.030]

(b) TV ayarmoelg Tov MAnaolov cou wg eautov [Matt.Com C 15:14:70, CPG 1450,
TLG 2042.030] [see context (a)]

Galatians 5:15
(a) Ei 8¢ aANAoug dakveTe Kal kateaBiete, BAEMETE N UTIO AAANAWV AVaAWBNATE.
[Eze.Frag 13:784:31, CPG 1442, TLG 2042.062]

Galatians 5:16
(a) mvetpatt meptratelv kai Eérmbupiav capkog [John.Com A 18:109:5, CPG 1453,
TLG 2042.005]

Galatians 5:17

(a) ) oap& eénebUpel kata To0 TveUATOg OUdE TO TMvelua KATA THG C0APKOG,
[Jer.Hom A 11:2:11, CPG 1438, TLG 2042.009]
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(b) ‘H oap& erubupel kata Tol veUpaTog, To ¢ vedua Kata g oapkog, [Cels
8:23:18, CPG 1476, TLG 2042.001]

() N MeV oapE erubupel kaTta To0 NMveUPATOG, TO O€ Tve A KATA TAG 0ApKOG.
[Matt.Com C 14:3:13, CPG 1450, TLG 2042.030]

(d) odpka érubupoloav kata To0 nveUuaTtog [Cels 3:28:40, CPG 1476, TLG
2042.001]

Galatians 5:18 None

Galatians 5:19

(a) davepd d€ €0TL TA Epya TRS 0apKoOg, [Ps.Sel 12:1132:37, CPG 1425, TLG
2042.058]

(b) davepd d€ €0TL TA Epya THRG 0APKOG, O iepOg ATIOGTOAOG Pn oLy, ATIVA €0TL
Molxelal, mopvelal, acEAyelal, eidwAoAaTpeial, kai Ta €ERQ. [Ps.Sel 12:1277:23,
CPG 1425, TLG 2042.058]

(c) &twva Qv Topveia kal akabapoia. [Eph.Com 25:69, CPG 1460, TLG 2042.035]
(d) Ta épya TAC capKOG» olc £BaAlev 1) 0dpE, oUKETL Mopveia, oUKETL dkabapoia,
OUK acéAyela, [Jer.Hom A 11:2:7, CPG 1438, TLG 2042.009]

(e) pavepd d€ €cTL TA Epya Thic capkdc, dTivd ecti mopveia kal Ta €ERg, [Eph.Com
25:69, CPG 1460, TLG 2042.035]

Galatians 5:20
(a) eidwAolatpia, oU dapupakeia kai Ta Aowrd. [Jer.Hom A 11:2:7, CPG 1438, TLG
2042.009]

Galatians 5:21 None

Galatians 5:22

(a) 0 kaptog 100 MVEUPATOG €0TIV: Aydrm, Xapd, eipnvn, HakpoBuuia, Xpnotong,
ayabwaouvn, rioTig, [Luke.Frag 112:3, CPG 1451, TLG 2042.017]

(b) kapmog To0 nMveUuaTog, Kai 1) Xapd Kal n eipnvn Kai 1) pakpodupia kai Ta Aotma.
[Matt.Com C 16:27:35, CPG 1450, TLG 2042.030]

(c) 0 6¢ Kapmog To0 nMvelMATOG 0TIV Ayarm, Xapd, ipnvn, HakpoBbupia,
XPNOoTOTNG, Ayabwaouvn, micTig, [1Cor.Com 11:48, CPG 1458, TLG 2042.034]

(d) O B¢ kKapTOg TOO TVEUPATOG £0TIV Aydarm xapa eipnvn kai ta €€RGQ. [Eph.Com
25:57, CPG 1460, TLG 2042.035]

(e) 0 yap kapmog To0 nvelpaTtog €oTlv ayarm, xapa, ipnvn, Hakpobupia, mioTig,
[Ps.Frag 106:37:11, CPG 1426, TLG 2042.044]

(f) ‘O kapmog 100 nMveUPaTOG £0TL XAPA, elpnvn, ayarm, JakpoBuuia, K. T. €. [Ps.Sel
12:1460:7, CPG 1425, TLG 2042.058]

(g) 'O d¢ kapmog Tol MvelaTOg €0TL XapPA, Aydarm, eipnvn, JakpoBuuia, kal Ta
£ERC. [Ps.Sel 12:1504:34, CPG 1425, TLG 2042.058]

(h) dyamm kai eiprfivn kai xapa kai pakpoBuuia, Xpnototng te kai ayabwolvn Kai
nioTiq [Basil.Phil A 26:1:25, CPG 1502, TLG 2042.019]
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(i) ayarmg, xapdg, eipnvng, HakpoBupiag, xpnotdétTnTog, ayadbwaolvng, TioTewg,
eykpateiag [Jer.Frag B, CPG 1438, TLG 2042.010]

Galatians 5:23

(a) mpaodNg, eykpatela [Luke.Hom 22:137:6, CPG 1451, TLG 2042.016]

(b) mpadtng Kai eykpdatela- [Basil.Phil A 26:1:25, CPG 1502, TLG 2042.019]
(c) mpaod1Nng, eykpatela- [Luke.Frag 112:5, CPG 1451, TLG 2042.017]

(d) mpadNg, eykpatela [Matt.Com C 16:29:20, CPG 1450, TLG 2042.030]
(e) mpaodNc, eykpdtela- [1Cor.Com 11:49, CPG 1458, TLG 2042.034]

~— O =

Galatians 5:24 None

Galatians 5:25
(a) Et nveUpaTt {uev, veluatl kal ototx®@uev: [Cels 7:52:17, CPG 1476, TLG
2042.001]

Galatians 5:26 None

Chapter 6
Galatians 6:1-6

Galatians 6:7

(a) "O yap eav omeipn dvBpwrog, Todto Katl Bepioer [John.Com A 13:43:288:4, CPG
1453, TLG 2042.005]

(b) "OT11 6 eav omeipn dvBpwriog, £kelvo kal Bepioet. [Ps.Exc 17:120:30, CPG 1425,
TLG 2042.074]

(c) un mMavaobe, Beog oU puktnpiletal. [Jer.Hom B 20:3:32, CPG 1438, TLG
2042.021]

Galatians 6:8

(a) oreipag €ig 1O nMveUua AAAQ €ig TNV odpka, Bepioel pev v ¢pOopav, [Orat
19:2:25, CPG 1477, TLG 2042.008]

(b) oTL 0 OTEEIPWYV €1G TNV 0APKA EK TNG 0APKOG Beploetl pOopav: o0 de OTEIPWV €IG
TO TIVEUMA KAl €K TOU TiveupaTtog Beploet {wnv alwviov. [John.Com A 13:43:288:6,
CPG 1453, TLG 2042.005]

(c) omeipopev oUdev eic TV odpka AAAAG TdvTa €ig 1O rvedpa, iva un Bepiowuev
¢0opav €K TG 0apkOg AAN’ ano 1ol nveUpaTtog (wnv aiwviov: [Jer.Hom A 11.2.21,
CPG 1438, TLG 2042.009]

Galatians 6:9-13 None
Galatians 6:14

(a) 'Epol de pn yevolto kauxdoBat el un ev 1@ otaup® To0 Kupiou pou 'Incod
Xplotod, 3 oU €pol KOOUOG £€0TAUPWTAL KAY®D TG KOOUW, [Cels 2:69:9, CPG 1476,
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TLG 2042.001]

(b) 'Epol k6opog eotalpwTal, kayw K6opw. [Cels 5:64:23, CPG 1476, TLG 2042.001]
(c) 'Epol 8¢ ) yévorto kauxaobal ei pr v T® otaup®d To0 Kupiou AU®V Incol
Xplotod, U oU €pol K6OUOG €0TaUPWTAL KAY® TR KOOUW: [Jer.Hom A 11:4:20, CPG
1438, TLG 2042.009]

(d) epol k6opog €otalpwTtal, kayw kKOouw [Jer.Hom B 18:2:47, CPG 1438, TLG
2042.021]

(e) epol pn yévorto kauxaoBat i pr ev T otaup®d To0 Kupiou NUAV 'INcod
Xplotod, U oU €pol KOOUOG £0TAUPWTAL KAY®D TG KOOUW. [Matt.Com C 12:25:21,
CPG 1450, TLG 2042.030]

(f) epol kO6opOG eoTaUpwTaAl KAYW TO® KOOUW [Matt.Com C 13:21:28, CPG 1450, TLG
2042.030]

(g) 'Epol de pn yevouto kauxaclat ei pun ev td ctaup®d [1Cor.Com 6:15, CPG 1458,
TLG 2042.034]

(h) Ei p) év @ ctaup® 100 Kupiou UGV 'Incol Xpictod, 3 oU €pol kbcpoc
écral’Jpral Kdyd) T® kKOcuw: [1Cor.Com 6:17, CPG 1458, TLG 2042.034]

(i) €pol de un ysvowo Kauxaceal el pn ev I® cmupw T00 Kupiou HuUAV 'Incod
Xplcto0, & oU £uol KOcpoc EcTaupwTal KAYy® T® kOcuw: [Rom.Frag A 17:6, CPG
1457, TLG 2042.036]

(j) EMoL 0 KOOpOG e0TAUPWON, Kayw Tw Koouw. [Ps.Frag 118:120:3, CPG 1426, TLG
2042.044]

(k) ’Epol de pn yevolto kauxaoBat, el un €v T® otaup® 1ol Kupiou
MOU Inco0 &1 00 €pol KOONOG £€0TAUPWTAL KAY®D TO KOOUW®.
[Rom. Frag C 166:12, CPG 1457, TLG 2042.038]

() 'Epol un ysvowo Kauxaoeal el pn ev I® oTaupu) To0 Kupiou pou 'Incod
Xptoto0, 8’ oU ol KOHoPOG EoTaUupwTal KAY® K6ouw, [John.Com B 19:21:139:7,
CPG 1453, TLG 2042.079]

(m) ’Epol d€ pn ysvowo Kauxaoeal el pn ev I@® OTaupw 100 KUplou 'Inco0
Xptoto0, 8’ oU ol KOoPOG EoTaUupwTal KAY® k6ouw [John.Com B 28:19:166:4,
CPG 1453, TLG 2042.079]

(n) 'Epol o6& pn ysvowo Kauxaoeal el pn ev I® owupw To0 KUpiloU NUAV 'Incol
Xplotod, 3 oU €pol K6OUOG E0TaUpwTal KAY® KOOUW. [Pass 106:16, CPG 1480,
TLG 2042.118]

Galatians 6:15-18 None
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